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Impact Assessment (SWD(2016) 26,  SWD(2016) 25 (summary)) of a Commission proposal for a Regulation of the 
European Parliament and of the Council concerning measures to safeguard security of gas supply and repealing Council 

Regulation 994/2010(COM(2016) 52 ) 
 
Background 
This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's 
Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposal, which was adopted on 16 February 2016 and 
referred to Parliament’s Committee on Industry, Research, and Energy. 
 
Security of energy supply has become a major issue in the EU over the past decade.1 The 2009 crisis in relations 
between Russia and Ukraine, respectively a major gas supplier and a transit country to the EU, led to an 
unprecedented physical interruption of gas supplies in some EU Member States. This prompted the European 
Commission to develop Regulation 994/2010 with the aim of strengthening the EU's preparedness for possible 
external disruptions of gas supply.2 The present legislative proposal revises and repeals the 2010 Regulation. As 
Russia-Ukraine relations deteriorated dramatically in 2014, thus increasing the likelihood of potential negative 
repercussions for the EU, the proposal is regarded by the Commission as an opportunity to further improve the 
EU's security of gas supply. It focuses specifically on three strategic aspects, namely regional cooperation 
between Member States, including introduction of a solidarity clause, improvement of physical infrastructure, 
and expansion of the geographical scope of the current Regulation 994/2010 approved by Parliament in 
September 2010. 
 
In December 2015, the Parliament adopted a resolution in which it placed particular emphasis on security of gas 
supply. The resolution called for revision of the existing regulation.3  
 
Problem definition  
When defining the problem, the IA highlights two internal and two external aspects of security of energy supply, 
starting with the internal ones where EU common action is most feasible and effective. One internal aspect 
pertains to the problematic tendencies of Member States to opt for purely national approaches to their energy 
security, which the IA describes with the rather strong sounding term of  'behavioural bias'  IA, p.8). As Member 
States demonstrate different degrees of vulnerability to gas supply disruptions, cooperation and coordination 
across the EU becomes crucial. According to the IA, however, some Member States can be over-protective and 

                                                           
1 Working document on Improving the security of energy supply by developing the internal energy market: more efforts needed, 
European Parliament Committee on Budgetary Control, December 2015.   
2 Regulation (EU) No 994/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 October 2010 concerning measures to 
safeguard security of gas supply and repealing Council Directive 2004/67/EC.  
3 Resolution of the European Parliament of 15 December 2015 ‘Towards a European Energy Union’. For more information regarding 
the background and Parliament’s position, see Wilson A., New rules on security of gas supply, briefing, European Parliament 
Research Service, European Parliament, April 2016.    

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016SC0025&qid=1457451565381&from=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1457540904778&uri=CELEX:52016PC0052
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2015-0444+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+COMPARL+PE-573.224+01+DOC+PDF+V0//EN&language=EN
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32010R0994
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/580912/EPRS_BRI(2016)580912_EN.pdf
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accumulate excessive reserves of gas, whereas others could suffer greatly in the event of a gas disruption (IA, pp. 
8-9). Also, lack of synergy between Member States can lead to sub-optimal use of existing resources, for 
example with regard to cross-border use of storage and Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminals. More 
importantly, however, it is the lack of a common approach towards protected customers (certain categories of 
customers whose gas supplies must be guaranteed during an emergency) among Member States which would 
need to be addressed. The existing regulation includes a common concept of protected customers which must 
include all households. However, Member States can also include SMEs and essential social services (healthcare, 
education), as well as district heating installations where no fuel switching is possible. In the event of an energy 
crisis, many Member States seem to be seeking to look after their own protected customers at the expense of 
the households in other Member States.    
 
The IA links the differences between national approaches to another problematic aspect, namely the 
deficiencies of existing physical infrastructure of gas supply. The infrastructure problems make it difficult, among 
other things, to ship gas between some Member States. The IA relies for this argument on the results of the 
stress tests that contributed to preparation of this legislative proposal in 2014. The tests assessed the ability of 
the energy systems of Member States to cope with possible severe gas disruptions.4 The stress tests showed 
several common shortcomings throughout Europe such as, for example, missing capabilities to reverse the flow 
of gas supply between Member States in Western and Eastern Europe. The IA makes a strong point in favour of 
EU-wide improvement of infrastructure by explaining that the existing national risk assessments prepared by 
Member States under the current regulation do not always take account of regional infrastructural 
shortcomings. Also noted by the IA is the limited scope for action for the Commission to intervene in bilateral 
decisions between Member States regarding interconnections and supply corridors (IA pp. 10-11). 
 
