
European gas and LNG infrastructure 
development 

to increase security of supply 

Christophe Poillion 
Chairman of the Task Force on Security of Supply 

 
European Gas Conference 
Vienna, 19th January 2016 



2 

The Contribution 
of Infrastructure Operators 

 The GIE Task Force on Security of Supply has worked in close 
cooperation with ENTSOG on the stress tests in 2014: 
• Validation of  the various assumptions related to gas 

infrastructures in the modelling tool of ENTSOG 
• Joint analysis of the results of the simulations 
• Discussion and validation of the short term measures that could be 

implemented for winter 2014/2015 
 

 GIE (Task Force on Security of Supply) is working on short term, 
medium and long term measures that could help mitigating the impact 
of a supply crisis, including proposals  for reviewing regulation 
994/2010 



 2 different assumptions: 
 
• Optimal crisis management with a perfect cooperation 

between Member States 
Disruption spread among a maximum of countries in order 

to reduce relative impact 

Solidarity mechanisms are limited by infrastructure 

capacities 

• Sub-optimal crisis management where Member States export 
gas only if their domestic demand is completely satisfied 

Disruption focused on limited number of countries but with 

higher relative impact 
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A need of cooperation between 
Member States 
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A need of cooperation between 
Member States 

6-month Russian supply disruption 

without full solidarity 
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A need of cooperation between 
Member States 

6-month Russian supply disruption 

with full solidarity 
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Ukrainian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

1 month + full solidarity 

Disrupted demand: 9 TWh 
Source : ENTSOG 
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Ukrainian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

6 month + full solidarity 

Disrupted demand: 55 TWh 
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Ukrainian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

No disruption 

(reference case) 
Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 4% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 17% 

Russia – 23% 

LNG – 7% 

EU production – 29% 

Storage – 19% 
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Ukrainian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

1-month disruption 

Disrupted demand: 9 TWh 
Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 4% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 16% 

Russia – 22% 

LNG – 7% 

EU production – 30% 

Storage – 20% 
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Ukrainian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

6-month disruption 

Disrupted demand: 55 TWh 
Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 5% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 16% 

Russia – 18% 

LNG – 8% 

EU production – 30% 

Storage – 20% 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

1 month + full solidarity 

Disrupted demand: 17 TWh 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

6 month + full solidarity 

Disrupted demand: 95 TWh 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

 

 

 
Disrupted demand: 
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6 month + cold spell 

Disrupted demand: 105 TWh 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

No disruption 

(reference case) 
Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 4% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 17% 

Russia – 23% 

LNG – 7% 

EU production – 29% 

Storage – 19% 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 4% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 17% 

Russia – 20% 

LNG – 8% 

EU production – 30% 

Storage – 20% 

1-month disruption 

Disrupted demand: 17 TWh 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 5% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 19% 

Russia – 4% 

LNG – 14% 

EU production – 30% 

Storage – 25% 

6-month disruption 

Disrupted demand: 95 TWh 
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Russian Disruption 
Potential Impact 

Source : ENTSOG 

Algeria – 4% 

Libya – 1% 

Norway – 19% 

Russia – 4% 

LNG – 16% 

EU production – 29% 

Storage – 24% 

6-month + cold spell 

Disrupted demand: 105 TWh 
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GIE reaction to Regulation 994/2010 

 Current regulation on security of supply should be correctly 
implemented and can be improved 

• cf. Russia / Ukraine crises in 2009 & 2014, cold spell in 2012 

 Stress tests have shown that  

• additional infrastructures are still needed in specific regions 

• there is a need for sufficient gas storage levels to cope with 
critical situations 

• LNG can play a role in ensuring security of supply: 
 Storing gas in LNG tanks, 
 “Securing” LNG cargos when needed, 
 With additional LNG infrastructure (Lithuania, Poland), 
 Short lead time in case of Floating Storage and 

Regasification Units  
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Summary of the main proposals (1/3) 

1. To take full benefit of existing gas infrastructures and to extend, when 
& where it is possible, the supply standard in case of disruption of the 
main gas infrastructure – at least if the corresponding costs are 
affordable (based on Cost Benefit Analysis) 
 

2. To make sure that gas suppliers, supplying protected customers, will 
have gas physically available in case of a critical situation, as described 
in the article related to supply standards 
 

3. To use ENTSOG modelling tool based on EU gas flow scenarios (cf. 
winter outlook, resilience assessment in the European TYNDP, regional 
assessments in the Gas Regional Investment Plans), to complement “N-
1 formula” results and to assess the need for additional infrastructures 
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Summary of the main proposals (2/3) 

4. To better define the responsibility of industrial customers, which are 
not protected customers, the way they can ensure their own security 
of supply and the way they can be guaranteed to have gas in case of an 
emergency 
 

5. To include in Emergency Plans a list of criteria to be used by TSOs, in 
order to define which kind of customers has to be curtailed first, when 
needed 
 

6. To enable Member States to better protect gas-fired power plants 
which are essential to security of supply in electricity, provided they 
are physically backed by firm capacity 

 
7. To better take into account interactions of gas and power markets 

• Spill-over effects gas → power: gas-fired power plants  
• Spill-over effects power → gas: electric compression in gas 

transport / storage 
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Summary of the main proposals (3/3) 

8. To improve regional cooperation when developing national emergency 
and preventive action plans  
 

9. To organize crisis exercises at regional level, in order to assess the 
efficiency of the foreseen measures, the global dynamic of the crisis 
and the coordination between neighbouring countries. 
 

10. To rely on the coordination of all actors, including Member States, in 
case of a crisis with the support of ENTSOG in order to ensure rapidly 
operational coordination of infrastructure operators and centralisation 
of technical information in case of a crisis. 
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