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Implications of LNG import on the European Union’s
energy security

tukasz Kordowina

Abstract: Due to insufficient level of domestic natural gas production, the European Union countries are forced
to import this key energy resource from the third countries. This involves political and economic as well as physical
risks. In order to ensure energy security, it is necessary to mitigate the threats that in the case of natural gas supplies
are primarily related to various types of dependencies. The dependency grows in the situation of low diversification
of energy sources and resources suppliers. The aim of this paper is to analyze the impact of LNG imports on the
European Union’s energy security, which would not be possible without showing the structure of the regional
natural gas market. Implications of LNG trade will be shown in comparison with pipeline gas supplies, which are

dominant on this market.
Key words: LNG, natural gas, energy security, European Union
Introduction

Natural gas is the second most important source of energy in the European Union. Due
to systematically decreasing European Union’s™ gas production, member states are forced to
import this fossil fuel from outside of the bloc. Ensuring uninterrupted and cost-effective sup-
plies of energy resources is the key element of energy security in the event of insufficient own
resources. The energy security is — according to the classic definition — the state of availability
of sufficient supplies at affordable prices (Yergin 2006: 70-71). The article examines the im-
portance of LNG supplies in ensuring the European Union’s energy security in the situation of
growing dependence on natural gas imports. The paper begins with showing the significance of
natural gas for ensuring the energy security and then discusses the state and capabilities of the
EU imports of LNG. A key part of this article analyses the effects of receiving natural gas in
a liquefied form by tankers in comparison to the most common form of pipeline deliveries,
regarding the risks associated with both methods of supply. At the end, the article discusses
differences that are visible in the impact of LNG on particular EU regions.

To maintain natural gas security, countries must deal with threats to their supplies. Jon-
athan Stern lists three types of import dependence, which are considered as a risk to natural gas
security: source dependence, transit dependence and facility dependence (Stern 2002: 12). The
dependence means a situation where one actor has an advantage over its partner. Usually, the
consumer is the weaker party, especially when it is one-sidedly dependent on the producer in

! For the purpose of this paper, the EU will be defined as the bloc of 28 countries, including the United Kingdom
because of its important position on the European gas market and the availability of data.
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a situation of monopoly and the lack of substitutes (Nyga-L.ukaszewska 2019: 15-16). Source
dependence rises in the situation of a small number of natural resources suppliers and means of
transport, unstable geopolitical situation and will to disrupt supplies among exporters (Ritter
2011: 8-9). The second type of aforementioned import dependence occurs when natural gas is
transmitted indirectly, passing through the territory of another state. In the situation of transit
risk, the interests of another state or states are becoming important. The risk rises in the situation
of conflict between the transit country and one of the trade partners (Ritter 2011: 9). One cannot
also ignore the facility risk, which means the danger of physical damage to extraction plants,
gas storages, pipelines and other infrastructure located in the territory of exporter, importer or
transit country (Stern 2002: 14-15).

The natural gas market of the European Union

Since the end of the 1960s, countries forming today’s European Union and the United
Kingdom, have been consuming more natural gas, than they produce. Even the Dutch giant gas
field Groningen and the new British discoveries in the North Sea could not satisfy rapidly grow-
ing demand. The import from outside of the block was indispensable.

The liquefied natural gas (LNG) has been used in this trade since 1964 (earlier LNG
transport on Methane Spirit from the USA to Great Britain in 1959 was on a non-commercial
scale), when the first LNG tanker arrived from Algeria to Great Britain and France (Jensen
2004: 7-8). Before LNG trade could well develop in Europe, pipeline transport of natural gas
(traditionally used in trade between members of the Community) from third countries had sur-
passed the volumes arriving by the ships. In 1968 Austria signed a contract on pipeline trade
from the Soviet Union. European connections to Siberian gas have been developed further and
in 1973 resources from the East flood to the Federal Republic of Germany and in the next year
to Italy. After the discovery of new gas fields, Norway became the second pipeline gas exporter
to the European Community, with its first transport to Germany in 1977. The culmination of
gas connections network to Europe was at that time the TransMed pipeline from Algeria to Italy
which became operational in 1983.