The IA also highlights two external problems, namely the behaviour of third country suppliers and the lack of 
involvement of the non-EU members of the Energy Community5 (IA pp. 9-11). As the behaviour of external 
suppliers is difficult to assess by individual Member States, access to information by all, including the 
Commission, becomes crucial. The IA considers that both Member States and Commission would benefit from 
fuller access to information than what is already prescribed by the existing regulation. As for third countries that 
are members of the Energy Community, for example Ukraine and South-Eastern Europe, their better 
involvement in the 'common regulatory space' is deemed beneficial for alleviating the problem of lack of 
information. All members of the Energy Community share at least one border with the EU which makes cross-
border cooperation an important element of security of gas supply for the EU as well as for the wider region.  
 
Security of gas supply is a complex issue, which involves several interconnected aspects. The IA does highlight 
the most pertinent ones to define the parameters of EU’s vulnerability to possible external shocks. However, 
despite the obvious significance of the Russia-Ukraine crisis, it is not apparent just how imminent or likely the 
risk of a future disruption of supply from Russia is. It is also not entirely clear why the 'behavioural bias' of 
Member States is so persistent and what could be its underlying causes. As the IA seems to prioritise the 
behaviour of Member States in the list of problems, it would have made its case a lot stronger if it had provided 
a more thorough analytical explanation of that problem.     
 
On a more positive note, the introductory section of the IA is strong in assessing the state of play regarding the 
implementation of the existing Regulation 994/2010. The IA points out that the existing regulation 'has been 
instrumental in putting in place the basic building blocks of gas security of supply at national level' (IA, p. 13). It 
goes on to say that the existing regulation has been generally useful but remains insufficient to address the 
problematic aspects defined above.   
 
                                                           
4 For more detail, see Annex 6, p. 66 of the IA. 
5 The Energy Community is an international organisation dealing with energy policy. The organisation was established by an 
international treaty in October 2005 in Athens, Greece. The Energy Community brings together the European Union and countries 
from the South East Europe and Black Sea region.   

https://www.energy-community.org/portal/page/portal/ENC_HOME/ENERGY_COMMUNITY/Who_are_we
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Objectives of the legislative proposal 
The main objective of the proposal is to make the EU more resilient to external shocks so that EU consumers can 
receive 'more secure, sustainable and competitive energy' (IA, p. 17). This general objective is the same as that 
of the current regulation. The IA identifies four specific objectives as follows (IA, p. 18, see also  Executive 
Summary, p.2): 
 1. Enhancement of regional cooperation. 
 2. Improvement of risk assessment. 
 3. Improvement of cross-border gas supply infrastructure. 
 4. Enlargement of the geographic scope of the existing regulation.  
 
The IA report does not explicitly state operational objectives.  
 
Range of options considered 
The IA presents four policy options in addition to the baseline (i.e no further action) ranging from enhanced 
implementation of the existing regulation to full harmonisation at EU level. Each option consists of a package of 
measures combining existing tools, improved tools and new tools. The IA does not mention any discarded 
options. 
 
As for the baseline scenario, the IA states that the problem of vulnerability of some EU Member States in the 
face of a possible disruption of gas supply will remain. Consequently, none of the specific objectives would be 
achieved. For example, Member States would keep their individual national approaches on how to devise and 
coordinate their risk assessments and which groups and industries to protect as priority customers in the event 
of a sudden shortage of gas. The IA does, however, provide positive examples of regional cooperation that have 
occurred under the current regulation, such as the joint Risk Assessment between the Baltic States and Finland. 
The IA goes on to say that these attempts did not lead to systematic action at EU-wide level.  
 
The four options are as follows: 
 
Option 0 No further action at the EU level: this option implies that it will be practically impossible to improve 
the EU’s resilience to potential disruptions beyond the current state of play. However, the key elements of the 
current regulation would continue to apply.  
 
