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E-Enterprise
1. When do you plan on going to the e-Enterprise Leadership team to see if you get the go ahead on
this?

The e-Enterprise Leadership team has given us the go ahead to proceed, but we are awaiting the
majority of the resources we expect that we will need for this project. In fall of 2015, this project
received approval to start a limited set of “short term wins” during 2015 and 2016 with total funding of
$300,000. We have been working on 5 projects that are taking small steps along the path to the
proposed future solution, and these short-term wins will also have benefits as stand-alone efforts
regardless of whether additional funding is provided for a more complete approach in the future.

In FY 2016, we have requested additional resources to continue more short term wins that have
proposed to test the use of the new FRS data model for supporting the central and detailed facility
attribute needs for this project.

The FY 2017 President’s budget includes a line item for this project funded at more than $2 million, and
so we are optimistic that at least some resources will become available by 2017.

2. Will the E-Enterprise cover retrospective emissions information? For example, people could retrieve
the historical emissions for a facility interested?

We intend to start with new data being reported so that our data partners can start realizing cost
savings and data can be released earlier. Going back and refitting older data into a new model would
have its own sets of costs and benefits and is not planned at this time.

3. How do we join the E-Enterprise Council?



The E-Enterprise Leadership Council has 20 members 10 states and 10 EPA. The bylaws for the E-
Enterprise Leadership Council dictate the procedure for adding or changing members. The bylaws can be
found in the E-Enterprise Blueprint at http://www.exchangenetwork.net/e-enterprise/.

Overall Combined Air Emissions Reporting Project
1. Could you expand on what is the "problem" being solved? | see value in the goals mentioned.
How is the current process not working or addressing the reporting needs?

Looking at slide 7 from the January 2016 webinar, our Lean event identified a number of inefficiencies.
These were identified based on “root cause” analysis of some specific problems that have been noted
about the air emissions report across all EPA and state/local/tribal (SLT) agencies. These problems
include:

o National Emissions Inventory (NEI) data take much longer to publish than the Toxics
Release Inventory (TRI) and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) data, slowing down the various uses
of this data and costing the EPA and SLTs more by prolonging the process.

o The EPA spends a lot of time augmenting data from the states when it would be more
efficient just to get the data right when it’s submitted the first time.

= Facilities must enter the same information about their facilities into multiple
data systems (wasting time) and leading to inconsistencies.

*= Inconsistent emissions data across data systems reduces credibility.

* The same quality assurance (QA) steps are being done multiple times, for
example, the same “questionable” hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions
value could be reviewed by TRI, NEI, and a SLT agency, which wastes time.

= The emissions data quality can be improved and transparency increased by
ensuring test data received by the EPA (via the Compliance Emissions Data
Reporting Interface (CEDRI)) is used for computing emissions. Without including
such a link, agencies are not necessarily using the “best available” data to
compute emissions, but using best available data is a requirement of both the
NEI and TRI programs.

*» The EPA is unable to easily publish even a facility-level total of emissions across
all programs because: (1) matching facilities across programs is not trivial with
constantly changing IDs and other facility attributes and (2) inconsistencies in
emissions across TRl and NEI make it impossible to publish a “single” value until
those discrepancies are resolved.

In addition, we have heard from our industry stakeholders that they incur costs and wasted time when
inaccurate or inconsistent data about their facilities is published by the EPA. Some industry commenters
have noted that for their facilities, the expense associated with defending inaccurate and/or old data is
the largest problem. Thus reducing inconsistent, outdated, and inaccurate information is the most
important possible improvement that this project could provide.


http://www.exchangenetwork.net/e-enterprise/

2. My question about the "problem" being solved was not answered. There was no scope or scale
to the "data" concerns mentioned. I’'m concerned this project is "solving" a problem that isn't a
problem or monies spent on other concerns.

The Combined Air Emissions Reporting (CAER) project seeks to streamline multiple emissions reporting
processes and to establish a single, authoritative data repository. Currently, air emissions information is
collected by EPA and state or local air agencies through numerous separate regulations, in a variety of
formats, according to different reporting schedules, and using multiple routes of data transfer. In the to-
be state, the CAER project is expected to reduce the cost to industry and government for providing and
managing important environmental data and to improve decision-making capacity through more timely
availability of data. The proposed to-be state for the air emissions programs is intended to reduce the
cost to industry and government, or “ transaction costs,” of providing and managing important
environmental data. Ultimately, the improvements in the to-be state might increase the use of CAER
information by government and non-government entities, potentially leading to more informed
decisions and better outcomes. Please see the answer to question 1 above.

The Return on Investment (ROI) analysis shows that the proposed to-be state for the CAER project might
yield reductions in burden for companies submitting air emissions data, as well as the agencies that
process and manage these data. Overall, the ROl analysis indicates positive but uncertain savings. It is
important to note that the scoping team did not seek to reduce the level of information that is collected
and made available to government and non-government data users. The goal of the project is instead to
minimize the transaction costs of collecting and managing the data.

3. With respects to the inefficiencies, can you provide a level of scale?

How much duplication for example? There are about 9,300 TRI facilities that are also included in the NEI
for NEI pollutants. While relatively few facilities report to CEDRI at this time, the use of CEDRI will be
expanding to include nearly all of the facilities (about 75,000) that report to states for use in the NEI.
There are some facilities that report to all four programs, but relatively few at this time.

4. NElinefficiency: Are you referring just to the point source category or the whole process? How
much are nonpoint sources and categories other than large-point sources planned to be
integrated?

The project addresses point sources only, because that is where the industry stakeholders have the
most duplication of effort. Since one of the goals of E-Enterprise is better support of the regulated
community, the other NEI source categories such as mobile and area sources do not apply as much.
There have been questions about the NEI, which also includes “nonpoint sources”, which are summed
up at the county level and not characterized in any inventory as an individual source at a location or
address. The goal is that the universe of facilities that will be included will be the macro set of all the
facilities included in at least one of the four programs. Initially, though, we might focus on facilities that
are in two or more of the programs, because that's where more benefit will be derived. We will go
through a process to identify the most important things to do first, that have the greatest return on
investment.

