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3 consecutive years of gas demand growth

Figure 1: Natural gas demand in Europe in 2015, 2016, and 2017 (bcm)
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Additional demand in the power sector?

Figure 8: Natural gas demand for electricity and heat generation by month, 2015-2017 (bcm)
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IEA: European import demand at ~390 bcm/a in 2040

Figure 8.9 = Natural gaz balance of the European Union in the
New Policies Scenario
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increase to 2040 as domestic ovlput confinues to decline
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Security of supply turned global (‘LNG revolution):
210 bcm/a of LNG regas terminals (~75% idle)
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Dena/ewi: all-electric (‘EL’) or technical mix (“TM’)
Gas needed in either scenario
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Denal/ewi: Gas turns ‘green’ with rising decarbonization
beyond CO2 reductions of ~70% (continued use of infrastructure)
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Denalewi (‘TM80’°): 130 TWh biomethane, 20 TWh hydrogen
blending, 150 TWh power-to-methane
‘TM95’: 630 TWh power-to-methane
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Denal/ewi: Peak electricity demand requires more gas-fired capacity

180
160
160 *
140
123
120 * —
99 101
96 — ¢
100 _—
84
80 s
60 22 71 107
40 51
21 55
20 16
10
0 10 I —
EL95 TM95 EL95 TM95
2015 2030 2050
mNuclear W Lignite m Hard Coal Gas m Oil
W Hydro B Biomass Wind Onshore B Wind Offshore Storage
Others Imports DSM + Peak demand

Source: Hecking/Peters based on ewi ER&S (2018a)




‘’Kalte Dunkelflaute’: cold spell coinciding with unavailability of
wind and sun — gas saves the day

Die ,kalte Dunkelflaute” im Januar 2017: Nettostromerzeugung und -verbrauch

nach Energietragern 16.-29. Januar 2017 Abbildung 9-1
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‘Kalte Dunkelflaute’: contributions to cover supply gap
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‘Power to methane’: storing RES in large quantities and over long
periods of time in the gas infrastructure

Abbildung 15 Speichertechnologien im Vergleich
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