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These inputs should be only considered as a compilation of the opinions expressed on the meeting and cannot be understood as conclusions. Any conclusions and recommendations concerning the TYNDP 2013-2022 development are subject to further discussion in SJWS.
The 4th SJWS focused on the explanation and discussion regarding the TYNDP 2011-2020 in terms of the definition of cases to be analyzed and methodologies to be applied to assess Security of Supply and Market Integration. 
· The peak case #2 – [High level of demand calculated by TSOs under a harmonized level of risk, following a common methodology – when possible. This demand case considers the simultaneous occurrence of the so calculated high level of demand in every country] – will be called “Simultaneous Peak”
· The peak case #3 – [Demand case derived from the peak case #2. In the peak case #3 the lack of simultaneity in the occurrence of the high levels of demand induces the mitigation of the peak demand.] – will be called “Non-simultaneous Peak”.
2. Security of Supply resilience assessment
· The analysis of periods of 7 or 30 days would introduce the storage component of supplies. While the effect may be more or less clear for UGS, the storage component from other supplies is difficult to assess.

· The storage component of UGS depends on the month and week of the winter. Therefore the analysis of such periods should include a reference on the occurrence within the winter.
· Instead of classifying disruptions by justification or probability, a systematic analysis should be done considering the different source and route disruptions.

· Regarding the LNG disruption, the GLE study on which was based the LNG disruption in TYNDP 2011-2020 shall be reviewed and include an analysis of the recent evolution in LNG market (e.g. driven by changes in consumptions).
· The disruption scenarios covered in TYNDP are appropriate. 
· Possible scenarios to be covered in addition/modification of the existing:

· The Caspian disruption should be considered as a SoS scenario with the Non-FID projects.

· 100% Source disruption for Algeria (Pipelines + LNG)

· 100% Source disruption for Russia (Ukraine + Belarus + Nordstream)

· Disruption 1 by 1 of independent routes

· LNG: Midstream major disruption: Suez channel.

· 100% Libya disruption

· 100% Algerian pipelines to Spain disruption – the two pipelines and Morocco’s transits.

· LNG disruption: the biggest impact of LNG disruption may not be the disruption of the biggest LNG supplier (Qatar). E.g. the Algerian LNG disruption should be investigated as highlighted in South GRIP.

· 100% Algerian pipelines to Italy – The current considered 50% disruption does not stress the network, due to the low load factors of this pipeline in the last years.
· The technical more challenging disruption from Norway may be linked to the gas processing plants and not to the pipelines.

· When considering LNG disruptions, the origin – Upstream or Midstream should be clarified.
· The 100% source disruption of Russia and Algeria is implausible. The scenarios should be limited to route disruptions.

· The disruption scenarios may be divided as:

· Political disruption:

· Sources

· Routes

· Technical disruption:

· Transit

· Pipelines

· The disruption scenarios should be classified with disregard to the reason of the disruption, as:

· Technical disruption

· Route disruption

· Country-wide disruption – Source - 
The technical disruption would apply to each single facility (pipeline, processing plant, or LNG terminal), and as possible should be tested.
The Route disruption would apply to the transit countries, or LNG routes, and should be tested as well.

The Country-wide – Source disruption may not be necessarily tested.

· The consideration of any 100% Source disruption scenarios (Algeria and Russia) only should be done if it is justified, otherwise it could be seen as a way to find gaps at any cost.
· The 100% of Algerian disruption cannot be considered implausible after last year’s political turmoil in other North African countries, but it may be a very sensitive scenario if it is the only political one.
· The technical disruption of the Algerian pipeline to Italy should be kept at 50% as this is more consistent with the physical features of the pipeline. 

· When considering the LNG disruption, it should be taken into account that the time needed to replace the supply is considerably lower than the time needed to replace the supply from a pipeline disruption.

· The disruption scenarios should be based on disruption events experienced in the past.

· The disruption scenarios may be limited to import pipelines/routes. The analysis of flow disruptions between EU countries is not required.

· The analysis of UGS low deliverability should illustrate the relation between withdrawal capacity and working gas volume.
· Two possible approaches are proposed to assess the storage low deliverability, once the minimum deliverability Europe wide has been determined:

· Use this minimum deliverability value in each single country having UGS (as done in TYNDP 2011-2020)

· Determine the minimum deliverability at country level in order to minimize potential investment gaps 
· Regarding SoS scenarios, the worst case should always be used (the second one). 

· The second option could help to explain the need of UGS in each country and would discard that – in case of some gaps being identified when using Europe wide the same withdraw level – these gaps are only due to the taken assumptions. Any gap identified under the second approach would be independent of the assumptions.
· The final conclusion of both approaches could be similar; the added value of such an approach should be tested. 

