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Attendance

	Independent Retail Electric Providers
	Peter J. Karculias  – Cirro Group Inc.
Tim Coffing – Liberty Power



	Independent Power Marketers
	Mark Holler – Tenaska Power Services Co.
Phil Priolo – Exelon Generation Company LLC


	Independent Generators
	Arleen Spangler- NRG Texas LLC

Morgan Davies – Calpine Corp.



	Investor Owned Utilities
	Trish Egan - Luminant Generation Company LLC


	Municipals
	Tamila Nikazm – Austin Energy
Lee Starr – Bryan Texas Utilities (BTU)



	Cooperatives
	Loretto Martin  – Lower Colorado River Authority



	Others


	Seth Cochran 

Clayton Greer

Eric Goff 

Shams Siddiqi

Bob Wittmeyer
Marguerite Wagner

Josephine Wan – Austin Energy
Roger Stewart – Lower Colorado River Authority 
Bob Helton – GDF Suez


	Sunny Jansen

David Hasting

Vanus Priestly

Ryan Evans

Randy Baker

Michelle Baer – Exelon Generation Company LLC
Don Blackburn – Luminant Generation Company LLC
Bradley Jones – Luminant Generation Company LLC
Arvin Sareen - Luminant Generation Company LLC


	ERCOT Staff
	Mark Ruane

Cheryl Yager

Vanessa Spells
Rizaldy Zapanta




Arleen Spangler called the meeting to order at 9:00 am.
Review PRRs/NPRRs
The group discussed the following PRRs/NPRRs and agreed there were no credit implications:

NPRR 309
Providing STWPF to QSEs Contractually Affiliated with WGR
NPRR 348
Generation Resource Start-Up and Shut-Down Process
NPRR 354
Revisions to Non-Spin Performance Criteria Language and Provision for ICCP Telemetry of Non-Spin Deployment
NPRR 359
Monthly TDSP Load Report
NPRR 360
Summary Report of HDL and LDL
NPRR 361
Real-Time Wind Power Production Data Transparency
NPRR 362
Changes to PRC Calculation
Lee Starr submitted a motion that there are no credit implications on the above NPRRs.  Loretto Martin seconded the motion.  Motion passed. 

Vanessa Spells reported the results of the voting on NPRR 322 and the changes on the standard form Guarantee agreement and Letter of Credit (LOC).  For endorsing NPRR 322, all the votes were “Yes” with 4 segments voting.  For the standard form Guarantee agreement and LOC, 3 segments voted “Yes” to endorse the changes while 1 segment voted “No”.
Credit Report Changes

Ms. Spells also reminded the group of the changes that have or will be made to the ACL Summary Report.  These included displaying the CRR locked credit (which has already been implemented) and details of collateral and prepayment transactions (which will be made starting on the June 27 credit reports).  She noted that market notices were sent out informing of the changes and including a template of the revised ACL Summary Report.
NPRR 347 Counter-Party Invoice and Single Daily Settlement Invoice  
Cheryl Yager noted that ERCOT is generally agreeable to Luminant’s concept of splitting the calculation of historical exposure and forward exposure.  However, ERCOT thinks the minimum calculation results in considerably higher collateralization for load-only entities relative to those with combined load and generation.  Ms. Yager also noted that the 10% cushion on the conformed ADTE in the AIL is not included in the Luminant proposal.  Trish Egan said that Luminant is willing to incorporate the 10% cushion in their proposal.
Ms. Yager mentioned that ERCOT has prepared a side-by-side comparison of the Luminant proposal, ERCOT’s proposal and the current Protocols.  ERCOT will validate the formulas in the comparative template with Luminant before circulating it to the group in the following week.
Ms. Spangler noted that it will be important for the group to review the comparative impact on collateral requirements before members can vote on the NPRR.

Tamila Nikazm noted that the extrapolation number in calculating IEL should be changed to 35 if the number of extrapolated days used for ADTE will be changed from 40 to 35.

Ms. Yager also noted that ERCOT’s comments propose eliminating Luminant’s changes to the DALE (removing offsetting CRR PTP obligations) as ERCOT does not have the relevant information in the CMM system.  Tim Coffing asked if the feasibility issue can be addressed in the future.  Ms. Yager replied that CMM takes only summary level data. 
Mr. Coffing pointed out that collateral posting is higher in Nodal compared to that in Zonal.  Ms. Yager noted that the TPE was not higher than in Zonal and had in fact been lower despite adding the Day Ahead Market and CRR Obligations..
Ms. Yager said that ERCOT also removed Luminant’s proposal to reduce the cure period from the NPRR.  She noted that ERCOT didn’t object to reducing the cure period by one day; however, the change would necessitate re-signing all standard form market participant agreements.  She noted that it would be more efficient to do that in conjunction with updates that were expected later in the year.  
Ms. Yager said that ERCOT proposes removing the SAF and PM factors.  While ERCOT doesn’t mind leaving the SAF in place, it has had a similar factor in place in the past and didn’t use it.  Also, ERCOT thinks that the PM of 200% for entities under late payment enforcement levels unduly penalizes such entities since other actions have been taken related to those late payments that adequately address the issue.  She noted that generally, most late payments are a result of administrative events rather than credit-related issues.  Shams Siddiqi asked whether ERCOT would consider leaving the PM and SAF in the calculation in case it would be necessary to use these in the future.  Mr. Siddiqi also asked if ERCOT can provide its recommendations on what the parameters should be.
The group agreed to meet on June 16 after the CFTC workshop to vote on the NPRR.
CRR Auction/NPRR 357
Ms. Egan said that Luminant is agreeable to removing estimated credits for CRR auction revenues in the forward months after Ms. Yager noted that a) CRR auction revenues will not be available for distribution beyond the prompt month in the event of a default and b) CPs are already given credit for 2 months of CRR auction revenues in their credit calculation.
Mr. Siddiqi raised the question of how payment of CRRs will be handled when CRRs are traded bilaterally before they are paid for.  Would the seller be obligated to pay the notional value of the CRR to ERCOT prior to the trade? Or would payment be deferred to prior to the prompt month? Seth Cochran suggested incorporating in the NPRR language a statement that defines and clarifies such settlement implications regarding CRRs sold in succeeding auctions.
Ms. Yager asked the group whether collateralizing less than the notional purchase price in the auction would influence bidding behavior in the CRR market.  Mr. Siddiqi also suggested looking into how the NPRR impacts the nomination and pricing of PCCRs.

The group also agreed that it is critical to obtain ERCOT Legal’s opinion on how the NPRR might affect ERCOT’s position in a bankruptcy proceeding (e.g. concerns around ownership and ERCOT’s rights) 
The group also agreed to establish a sub-group to discuss in detail the calculation of the initial margin adder.  The group will meet next week.
CFTC Update

Ms. Yager updated the group on developments on the CFTC matter.  She emphasized that there is likely no flexibility on the requirement to eliminate unsecured credit for CRRs.
On establishing minimum standards for risk management, Ms. Yager emphasized that this will apply to the whole market and ERCOT is drafting an NPRR to take this into consideration.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 pm.
