
 
  
 

 
 

July 10, 2022 

Dan Tsubouchi 
Principal, Chief Market Strategist 
dtsubouchi@safgroup.ca 

Aaron Bunting 
Principal, COO, CFO 
abunting@safgroup.ca 

Ryan Haughn 
Principal, Energy 
rhaughn@safgroup.ca 

Is Biden’s Op-ed Messaging to MBS That the U.S. Expects a 
Return to the JCPOA? 

 

 

Energy Tidbits 

Ryan Dunfield 
Principal, CEO 
rdunfield@safgroup.ca 

Produced by: Dan Tsubouchi 



June 2022
 

U.S. Energy Information Administration | Natural Gas Monthly 3

Table1

Created on:  
7/5/2022 4:57:40 PM 

Table 1. Summary of natural gas supply and disposition in the United States, 2017 2022
(billion cubic feet)

 

Year andMonth
Gross

Withdrawals
Marketed
Production

NGPL
Productiona

Dry Gas
Productionb

Supplemental
Gaseous

Fuelsc
Net

Imports

Net
Storage

Withdrawalsd
Balancing

Iteme Consumptionf

2017 Total 33,292 29,238 1,897 27,341 66 121 254 400 27,140
2018 Total 37,326 33,009 2,235 30,774 69 719 314 300 30,139
2019 Total 40,780 36,447 2,548 33,899 61 1,916 503 408 31,132

2020
January 3,597 3,194 240 2,954 6 248 581 8 3,300
February 3,363 2,985 224 2,761 5 216 545 53 3,041
March 3,582 3,196 240 2,956 6 284 53 24 2,707
April 3,374 3,012 226 2,786 5 231 311 8 2,241
May 3,285 2,927 220 2,707 5 209 454 18 2,067
June 3,217 2,873 216 2,657 5 151 363 18 2,131
July 3,374 3,021 227 2,795 5 139 165 7 2,489
August 3,350 3,012 226 2,786 5 148 232 9 2,401
September 3,265 2,918 219 2,699 5 221 329 18 2,172
October 3,364 2,992 225 2,767 5 282 96 74 2,320
November 3,352 2,985 224 2,761 5 316 6 8 2,435
December 3,490 3,089 232 2,857 5 287 597 5 3,168

Total 40,614 36,202 2,717 33,485 63 2,732 180 164 30,472

2021
January E3,506 E3,110 233 E2,877 5 279 707 R 17 3,292
February E2,924 E2,586 172 E2,415 5 152 781 7 3,042
March E3,482 E3,092 231 E2,861 5 357 59 47 2,616
April E3,409 E3,036 239 E2,797 5 356 174 R 33 R2,238
May E3,510 E3,130 247 E2,883 5 373 416 6 2,094
June E3,391 E3,036 239 E2,797 4 331 248 R 6 R2,215
July E3,491 E3,151 247 E2,904 5 338 170 R 13 R2,388
August E3,531 E3,173 251 E2,922 5 343 159 R 14 R2,411
September E3,413 E3,050 241 RE2,808 4 315 391 R3 R2,110
October E3,595 E3,220 257 E2,963 5 317 361 52 2,238
November E3,552 E3,161 R252 E2,910 6 315 132 73 2,660
December E3,679 E3,266 R259 E3,008 5 368 323 12 2,980

Total E41,483 E37,011 R2,867 RE34,144 59 3,845 83 R 159 R30,283

2022
January E3,591 E3,184 R246 RE2,938 6 314 994 R 40 3,583
February RE3,227 RE2,856 223 RE2,634 5 286 658 R29 3,040
March RE3,613 RE3,208 267 RE2,941 6 377 163 R31 2,764
April E3,519 E3,135 257 E2,878 5 340 215 30 2,358

2022 4 Month YTD E13,949 E12,383 992 E11,391 22 1,317 1,600 49 11,745
2021 4 Month YTD E13,321 E11,824 875 E10,950 21 1,144 1,373 11 11,188
2020 4 Month YTD 13,917 12,387 930 11,457 22 979 868 78 11,289

a Monthly natural gas plant liquid (NGPL) production, gaseous equivalent, is derived from sample data reported by gas processing plants on Form EIA 816,Monthly Natural Gas
Liquids Report, and Form EIA 64A, Annual Report of the Origin of Natural Gas Liquids Production.

b Equal to marketed production minus NGPL production.
c Supplemental gaseous fuels data are collected only on an annual basis except for the Dakota Gasification Co. coal gasification facility which provides data each month. The ratio of

annual supplemental fuels (excluding Dakota Gasification Co.) to the sum of dry gas production, net imports, and net withdrawals from storage is calculated. This ratio is applied to the
monthly sum of these three elements. The Dakota Gasification Co. monthly value is added to the result to produce the monthly supplemental fuels estimate.