5. Have you considered starting with two or three databases as a pilot?



CAER teams are taking a stepwise approach and only starting with a small set of databases to pilot any
potential changes.

6. Who would be responsible for coordinating with reporters to make corrections to their
submittals?

We are not far enough along in our project to have defined the business rules needed to answer your
guestion. We anticipate that states would continue to be involved in this part of emissions reporting
workflow and quality assurance, but there could be others involved as well.

7. Are you planning on replacing the NEI/EIS with this?

No, the proposed concept does not call for replacing programs or their requirements. It is to develop
mechanisms to move and share data across these existing programs. EIS would work with a CAER
Common Emissions Form and QA approach, but would not replace EIS. Quality assurance features would
be coordinated between a Common Emission Form and EIS.

8. What is the timeframe for the development of CAER. Will the deployment be across all states or
just the ones that are part of the team?

The CAER implementation plan lays out a multi-year goal (5+ years) for a stream-lined, shared emissions
reporting network; however, this is dependent on the results of various R&D preliminary projects being
completed, successful piloting and demonstration of a CAER shared system, and on sufficient resources
to implement, particularly IT components on a wider scale. Also, deployment is voluntary so that SLT
programs that are interested can participated as meets their situation.

9. How much of the data in the EIS is going to be shared with the public?

Currently, all the data in the EIS are available to the public, but we only publish the triennial inventory
data on the NEI website. The interim year data do get published in some cases for EPA's modeling work.

10. Why can you not take group comments or contributions?
FACA/UMRA requirements means we can only receive individual advice.
11. Are there plans to improve the dissemination of information about CAER?

All webinars are recorded and information on the short-term win projects, the R&D projects presented
today and FAQs are on the CAER website.

12. Key milestones and timeframes?

The CAER implementation plan lays out a multi-year goal (5+ years) for a stream-lined, shared emissions
reporting network to be in operation on broad scaler; however, this is dependent on the results of
various R&D preliminary projects being completed over the next year, successful piloting and
demonstration of a CAER shared system, and on sufficient resources to implement, particularly IT
components on a wider scale. Also, ultimately participation in CAER shared systems will be a voluntary
option for programs wishing to pursue the benefits of such a system, such that implementation would
likely occur on a rolling-type basis based on program responses.

13. Where is the Implementation Plan located?


https://www.epa.gov/e-enterprise/e-enterprise-combined-air-emissions-reporting-caer

The Implementation Plan was part of the short-term win projects and is located at
https://www.epa.gov/e-enterprise/phase-1-short-term-wins

Cost/Benefits
1. How are you costing out the downsides to this initiative for the ROI? How did you quantify the
additional cost to state/local/tribal (SLT) agencies for having to develop new systems, APl's, web
services, or other connection protocols to transmit data in the system or between distributed
databases?

The ROl includes both the costs and benefits of the proposed future state. The scoping team received
input from many states participating in the project and Arizona issued a survey to states to quantify
their existing costs. We didn't get an exact cost estimate from every state; it's difficult to develop cost
estimates when we don’t know exactly what changes will be needed. This made conducting a return on
investment analysis challenging and has resulted in a lot of uncertainty. But there was a positive range
of potential benefits to these types of changes, even including that uncertainty.

Regulations
1. Will this effort accommodate or dovetail with the rulemaking efforts to require e-reporting and
notification under air and other rules (March 20 proposal for NSPS will be followed by similar
rule changes for MACT, NESHAP and Title V).

Yes, this effort is already dovetailed with the SPPD rulemaking efforts to require e-reporting of
compliance Information (e.g., performance tests, notice of compliance status, and air emission reports).
These will be the data that go to the CEDRI/WebFIRE system, which is a part of our proposed future
solution.

2. How could the problems be solved in another manner, without developing all these systems and
the need for ref and statutory changes?

With the Lean approach, we did not presume a technological change was required. We specified our
problems as listed above in question 1 and then sought out root causes to those problems. Most of the
root causes relate to our systems getting out of sync with each other, and so most of the solutions deal
with keeping those systems in sync with each other. With some of the issues being extremely
complicated (such as having the same facility defined in 3-4 different ways), it is presumably possible to
manually resolve all of the related data challenges, but we expect that having something implemented
systematically and through system-based data management solutions will be much more efficient. In
addition to the systems, the future solution must define ways that the various parties can work better
together. In fact, the way we work together is just as important, if not more important, than the systems
that help us do that.

3. Will regulatory changes be an issue to move forward? Have you identified all of the rules in
effect that may need revision make this work?

We believe that a great many things can be done without regulatory changes as we work towards our
proposed future state solution. We have a rough 5-year plan for this project and had anticipated that
any regulatory changes would be made later in that time period. We would make regulatory changes
only after we have learned more about the best way to proceed and have attempted to work within our
existing regulations.


https://www.epa.gov/e-enterprise/phase-1-short-term-wins

However, CAER teams are working on identifying rules changes as they continue to work on the data
flows. We are currently considering the various challenges associated with future changes to regulations
that may be needed for this project. So, we know it will be an issue, but we haven’t yet addressed that
issue. One of the steps that we are taking now is to compile all of the references to the state regulations
and capture each definition of “facility” and the reporting requirements for air emissions.

4. How will EPA avoid doing a rule when the different data systems have different submittal dates?
To make this work, won't all the programs need the same submittal time?

We believe that it is not necessary to change submittal dates to keep the data in sync. For example, TRI
has the first reporting deadline. After that deadline, the facility may also need to report HAP or
ammonia emissions for a SLT regulation. If the reported emissions for that second purpose are different
(a different emissions value) from the TRI reported emissions, a few things could happen. First, the
reporting facility would see the discrepancy as part of the pre-submission QA for the SLT regulation. If
the discrepancy is real, then the new emissions value could be sent to the TRI program as a revision so
that the emissions value could stay in sync.

