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Memo of the GTE+ Workshop on the
European Ten Year Network Development

Plan 2009

27 October 2009, Brussels
The workshop was moderated by Siobhan Hall (Platts).
Opening

UGTE+ presentation

Jacques Laurelut (GTE) introduced the workshop highlighting that the third European legislative package which was adopted this summer underlines the importance of investments in gas infrastructure. 
He made aware that in order to provide the transmission infrastructure for the European gas market, TSOs must work with stakeholders, regulators and Member States.

The work on the first European Ten Year Network Development Plan (TYNDP) for gas started at the beginning of 2008. By now, two intermediate reports have been produced to serve as a basis for the stakeholder dialogue on supply, demand and capacity development. The objective of the TYNDP is to provide a long term vision of the European network development.
The objectives of the workshop are: 
· to present and discuss the results of the GTE+ Demand Scenarios vs. Capacity Report
· to discuss supply scenarios for the TYNDP which is foreseen to be published by the end of 2009
GTE+ Demand Scenarios vs. Capacity Report

UGTE+ presentation

Volker Schippers (GTE) presented the main results of the GTE+ Demand Scenarios vs. Capacity Report (DSCR) that was published in July 2009. Contributions to the DSCR were received from 54 ministries or TSOs from 33 European countries. This includes all but one EU-27 Member State with a gas transmission network and additionally contributions from Norway, Switzerland and all Energy Community members. He noted that the figures and diagrams in the presentation are slightly different from those published in the report because updated figures received after DSCR publication are included in the presentation.

UDiscussion
Colin Lyle (EFET) referred to the recently published GTE+ Winter Outlook 2009/2010 which showed functioning peak Winter day flow distributions and asked how this relates to the DSCR results. Volker Schippers answered that both reports resulted in functioning peak Winter day flow distributions for the Winter 2009/2010. For the subsequent years the demand scenario vs. entry capacity/deliverability analysis shows positive headroom on the European aggregated level while the analysis of possible EU internal flow distributions shows that there are some regions where the sum of the entry capacity / deliverability is lower than the sum of the demand scenario figures.
Stefanie Neveling (ERGEG) asked how these regions were determined. Volker Schippers answered that the regions were a result of the analysis and were not pre-defined by GTE+. While the interconnection capacities within the region would be sufficient to cover the respective flow distribution, the sum of the entry capacities and deliverabilities is lower than the sum of the demand scenario figures of that region.

Clive Woodland (Centrica) asked why the storage deliverability figures for Germany were lower than the aggregated maximum storage withdrawal capacity figures given by Gas Storage Europe (GSE). Volker Schippers welcomed the remark and will be asking  the German TSOs to check the figures. He added that the current assumption for storage deliverability is based on the storage deliverability at the end of the Winter. This assumption will be amended next year to reflect the storage deliverability at the latest probable occurrence date of the peak Winter day. 

Caroline Dieckhöner (EWI) asked whether GTE+ could specify where investments in the European gas transmission network would be needed. Volker Schippers answered that the TYNDP should rather serve as a communication tool with stakeholders. Investment decisions would be the responsibility of the respective project sponsor. Stefanie Neveling reiterated on this point and asked GTE+ to seek developing some guidance on cross-border points where investments would be for the benefit of the European gas market.
Alessia Tanas (ENI SpA) asked for the GTE+ position on the EU Commission proposal for a regulation on the notification of investment projects since the issue of the need for more information on planned infrastructure was raised from the audience. Volker Schippers answered that GTE+ welcomes the proposal particularly the fact that it was developed under intense stakeholder consultation which included the possibility for written input as well as a concluding workshop. GTE+ feels that its comments were well taken into account. This includes the GTE+ proposal not to double processes for the collection of the same information. Stefanie Neveling added that ERGEG also asked for avoiding doubling of information collection processes.
Stephen Rose (RWE Npower Plc) remarked that there was not enough detail in some national contributions. Volker Schippers answered that to his impression there is a lot of detail for those countries with a large share of European consumption as well as for a number of other countries. He would welcome to receive more specific advice in order to forward it to the respective TSOs to help them to improve their contribution.

Supply Scenarios for the GTE+ European Ten Year Network Development Plan 2009
UGTE+ presentation

Chris Logue (GTE) presented background and current status of the work on supply scenarios for the GTE+ European Ten Year Network Development Plan 2009 stressing that input from market participants is required as TSOs cannot deliver on this alone. GTE+ plans to develop supply scenarios for the upcoming ten years for European pipeline import, European LNG import, indigenous production deliverability and storage deliverability. Chris Logue described possible information sources developed so far and invited meeting participants to comment on these approaches:
· For indigenous production the information received from TSOs and published in the GTE+ Demand Scenarios vs. Capacity Report of July 2009 together with the information received from OGP Europe seem to provide a good basis.
· LNG import scenarios could be developed by using scenario data received from TSOs and information on LNG terminal projects as given in the Gas LNG Europe (GLE) investment database. It is expected that generally acceptable scenarios could be developed for most European countries. However, for some countries – including Italy – further work would be needed.
· Storage deliverability scenarios could be developed by using scenario data received from TSOs and information on storage projects as given in the GSE investment database. As the GSE investment database seems to contain a large number of storage projects of different maturity, a two-step process could be applied by first deriving annual supply/demand balances without taking storages into account and thereafter deducting the required peak day storage deliverability by applying appropriate annual supply/demand profiles.
· Pipeline import scenarios for Norway could be developed by using information received from Gassco and information published on the website of the Norwegian Petroleum Directorate. Gazprom publications could be used to derive supply scenarios from Russia to Europe. Therefore the main open issue in this context seems to be the treatment of the pipeline projects to South-East Europe and of the GALSI project through the Mediterranean sea to Italy.
UDiscussion

Colin Lyle said that GTE+ should not decide which unapproved import projects will go ahead, but their model should inform the decision-making process. By comparing a demand scenario with projects that have final investment decisions, the need for additional pipeline, storage or LNG capacity could be clearly identified. Stephanie Neveling proposed to derive three to five scenarios each including a selection of projects. Colin Lyle suggested combining the two approaches: To develop one baseline scenario which would include mature projects and to derive different scenarios above this baseline.

Davide Rubini (Statoil) supported the proposal of Colin Lyle stating that the bottlenecks and limits should be clear. He asked whether it would be possible to also include Turkey in the TYNDP. Volker Schippers responded that Botas was contacted last year but that no contributions were received. A new attempt to contact Botas would be conducted next year.
Andrew Morris (Pöyry) noted that the upstream deliverability should be evaluated in addition to the pipeline import capacity.
Davide Rubini referred to the work on the virtual investment case in the Gas Regional Initiative North-West. There might be a possibility to include the results of virtual open seasons in the TYNDP.
Stephen Wilson (White Stream) proposed to complement the demand driven scenarios by a supply driven scenario. To develop such scenario, all pipeline import projects should be included forming an upper envelope.
Stephen Rose proposed to use the scenarios applied by ERGEG in their modelling work. Stefanie Neveling confirmed that those scenarios could provide some ideas but that the GTE+ scenarios would not need to be the exactly the same.
Chris Logue summarized the contributions. A baseline scenario should be derived. Based on this, additional scenarios should be developed in a neutral way without winners and losers.
Conclusions

Jacques Laurelut thanked the workshop participants for their contributions. He noted that in a sound investment climate gas transmission infrastructure will be developed and asked stakeholders to take into account that a typical investment project into the European gas transmission infrastructure would take about four to five years to complete.

The next workshop to present the first European TYNDP and to discuss scope and process for the production of the second TYNDP is foreseen by the end of January 2009.
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