Chart 1. Production and consumption of natural gas [bcm] in the European Union (EU28) from 1970 to
2018
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Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/ and BP Statistical Review of World Energy 2019,
https://www.bp.com/.

55



Implications of LNG import on the European Union’s energy security

The Soviet Union and its legal successor — Russian Federation, became the main natural
gas supplier to the European Union. As can be seen in Table 1., resources from this country
dominated the market with the deliveries of 150.5 bcm or 33% of total EU gas import in 2018.
The second biggest exporter of natural gas to the EU became Norway, after an incremental
increase in exported volumes, that reached 103.1 (23% share in total EU imports) in 2018,
followed by Algeria (42.2 bcm, 9% share) which natural gas trade with the Old Continent was
partially halted after the terrorist attacks on its natural gas facilities in 2013 (U.S. Energy Infor-
mation Administration 2019: 3).

Table 1. Natural gas import sources of the European Union (EU28) from 1990 to 2018 [bcm]

Exporter 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2018
Russia

Norway

Algeria

Qatar : . :

Nigeria - - 4.4 10.6 14.0 6.2 10.5
Libya 1.0 1.4 0.8 54 10.0 7.1 4.5
Trinidad and To-

bago - - 0.9 0.8 5.1 1.9 3.6
USA - - - - - - 3.1

Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/.

Within the bloc of 28 countries, natural gas is the second (after crude oil) most important
energy source. In 2018 this fossil fuel represented 26% of total EU primary energy consumption
(BP 2019). The biggest part of natural gas in EU is consumed by Germany - 54.7 bin tons of
oil equivalent (TOE). It represents 24% of the total energy resources consumption of this coun-
try. The highest share of gas in domestic energy resources consumption was recorded at this
time in the Netherlands (34%), and in the United Kingdom, Italy, Hungary, Slovakia, Belgium
and Romania it is also higher than EU average of 22%. On the opposite side stands Cyprus and
Malta, where the usage of this hydrocarbon is at a negligible level.
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Chart 2. Consumption of natural gas [bIn TOE] in the EU member states in 2018 and share [%6] of natural
gas in total energy sources consumption
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Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/.

Nearly all EU members need to import natural gas. The import dependency rate, calcu-
lated as net imports, divided by total domestic consumption, shows how high the level of de-
pendence on external supplies is. As can be seen in Chart 3., the only significant producers are
the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, but even they need to import natural gas to meet their
demand. Only Denmark exports more natural gas than it imports. All the other EU members
are net importers of this fossil fuel (except Cyprus, which does not consume any statistically
measurable volumes of natural gas).
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Chart 3. Import dependency level of the European Union (EU28) and its members in 2018 and 2019
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Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/.

LNG on the EU gas market

Europe as a continent is the second, largest recipient of liquefied natural gas, after Asia.
The volume of LNG imports by the countries that make up the European Union grew for many
decades, until 2012, when increased demand and higher prices in Asia caused the supply to
shift to this market (European Commission 2013: 1). On average, in the period 1990-2018 pre-
sented in Chart 4., gas transported in liquefied form accounted for 11% of natural gas imports
to the EU. This means that almost nine out of ten cubic meters of this hydrocarbon is imported
via pipelines.
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Chart 4. LNG import volume [bcm] and its share in total natural gas imports to the European Union (EU28)
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Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/.

The LNG infrastructure in Europe is improving every year. At the time of writing this
paper, there are 29 LNG terminals operational in EU countries. Not all member states have
installations of this type. Spain is the leader with seven terminals, four each are in France and
Great Britain, three in Italy, two each in Finland and Sweden, and one each in Belgium, Greece,
the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Lithuania and Malta. Another six projects are under con-
struction and 18 are in the planning stage (Gas Infrastructure Europe 2019).

