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The Agri-Energy Producers” Association of Ontario (APAQ) represents primarily farmers
wishing to building anaerobic digesters on their land and sell the electricity they generate from
burning methane to the grid. The majority of proposed farm-based projects are below 500kW.

APAQO commends the Government of Ontario for making the decision o move away from the
principle of deep entry, whereby distributed generation was required to cover all the costs of
connection, no matter how far downstream and no matter how disproportionate to the scale of
the project. Deep entry is recognized as a substantial barrier to entry for renewable generation.
The new policy moves towards shallow entry to a significant extent, and as such is welcome.
However, generators must still potentially bear highly variable costs which can be very
significant in comparison with the overall cost of the project. The transparency of specific
connection procedures and connection cost calculation is very low, which will act as a
significant barrier to renewable generation, In addition, both timescales and the necessity for a
case-by-case negotiation with the relevant utility over connection costs will remain problematic
under this regime.

APAOQ is very pleased to note the OEB’s new objective on promoting the use and generation of
electricity from renewable energy sources in a manner consistent with the policies of the
Government of Ontario. Biogas generation is consistent with government policy in more ways
than almost any other form of renewable energy, due to the numerous environmental and rural
economic development benefits, which are in addition to the benefits conferred in energy terms.
In order to capture these advantages, it is necessary to ensure that small farm-based systems in
relatively remote areas be both financially viable and able to connect to the grid. If these
conditions are met, then it will be possible for manure to be treated in the most environmentally
responsible manner, which is to use an anaerobic digester to extract the energy content while
leaving behind a stable and odourless residue which will not pollute water resources when
applied to land.

The criteria used by the OEB in ifs decision-making process (namely the anticipated beneficiary
of investment, efficiency through locational price signals and harmonization), while being
reasonable for larger systems with locational flexibility, do not take into account the
circumstances of locationally fixed small-scale generation. While a project proponent may
arguably be the prime beneficiary of an investment in financial terms, there is a substantial
public interest in enabling small biogas projects to proceed. The environmental impact of



agricultural operations incorporating a biogas digester is greatly reduced, the employment
potential is significantly increased, and the project is able to provide grid support in rural arcas.

These farm-based projects have no choice as to where they locate, unlike commercial projects
such as large wind or solar farms. Imposing locational price signals on such projects merely
means that many will not be viable, as the cost of connection will be magnified to a point where
it will be entirely disproportionate to the scale of the project. It will not just be the project
proponents who are disadvantaged if this happens. APAO’s opinion is that projects below
500kW, should have locational price signals muted. The most appropriate way to achieve this is
the method employed for small projects in the Netherlands, where there are standard
connection designs published and the connection cost imposed on the project represents an
average for that class of connection, rather than the actual cost in each specific case, There is no
case-by-case negotiation with the utility company. This greatly increases the transparency of the
process, thereby alleviating a significant barrier to entry for small generation. APAQO strongly
believes that small projects should be subject to a much simpler set of rules than large
commercial-scale operations where locational price signals are entirely appropriate.

APAO notes that although the OEB mentions timely expansion and reinforcement of
transmission and distribution systems, there is no definition of timely and no proposed
mechanism for the delivery of this objective. As the potential for long delays is significant, given
the high projected demand for grid infrastructure modifications, a mechanism imposing some
form of accountability for time would be appropriate. For instance, some German provinces use
an administrative court system to maintain some oversight of the utility companies and to
enforce timescales contained in regulatory instruments. Long construction delays would greatly
limit the amount of renewable energy able to be brought on to the grid, the capacity of which is
currently quite limited. Expansion needs to be a high priority, but this will not happen without
oversight and accountability.

APAQ proposes a connection regime based on shallow entry, where generators are only
responsible for the cost of the connection assets. If generators must pay a proportion of the cost
of expansions, including potential transmission system upgrades which are not included in the
connection cap, then the cost of connection can still easily be too high in many areas to make a
project financeable. Locational price signals could better be conveyed through Use of System
charges than by paying partially for expansions Use of System charges can be positive or
negative, in order to provide both incentives and disincentives to generation in a given location.
This is a better approach than the use of a disincentive only through charging for a higher
percentage of the connection infrastructure.

Please find enclosed a print-out of a powerpoint presentation on the OEB proposals.

Regards, / e
& e B

Nicole Foss

Executive Coordinator

Agri-Energy Producers” Association of Ontario
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