· As too many aspects have an impact in the level of withdraw: different kind of UGS (geologically), regulatory constraints etc. the second approach could give a false impression of accuracy 

· Any of these approaches may be considered too theoretical.

· The UGS low deliverability levels considered in TYNDP 2011-2020 (-10% and -20%) are not enough justified. An explanation of what the meaning of such levels is required.

· The deliverability of UGS is more related to commercial situations, and should not be regarded as a SoS issue.

· The UGS deliverability is more a measure of the system’s flexibility than of the SoS levels.

· The UGS deliverability may be analyzed within a specific chapter of TYNDP as it is not clearly limited to SoS or MI. 

· The historical evolution of the utilization of UGS, and the differences between countries could be interesting information to be included.
· The added value of UGS deliverability analysis in the assessment of bottleneck is not clear and should be investigated.

· In the UGS deliverability analysis, the introduction of more assumptions should be avoided as they may lead to inconsistencies. 
· GSE should be contacted to provide more detailed curves on the UGS deliverability. 

· The role of UGS is important and should not be disregarded when assessing SoS.

· The role of UGS providing flexibility should be analyzed in the context of the system needs to back up renewables.

· The possible bottlenecks on the transmission network imposing constraints to the fully usage of the withdraw capacity – in reference to the cold spell of February 2012 – should be investigated. 

3. Market Integration assessment
· The definition of Market Integration goes beyond the source spread measured in TYNDP 2011-2020. 
· Market integration should not be confused with market penetration. A clear distinction of the two concepts is required.
· Other parameters like the price convergence or the number of customers using the different IPs may provide a better view of the level of market integration. Nevertheless these parameters can be calculated on the current situation, but no extrapolation to the future can be done based on the development of infrastructures.

· Regarding UGS and MI a neutral scenario should be chosen -neither injection nor extraction.

· LNG should receive a special treatment in terms of market integration, the LNG specificities, for instance the potential diversification of its sources or its quick replacement in case of disruption should be quantified through the development of indicators. These two concepts (diversification and quick replacement) are related to SoS. However, for MI the important issue is the cross border capacity between countries, so LNG should be considered as a single source. 
· LNG should not be considered as a single source.

· The maximization of sources can be repeated with the following modification:
· Maximization of sources country by country – The maximization of one source will be limited by a maximum reduction in the remaining sources equal to the global reduction: One source will not be maximized consequence of the extreme reduction of any other source. 
· Maximization by zone – Alternatively to the maximization country by country, this approach would maximize simultaneously all the entries in one zone while minimizing any source in other zones.
· The maximization country by country is more easily understandable and would facilitate the comparison of the results with TNDP 2011-2020. The underlying assumptions should be clearly explained for the better understanding of the results.
· The maximization of a supply source should be limited to what is reasonable considering the global supply market. 

· There is a risk that transmission capacity could be linked to an excess of entry capacity that should not have been built otherwise the maximization of sources should be limited by reasonable and economically viable assumptions and their consequences that should also be economically viable. 
· Regarding maximization country by country, in order to simplify the methodology by reducing the number of simulations and make the document more easily understandable, maximizing simultaneously all entries in one country could be useful.
· The alternative country by country may help to identify the isolated systems and to assess the completion of the missing links of the European energy corridors, especially if all entries are maximized simultaneously. At least in the peripheral countries in the EU, where the main gas entries are situated.
· The maximization by zone would fit better in the GRIPs as a complementary analysis of the source spread country by country in TYNDP.

· The source spread would be affected by the demand level. Maintaining the yearly average – with no use of UGS - could be appropriate for the assessment.  

· As an alternative or in addition to the even physical spread, the maximum physical reach could be tested for every source and destination country.

· Report should make clear that what is tested is the physical reach and not the possibility to have contractual access to a given source.

· Considerations regarding the TM are out of the scope of TYNDP. 

· Using the indicators recommended by The Gas Target Model would be appropriated, especially the RSI and the HHI Index (but applied not only for supply sources if not as well for supply routes). Including a graphical representation of the following indicators could be useful:

·  RSI indicator: % demand non-covered by the mayor gas supply source/route per country and 

· DR index (see South GRIP 2011-20): level of diversification of routes into an area as well as for measuring embedded diversification inside LNG (many different LNG sources)

The remaining flexibility indicator used in SoS scenarios should also be calculated per country in those MI scenarios, where the sources of a country/zone are maximized. So that remaining flexibility, which cannot be exported from one country to another one due to a lack of interconnection can be identified. 
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