Option 1 Enhanced implementation and soft law measures: this option includes certain measures that could be 
implemented without any changes in the current legislation. It differs from the baseline scenario by proposing 
soft law measures, which could nudge Member States to step up their voluntary measures. These soft law 
measures would be focused largely on regional cooperation i.e. encouraging Member States to prepare regional 
assessments of risks, coordinated preventive action plans and emergency plans. In all, this option does not seem 
to differ much from the previous option (i.e. no further action) as it largely follows the existing regulation which 
envisages some coordination at regional level.  
 
Furthermore, under this option, the Commission 'will be stricter' when it comes to the implementation of the 
definition of protected customers described in the current regulation (p. 20 of IA). For example, the Commission  
will verify that the obligations with regard to infrastructural improvements, including the reverse flow obligation 
(as envisaged in the existing regulation) are fulfilled and will prepare guidelines on other aspects of the existing 
regulation (information exchange, gas pricing).  
 
Option 2 Enhanced coordination with an increased scope for tailor-made solutions: this option implies changes 
in the existing regulation. In practice it implies that some voluntary measures in the existing regulation become 
mandatory for Member States to implement. National risk assessments and emergency plans, besides being 
mandatory, would be also subject to peer-review by neighbouring Member States. The IA is not very detailed 
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about how the peer review process could be organised but it mentions a wide process of consultations involving 
public bodies, private companies and the European Network of Transmission System Operators for Gas 
(ENTSOG) as key stakeholders to participate in the  peer review process.   
 
One important innovation under Option 2 is the so-called solidarity principle, which means that each Member 
State will be obliged to share their excess gas supplies with a neighbouring country where the protected 
customers are at risk due to a sudden gas disruption. With regard to infrastructure, Member States will need to 
consult their neighbours within the EU before changing strategic infrastructure such as reverse interconnection 
flows. Also voluntary cooperation across the EU border with third countries-members of the Energy Community 
is encouraged. 
 
Another important innovation under this option seems to be the proposed grouping of Member States into 
seven regions for the purpose of enhanced cooperation. The IA provides rather general explanation of the 
definition of the regional groups which should take into account such factors as supply patterns, existing and 
planned interconnections, market development, and existing regional cooperation structures.  Annex 5 of the IA 
presents seven possible regions6 (IA, p. 65).  
 
Option 3 Enhanced cooperation with some principles/standards set up at the EU level: this option goes further 
towards EU-wide harmonisation by increasing the regional cooperation and by setting a limited number of 
legislative principles at the EU level. Member States are required to prepare regional risk assessments, regional 
preventive action plans and regional emergency plans within the framework of seven regions presented under 
the previous option. Furthermore, this option proposes increased oversight of the national and regional 
measures. In particular the new measures 'will be subject to impact assessment covering impacts on the national 
energy market, the EU energy market, impacts on neighbouring Member States, proportionality and costs' (IA, p. 
38). The Commission would assess this analysis and could request the amendment or removal of measures that 
it deemed as having negative impact.  
 
The solidarity principle discussed under the previous option is also included. When it is applied during an 
emergency, priority will be given to certain subcategories of protected customers such as households, essential 
social services and district heating. This means that Member States will not be able to supply their non-
protected customers (for example SMEs) if their protected customers are not supplied (IA, p. 25). According to 
the IA, the solidarity principle under Option 3 'ensures the application of a minimum solidarity in case of extreme 
circumstances and for very concrete needs, i.e. the priority subgroups of protected customers' (IA, p. 37).   
 
Option 4 Full harmonisation: this option implies full harmonisation on the EU level. Content-wise it contains the 
same elements as Options 2 and 3 (risk assessments, emergency plans) but instead of national or regional levels, 
it envisages a common EU-wide framework for these measures. A new element is proposed, which defines 
clearly which categories of customers could be considered by Member States as protected customers. Also, 
whereas Option 3 prescribes an ex-post assessment of the supply contracts with third parties, Option 4 goes 
further to prescribe an ex-ante assessment by the Commission. Option 4 also prescribes further expansion of the 
regulation towards the members of the Energy Community. Last but not least, this option imposes detailed gas 
storage obligations for all Member States at a common level.  
 