In addition, we have identified a need for changes that happen after the initial submissions as part of
QA. Any emissions changes resulting from post-submission QA would be sent to all programs that had
previous received the data, so that the new emissions values could be used and would be able to stay in
sync across multiple programs.

5. Are you proposing to amend the AERR to eliminate the reporting to states and institute direct
reporting to EPA?

The AERR does not require facilities to report to the state. The AERR requires states to report to the EPA,
and we do not expect to eliminate that requirement. We have not yet determined what regulatory
changes may be needed to accomplish the full proposed future state solution, but we expect to learn a
lot more about those needs by starting with approaches that do not require changes to regulations.

Quality Assurance
1. How will shared roles for quality assurance/control (QA/QC) work in situations where states
QA/QC every item and every entry from their point sources before submitting to the EPA? Will
there still be any redundancy at all regarding quality control/assessment? Sometimes looking at
things twice catches major errors.

The overarching idea with the Lean approach is efficiency, which is intended to arrive at the appropriate
quality for the least effort. We have to ensure that the CAER proposed future state respects and allows
for the EPA and the states to retain their QA/QC programs. It is critical that data are not used before
going through the proper vetting process. In addition, QA/QC steps should occur as early in the data
exchange as possible. The CAER teams are discussing QA/QC and are beginning to identify places where
more clarity or additional review could help identify data issues or potential outliers for documentation.
Communication is key to minimize the number of times data must be reviewed and resubmitted
between the states and EPA. As the QA aspects of the design are developed, if we determine that it is
most efficient to duplicate certain checks (because it is the most efficient way to catch errors), then that
approach could be selected. The proposed future state would use as much automated QA as possible,



allowing SLT agencies and the EPA to focus QA time and effort on the areas that add the most value to
the final emissions estimates.

2. Are you considering the data that you're getting draft until such time that the state says they're
done with their QA/QC?

We do not yet know if it will be considered draft, how it will be treated, when EPA will get it, etc. These
are business rules that need to be resolved so we can proceed with implementation. We must take
precautions to ensure the data doesn't get utilized improperly or in a misleading way if it hasn't been
through the QA/QC process. It's unclear how we will ensure that QA/QC occurs, at what point we do
editing, or who has access to make those corrections. We want industry to help inform states and EPA as
we work together to create a CAER future state.

3. Can someone share any thoughts on how raw data outliers might be handled in QA/QC?

This type of QA/QC check is used by a number of programs based on the results of the CAER QA/QC
project survey. The application of the outlier analysis varies across programs in terms of the definition of
what constitutes an 'outlier’, or 'significant' deviation from historical trends (e.g., % change or absolute
change). Depending on where the check is applied (e.g., upon reporter prep or after submittal) will
dictated how the results are handled. The QA/QC project team is also looking at commonalities in how
these types of checks may be applied in common emissions form type of approach under CAER.

Facility Registry System (FRS) - New Data Model
1. Who gets the final say on the "configuration" of a facility?

We are not far enough along in our project to have defined the business rules needed to answer your
guestion. We have identified the need to make sure that all uses of the facility configuration are being
met. Participants in this project have noted that one aspect of the facility configuration is the permits,
and so our work will include making sure that the electronic data about the facility respect the permits
and the state role in quality assurance and approval for the clear majority of these.

2. How dynamic do you anticipate the facility attributes data model to be for facilities that change
operations year to year?

The model must be as dynamic as is needed to meet all the needs of air programs. As part of the design
process, it will be necessary to gather information on the needs by all air programs. Some of the
features that have already come up include the ability to make changes that are date-specific, so that
everyone can see when a change has been made and therefore determine the configuration of the
facility at a given point in time.

3. Who has access to the facility linkage application? Is that something that will be a tool for end
users or on the back end for EPA?

FLA is available for EPA (program and region), state, local, and tribal staff. Registration is available using
the link.

4. How does FRS manage mergers, divestments, change in ownership, etc. for facilities?


https://frsfla.epa.gov/

For facility changes of this nature, the likely process for updating a facility record will fall to a data
steward. Stewards can manage facility profiles and update them to reflect cases highlighted in this
question.

5. A previous audit of the Superfunds Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Title Il section
313 data compared it to a state emissions inventory data (facilities that possibly should be
reporting but are not). This audit revealed differences in how facilities are reported (e.g., as
groups vs. separate instances). Is there a proposed solution for reconciling facility reporting
differences across the databases?

The CAER team is working on this issue and collaborating with an existing E-Enterprise team focused on
federated facility ID. A pilot will be employed to identify where these differences exist and how they
may be addressed. Historically, each facility reporting requirement contained an acting statutory
requirement and each of those statutes had various thresholds for reporting. One benefit of the
proposed approach is that the different facility definitions would become much more transparent
through the shared data approach. So, audits of the types that you mention could theoretically be run as
a simple report rather than require a lot more effort.

6. Are we Linking Release Points to Units or Processes?

Release points are associated with both units and processes. For example, a combustion unit might have
two processes (one that identifies emissions while burning oil and one for burning natural gas). Both
processes can be mapped to the same release point, or could go to different release points depending
on how the facility is managed.

7. WIill SLTs have an opportunity to QA the facility data model data?

SLTs could register to become data stewards for FRS data and provide data quality improvements via the
Facility Linkage Application (FLA).

8. How is the FLA determining whether a zip is valid or not?

In FRS, many routines are run to figure out if the address is valid. These rely on USPS and NAVTEQ data
to see if the Zip Code aligns correctly. In the FLA, if the Zip Code isn't correct, the FLA will flag that and
suggest an alternative code to the Data Steward. Data Stewards can then use Google searches to try to
figure out the address if appropriate.

9. Is this new FRS going to reflect the information entered into the NEI EIS?
Yes, we share facility data with FRS from EIS on regular basis.
10. Will SLTs have access to the FRS database?

SLTs currently have access to data in FRS. FRS provides multiple ways to search the data (FRS Query, EZ
Query), web services, and data downloads.

11. Will the data we've put into the NEI EIS be imported into the new FRS?

NEI EIS data will be integrated into the new FRS.



