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Welcome and Agenda Review
Andy Putnam and Kong Chiu (GHG IPT Co-Chairs) and Rob Willis (GHG IPT facilitator) welcomed members and reviewed the agenda.   The purpose of the call will be to follow-up on  questions raised on the last IPT call related to confidential business information, check-in on the work underway to identify state reporting and data exchange requirements, and review a timeline for IPT work.
Confidential Business Information
EPA is developing a data system to collect all data elements reported from facilities to EPA under the mandatory GHG reporting rule.  The GHG IPT is interested in determining 1) what data can be shared, and of that data, 2) how quickly and easily EPA can share it.  The Confidential Business Information (CBI) rulemaking underway at EPA is related to both of these issues, in particular regarding what happens if data of interest to a state is designated CBI.

 Lisa Grogan-McCallouch (EPA) is leading the CBI rulemaking for EPA.  She joined the call to provide a brief overview of the process.  In its final Mandatory Reporting Rule (MRR) issued last September, EPA indicated that it would issue a separate notice and collect comments regarding what data submitted under the rule meets CBI.  This notice will address which data is emissions data; per the Clean Air Act, emissions data cannot be considered CBI.   EPA is planning to issue a notice laying out the proposed determination for which data elements, if any, under the MRR are considered CBI, which will be followed by a 60-day comment period.  Once that comment period closes, EPA will respond to comments and issue a final notice.  Until the final CBI notice is issued, no data can be released; because the MRR data release is held up until the final CBI notice is issued, EPA is working to get  this process underway.  EPA is also looking into the issue of whether or not EPA can share CBI data with states.  There are certain rules in place in which CBI data can be shared with states and under what conditions (see CFR, Part 2, Section 301, Title 40).  
The final CBI determinations will likely impact the GHG data exchange, but the GHG IPT can proceed in the interim, and address applicable developments as needed.  
Action Items

· The IPT Co-chairs and Ross & Associates will continue to track the CBI rulemaking process and brief GHG IPT members on developments as available.

Initial Results of Reporting and Data Exchange Requirements
Kong Chiu (EPA, IPT Co-chair) and Abe Siegal (SAIC) have been collecting information from states about their GHG reporting and data exchange requirements.  They developed a template containing possible reporting requirements to take into consideration when designing the EPA reporting system, and pre-populated these with the state information already available.  Abe then emailed these templates to each respective state on December 14, and scheduled conversations to refine and discuss additional requirements to consider.  As of December 22, Abe has completed calls with Connecticut, Iowa, Michigan, North Carolina, Washington, and Wisconsin, and is working on scheduling calls with New Jersey and Arizona.  The remaining states on the call indicated interest in talking with Abe, who will follow-up with each.
Abe summarized initial findings from the first six interviews:
· All states are waiting to see the EPA GHG data system to determine what data EPA will collect.

· EPA’s proposed schedule for collecting and verifying data is acceptable for state internal processes and timing.  One state expressed concern that EPA’s three-month verification timeframe may not be sufficient for EPA to verify (EPA will collect data through March 30 and make data available by June 30).  

· States with existing rules are planning to change these rule to harmonize with EPA.  In many cases, these changes are pending legislative approval, so whether they will occur is still to be determined.
· Several states are planning lower thresholds than EPA, to be implemented over a multi-year period.  For one state, this will result in data from several hundred additional facilities; for another, a handful.  

· The reporting identifiers vary, with some states requiring facility, unit and/or process/release-point level identifiers.  Several states indicated the need to use state facility IDs of nine characters in addition to the EPA GHG ID.  In some cases, these IDs will need to be reconciled with NEI IDs, which may be similar to the state facility IDs.  
· Units of measurement vary, from metric tons, long tons and short tons.

· Data elements will need to deal with fuel type – primary and secondary – as well as fuel use volume and varying thresholds.   Two states will include biofuels in their reporting.  One state will include ethanol fermentation (this data may be available from Title 5 reporting instead).  Another state will require vehicle fleet reporting.  
· Two states have requested access to the raw data that facilities submit to EPA in order to do their own verification.  One state indicated this is important information, while the other indicated that this data would be nice to have, but not critical.

· Several states indicated interest in having GHG data integrated with other data (e.g. criteria air emissions data).

· At least one state has in place specific legislation that allows their submitters to request their data be kept confidential.
Mitch West (Exchange Network Coordinator) noted that the unit of measurement issue frequently emerges with data exchanges, and reaching agreement on a common unit of measurement can be challenging, and of limited value.  To deal with this, the Exchange Network includes descriptors as part of the data exchanges so that every unit of measurement is clearly defined.  

Kong Chiu provided an update on the planning horizon for the EPA GHG data exchange system.  In light of the detail of the rule, EPA is interested in ensuring that industry users are involved in beta-testing the system to ensure the design makes sense.  EPA is tracking requests from industry to participate in this testing.  The registration modules described in Section 4 of the MRR will be developed first, and are expected to be live by summer 2010, with emissions reporting modules ready by late fall.  
Action Items

· Abe Siegal (SAIC) will complete calls with states about their data exchange requirements.  He will follow-up with New Jersey, Arizona, California, New Mexico and Colorado to schedule calls next week, and with Hawaii to schedule a call in early January.
· Kurt Rakouskas (ECOS) will check with Oregon and let Abe know their availability for a call.
GHG IPT Project Timeline
Rob Willis (Ross & Associates) provided an overview of the GHG IPT project timeline, which describes what the group is trying to accomplish and by when.  All members affirmed the phasing and timing of the work being requested.
Action Items

· Ross & Associates will PDF the timeline presented on the call and redistribute so all members are on the same page regarding project timing. 