The IA uses 'effectiveness, efficiency, and consistency with other EU policies', as the main criteria for comparing 
the options. Based on such comparison, the preferred option is Option 3 (IA, p. 49). According to the IA, it 
provides an effective package of solutions, including the mandatory application of the solidarity principle to 
protected customers. The IA also states that 'given its economic impacts', Option 3 has been the most efficient. 
                                                           
6 The regions are as follows: 1. North-East (Germany, Poland, Czech Rep., Slovakia), 2. UK and Ireland, 3. West (The Netherlands, 
Belgium, Luxembourg, France, Italy, and Spain), 4. Baltics (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Finland), 5. South-East (Rumania, Bulgaria, 
Greece), 6. Central (Italy, Slovenia, Croatia, Austria, Hungary), 7. Denmark and Sweden. Malta and Cyprus have no natural gas 
networks and are therefore left out of the regional cooperation.     
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Option 4 is considered not proportionate as it 'represents a highly intrusive approach' (p. 52 of IA). As compared 
to Option 3, Option 4 is likely to be a lot more costly in terms of administrative burden on the Commission and 
other competent authorities.  
 
Scope of the Impact Assessment 
When assessing impacts of options, the IA predominantly concentrates on economic impacts, which it regards as 
the most relevant for the objectives of the proposal. The economic impacts are assessed from four angles, such 
as costs of the measures and impact on prices, impact on stakeholders (specifically on SMEs), administrative 
burden, and likelihood of contribution to the completion of the internal market. Options 1, 2, and 3, do not have 
significant impact on gas prices for customers. Option 4, on the other hand, is considered to lead to a significant 
increase of gas prices due to the gas storage obligation.   
 
Other impacts, such as social and environmental impacts, are discussed very briefly and not assessed under 
individual options. As far as the social impacts are concerned, the IA report claims that all options are likely to 
have a positive impact as they help avoid a gas supply crisis and the consequent social costs that would occur.  
As for the environmental impacts, the IA claims that the proposal will have 'only indirect, likely positive impacts 
on the environment' (IA, p. 30). Despite this claim, the IA report does not explain why the environmental 
impacts were not assessed with a more critical eye. It is also not clear why the IA considers the decisions of 
stakeholders (competent authorities, gas undertakings) to have a predominantly positive impact on the 
environment (IA, p. 30).  
 
Finally the scope of the IA includes an impact on Information and  Communication Technologies (ICT) stating that 
the impacts are likely to be 'theoretical' (IA, p. 30). The inclusion of ICT can be explained by the need to develop 
efficient software for information exchange to facilitate regional cooperation.  
 

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The IA justifies the reasons for common EU action by putting emphasis on the behavioural biases of Member 
States in dealing with the problem of security of gas supply. As the IA explains in the introductory section, the 
national approaches lead only to suboptimal measures and may make a possible energy crisis more acute for the 
entire EU. The proposal is based on article 194 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU).  
 
The Austrian Federal Council adopted a reasoned opinion on 30 March 2016 in which it considers the proposed 
regulation to be incompatible with the principle of subsidiarity, pointing out in particular the arrangement of 
Member States into seven regions as proposed by the regulation in order to increase cooperation. The reasoned 
opinion doubts that the building of several regions within the EU would be a success unless the criteria for the 
regions were uniform and there were also 'objectively relevant factors' to justify the composition of each region. 
The proportionality aspect is addressed in the comparison of options in as much as Option 4 is considered 
disproportionate for achieving the objectives of the proposal.  
 
Budgetary or public finance implications 
The proposal does not have budgetary implications for the EU budget (Explanatory Memorandum, p. 8). The IA 
reports claims that, as the proposed regulation aims at increasing synergy between Member States, this should 
even lead to a reduction of administrative burden and relevant costs. The IA does not, however, provide 
quantitative data to support these claims. Option 4, on the other hand, is said to  have significant costs (in 
particular in terms of increased gas prices) for European consumers. Also, this option seems the most costly one 
as it increases administrative burden for the Commission and Member States. 
 
