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and Environmental Control
Wyoming Dept of Ben Way ben.way@wyo.gov
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Project Overview

As part of the Combined Air Emission Reporting (CAER) project, the EPA and State, Local and Tribal (SLT)
air programs are working together to identify opportunities to reduce redundancy, improve quality, and
increase efficiency in the reporting of air emissions from facilities. As part of CAER, The Product Design



Team (PDT) comprises members from SLT and EPA programs that are carrying out specific R&D projects
that further the implementation objectives of the overall CAER project. The PDT has the responsibility
for

e Segmenting the CAER implementation work

e Prioritizing supporting research activities

e Setting up the smaller Research and Development (R&D) teams to do the work

e Setting the project scope and expectations for these teams

e Enabling these teams to be successful

e Integrating the outcomes of the R&D teams into future activities and the proposed vision for the
CAER future state.

The R&D projects involve a range of policy and program research activities related to identifying
program needs, analyzing business rules and quality assurance/quality control procedures across
programs, review of program regulatory requirements, and other program characteristics and functions
that are important considerations for creating a shared emissions system under the CAER proposed
future state.

Phase | - Recap

The Emissions Data Model project team researched, and documented emissions-related data elements
and functionality needed to support a possible common emission form (CEF) reporting design structure
in a shared emissions platform. The identified state-specific data elements will be sufficient to allow for
broad usage by SLTs and applicable EPA reporting programs.

The SLT team members distributed an on-line survey to emissions inventory contacts nationwide,
including localities and tribes. The team received 50 responses. The full results of Phase | can be found
on the CAER website.

Phase I
The Emissions Data Model team identified four tasks to be accomplished in Phase Il of this project.

1. Data solutions and documentation — The Phase | data survey highlighted many
individual issues that need to be investigated, resolved, and documented to specify a
CEF. The effort to resolve any one of these issues is modest but together represent a
significant amount of work. The tasks range from specifying field size/type to describing
calculation functionality for annual and ozone season emissions. This task included both
documenting SLT-specific data identified in the Phase 1 survey and identifying
differences in SLT and NEI for fields in common (e.g., field size). This task also included
identifying fields/features that will need to have some mechanism for SLT control for
filers in their individual states and the nature of that control. For example, a
mechanism is needed for a SLT to opt-in/out of a particular CEF feature and to control
the flow of data after it is collected by the CEF. Part of this task included identifying
issues that may need to be postponed for later consideration (i.e., might be too time-
consuming or undefined to be addressed in time for a pilot). The results from this task
are the raw materials for building a CEF.


https://www.epa.gov/e-enterprise/emissions-data-model-pdt-research-and-development-rd-project-team-report

2. Business Rules for CEF — Document discussions on basic business rules needed for the
CEF. Business rules are specific to each SLT, and so specify those rules determines needs
for the controls to configure the CEF, set available emission factors and for preventing
filers from updating certain data fields when completing the form.. The business rules
will take into consideration the PDT R&D team findings on confidential business
information (CBI).

3. Workplan for development of a CEF — Collaborate with the EPA IT lead to develop a
checklist of the documentation needed to create the CEF. The items in this list would be
those necessary for a pilot and would aid in the management of the pilot development
process. The goal of this task is to (1) assess the gap between what specifications have
been developed or are underway and what is needed to specify a system that is fully
functional for the pilot SLT, and (2) specify what work is needed to fill that gap. This task
must inherently address SLT/NEI needs for collecting facility data. The results would be
used to organize a procurement process. This task was intended to document the
specifications needed for a more broadly usable CEF.

4. Targeted pre-pilot assessment — An original Phase 2 concept was to assess the specific
needs of a potential pilot SLT in preparation for the pilot project, provided that a pilot
SLT could be identified. Such an approach would apply the results of task 1 above to a
real test case. The task was to investigate the specific needs of the pilot state and
compare them against the CEF as documented thus far. Those needs would be a subset
of the needs for a final CEF. The results of the task would identify any additional
specifications and documentation needed to ensure the CEF will successfully meet the
needs of the pilot SLT (including the handling of facility data). The objective is to specify
a minimally viable product targeted at the pilot state.

During our review on Task 1, the Data Model Team quickly realized the amount of work which Task 1
alone would encompass, and the decision was made to only complete Task 1 in Phase Il. Task 2,
Business Rules, was deferred to Phase Ill and the CAER pilot. Task 3 and 4, the Workplan for the CEF and
Targeted Pre-Pilot Assessment, were passed back to the full PDT for completion under the CEF Pilot.



Phase Il — Task

Task 1 — Data solutions and Documentation

Phase 1 Outstanding Survey Questions

As a result of the on-line survey to emission inventory contacts during Phase 1, several questions arose
that required additional contact/discussion for clarification. These questions and resulting team
recommendations from the discussions are as follows:

1.