Industry
1. Inthe Lean process, what feedback did you receive from our customers (industry) on their
compliance status if they fail to submit reports electronically?

One of the major themes from industry about air emissions reporting was that there are so many
separate reporting requirements, it leads to a lot of opportunities for missed reporting and therefore
they can become out of compliance with reporting requirement. Our industry participants helped to
identify a single way of reporting as a way to have fewer opportunities to miss compliance deadlines and
have better compliance with reporting obligations overall.

2. What is the workload for industry and how might that change? Will it spike because things have
to be done at the same time?

The feedback from our initial focus groups and our lean event is that the industry currently appreciates
that the deadlines are spread out. Right now the GHG Reporting Program and TRI deadlines are earlier in
the year than the (some) state deadlines for NEI; this allows industry staff to be more efficient and
effective. Some of the benefits to industry and agencies from this system are related to the linking of the
facility information. If a piece of information comes in that's inconsistent with data that was submitted
earlier on, it can be flagged for the affected parties both at the facility as they're submitting it, and, if
necessary, at the various agencies. Agencies will be notified of discrepancies, and they can decide how
to proceed.

3. Canyou identify which regulated company or organizations were worked with on the effort to
date?

Alcoa, Phillips-66, and the Air Force. The latter provided an example of an organization that collects
information from all facilities and reports simultaneously, while the industrial representatives provided a
data flow directly from facilities to air agencies. We have also had input from members of NEDA-CAP,
the Air Permitting Forum, AF & PA, and NCASI.

4. From an industry perspective, creating an electronic air emission reporting tool that States could
adopt and use for their annual reporting requirements would be a great improvement over the
current reporting process. Is this part of the CAER initiative?

Generally the answer is “yes” in terms of a possible conceptual design, but will depend ultimately on the
development details especially as it involves interface with individual state reporting systems. For
example, delegated programs like NAAQS emissions reporting would need to include the state
leadership roles in whatever technology solutions are ultimately created. This would allow the states to
continue to have the lead on collecting that information such as the emissions data for the National
Emissions Inventory program. This is especially important for the states because the fees generated
from the emissions reports are a part of their state program funding.

5. How could activity be CBI for some programs but not others? For example, where might it affect
one program and not another?

Certain contexts programs have responded to a claim of CBI without addressing the legal question of
whether it's CBI or not, and the program has responded by treating it as CBI. Those decisions have not
been made consistently across all the states or EPA programs. If different programs have a disagreement



about what's CBI, we need to address those discrepancies which would otherwise interfere with
consolidation.

6. When might industry see first changes? What’s the timeline?

The implementation team (short term win project) is working on development of the schedule as part of
a high-level implementation plan. This is a multi-year project, where we’re targeting 5 years but working
incrementally such that some functionality could be available sooner if we can work out the details. The
goals is to make significant progress within five years, but we want to see some early wins and make
improvements sooner than that. We don’t know when that might start affecting individual facilities. The
high-level implementation plan is expected to be available later in 2016.

7. Isthere a bulk upload option for the release point module?

The bulk upload feature will support all component types (units, processes, release points, and control
measures).

8. There are many discrepancies between TRI reporting requirements and NEI requirements
(submittal deadlines, chemical definitions, basis of estimates). Is EPA planning to propose
harmonization measures in the Federal Register to improve emissions comparability?

One of the PDT's current R&D projects is looking into the various discrepancies between TRI and NEI.
Phase 1 of this project will look at chemicals and their definitions. This phase is due to be complete in
June, 2017. Please refer to the CAER website for updates and results. At this point, there is no plan for
regulatory changes; however, as this project proceeds the need for such changes will be studied and
determinations of if and how such changes would be implemented will be considered.

9. lam currently working on an RTR ICR — the spreadsheet we are filling out includes much of this
sub facility unit information. Is that information going to be added to the FRS since the system
seems to be ready to receive?

This is a good question to ask the person who is running your ICR. The answer may vary from rule to
rule. Ultimately, one objective of the FRS redesign was to allow this type of facility data entries and the
FRS-RTR project to help design an electronic reporting system to facilitate this process for industry sites.

10. How does this affect a manufacturing site, given that the emissions are being reported through
TRI, GHG databases? Does the site must upload the AEIl data separately once this e-reporting
system is implemented?

The vision for CAER proposed future state is that industry site would be able to report once, at one entry
point, and the relevant pollutant data for each program would be shared accordingly. For example, a
state may ask a site to report emissions for the same pollutant required for TRI; in that case the
pollutant emissions information could provide at one level for the state reporting and then aggregated
and transmitted to TRI program, all as part of a single entry.

11. Will entering facility data into CEDRI be required? | am very concerned because we are not
staffed for this vast amount of data entry.

Whether entering facility data in CEDRI is required, and the degree of that data entry, depends on the
regulations and Information Collection Requests (ICRs) to which a facility is subject. For facilities
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required by regulation to report compliance data to CEDRI via ERT or bulk upload, some facility data is
required, with those requirements depending on the reporting requirements of the regulation. In most
cases, sub-facility data are not required for those regulations. For facilities subject to ICRs that are used
to support the Risk and Technology Review (RTR) process, detailed sub-facility data are required.
Whether the data is required to be submitted to CEDRI will depend on the specifics of the ICR. The
manual on-screen entry is just one option for reporting that data, however, since a bulk upload
approach (via spreadsheet) will also be available. We did not demonstrate the bulk upload approach at
the webinar, because that approach is still being developed.

12. | hear spreadsheets, does that mean an Excel type file rather than Access (database)?
Yes, the current design is envisioned as Excel type spreadsheet.
13. I'd like to understand what plans are being made around public access to data?

One goal of CAER project is too enhance public and user access to data by improving the network of
emission reporting to make the highest quality emissions data available in a timely way. To that end, any
developments in the CAER project will be integrated with existing program public access points to
improve this process.

14. Interested in knowing the beta testing and implementation timeline.

As soon as more definitive timelines for implementation are worked, these will be shared through
upcoming webinars and announcements.