SME test / Competitiveness 

http://www.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/scrutiny/COD20160030/atbun.do
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The IA includes SMEs when assessing the impact of each option on stakeholders. To a large extent the impact on 
SMEs depends on how the solidarity principle is applied i.e. whether SMEs can be considered by Member States 
as protected customers in the event of emergency. Under Option 3, SMEs can be considered protected 
customers under all circumstances except for emergency plans when the solidarity principle is applied and 
priority is given to other subcategories of protected customers (e.g. households, healthcare services). Under 
Option 4, SMEs are not considered protected customers and therefore will suffer more severe impacts in the 
event of termination of energy supply. SMEs might then face additional costs in order to increase their 
preparedness for gas supply disruptions.   
 
The IA could have benefited from a more detailed assessment of impacts on SMEs by, for example, 
differentiating between different kinds of SMEs in various sectors throughout the EU. It is not clear, for example, 
how Member States differ in their approach to SMEs in the event of energy disruption; nor is it clear what share 
of SMEs, and which sectors of the economy, are more dependent on gas supply disruptions in various Member 
States. 
 
The issue of competiveness is discussed in relation to the impact of options on the functioning of the internal gas 
market. Option 4 seems to be the most limiting in this regard as it requires all wholesalers to pay the same price. 
On the other hand, the preferred Option 3 is stated to contribute positively to the functioning of a single internal 
market (IA, p. 41). The IA report, however, does not provide any more substantial analysis such as a 
'competitiveness proofing' exercise with a more detailed quantitative analysis of the relevant sector. While a 
fully-fledged competiveness test might have beeen disproportionate for this IA, one could still expect more 
background data regarding the development of the European internal gas market and its link to the existing and 
proposed regulation.  
 
Simplification and other regulatory implications 
The proposal aims to repeal the existing regulation and it seems that it will not have far-reaching new regulatory 
implications under the preferred Option 3. 
 
Relations with third countries  
The impact assessment mentions Ukraine and the Balkan countries (as the Energy Community Contracting 
Parties) in the context of reaching the objective of expanding the geographic scope of the existing regulation. In 
particular, Option 2 envisages voluntary cooperation on cross-border issues between Contracting Parties and 
Member States. Under Option 3, this voluntary cooperation becomes further institutionalised in terms of mutual 
obligations between Member States and contracting parties. Under Option 4, this cooperation based on the 
switch-on clause remains in place, but it will cover the whole regulation.  
 
The inclusion of third countries in the scope of the IA is very welcome given the significance of transit countries 
for EU energy security, but the IA could have been more precise about their role, particularly under the 
preferred Option 3. The IA does mention the role of strategic suppliers such as Russia in the introductory part 
but does not follow this up in subsequent analysis.   
 
Quality of data, research and analysis 
The analysis presented by the IA report is based mainly on the stress tests conducted in 2014, two external 
studies7, and consultations with experts and stakeholders. The analysis is mostly descriptive, in particular when 
used for presentation of the problem and the policy options. The IA report would have definitely benefited from 

                                                           
7 Study on the role of gas storage in internal market and in ensuring security of supply, prepared by REF4E, Mercados, E-Bridge for 
European Commission DG Energy, 2015; Final Report: Economic analysis of costs and benefits of different approaches to enhancing 
the bargaining power of EU buyers in the wholesale market of natural gas, prepared by Vivid Economics for European Commission 
DG Energy, 2016.   

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/REPORT-Gas%20Storage-20150728.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/Final%20report%20-%20with%20disclaimer.pdf
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more quantitative data, in particular when comparing policy options and assessing key impacts in terms of 
proportionality. Furthermore, the analysis would have been stronger if it had made use of important studies 
such as, for example, the Special Report of the European Court of Auditors on the subject.8 
 
Stakeholder consultation 
The IA mentions that a public consultation was organised between January and April 2015 and it received 106 
responses from stakeholders. According to the IA, the majority of stakeholders came from the private sector and 
various professional associations (59%), also a large number of public bodies were involved in the consultation 
(20%). The consultation was structured around the two main issues of mitigation in an emergency situation and 
prevention. Although the IA mentions that the opinion of different stakeholders was reflected in the assessment 
of impacts of the policy options, the relevant sections of the assessment do not explicitly refer to the responses 
of stakeholders. The information on public consultation is provided in Annex 1 of the IA.  
 