The entire regasification infrastructure located in the EU is currently able to receive
212 bem of natural gas (volume after regasification) per annum, which means that it can cover
almost half of the demand for this raw material in this way. The terminals are also used to store
this strategic resource in liquefied form. Their capacities in this respect amount to 10 mcm (after
regasification) of gas stored in liquefied form (Gas Infrastructure Europe 2019).
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Map 1. Number of LNG terminals and countries regasification capacities [bcm] per annum in the European
Union countries in 2019
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Source: Own elaboration based on Gas Infrastructure Europe, https://www.gie.eu/.

LNG imports to the EU are more diversified than import via gas pipelines. As shown in
Table 2., 19,5 bcm or one-third of the liquefied gas supplied to member states in 2018 came
from Qatar, but Nigeria, Norway and Algeria are also significant trading partners, accounting
for 18%, 13% and 12% of the EU LNG imports respectively. Trinidad and Tobago, Russia, the
United States and Peru had a share of several percent each. The most important partners are
located on four different continents. Within the European Union, the biggest recipient was
Spain, which has the best developed infrastructure in this area. In 2018, 25% of the total of
59 bem of LNG imported by member states (after regasification) was transported there.
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Table 2. European Union’s (EU28) LNG import sources in 1990-2018 [bcm]

Exporter 1990 [1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2018
Qatar - - 0,3

Nigeria - -

Norway - - - - 34 3,4

Algeria

Trinidad and To-

bago - - 0,9 0,8 1,9

Russia - - - - 0,0 0,0 34
USA - - - - - - 3,1
Peru - - - - 0,1 1,0 1,9
Rest of the world |1,0 2,5 1,6 0,1 2,4

Source: Own elaboration based on Eurostat, https://ec.europa.eu/.
LNG versus pipeline transport of natural gas

With high dependence on two major natural gas suppliers, LNG is one of the few ways
to ensure supplies from different directions for the EU. As Mariusz Ruszel (2014) points out,
the possession of LNG terminals has a positive effect on the improvement of state’s energy
security. This type of infrastructure is another entry point to the internal gas system and in-
creases the number of available delivery routes. This makes the internal gas market more re-
sistant to supply disruptions (Ruszel 2014: 52-53). The International Energy Agency (IEA) cre-
ated a model for assessing the short-term energy security of countries, where — apart from de-
pendence on imports which is largely independent of the will of the states — one of the basic
factors is the level of suppliers diversification, expressed by the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index
(HHI) (Jewell 2011: 25-28). The HHI is calculated as a sum of the squares of individual ex-
porters market share:

Formula 1. Herfindahl-Hirschman Index
HHI = 512 + 552 + «-- + 552
where:

S — market share of a single supplier,
n — number of the last supplier.

According to this model, a high level of security of natural gas supply can be ensured
with an indicator of fewer than 0.3 point. Higher HHI means moderate (0.3-0.6 point) or low
(>0.6 point) security of gas supply. Among the member states importing natural gas, only three
achieved a high level of security in terms of supplier diversification in 2018, as shown in the
chart 5. All of them (France, Malta and Portugal) have LNG terminals, as does Spain, which
only slightly exceeded the 0.3 level. Finland is the only country using liquefied natural gas that
is highly dependent on a single supply route, but its LNG infrastructure is still very small in
scale. The largest decrease in the concentration of suppliers can be observed in the case of
Lithuania and Sweden, which between 2008 and 2018 reduced their dependence on a single
supplier (Russia and Denmark, respectively) from the situation of monopoly to a moderate con-
centration level, opening their first LNG terminals in 2011-2014. The comparison of changes
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in the HHI in Poland and Germany is worth noting. During this ten-year period, both countries
made major investments and commissioned new import infrastructure - the LNG terminal in
Swinoujscie and Nord Stream gas pipeline. It is clearly visible that the HHI level in Germany
has increased since 2008 from a level close to 0.3 point, to more than 0.4 point a decade later.
Poland, unlike its western neighbor, decreased its supplier concentration by 0.1 point on the
index. It should also be noted that in Poland gas consumption increased at this time, while in
the compared country it slightly decreased.