State/Local/Tribal
1. Because many states have well established reporting programs, what problem is being solved by
this? | see that we may have to start over with our program which we have spent many years
and $100,000's to build.

We understand that many states have made large investments and have good emissions reporting
programs. Unfortunately, the problems listed in the answers to question 1 remain with continued costs
for both industry and government. A holistic solution has not yet been attempted, but this is just what
we are attempting now. We believe we can include the high-quality state systems as a part of the
proposed future state solution without “starting over”.

In addition, we are would like to use an approach moving forward that first seeks to help those states
that need the most help. For example, some states do not have electronic reporting systems or are not
happy with the systems that they have. Through this project, we can focus on those states that need the
most help first, while keeping in mind that some states who have robust systems would likely need to tie
into the CAER approach in a different way such that their system is still largely intact.

2. Are State emission inventory reporting requirements different from EPA requirements? How will
these differences be accommodated?

We want what we're collecting for state purposes to align with what we're collecting for EPA purposes.
We are aware that states collect data that goes beyond what is required for EPA programs. In some
cases, states are voluntarily sharing that information, while in other cases, they do not share it. For

11



States that are willing to share all of the data they collect, CAER could provide a way for them to more
easily do that.

One concern has been raised that when states are not able to share a piece of data, how would that
work without undue burden on the state? We want states to be able to make choices about data that
are not required to be submitted; therefore, this will be a key consideration for the design and
implementation phase of the project. If there are cases where the state's requirements are less than
EPA's, yet the state is still required to report to EPA, then CAER can help to identify and ultimately solve
those problems.

3. |If states require things like ozone season data, are we going to lose that data because the EPA
isn't going to ask for that?

No. We wouldn't recommend removing things just because they're not required by EPA. The goal is that
all program needs are met and that the reporting is streamlined.

4. Would you ask for a facility in New Jersey to submit something that another state might not ask
for?

Yes, but the EPA wouldn’t necessarily be the ones asking for it. Each of the states’ needs must be met
for their various reporting requirements. Those regulations are coming through the states because for
the NAAQS, the EPA has largely delegated the program to the states. We assume that will continue to be
the case. We hope to avoid repetitive reporting. If a certain state needs more data, this system would
hopefully provide the opportunity for that data to continue to be collected as it has been previously.
Only the data required for EPA would feed into the appropriate systems and programs; the goal is to not
make a current state system unworkable. This process will not prevent states from collecting necessary
data, nor will it require a state to collect data just because a different state is collecting it. CAER will
recognize and respect that states have individual needs for data. The challenge will be making this
seamless and maintaining the necessary data protections, while granting states access to data.

5. Will state systems have to speak "live" to federal systems during reporting periods while
industry is entering data?

The concept of live communication among systems is yet to be determined, but it's certainly possible. If
the facility attributes are transmitted to the federal database before the company has certified the data,
this demonstrates the need to determine business rules. The goal is for only quality information to be
shared, and we want to ensure efficient data processing, uploading, transmitting, and vetting. Many
facility attributes are tied to the permits, and so there needs to be some ability to ground-truth the
electronic data with the permit. We will have to address whether multiple people can be making
changes simultaneously, who has the authority to make change, who and how can changes be quality
assured and approved, and how we will track changes over time.

6. Our state obtains emissions data annually from facilities that have air emissions greater than 5
tons. We also have a list of air toxics recognized by the state which goes beyond the list of
federal HAPs. How would EPA use a shared system to incorporate these smaller facilities and
expanded pollutant list into something like the NEI, which has much higher criteria air pollutant
thresholds and voluntary HAP emissions reporting?
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The proposed future state would allow for collection of any/all air emissions data identified during any
future design phase of the project, which can include even those data elements not required by the NEI
or other federal reporting programs. When CAER allows for easy sharing of data from all air agencies,
including SLT air agencies, then in principle the data that goes beyond EPA’s requirements would be
available to a wider audience. Rather than states having to take a separate step to deliver the not-
required data to the EPA, the EPA would have the same data as the state has available. Policies for how
these data can be used and accessed would need to be devised, but in principle, the CAER “to be” state
promotes easier voluntary data sharing by making it automated. Please note that the NEI already has
many sources as point sources that are far below the required thresholds.

Any facility that is regulated (or otherwise tracked) by any participating agency could be included in the
Shared Facility Attributes part of the system. The question implies that perhaps just federally required
sources would participate, but that is not accurate. The proposed future state is not intended to replace
any current state-level reporting systems, although it is possible that current systems may need to be
enhanced to be able to function with other systems in the proposed future state. The advantage of such
an approach would be a mechanism by which submitted data can be more easily submitted, quality
assured, and shared amongst the various reporting programs.

7. How will the CAER future state affect existing state emissions reporting systems like SLEIS? Will
sources need to report NEI emissions to SLEIS or directly to CAER?

SLEIS is an existing vendor-developed system that many states have adapted for their own needs. CAER
is investigating communication options using SLEIS to other systems and portals to leverage existing
infrastructure. It is possible that a state emissions reporting system such as SLEIS will be able to export
the data directly into the CAER system. One goal is to maintain functioning data reporting systems
maintained by state jurisdictions where that is desired.

8. On the Data Flow diagram (slide 8 in the January 2016 webinar), facilities only report into the
main CAER portal, not any state portals. Is that what is envisioned for this project?

Ideally, users will be able to continue using their state portal with data exported directly into the future
CAER central collection in a standard data format. This diagram should be considered from the facility’s
perspective, w here the desire is to have a unified experience for the facility. A single portal for the

facility does not necessarily mean that there is a “main CAER portal” used by every facility, but rather a
facility could only work within a state portal that has been enhanced to support other programs as well.

Example (may not apply to all facilities): If a facility or company is currently reporting to Texas, but Texas
doesn't have oversight of TRI, how could their experience be unified across all programs? Technology
solutions may allow Texas and TRI reporting approaches to be connected. Ideally for the facility,
everything would be unified through a single Texas portal, but such a portal is not necessarily the same
portal that a different facility in a different state would use.

