MDWG Meeting Notes    August 7, 2014
Topics Discussed:

1. Governance Plan - Listserve

Barb discussed the MDWG Governance Plan which includes among other things: The MDWG Background and Purpose, Objectives, Scope and Timeline. Barb also discussed the creation of the MDWG web site at: http://www.puco.ohio.gov/puco/index.cfm/industry-information/industry-topics/ohio-market-development-working-group/#sthash.0y14wwW1.dpbs and the MDWG Listserve. Participants can subscribe to the Listserve by sending an email to subscribe-ohiomdwg@list.em.ohio.gov.
2. Waiver of 4901:1-37-04 (D)   (FE/DP&L)
Staff informed the group that after discussions with the legal department, staff does not believe that a waiver is required as the initial Commission order requires that the EDUs work with the MDWG in order to provide the billing information within 6 months of the order. However, if the EDUs still believe that a waiver is required, they should file as deemed appropriate.
3. Bill Format/Logo

Discussed the FE, AEP and Duke draft versions of CRES logo placement. All three logo “pictures” are in black & white, same as the EDU logo. All three offered versions with the logo placed with the supplier charges. Duke provided an alternative version with the logo placed on the front page of the bill. However, staff pointed out that per the order, the logo must be either next to the EDU logo or in the area with the supplier charges. 

Part of the discussion centered on the size of the CRES logo, particularly the FE version. FE indicated that it encountered difficulties producing a mock up of its bill to scale. FE will attempt to produce a more accurate mock up for the next meeting. 

Duke, AEP and FE will try to produce better versions for the next meeting.

DP&L is still working on its CRES logo placement format.

4. EDU Budget Billing for CRES charges

There was a brief discussion regarding EDU budget billing for CRES charges. Brandon Siegel noted that this is already possible under the current EDI process. However, it was pointed out that the CRES would have to agree to accept the EDU BB amount relative to CRES charges rather than the actual billed amount. FE expressed the opinion that this topic is better suited for the ESP filing.
AEP and DP&L currently allow the CRES to provide BB for its own charges where the CRES tracks and posts its BB monthly amount and the total BB balance on the bill. 

5. Brandon Siegel provided an overview of the PA seamless move proposals. Of the 4 EDU proposals, three are similar in nature. The fourth EDU proposal is similar to the concept of contract portability.
AEP expressed the opinion that statewide seamless moves are impossible as the EDUs cannot track each others customer moves.

AEP suggested the EDUs get together and try to better define the terms “contract portability” and “seamless move” so that future discussions can be more productive. The EDUs will attempt to find common ground and report to the MDWG at the next meeting.
6. Assignments

· The EDUs will attempt to bring more accurate mock ups of the CRES logo placement

· DP&L provide its draft CRES logo

· The EDUs will report on their definitions of contract portability and seamless moves

Next meeting scheduled for September 11th from 10:00 to 1:00