The calculations show that among the EU countries with the lowest level of dependence
on single suppliers, there are those that use LNG on a large scale. The flagship example of
diversification is Malta, which started to import gas only in 2017 - entirely in liquefied form.
A year later, its small demand was met by maritime deliveries from as many as six producers
on five different continents (GIIGNL 2019: 28-29). Other large markets that, apart from gas
pipeline supplies, also use LNG to meet their demand, are characterized by a significant diver-
sification of the directions of supplies, literally: France, Spain and Italy. Ireland can be placed
at the opposite side of the spectrum. As an island, the country has the potential to build infra-
structure for receiving liquefied resources, however, Dublin has opted to fill all its import via
a gas pipeline from only one direction — the United Kingdom.

Chart 5. Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of natural gas trade partners diversification in the European Union
countries in 2008 and 2018*
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Source: Own elaboration based on IEA Natural Gas Information Statistics 2020, IEA. *Due to some small non-
classified volumes of import in several countries, the real HHI might have deviations of no more than 0.02 point.
Austria, Slovenia and Hungary are not included as there was no calculable data available, and Cyprus was not
importing natural gas at this time.
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Table 3. Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of natural gas trade partners diversification in the European Union
countries in 2008 and 2018*

Country 2008 2018 Country cont. |2008 2018
Estonia 1,00 1,00 Lithuania 1,00 0,50
Ireland 1,00 1,00 Greece 0,50 0,48
Slovakia 1,00 1,00 Luxembourg |0,29 0,47
Latvia 1,00 1,00 Germany 0,32 0,45
Bulgaria 1,00 1,00 Poland 0,54 0,44
Czechia 0,64 0,99 Belgium 0,30 0,37
Finland 1,00 0,95 Netherlands 0,33 0,35
Romania 0,95 0,79 Italy 0,24 0,31
Croatia 0,79 0,63 Spain 0,21 0,30
Denmark - 0,62 Portugal 0,51 0,24
Sweden 1,00 0,52 Malta - 0,21
United Kingdom |0,56 0,52 France 0,18 0,21

Source: Own elaboration based on IEA Natural Gas Information Statistics 2020, IEA. *Due to some small non-
classified volumes of import in several countries, the real HHI might have deviations of no more than 0.02 point.
Austria, Slovenia and Hungary are not included as there was no calculable data available, and Cyprus was not
importing natural gas at this time.

In its recent history, Europe has already experienced the dangers of a too high concen-
tration of natural gas suppliers. While the Soviet Union did not cut off gas supplies to the Eu-
ropean Community at any time throughout the Cold War (Kaczmarski 2010: 64), politicians
and researchers have been pointing to such a threat from its legal heir, the Russian Federation,
for years. In January 2006, as a result of a dispute over the supply and transit of gas through the
territory of Ukraine, Russia limited the transmission of gas through this transit country for four
days. Nine EU countries experienced a temporary reduction in the volume of Russian gas sup-
plies by up to 40% (Zadorozhna 2012: 6). The most significant, however, was the repetition of
this conflict in 2009. At that time, gas supplies through Ukraine to EU were suspended or lim-
ited for more than two weeks. The EU Gas Coordination Group reported that Russian gas sup-
plies for 12 member states were limited. The conflict between Kyiv and Moscow had the great-
est impact on Bulgaria and Slovakia, completely dependent on imports from the East, which
lost respectively 100% and 97% of their gas supplies for several days. The third largest cut-off,
at the level of 80%, was experienced by Greece, which was diversifying Russian supplies only
by LNG. In response, Greece ordered additional shipments by sea within a few days (Za-
dorozhna 2012: 6). In its assessment of the gas crisis in early 2009, the European Commission
(EC) identified the country's increase in LNG imports as one of the examples of effective as-
surance of security of natural gas supply. LNG terminals, together with interconnectors, were
presented as the effective elements of diversification of suppliers (European Commission 2009:
8-15).