Addition of Pollutant Codes to the Emission Inventory System (EIS) — The EIS has a limited
number of pollutants that are accepted and included in the National Emission Inventory.
Because of this limitation in the current state, SLTs need to create multiple inventories to
meet EPA requirements. Survey results showed as many as 800+ pollutants beyond the
EIS pollutants were used by SLTs. EIS developers stated that a process could be
developed to add the additional pollutants to the EIS and still limit what is included in the
NEI. This would allow SLTs to submit all and any pollutants collected. All pollutants
would be stored and available in EIS but would not necessarily be included in the NEI.

i. Recommendation — Allow all pollutants to be accepted by EIS
Addition of Percent Sulfur and Percent Ash Data Fields to EIS — Percent Sulfur and
Percent Ash already exist in EIS. The three States which requested this addition were
informed and are satisfied. One state did request that the lower range check that
currently exists in EIS, be changed to 0.0001 to account for low sulfur requirements and
standards.

i. Recommendation - Change to the QA range check will be considered for the

2020 NEI.
Billable/Nonbillable — Clarification was needed after several respondents to the survey
requested the addition of a billable/nonbillable data field or flag. Findings:
i. SLTs should have the option to make billable data fields available to facility filers
for filers to denote which emissions are billable

ii. A billable data field can be collected at the facility type, unit type, or pollutant,
as specified by the SLT.

iii. A consideration is that some SLTs have rules which limit the tonnage billed.
Actual ton should not be displayed which adds a level of complexity to this
addition.

iv. Recommendation — Allow SLTs to display billable flags to the facility filer as part
of the facility attributes on the CEF. The Facility IPT Team will be advised of this
additional field request. Since this field can also be on the pollutant level as
well,, it will be considered for the emissions level of the CEF

Insignificant Source/Activity — An insignificant source is a whole facility that may be
collected by an SLT, but the emissions data are not submitted to EIS. An insignificant
activity is a unit or process which is below reporting thresholds (e.g., an SLT HAP
reporting threshold) and is not reported to EIS but may be reported by the facility to the
EPA’s Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) system. An insignificant source/activity can become
significant and would be identified as such on the facility permit. Some insignificant
activities are aggregated into one unit/process and reported to EIS using a Source
Classification Code which describes the group.




i. Recommendation — The CEF must have the ability for individual SLTs to
designate which data (facilities, units, processes, and pollutants) are sent to EPA
and which are to be held in the SLT system only.

Facility and Point Data Field Matching Exercise

lowa, Massachusetts, North Carolina, and South Carolina volunteered to do data field matching between
their state systems, the new FRS data model and the EIS. This matching included definition, data type,
data size and whether a data field was required to be reported by a filer. These volunteers were also
asked to include data fields which exist in their systems, but do not exist in EIS or FRS. While this
sampling was small, the states represented on Data Model Team had varying degrees of inventory
system sophistication. Those systems spanned between paper submissions to highly integrated. All
team members added input and comments to recommended additions.

ii. Recommendation — Appendix 1, CEF Data Fields.xlsx, shows the result of the
comparison and recommendations for additional data fields. Facility data field
recommendations have been passed onto the FRS Data Model Team with
additions noted. The emissions portion of Appendix 1 shows SLT recommended
additions that the team is recommending be added to EIS as noted in the
comment fields. Also noted are those data fields that are recommended to be
included in the CAER Pilot. Please refer to the READ ME worksheet for
definitions of column headings and color coding.

Permit Data Fields

A large portion of the data fields that were recommended by SLTs fell under the purview of permitting.
These data fields are listed under the tab “Permitted” in Appendix 1.

Since E-Enterprise has kicked-off the E-Permitting project, it was felt that these particular data fields
would be forwarded to this team for review and inclusion under the E-Permitting project. As the CAER
project moves forward, these fields may be determined to be a necessary part of CAER, but at this time
the team did not feel that such a recommendation was advisable.

Calculator Requirements

In creating the list of required data fields for the CEF, the team started discussions about how these data
fields could be used to estimate of emissions. The overall CAER working design included emissions
estimation as one of the functions of the emissions “Calculator” needed for the project. These
discussions were lengthy, and while defining specifications for the Calculator was not one of our tasks
for this Phase, we felt that the results of the discussions should be captured. Appendix 2. Common
Emissions Form (CEF) Calculator Requirements documents those discussions and our recommendations.






Accessibility Report





		Filename: 

		Phase II Final Report.pdf









		Report created by: 

		



		Organization: 

		







[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.





		Needs manual check: 2



		Passed manually: 0



		Failed manually: 0



		Skipped: 1



		Passed: 29



		Failed: 0







Detailed Report





		Document





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set



		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF



		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF



		Logical Reading Order		Needs manual check		Document structure provides a logical reading order



		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified



		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar



		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents



		Color contrast		Needs manual check		Document has appropriate color contrast



		Page Content





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged



		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged



		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order



		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided



		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged



		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker



		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts



		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses



		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive



		Forms





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged



		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description



		Alternate Text





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text



		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read



		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content



		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation



		Other elements alternate text		Passed		Other elements that require alternate text



		Tables





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR



		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers



		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary



		Lists





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L



		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



		Headings





		Rule Name		Status		Description



		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting










Back to Top



