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Attendance

	Independent Power Marketers
	Mark Holler – Tenaska Power Services Co.



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



	Independent Retail Electric Providers
	Bill Barnes – Reliant Energy



	Investor Owned Utilities
	Abu Moavu  – Luminant Energy

James Ballantyne  – American Electric Power Services Corp.


	Municipals
	Michael Mathews – Bryan Texas Utilities (BTU) 
Donald Meek – Austin Energy



	Cooperatives
	Loretto Martin – Lower Colorado River Authority 


	Others


	Shams Siddiqi

Amanda Frazier
Adrianne Brandt

Bob Wittmeyer


	
	Pamela Shaw

Sandy Morris

Josephine Wan
Ryan Evans



	ERCOT Staff
	Mark Ruane

Vanessa Spells
Suresh Pabbisetty

Julio Dovalina


	Rizaldy Zapanta

Maruthi Gaddam
Kelly Landry



The meeting was called to order at 9:40 a.m.
Approval of Meeting Minutes – September 17 and October 3, 2014 
Loretto Martin submitted a motion to approve the September 17, 2014 minutes.  Bill Barnes seconded the motion.  Motion passed.    
Mr. Barnes submitted a motion to approve the October 3, 2014 minutes.  Ms. Martin seconded the motion.  Motion passed.

Review of NPRRs for Credit Implications 
The following NPRRs were reviewed:
	641
	Season Definition Change for Switchable Resources Reporting Unavailable Capacity

	646
	Emergency Operations Settlement for CFC Testing

	651
	Clarify DC Tie Data Request Timeline and Content

	652
	Posting of Information Under NERC Reliability Standards to the MIS

	653
	Removal of Reasonable Contribution Language For Market Participant Data Requests


Josephine Wan submitted a motion that the above NPRRs have no credit implications.  Mark Holler seconded the motion.  Motion passed.
On NPRR 660 (Remove CRR State Change Adder), Amanda Frazier inquired whether this impacts the implementation of the second phase of NPRR 484.  Suresh Pabbisetty responded that there is a positive impact in that it would result in a reduction in the project cost.  Mr. Mathews proposed postponing review and approval to the next meeting.  Mark Ruane confirmed this can be tabled for another month since Phase 2 of NPRR 484 will commence only starting in the first quarter of 2015.  Donald Meek motioned to table NPRR 660 for one month.  Mark Holler seconded the motion. Motion passed.
Shams Siddiqi pointed out that there was some confusion regarding the process that occurred for NPRR 639 for which CWG approved/endorsed comments after it was already approved by the PRS.  The group noted this and agreed to ensure that comments/endorsements are provided in a timely manner.
NPRR 638 – Revision to Price Components of EAL
Mr. Ruane informed the group that ERCOT staff proposes removing the RTLF calculation for CRR account holders since this is not applicable as forward exposure and is already covered by the FCE calculations.  He said that ERCOT can include this in NPRR 638 or file a separate NPRR.  The group agreed to draft a separate NPRR to avoid any confusion.
Mr. Mathews suggested having a separate formula for EAL for the first 40 days.  Mr. Ruane said that ERCOT staff is planning to draft a clean-up NPRR which can include the clarification of the calculation for IEL in the first 40 days.  

Mr. Mathews also suggested the reference to intervals 1-96 in the MCE calculation be simplified to indicate that this calculation is done for all intervals.
Mr. Barnes raised the following points regarding NPRR638:  1) some of the historical prices may no longer be relevant particularly in light of the changes in transmission conditions and whether there is discretion to exclude such prices; 2) the P84 prices are unexpectedly high; 3) the group should evaluate the possibility of relating this to the capacity forecast model in terms of using forward prices; and 4) consider factoring in changes in gas prices by using a heat rate-based calculation adjustment.  
Ms. Martin commented that the cost of implementing the calculations for both ERCOT and market participants should be closely considered since shadowing the calculations is typically an audit requirement for the latter.  She also suggested revising the look-back period as a simpler approach may achieve the same objective and at the same time entail lower cost to implement.  
Given the recent availability of the pricing data, Mr. Mathews suggested tabling this for another month to give group members sufficient time to evaluate the impact on their respective exposure.  Mr. Holler submitted a motion to table voting for the next meeting.  Abu Moavu seconded the motion.

Review M2 Parameter
Mr. Ruane presented the results of a stress-test of the impact of a one day reduction in M2 which showed that the changes in TPE are minimal.  He said that the group decided to not reduce the M2 days by 2 from 10 to 8 in January 2014 after the settlement timeline was reduced by two days in order to evaluate the impact of the reduced timeline during the summer.  Mr. Barnes suggested that a future consideration should be to tie the M2 days to the actual number of unbilled days at any given date.
Revisions to Credit Application
Vanessa Spells presented suggested changes in the Credit Application, which include removing the banking information which is already in the QSE application and the credit references which are currently not being verified.  She also said that the revised application includes the following information: 1) applicant’s website address; 2) the estimated number of ESI IDs; 3) clarified financial statement requirements; and 4) the biographies of partners and principals for private companies.
Mr. Holler suggested that if two years of audited financial statements are not available but at least one year is, that the best available be required instead of requiring only quarterly financial statements.  The group will further review in the next meeting.
CWG Charter

Ms. Spells presented for the group’s annual review the CWG Charter.  No changes to the Charter were proposed.  Ms. Martin submitted a motion to approve the current Charter as is.  Donald Meek seconded the motion.  Motion approved.
Goals for 2015
Mr. Mathews informed the group that the following are the potential goals for 2015:

· Pursue seasonality-based approach (NPRR 638) in collateral requirements.
· Explore using Counter-Party specific ratings for collateral requirements.  Mr. Ruane said that ERCOT previously commissioned a model to come up with a proxy rating a few years back that could be fine-tuned and incorporated in determining collateral requirements.
· Clarify the market’s risk tolerance/appetite level.
Capacity Forecast Model
Mr. Ruane presented to the group ERCOT staff’s proposed potential approach based on the capacity forecast model.  Mr. Moavu asked if the R-squared could be determined should the outage information be backed out of the model.  Mr. Barnes suggested running the model in test basis to gain experience which would greatly help in evaluating the approach.
Letter of Credit Concept

Mr. Ruane shared points raised by Legal and Treasury staff regarding the proposal.  The group agreed to discuss further in the next meeting.
Credit Updates

Ms. Spells presented the following updates:

· NPRR 612 - Reduction of Cure Period Subsequent to Event of Default: to be taken up in October TAC
· NPRR 638 - Revision to Certain Price Components of EAL: Tabled at WMS waiting on CWG
· NPRR 639 - Correction to Minimum Current Exposure:  ERCOT comments approved by PRS, next to Impact Analysis
· NPRR 648 - Remove References to Flowgate Rights: Tabled at WMS so ERCOT can file additional comments
· NPRR 660 - Remove CRR State Change Adder:  Remanded by WMS to CWG/MCWG for review

On the SCR to include ORDC Determinants into RTLCNS, Mr. Pabbisetty informed the group that initial results of the impact analysis show that the cost is estimated to be significant.  ERCOT staff is considering foregoing this project and instead rely on ERCOT’s market operations staff to inform ERCOT credit should significant levels in ORDC are reached.   ERCOT staff will provide more information in the next meeting
Mr. Ruane informed the group that in line with the TAC’s initiative to reduce the number of Other Binding Documents, ERCOT staff is working on incorporating the DAM Collateral Requirements document into Section 16.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:25 p.m.