A few years later, the Arab Spring showed that the supply direction from the Middle
East and North Africa (MENA) region is also exposed to political destabilization (Ruszel 2014
55). The revolutions in the countries south of Europe also affected partners of EU in natural gas
trade — both in traditional and liquified form. Among the EU members, the civil war in Libya
of 2011 affected Italy most significantly. The country had been receiving most of its gas exports
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from this direction. For about six months, gas production and transmission in the country ruled
by Muamammar al-Gaddafi were largely stopped. This resulted in a reduction of pipeline gas
supplies to Italy from the level of 9.4 bcm in 2010, to 2.3 bcm in 2011 (Statista 2020). The
events in the region also stopped the developing LNG exports from Egypt and Yemen. The
production and transmission of natural gas have not been stopped at the most important EU
partners in trade in natural gas - Algeria and Qatar (Simonet 2013: 191). However, unrests in
Algeria and the terrorist attack on one of its gas production facilities grew awareness in Euro-
pean partners (De Micco: 35-37).

In the 2016 LNG strategy (European Commission 2016), the European Commission
noted that the regasification capacity of the terminals located in the EU is large, but their dis-
tribution between individual areas of the bloc leaves much to be desired. The aforementioned
disruptions of natural gas supplies had a smaller impact on the situation of the countries of
southern part of the continent than on the countries in central and eastern parts of the bloc. Italy
reacted to the limited supplies from North Africa and Russia by increasing gas pipeline supplies
from other countries (Darbouche 2011: 30). Spain, in response to the unstable situation in Al-
geria, reduced the volumes received from this direction and increased LNG supplies from the
United States and Russia, which quickly exceeded the volumes supplied via pipelines from
Spain's most important partner so far (Kasraoui 2020). Cutting off the eastern EU from supplies
of Russian gas forced the shutdown of some factories in countries such as Romania and Bul-
garia, or even the introduction of a state of emergency in Slovakia (Zadorozhna 2012: 8). This
was mainly due to the small number of interconnections, low storage capacity and the lack of
LNG infrastructure. Most of the countries in this part of Europe were unable to replace Russian
supplies. The 2014 endurance test for interruptions in Russian gas supplies indicated that LNG
has the greatest potential to replace the missing volumes. European Network of Transmission
System Operators for Gas, who carried out the study for the EC, stated that the global LNG
market is large enough and can offer a quick redirection of short-term deliveries. According to
the developed scenario, liquefied gas would fill the largest part (33%) of the lost gas volumes.
According to ENTSOG, gas supplies from Norway would be able to increase only enough to
fill 13% of the gap, and gas pipelines from the MENA region are already fully exploited and
would not provide support in this situation (European Commission 2014: 12).

An additional benefit of LNG imports is the elimination of the transit risk that occurs
in gas pipeline transport. Maritime trade eliminates the need to contract with third countries and
the necessity to share the profit in the form of transit fees. As the recent history of transit through
the territory of Ukraine has shown, it may also pose a threat of disruptions to supplies due to
political instability or conflict between the two partners. The transit risk is also visible in the
case of an intermediary country that is Belarus. In 2010, President Aleksandr Lukashenka
threatened to cut off Russian gas supplies to the West as a result of a dispute with Gazprom (Le
Coq, Paltseva 2011: 2). Eventually, the flow was temporarily limited only to Lithuania, but the
EU energy commissioner saw it as "an attack against the whole European Union™ (Schwirtz
2010). In the case of LNG maritime trade, the passage through the seas and oceans is guaranteed
by the 1982 Convention on the Law of the Sea, which gives all merchant ships the right of
transit passage (Hartwig 2019).
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When discussing security issues, one cannot ignore the aspect of the physical security
of infrastructure. LNG terminals, as well as gas pipelines, belong to the states’ critical infra-
structure, and within the European Union, international projects constitute the so-called Euro-
pean Critical Infrastructure. Member states are responsible for its protection and in the case of
infrastructure the destruction of which would affect more than one country, countries should
cooperate in maintaining its security (OJ EU 2008 L 345/75). So far, there have been no cases
of terrorist attacks on LNG terminals in the world (Parfomak, Fritelli 2007: 20). To date, the
only recorded case of terrorism targeting a methane carrier has been a failed 2016 bomb attack
attempt from Yemen, territory targeting cargo from Qatar to Egypt (Saul 2016). Pirate incidents
aimed at stealing a ship, cargo or taking a ransom are slightly more common. The International
Maritime Organization informed that in 2018 and 2019 each there were two events of pirate
attacks on LNG carriers. However, all of them were aimed at stealing equipment and crew
supplies or obtaining a ransom - not the cargo (International Maritime Bureau 2020). Opinions
on the threat of LNG infrastructure by terrorism are divided. Some national security experts
point out the potential great damage such an attack could cause. The methane carriers are com-
pared to oil tankers, which have already been the victim of successful terrorist attacks. Other
researchers point out, that currently used tank protection systems make them well protected,
and there are easier and more attractive targets for terrorist groups (Parfomak, Fritelli 2007: 20-
22). Nevertheless, it should be noted that gas pipeline transport is also threatened by terrorism,
and due to the access to the installations (most of them are located above the ground), it is
relatively easy to disrupt. Numerous damages to the gas pipelines were noted during various
conflicts in the Middle East (Steinhdusler et al. 2008: 2). In 2014, the Ukrainian government
reported a similar terrorist attack when the part of the Trans-Siberian Gas Pipeline — through
which gas is supplied to EU countries — exploded (Euractiv 2014). The circumstances of this
incident remain unclear.

