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Welcome and Agenda Review
Kong Chiu (EPA Co-Chair) and Rob Willis (Facilitator) welcomed IPT members and reviewed the agenda.  The purpose of the call was to review feedback from members and next steps on the proposed approach to Data Exchange I, and discuss next steps for Data Exchange II.

Data Exchange I: Reporting Schema Outbound
Bill Rensmith (Windsor Solutions) reviewed feedback received from state IPT members about the proposed approach for the reporting schema outbound data exchange that was presented on the last IPT call:

· Respondents affirmed that the services described meet their needs for retrieving and processing data.  

· With regards to whether the input parameters/query criteria are sufficient for slicing data from EPA in ways that are useful, and whether there are there other parameters that would be useful to add, states indicated that the proposed approach appears adequate.  There were no suggestions for other services.  

· Respondents agreed on the need for sufficiently robust services that ensure synchronicity between EPA and states.
· Two respondents noted that instead of just having a total volume of emissions (single element for CO2e), the facility list file should include a list of total pollutants by amendment.  Windsor has inserted a placeholder to expand this list to include pollutants with values.
· Whether the pollutant total for combustion emissions reported under subpart W can be broken into categories for fugitive or vented is still to be determined; EPA will review and respond to this question from New Mexico.

· A request was made to include the SIC and NAICS codes for each facility in the facility list.  Since he proposed approach envisioned that the facility list schema would be based on the Facility ID 3.0 schema, which includes data elements for industry classifications like SIC and NAICS, this request will be accommodated.
Participants further discussed the significance of confidential business information (CBI) on Data Exchange I.  EPA is completing its rulemaking to determine which data is CBI and which is non-CBI; the expected outcome is that some data elements will be flagged CBI and others will not.  Based on precedent, emissions data will likely not count as CBI.  However, some of the data used to calculate the emissions value may be included as CBI, and some of this data may be of interest to the states.  States may elect not to receive any CBI data from EPA, or may choose to make arrangements with EPA to become delegated authorities for CBI.  To accommodate these various needs, the data exchange can be designed with one set of services and a CBI parameter (e.g. “Include CBI? Yes/No”).  This CBI filter would be built into the service definition and applied at the EPA end (e.g. CBI data would be stripped out before the file is sent).  Regardless of the approach used, because of the security settings (NAAS) for these data services, EPA will always have the ability to authorize services at the parameter level.  

Participants also discussed what records will be returned with the second proposed data service, “Get Facility and Report”, and how that relates to the process EPA will follow for quality assurance and error checking.  EPA will run two checks on the data.  The first check will occur at the application level before the data is submitted to EPA.  When data is first entered by reporters, a set of validations will be run through the application (e.g. flagging data that is out of range).  EPA will not keep a record of these flags.  The second check will occur post-submission, once the reporter signs, certifies and submits the data.  EPA will run a second process to verify the report by applying a series of algorithms and analyses (this is similar to the Targeted Tool for Audits used with the acid rain reporting program).  EPA will follow-up with facilities to resolve issues identified as part of this verification analysis, which could result in facilities resubmitting reports, which may result in multiple reports associated with a given facility (the original and updated submissions).  When states run the “Get Facility and Report” query, they will be get reports based on the criteria they’ve requested.  If the state filters by the facility they would receive all associated reports.  If the state filtered by reporting year and any changes since a certain date, they would just get the amended report.  
Windsor Solutions will continue to document the proposed services more formally in a draft flow configuration document (FCD) for Data Exchange I.  This draft will be distributed for IPT review and comments in advance of discussion on the next IPT call.
Action Items

· Windsor Solutions will distribute a draft FCD for Data Exchange I by Tuesday, October 26, for IPT member review and comments in advance of discussion on the next IPT call.  
· EPA will look into whether the pollutant total for combustion emissions reported under Subpart W can be broken into categories for fugitive or vented and let New Mexico know.

Data Exchange II Options
The IPT is developing data exchanges to meet multiple business needs.  States interested in obtaining the full data set to run parallel regulatory processes and meet other needs can do so through “Data Exchange I”, the outbound data exchange being developed based on the mandatory reporting schema.  The IPT has also talked about designing an additional data exchange to fulfill other business needs such as trend analysis, integration with existing emissions inventory data systems, and to augment work on a regional or local level.  To determine what options exist for this “Data Exchange II”, the IPT initiated a conversation about whether the MRR information can be generated in a format that is compatible with the Consolidated Emissions Reporting Schema (CERS).  The IPT has reviewed a partial crosswalk between the mandatory reporting schema and the CERS schema to determine if the output generated will be useful to states, given how GHG data is collected and the adjustments necessary to match the CERS schema.  If this information is useful, the IPT will then need to determine the services and architecture for the exchange; if not, then the IPT will consider potential alternatives.  
An additional GHG emissions business need that will be addressed through an outbound exchange is EPA’s responsibility to provide public access to the GHG information that it collects; EPA will be defining public services for this open access in the next few months.  The goal is to publish this data by June 2011 on an interactive dashboard site broken into industry and facility categories.  EPA will consult with the IPT as it moves forward so that these public access reports can be designed in a format that is also useful to the states.

When asked what their reaction would be if the effort to define data exchange format in the CERS-compatible format were put on hold, pending more definition of the public data services that EPA will be developing and consideration about how this data might achieve similar business needs as having the GHG data in a CERS-compatible format, IA, CA, NM and WA expressed that they would be OK with waiting to receive the data in a CERS-compatible format; NJ gave an initial indication of OK; and MN and NC indicated they would like to receive the data in a CERS-compatible format.  

Action Items

· Rob Willis will work with Andy Putnam (State Co-chair) and Greg McNelly (ECOS) to solicit direct feedback from other states not on the call to determine priority for receiving the data in a CERS-compatible format to bring prioritization back for discussion on the next IPT call.  

· Rob Willis and the Co-chairs will discuss how to raise the public access data exchange for discussion on the next IPT call.

Updates on Facility Reconciliation and Applicability Determination
EPA is working with states on two related facility lists; refining the FRS facility list, which will be used as part of the EGRET registration, and defining a subset of facilities within each industry that are expected to report under the rule.   EPA thanked states for their help in refining these lists.  Both of these efforts are continuing to move forward.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4]