9. The Clean Air Act of 1990 requires states to fund their programs through emission fees. If a
company reports directly to EPA, then will EPA complete the environmental fees for each state?

Recall that this project is an exercise in joint governance among SLT agencies and the EPA. For this
project, the EPA and SLT agencies are identifying data that the participants need and then are working
collaboratively to determine the most efficient and effective ways to get accurate data.
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Since the emissions data would go both to the EPA and SLTs at the same time, SLTs would still be able to
use their emissions to assess emission fees. Some SLTs have mentioned that the QA surrounding the fee
assessment process helps to identify data problems. It will be important to ensure the same or better
accuracy in emissions as part of the “to be” solution to support fees as one of the many uses of the
emissions data. While the data may go to all parties at the same time, it would not be certified for some
or any uses until the appropriate QA/QC has been done commensurate with requirements associated
with fee assessment.

10. I'm not sure the Turbo Tax® example of "state portals/systems" would address your concerns
and the point of the lean project. The state system has its own key data (attributes).

Turbo Tax is just an example, and many details still must be worked out. The solution must meet the
needs of SLTs to be successful. Fortunately, we have had great collaboration from SLT agencies on this
project so that we are aware of these types of challenges. We intend that this project will incorporate
state data systems where those data systems meet the requirements of the proposed future state.
Updates to state data systems may need to be made for this to work. As part of implementation, the
project will need to define the criteria that all data systems would need to meet to become part of the
solution. The facilities in each state would only benefit from the reduced workload of the future solution
if the SLT agency participates.

One element of the Turbo Tax model that could work is the model for developing the submission
software. Like the IRS specifying the tax submission requirements, the EPA and SLT agencies could
specify the emissions submission requirements and third-parties could develop the submission software
to meet those requirements.

11. Do you expect a minimum number of states to join in before you move forward with
implementing the enterprise system?

Because of the stepwise nature of what we're doing, we don't necessarily need to have a minimum
number of states. In some ways, it would be advantageous to start with a very small number who were
willing to experiment and work through some of the challenges early on, so that other states can benefit
from that knowledge. If we're able to get this to work for even one state, all the industries in that state
would benefit and then others would be even more inclined to join. The more states that are involved,
the more costs are spread, and the more value will be received for the money and time invested.
However, when there are fewer states starting initially it is easier to manage the challenges
encountered. If we have fewer challenges and issues, there will be more people wanting to participate.
If it's more complex, there will be fewer willing to participate initially. Long-term we want this to remain
voluntary, where people participate when it adds value.

12. How is data obtained for the permitted features? Is it a subset of Emissions Unit?

Permitting information is obtained like how other attributes are provided through the widget by
industry and confirmed by permitting authority through the facility data management process;
permitting information could be a unit level or process level dependent on how the permit is written.

13. How will this project affect states that already use an electronic reporting system for NEI and
other air related programs?
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States who already use their own electronic reporting systems can keep these. Data sent from the state
to the NEI will end up in the FRS via the transfer from NEI. If a state wants to use the FRS to access FRS
data for consideration in their data system, the FRS services will be available to do that (this is one of the
outcomes that we hope will come from the Facility IPT work).

14. When do you expect to have the common emissions form available?

We are currently gathering information on the types of data fields which could make up the CEF as part
of a PDT R&D project. Results for this project should be available in June, 2017. Please refer to the CAER
website for updates and results. The common form is still in a conceptual design phase, and further
piloting will be necessary to move towards a production form. It is the goal of the project to begin
piloting a common form in 2017 timeframe.

15. Emission factors for use in compliance are established at the time the operating permit is issued.
How are these going to be maintained in this type of system for the duration of the permit?

To clarify, the FRS includes facility attribute data, but emission factors are not included as being a facility
attribute now. What is reflected in the permit is probably best included as part of the permit
electronically, which we have assumed will be considered as part of a separate e-permitting project
rather than as part of FRS or CAER.

16. Some states require additional information beyond what EPA requires for NEIl. How would this
be handled?

For facility attributes, the Facility IPT work is identifying those attributes that may need to be added to
FRS to support additional state information. For CAER, the "data model" sub-team is working to identify
"emissions" fields needed in addition to what is collected by the EPA to make sure that future work
could support those states.

17. Will the new emission factors be targeted for uncontrolled emissions so that control equipment
/ methods are added "downstream"?

The demo shows how control information can be added as a facility attribute; the use of the control
information in terms of emissions submittal and calculations has not been completed yet; however,
depending on how this is designed it could be possible set-up calculations that way; ultimately the
emission need to reflect the actual conditions at the site.

18. Is consideration being given to support smaller programs without IT staff?

Yes, under CAER, our "case 4" is for a program that wants to entirely use EPA systems to support
electronic reporting from industry to the state/local/tribe and to EPA. The specifics of that will be
developed in collaboration with potential users of that case.

19. This won't be available / accessible to local programs?

The CAER project membership is comprised of both State and Local air agencies. All results will be
shared and available to all State, Local and Tribal programs.

20. Has a more specific timetable been developed?
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Not sure what specific aspect of project(s) this question pertains to; however, as soon as more definitive
timelines for implementation are worked, these will be shared through upcoming webinars and
announcements.

21. What do SLT's need to fix within their own systems now in advance of 2017 NEI submission and
presumably future CAER CEF submissions?

What do SLT's need to fix within their own systems now in advance of 2017 NEI submission and
presumably future CAER CEF submissions?

EPA

1. Atsome point, will there be a move to eliminate/consolidate data input under a single unified ID
for a facility? Choices might be going to just the TRI or FRS number for all databases.

We have identified the need to address not only the facility ID, but the different definitions of facilities
used across air emissions reporting programs. For the facility IDs, we first need to determine how the
facility definitions will be handled so that we can decide what a single ID would represent. We do not
believe that existing facility definitions across programs would need to change, but that the central
storage of a facility needs some unifying concept around which the other facility definitions can build. A
new data model being developed by FRS seems like a promising option, which we are currently
exploring as part of the CAER effort.