The role of LNG in European Union regions

The development of LNG infrastructure is supported at the EU level. In its 2010 com-
munication on an action plan for an integrated European energy network (European Commis-
sion 2010), the European Commission identified LNG infrastructure as one of the building
blocks for a better-connected EU gas system. In a communication of February 16, 2016 (Euro-
pean Commission 2016), EC confirmed the importance of LNG infrastructure for the diversifi-
cation of gas supplies, increasing competitiveness on the internal market and limiting the neg-
ative impact on the environment by replacing it with more emitting energy sources. Allowing
all member states (directly or through other members) to access the international LNG market
has been included as one of the goals of the EU's liquefied natural gas strategy (Loskot-Stra-
chota 2016). Such investment projects may apply for loans and co-financing from EU funds,
including the European Regional Development Fund, the European Fund for Strategic Invest-
ments, or the Connecting Europe Facility (formerly TEN-E mechanism).

Such financial support was granted to the former Eastern Bloc countries — most strongly
dependent on a single supplier. One of the key elements of increasing the integration of this
region was the creation of a gas corridor between the terminal in Swinoujécie and a facility on
the Krk island. Thanks to the network of interconnectors, it was supposed to provide access to
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overseas gas supplies for the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary, which do not have coast-
lines (Kochanek 2019: 32). The Polish regasification plant was put into operation in 2016, and
the Croatian LNG infrastructure shall become operational January 1, 2021. As Agata Loskot-
Strachota points out, the mere construction of LNG terminals in this region may favor the fur-
ther development of infrastructure and the creation of local gas hubs or connection with the
neighboring ones (Loskot-Strachota 2016: 4). Lithuania has already proved earlier that other
member states can benefit from having an LNG receiving infrastructure by one country. Lithu-
anian, on a small scale, re-export the gas received in their terminal to neighboring Latvia, as
well as to Estonia and Poland (Loskot-Strachota 2016: 4). In 2015, the European Commission
recognized that Latvia, due to access to gas from the Lithuanian terminal in Klaipeda, ceased
to be an "energy island" — the status that formerly allowed it to refrain from applying the liber-
alization provisions of the Third Energy Package (Prontera 2017: 159). Further LNG projects
are at the planning stage in all Baltic states, and for several years small-scale terminals have
also been operating in Finland.

In this part of Europe, due to the high dependence on a single supplier, the negotiating
position of importers is particularly low. The possibility for a state with an LNG terminal to use
other import sources exerts a price pressure on the dominant suppliers (Sikora, Sikora 2018:
10). This is exactly the approach taken by Lithuania, for which Gazprom was the only gas
supplier until the construction of the country's first LNG terminal in 2014. President Dalia
Grybauskaité said at this time that Lithuania "can very seriously consider the option of not
having any agreements" with Gazprom after the expiry of the gas contract, but added that Lith-
uania does not "strictly reject Russian gas, especially if it comes at a cheaper and competitive
price” (Seputyte 2014). The Lithuanian energy minister announced later, that his country was
paying for gas one of the highest prices in Europe and after Lithuania started buying Norwegian
LNG, it negotiated a 23% discount from Gazprom to the current contract (Seputyte 2014).

