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Attendance

	Independent Retail Electric Providers
	Dale Saladino – MAMO Enterprises


	Independent Power Marketers
	Mark Holler – Tenaska Power Services Co.


	Independent Generators
	Valerie Webster – IPR-GDF SUEZ Energy Marketing NA Inc.


	Cooperatives
	Loretto Martin – Lower Colorado River Authority


	Others


	Josephine Wan

Bill Barnes

Bryan Sams

Michael Mathews


	
	Seth Cochran

David Hastings
Jim Galvin

Jeff Gilbertson



	ERCOT Staff
	Brad Jones

Mark Ruane

Vanessa Spells
Suresh Pabbisetty
Julio Dovalina


	Rizaldy Zapanta

Kevin Pearcy

Maruthi Gaddam
Kathryn Thurman

Hailong Hui




The meeting was called to order at 9:30 a.m.
Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 30, 2013 
Bill Barnes submitted a motion to approve the October 30, 2013 minutes.  Michael Mathews seconded the motion.  Motion passed.    
Review of NPRRs 

The group discussed the following NPRRs:

NPRR 574
Alignment of PRC Calculation
NPRR 577
As-Built Clarification for Portion of WGR Group GREDP Evaluation
NPRR 580
Establishment of a Rolling CRR Balancing Account Fund
Bill Barnes submitted a motion that the NPRRs above have no credit implications. Michael Mathews seconded the motion.  Motion passed.
M1 Calculation Options
Mark Ruane presented to the group ERCOT staff’s proposed alternative approach to determine M1.  The proposed approach decomposes M1 into two components: 1) M1a which covers any termination event and would be applicable to all entities, and 2) M1b which covers the mass transition period applicable to Counter-Parties with load.  The proposal, likewise provides a credit factor for Counter-Parties meeting ERCOT Creditworthiness Standards.  Mr. Ruane pointed out that the M1 value for most counter-parties would decrease but could go up for Counter-Parties which require more time to mass transition.
Mark Holler commented that providing a credit factor potentially constitutes “double-dipping” given that counter-parties meeting Creditworthiness Standards are already assigned an unsecured credit.  Vanessa Spells replied that the proposal provides the framework to determine M1 and components therein such as the credit factor can be revised or eliminated accordingly should the group later decide on removing it.  
The group agreed with the proposed concept and asked ERCOT staff to draft the NPRR for the group’s review.

Seth Cochran asked whether the trading NPRR will be treated as a separate NPRR from the one that will be drafted.  Mr. Ruane replied that it would be preferable to separate the two given that the trading NPRR is conceptually different.
Reduction of Cure Period
Ms. Spells presented to the group ERCOT’s recommendation regarding the reduction in the breach cure period that the CWG/MCWG earlier discussed.  Ms. Spells said that if the cure period is eliminated, a late payment could potentially lead to a default given the current timeline in drawing down from a Letter of Credit.  ERCOT staff therefore recommends reducing the cure period from two days to one day instead.  Mr. Ruane added that a one-day reduction in the cure period could result in a reduction in M1a under the proposed change in M1.  The reduction, however, would not result in a one-to-one reduction.  Mr. Ruane will present the equivalent reduction in M1a in the next meeting.
Clarification of EAL Calculation
Mr. Ruane informed the group that ERCOT staff has drafted an NPRR to correct the language in calculating EAL particularly with respect to using IEL only during the first 40-day trading period.    The proposed revision also aligns the Protocol language with the original intent of the calculation.
POLR Hedging Options
Bill Barnes and Bryan Sams presented an overview of the POLR rules to provide the group some insight on the mass transition process and how a mass transition could affect the exposure risk of POLR entities.
Mr. Ruane presented to the group three options to address various issues that were identified when a POLR takes on additional load from a defaulting entity.  The group discussed the potential risks arising from those issues and determined that the first option was warranted.  The group determined that the issues associated with options 2 and 3 do not pose significant risks given that POLR rules provide POLRs the ability to recover incremental costs arising from taking in additional load in a mass transition event.
Mark Holler asked whether it was appropriate that minimum capitalization requirements be requisites for POLRs that will be assuming additional load from defaulting entities.  Mr. Ruane replied, however, that it would be difficult to institute capitalization requirements   since POLR qualifications are generally outside the scope of ERCOT’s remit.
New Business

Loretto Martin asked members to submit their nominations for CWG chair and Vice Chair.  Ms. Spells will send out an email to the group to ask for nominations for CWG Chair and Vice Chair for voting on the 10th of January.
The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