Valid reasons can be found for the different facility definitions across air emissions programs, and we do
not believe that forcing everyone into the same definition is needed or beneficial. In some cases, the
facility definitions are a part of the Clean Air Act (TRI) and regulatory definitions, both of which are
difficult to change. In other cases, the concept of facility stems from a certain regulation or agency
needing to know about only certain emissions processes for that regulation. Therefore, we intend for
the Shared Facility Attributes to be able to support the different definitions of facility, but unify those
using some approach that allows for understanding what part(s) of a site are considered a “facility” for
each regulation.

2. How will you include different lists of pollutants? For example, TRI has different pollutant list
than NEI?

These implementation details have not yet been determined. One solution could be to have a master list
of pollutants that can be reported, but to allow each receiving air emissions program to select which
pollutants would be submitted. In some cases, we may want to harmonize the pollutant definitions (e.g.,
mass of metal/HAP part of a compound versus mass of entire compound) to streamline reporting. The
issue of sharing codes tables is a general issue that affects not only pollutants, but other codes that are
central to the sharing of information.

3. Presently TRl is doing a comparison between TRI and NEI and see big discrepancies, and data
emissions.

This is the sort of difference that we would not observe in the future if CAER is successful. If TRI or NEI
emissions were updated after the data had already been submitted, both TRI and NEI programs would
receive the updated data. Currently, since the reporting is completely separate, one program can
receive updated data without the other program being informed. While we could be (but are not)
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manually communicating these differences now, such an approach has not been practical to date). In
the proposed future state, the system would notify all parties automatically to allow for efficient
awareness of the new data by all affected programs.

4. Not all emission source types have emission factors in WebFire or AP 42. Is there a way for users
to post emission factors from source-specific stack testing or CEM data to be used for calculating
emissions?

The Compliance and Emissions Data Reporting Interface (CEDRI) deals with source test data collection
and includes other components such as the emissions reporting tool, ERT, and WebFIRE. The goal is for
these systems to collect mandatory compliance source testing information. Voluntary submission of
other available test data are also encouraged to be provided using these tools, as long as the source
testing parties follow the methodologies that need to be used for doing so. Additional test methods
must be programmed for both ERT and CEDRI, and so one caveat here is that the tools must support the
test method being used for stack testing. Through CAER and CEDRI, the EPA wants to compile all
available source test data and periodically use it to assess whether emission factors need to be revised
with in WebFIRE. When emission factors do need revision, the EPA would use the notice and comment
approach to propose and finalize new emission factors that has been used in the past.

5. Of the four reporting programs included in E-Enterprise, the information collected in CEDRI
appears to be fundamentally different than the others. It is short term and based on an
individual emission source. The data collected for the balance of the programs are longer term
and may be facility wide. What is the benefit of collecting the CEDRI data as part of this effort?

As described above, the ERT, CEDRI, and WebFIRE systems together are forming a repository of
compliance test data and a renewed basis of data for assessing and computing revised emission factors.
In addition, CEDRI and the reporting facilities also benefit from the sharing of facility attributes so that
information does not need to be resubmitted to the EPA (it can be prepopulated from the Shared
Facility Attributes part of the proposed future state). Sharing that common understanding of a facility
across all programs will have enormous benefits and resource savings. For example, if the test reports
are connected to a common understanding of the facility that includes previous test data and emissions
reports, the facilities and agencies may be able to more quickly assess when a problem exists in
emissions, more quickly correct any problems, and more quickly compile that information for
communicating with the public. Having these pieces integrated will provide us with more opportunities
to leverage that type of information for various purposes over time.

6. Is ICIS-Air going to be included in this project?

ICIS-Air was not included in the first round of four programs to investigate. However, discussions are
ongoing now within the EPA to make sure that the Shared Facility Attributes and other key pieces of the
proposed future state will be beneficial to the ICIS-Air system. The ICIS-Air program is a user of data
coming in through CEDRI and the inventory collection, and so we will be looking at how best to connect
CAER with these types of users as we make progress on this project.

7. How is this activity related to or incorporating strategies from OEl's work on “new data
sources?”
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This question relates to the previous question. The work of OEl complements this project. In that work,
the EPA Office and Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA) has developed a tool that displays
emissions and other data from numerous sources in a single interface. That project is already aware of
the efforts at EPA for a new data model for facility attributes, which this CAER project has also identified
as a need. As the E-Enterprise work moves forward and can successfully implement the revised facility
attributes approach, OECA’s project and tools will benefit from those improvements in facility
information consistency and removing the needs for facility matching. When CAER eventually provides
improved and more consistent and timely emissions data, the OECA tools would also benefit from those
improvements.

8. Will OEl be the lead on putting the system together? How does this relate to the central data
exchange (CDX)?

As the lead on the Central Data Exchange (CDX), we anticipate that OEl will be a large part of the final
development team, however, the roles have not yet been fully defined. The CDX is a piece of technology
for reporting to EPA that is currently used by many of the emissions reporting programs. Updates to the
combined air emissions reporting plan to leverage this database and the shared services already
developed by CDX. As mentioned, under a Turbo Tax approach (see question 21), it’s also possible that a
third party could develop some of the systems.

9. How will the data from continuous monitors will be handled?

There are two uses of continuous emissions monitored (CEM) data. First, CEM data are reported
continuously by facilities to the EPA through EPA’s various air emissions trading programs. We have
identified this data flow as one to be considered in the future, but have not explicitly included it in our
analysis to date. Second, CEM data are collated for a year and reported as annual total emissions values
by SLT agencies to the EPA for the NEI and in some cases (e.g., mercury) for the TRI. This latter data flow
has been captured in our plans thus far. Since the CEM data are often needed as an annual total for
meeting state needs (e.g., compliance and fees), we are assuming at this point that the annual data flow
approach is sufficient for addressing the problems being solved by this project.

We are also considering whether the CEM reporting program electronic reporting can benefit from the
Shared Facility Attributes concept envisioned in the CAER future state.