A similar role to regasification plants in the Baltic Sea may play the LNG terminal in
Greece for the region of south-eastern Europe. Bulgaria makes the most of the third-party access
law to which the Revithoussa plant is subject and in 2019 purchased gas supplies directly from
the USA and Trinidad and Tobago. After regasification at the Greek terminal, the gas is piped
to the Bulgarian market. In addition, the gas operator from Sofia purchased 20% of shares in
the second LNG terminal in Greece, which should be built by 2023. For Bulgaria, the ability to
import LNG, was one of the arguments in negotiations with Gazprom, which resulted in 40%
cut in gas prices from Russia (Reuters 2020). The EC financially supports both the creation of
a new terminal and the planned network of interconnectors, which would allow access to the
resources delivered to Greece also to other countries of south-eastern Europe (Skarzynski
2018: 91).

At the western end of the Mediterranean, the situation is different. In the 1990s, Spain
imported more than half of the gas it consumed only from Algeria. Given the great distance
from Norway and even greater distance from Russia, the development of LNG infrastructure
was considered the most advantageous diversification option (Prontera 2017: 163-164). Spain
—similarly to neighboring Portugal — has the capacity to absorb more than twice as much LNG
volumes as it needs (Kaya Caner et al. 2018: 12). Madrid uses some of its methane carriers as
supplementary gas storage facilities, capable of quickly replenishing demand in the event of
sudden increases or interruptions in supply (Dancak et al. 2010: 67). In recent years, however,
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imports have exceeded the demand so significantly that Spain was forced to sell gas at cost to
other EU countries, via an interconnector with France (Kravtsova 2019). Nevertheless, the Ibe-
rian Peninsula is still very poorly connected with the gas markets of other member states
(Heather 2019: 3). M. Ruszel puts forward the thesis, that countries equipped with the ability
to satisfy a large part of the demand with LNG imports, show less incentive to integrate with
neighboring markets (Ruszel 2014: 54).

In the most mature gas markets in north-western Europe, LNG is primarily a supple-
mentary energy source. The issues of the impact of LNG on the security of supply are of less
importance here, with economic issues in the foreground. Member states in this area have
a relatively well-developed network of interconnections, as well as access to their own re-
sources (especially Great Britain, the Netherlands and Denmark). This part of Europe is well
connected with various external gas suppliers, including Norway, which is considered to be
a more stable and safer exporter than Russia for member states in the east or Algeria for south-
ern countries. Thanks to this, the countries of south-western Europe can send the imported fossil
fuel to the east after regasification. Nevertheless, the limitation is still the insufficient number
of interconnections, so that a large part of the regasification capacity of the terminals in this
region remains unfilled (Corbeau 2017: 175).

Conclusions

The European Union’s LNG market is growing with the development of regasification
infrastructure. Connection with maritime natural gas supplies has been recognized by the Eu-
ropean Commission as one of its key strategies for ensuring energy security of the bloc. Con-
struction and expansion of existing regasification terminals is supported with EU funds as these
are projects that have the potential to give access to the global market through interconnectors
even to landlocked member states.

The possession of LNG infrastructure gives access to the growing global market, where
new exporters are appearing with the time. For the European Union, which is dependent on
supplies from outside, it gives the opportunity to achieve a greater level of diversification. Alt-
hough LNG trade and transport presents a number of risks, as does gas pipeline supply, it is
another entry point to the gas system and provides an alternative. The transport of natural gas
by methane carries in practice eliminates the threat related to the transmission through a transit
state. Moreover, having access to more suppliers, give countries a better negotiating position
with exporters. In the case of European Union countries, this means, first of all, the ability to
choose suppliers more freely and to limit the monopoly of largest suppliers: Russia, Norway
and Algeria.
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