Consultations were also held in the context of the Gas Coordination Group (which meets around four times a 
year) involving the Commission, Member States and industry representatives. The IA does not indicate explicitly 
where it has drawn on the points expressed in the various consultation fora, or which groups of stakeholders 
made specific points. 
 
Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA is very open about the difficulties the implementation may pose and therefore monitoring and evaluation 
is crucial. According to the IA, the Commission will monitor how Member States have implemented the revised 
regulation by means of new stress tests, which would be similar in scope and organisation to the 2014 stress 
tests. The IA does not specify exactly when the new stress test might be conducted but it states that overall 
implementation will be assessed six years after the entry into force of the revised regulation (p. 54 of IA). As for 
the fulfilment of specific objectives, they are to be evaluated with the help of indicators that are themselves to 
be drawn from the risk assessments and emergency plans submitted to the Commission by the Member States. 
More detailed technical description is given in the Annex 6 of the IA report.   
 
It should be noted, however, that the legislative proposal does not follow the recommendations of the IA in this 
respect and states simply that ‘the Commission shall carry out continuous monitoring of the security of gas 
supply measures and report regularly to the Gas Coordination Group’.9   
 
Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The Board issued a negative opinion on a draft version of the IA on 16 September 2015. This was largely due to 
the lack of description of how the current legislation performs with regard to security of gas supply and poor 
identification of the problem. The Board was also of the opinion that the draft IA failed to clarify how different 
Member States or regional groups will be affected by the proposal. The Board proposed four main 
recommendations for improvement (prioritise the problems, develop the baseline scenario, streamline the 
presentation of the options and better assess specific impacts, clarify future monitoring and evaluation 
arrangements).  
 
On 19 November 2015, a new version was resubmitted to the Board and received a positive opinion by written 
procedure. It needs to be said that, although 'positive', the new opinion of the Board contains largely similar 
recommendations for improvement to those expressed in the first. For example, it asks the author (European 
                                                           
8 Special Report Improving the security of energy supply by developing the internal energy market: more efforts needed, European 
Court of Auditors, 2015.  
9 European Commission proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning measures to safeguard 
security of gas supply and repealing Council Regulation 994/2010 (COM(2016) 52 final) adopted on 16 February 2016. For further 
information, see EPRS Briefing (April 2016) Improving the security of energy supply by developing the internal energy market: more 
efforts needed (European Court of Auditors' Special Report No 16/2015) - Implementation in Action. 

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/ia_carried_out/docs/ia_2016/sec_2016_87_0.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/ia_carried_out/docs/ia_2016/sec_2016_0087_en.pdf
http://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR15_16/SR_ENERGY_SECURITY-EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/1_EN_ACT_part1_v10.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/573290/EPRS_BRI(2016)573290_EN.pdf
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Commission Directorate General for Energy) to clarify the options and impacts for different groups of Member 
States and elaborate monitoring indicators. The version of the IA report under consideration does show that 
some of the criticisms expressed by the RSB in its first opinion were taken on board. For example, the final 
version contains the baseline scenario, as a special section, which outlines the state of play with regard to the 
rules concerning the supply of gas. However, the final version could have paid more attention to the outstanding 
recommendations expressed in the second Board opinion. This initial appraisal highlights similar issues of 
concern (for example, lack of clarity with regard to the monitoring mechanism), suggesting that the IA would 
have presented a much more convincing case for EU common action, had it been backed up by more robust and 
nuanced analysis along the lines of the RSB recommendations. 
 
Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA  
The proposal generally follows the argument and approach of the IA report in that it largely corresponds to 
Option 3.Two key elements in particular – the solidarity clause and the regional cooperation – are presented in 
the proposal in accordance with the IA.   
  
 

Conclusions 
The IA report concentrates on the very complex problem of securing access to gas by each Member State in case 
of disruption of supply. In this regard, the IA builds a case in favour of common EU action and of improvement of 
the existing regulation to that end. The IA could have provided more background information on how Member 
States are grouped into the seven regions under the preferred option and how this is linked to the existing 
patterns of cooperation. It could also have deepened the scope to devote more attention to the significance of 
environmental impacts. Finally, the section on monitoring and evaluation could have been made a lot stronger if 
key monitoring mechanisms had been explained more clearly.   
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