10. You mention that a benefit would be to eliminate the need to augment NEI data. We find TRI
data questionable and do a more robust HAP inventory in our state. How do you address data
source preferences?

We already hope that we’re receiving your state’s HAP data even though it’s voluntary. In cases where
we are not receiving a given pollutant for a facility, but that facility has already reported emissions to
TRI, we are using the TRI data (which is a facility total). We would prefer to get the detailed process-level
data where it is available.

We learned in our Lean event that when some facilities estimate emissions to send to TRI, they do so at
the process level and then add up the emissions to the facility level for TRI reporting. Since the NEI
program and the TRI program both want the “best available” emissions, there may be no real reason
that the data coming to the NEI through the state at the process level should be different (when
summed) from the facility TRI data. This project seeks to understand what reasons exist for such
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differences and identify streamlined ways to eliminate such differences. For example, no one is checking
now to make sure that the same methods being used for state/NEI are also being used for TRI. The CAER
future state would allow for such checks and also allow for data revisions to be sent to all parties at the
same time so that emissions stay in sync.

To answer your question more directly, we anticipate that for the NEI, we would no longer need to do as
much (if any) choosing one data source over another. To the extent that we will need to continue to do
that as part of our future state, we do not yet know how we will do this. At the current time, we use the
state-reported emissions (often from the facility, but not always) preferentially.

11. | have found that TRI data is better data than state data....so disagree on the previous comment.

Sometimes it’s hard to know which data source is better than another. However, since the NEI, SLT air
agencies and TRI all want the “best available” HAP emissions estimates, these types of disagreements
are greatly reduced if not eliminated through our proposed future state solution.

Outreach
1. What is the outreach plan to get most states directly involved in this planning process?

We have worked with the Environmental Council of States (ECOS), NACAA, and AAPCA thus far. We have
briefed the Air Program Managers and Air Directors at the states. We have requested state participation
in this project many times since the fall of the 2014. Every state has therefore been contacted on many
occasions and at many levels to be involved.

We have numerous states involved at this time as shown in the webinar slides. There will continue to be
new opportunities for states to participate in upcoming work as additional facets of the project move
forward. All states can have a voice in this process using the coordination mechanisms offered by ECOS,
NACAA, and AAPCA.

Product Design Team
1. What is expected to be included in the second round of R&D projects?

We expect second phases of several our first-round projects. but the PDT will also be looking at new
ideas for later phase projects as well.

2. Do you have any sense yet what the new projects might be? Work on the CEF?

The next phase of the Emissions Data Model team will be moving towards consideration of how a CEF
might work with the defined data elements that come out of that workgroup.

3. Really interested in how national air toxics assessment is integrated in NEI and SLT TRI project?
The NATA uses the NEI and is considered generally a client of NEI and therefore this project.
4. What situations do you have for TRI/NEI where the rule definitions of pollutants are not aligned?

In terms of pollutants, NEI includes information on 6 criteria air pollutants and 187 HAPs. TRI requires
reporting on 2 of the 6 criteria air pollutants, lead and ammonia; and almost all (about 96%) of the 187
HAPs. In all, TRI covers 692 chemicals and chemical categories, so there are many more chemicals
covered in TRI that do not fall under the criteria air pollutants or HAP categories. Additionally, there are
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several chemical categories where there is only partial overlap between the two programs. An example
of this includes diisocyanates. There are 20 individually listed diisocyanates reportable to TRl as a
category. Some of these 20 are NEI pollutants but not all of them, so the TRI category does not match up
with NEI data collected.

5. What's the earliest a facility might have to report NEI and TRI data at the same time?

It is too early to predict with any certainty when, and specifically, how such integrated/shared TRI and
NEI reporting might function. As stated previously, there are a number of significant development steps,
including piloting efforts, that need to be completed before more clarity on future timing would be
more certain.

6. Sothat means it’s an estimate that the state include if it includes HAPs voluntarily?

At this time, the NEI includes HAPs from state/local/tribal voluntary submissions, from TRI at the “facility
total” level (for stack and fugitive), and in select cases, augmentation of submitted data based on
emissions-factor ratios. If industry members are interested in voluntary direct-reporting HAPs for their
facilities when those HAPs are not reported by a state, CAER has been discussed as a way to allow that.
There could be Information Collection Request (ICR) implications (even for voluntary reporting), because
voluntary programs do not exempt us from the ICR requirements. The details of doing that has not yet
been explored. The business rules for how direct reporting of HAPs would work have not been
determined, but it is conceptually possible.

7. The GHG work appeared to be comparing GHGRP with state GHG programs. What work has
been done to compare GHGRP with NEI facility/unit/process and emissions attribute fields, plus
their expected content?

Yes, work has been done to compare the two. And it seems that these two could be integrated, longer
term, through the common emissions reporting concept. For now, reconciliation is possible but not
straightforward given the way units are reported in both GHGRP and NEI: each allows for grouping units
and reporting them as one, but the way units are group can be different in each program.

8. What major issues with cleaning up SCC's have been identified?

Examples include: Typos, errors in description levels, some inconsistencies in the way the level
descriptions are laid out or organized within batches of similar codes (e.g. fuel described in level 3 or 4
within batches of codes for boilers), use of ambiguous terms like "general and miscellaneous" with no
additional explanation as to how to use the code.

9. Has the Plywood ICR been approved? Is there any likelihood it could be pulled for some reason?

At this time, we do not believe that it is likely that the Plywood ICR will be pulled. The EPA has
coordinated closely with industry on the effort, and it is our understanding that the industry is
supportive of the effort to accurately characterize the industry for the required RTR work.

10. Has existing NEI data been used to prepopulate the CEDRI spreadsheet for the ICR?

No. Industry objected to EPA prepopulating the spreadsheets, because the level of detail required for
the ICR is so much different than what is required to be reported to the states.
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More information on this project can be found on the CAER website.
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https://www.epa.gov/e-enterprise/e-enterprise-combined-air-emissions-reporting-caer
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