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The 5th SJWS focused on the explanation and discussion of the modifications to be implemented in TYNDP with regards to demand, supply and infrastructure projects. Any conclusions and recommendations concerning the TYNDP 2013-2022 development are subject to further discussion.
2. Demand
· The Entsog’s bottom-up demand scenario should be the one on which the network is assessed, as it is the only one with enough level of detail in terms of disaggregation (by country) and daily values (daily peak demands).
· A higher degree of transparency will be achieved when publishing the underlying assumptions on GDP and Population.

· Other top-down outlooks should be considered for comparison purposes.
· A check list will be included with the gas-linked parameters covered in the different NREAPs.

· TSO’s should check if their respective MSs do produce any forecasts on the energy mix.
· The different gas demand scenarios depicted by Roadmap 2050 should be analyzed beyond the time horizon of TYNDP (2022). The analysis carried out should not be limited to the gap assessment and should go deeper in the expected utilization rates of gas infrastructures on the long term under the different roadmap scenarios, evaluating the potential stranded costs of the environmental scenarios.

· The network assessment should not be based on demand scenarios defined under the assumption of the fulfillment of ambitious environmental targets – as the roadmap – but on more conservative and realistic scenarios.
· Current economic situation of 2011 in comparison with 2010 should be considered in the annual demand.

· The analysis of different power generation scenarios – with sensitivities on fuel prices and degree of achievement of the environmental targets should be included – This will have to be analyzed in the framework of the discussion with ENTSO-E on power generation from gas.

· The demand figures will have to be reviewed in order to avoid mistakes, like some inconsistencies in the calorific values (net or gross).
3. Supply
· The supply options covered in TYNDP should cover the whole range of possible scenarios. 
· The reference scenario is defined for comparison purposes, and cannot be understood as a supply forecast.
· The consideration of the new approach in the introduction of new supply sources defining the supply balance for the reference scenarios would avoid the prioritization of new supply sources in detriment of existing ones. 
· As new sources of gas are added to the supply balance, existing sources should be reduced proportionally. New supply sources should be given equal weight to existing ones in the simulation. 
· The supply potential of new sources such as Caspian gas should be defined on the basis of publicly available information. 

· The same load factor should be used for all new routes when they relate to the same new supply source. 

· The load factor provided by project promoters in the TYNDP questionnaire should be used when considering load factors for import pipelines opening import routes for new sources to Europe. 
· The utilization of the same load factors for every route connecting Europe with the same source is highly unrealistic due to the different working patterns of the different routes. The consideration of the historical load factors to define the supplies by route in the reference scenario could make it more realistic.
· Even if based on the historical flows, the load factors of the different routes should be open to be changed in the reference case by the optimization engine of the modeling tool when necessary.

· The simplicity of the reference scenario may be more important than how realistic it is.
· The differences between both approaches (same load factor for every route coming from one source, and different load factors by route based on the analysis of the historical data) will have to be checked to get some sensitivity on the signification of the changes induced by the new approach.
· The contribution of each supply source to the supply peak reference scenario should not be linked to the yearly average through high daily ratios, at it could overestimate the supply capacity in supply sources that may have already reached its maximum flexibility. The consideration of the historical maximums by source would be more conservative from the infrastructure’s side.

·  The consideration of historical maximums by source may be done simultaneous or non-simultaneous by route:
· Simultaneous: the maximum historical daily imports from a source, with disregard of other maximum values that may have been accomplished by route on individual basis.
· Non-simultaneous: the maximum historical daily imports from one source is considered as the addition of the maximum values reached by each of the routes coming from this source, even if these maximums were not happening in the same day.

· An evaluation of these two options will be done through the comparison of the actual historical data.

· This approach is to be extended to LNG treatment taking into account the extremely rapid evolution of LNG market
· In the case of LNG the potential availability of LNG for Europe should be investigated.

· The way the reference cases are defined should be clearly specified in the report, to avoid misunderstanding between the more or less refined definition of a reference scenario (what is done) and any forecast of a potential supply scenario (what is not done).
4. Infrastructure Projects
· The only criterion for the project clustering is FID vs. non FID.

· An alternative clustering between projects with PCI label vs. projects without this label may be considered for future editions.
· The PCI labeling should not be considered as at the moment of publication TYNP 2013-2022, the EIP regulation will not even be approved.

· Gathering voluntary information on project promoters submission for PCI label could help to make the interim period more transparent

· Information on submission for PCI can only be non-binding  
· An additional clustering on the permitting phase is not compatible with the FID – non FID, as in different countries the FID decision comes after the permitting, while in other countries the permitting only starts once the FID has been taken.
· The additional information asked in the questionnaire in relation to the different phases of each project (FEED, Market test, Permitting, etc..) does not add any value to the simulations done in the TYNDP and it could potentially be misleading when the different phases of each project are gathered in one table. The term FEED may for example mean very different documents depending on each project. The use of one table to summarize the status of all projects in relation to the different phases may suggest to the reader of the TYNDP an indirect ranking of the projects themselves. 
· Regarding the permitting stage of the project, the promoter should briefly describe the expected procedure and what has been already completed.
· The existence of TPA exemptions applying to a project is not relevant information for modelling.
· The existence of TPA exemptions on a project affects the way the project contributes to market integration. So the potential exemption status should be indicated in TYNDP. 

· It may be difficult to anticipate what will be the most challenging step in a project. The request to indicate the “critical phase of the project” is also commercially sensitive and it should be deleted from the questionnaire. It also does not add any value to the analysis done in the TYNDP. The information regarding project steps, and the main challenge, should be facultative.
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