d  Monthly and annual data for 2017 through 2020 include underground storage and liquefied natural gas storage. Data for January 2021 forward include underground storage
only. See Appendix A, Explanatory Note 5, for discussion of computation procedures.

e Represents quantities lost and imbalances in data due to differences among data sources. Net imports and balancing item excludes net intransit deliveries. These net intransit
deliveries were (in billion cubic feet): 24 for 2020; 8 for 2019; 12 for 2018; and 14 for 2017. See Appendix A, Explanatory Note 7, for full discussion.

f Consists of pipeline fuel use, lease and plant fuel use, vehicle fuel, and deliveries to consuming sectors as shown in Table 2.
R Revised data.
E Estimated data.
RE Revised estimated data.
Notes: Data for 2017 through 2019 are final. All other data are preliminary unless otherwise indicated. Geographic coverage is the 50 states and the District of Columbia. Totals

may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding.
Sources: 2017 2020: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), Natural Gas Annual 2020. January 2021 through current month: Form EIA 914,Monthly Crude Oil and Lease

Condensate, and Natural Gas Production Report; Form EIA 857, Monthly Report of Natural Gas Purchases and Deliveries to Consumers; Form EIA 191, Monthly Underground Gas
Storage Report; EIA computations and estimates; and Office of Fossil Energy and Carbon Management, Natural Gas Imports and Exports. See Table 7 for detailed source notes for
Marketed Production. See Appendix A, Notes 3 and 4, for discussion of computation and estimation procedures and revision policies.
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Table 5.  U.S. natural gas exports, 2020-2022 
  (volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet) 

 
 
 2022 

4-Month 
YTD 

2021 
4-Month 

YTD 

2020 
4-Month 

YTD 

2022 

April March February January 
 

 

 

Exports        
  Volume (million cubic feet)        
    Pipeline        
      Canada  339,840 328,993 334,886 79,930 104,177 74,313 81,420 
      Mexico  674,525 676,710 617,041 175,878 169,271 154,484 174,892 
    Total Pipeline Exports  1,014,364 1,005,703 951,927 255,808 273,448 228,797 256,311 
    LNG        
       Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Antigua and Barbuda  6 0 0 3 2 0 2 
             Argentina  9,933 6,724 0 9,933 0 0 0 
             Bahamas  142 142 70 34 43 31 34 
             Bangladesh  9,317 16,932 3,640 0 3,421 5,896 0 
             Barbados  92 79 103 0 34 31 28 
             Belgium  46,562 3,484 23,680 7,341 17,743 7,691 13,786 
             Brazil  33,665 67,842 25,762 3,448 2,236 10,660 17,322 
             Chile  9,906 47,922 34,132 3,530 3,214 0 3,162 
             China  21,101 117,668 38,839 10,217 7,527 3,357 0 
             Colombia  486 892 1,528 0 0 0 486 
             Croatia  25,074 11,033 0 6,763 3,358 5,870 9,084 
             Dominican Republic  16,822 21,067 4,709 3,645 6,530 0 6,647 
             Egypt  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             France  210,489 88,236 66,910 56,343 64,415 39,646 50,084 
             Greece  15,348 7,405 23,402 1,336 4,116 8,094 1,802 
             Haiti  57 36 36 11 10 16 20 
             India  38,736 65,275 37,229 14,223 10,438 7,210 6,866 
             Indonesia  717 0 0 0 0 717 0 
             Israel  0 6,051 3,197 0 0 0 0 
             Italy  43,273 17,635 35,954 15,519 7,088 13,629 7,037 
             Jamaica  424 10,900 9,554 135 92 111 86 
             Japan  62,669 139,032 93,568 13,231 17,697 10,214 21,527 
             Jordan  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Kuwait  12,575 7,526 3,297 7,298 0 5,277 0 
             Lithuania  26,119 13,157 2,945 13,770 5,700 3,131 3,518 
             Malaysia  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Malta  2,345 2,928 2,648 0 0 2,345 0 
             Mexico  0 13,354 16,968 0 0 0 0 
             Netherlands  101,186 66,989 44,857 28,395 24,922 31,591 16,279 
             Nicaragua  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Pakistan  3,074 10,426 10,224 3,074 0 0 0 
             Panama  7,861 3,795 4,314 1,536 0 3,069 3,255 
             Poland  32,349 17,988 17,066 17,348 3,831 7,475 3,695 
             Portugal  23,931 10,718 16,964 6,632 10,728 3,703 2,868 
             Singapore  6,725 14,288 10,610 0 6,725 0 0 
             South Korea  82,416 127,916 107,744 13,813 19,289 27,489 21,824 
             Spain  188,220 47,985 91,252 40,259 59,224 39,359 49,379 
             Taiwan  34,028 30,363 23,419 9,541 12,161 6,115 6,211 
             Thailand  8,370 7,388 18,267 0 0 4,880 3,490 
             Turkey  112,044 50,930 77,459 6,637 16,629 43,697 45,081 
             United Arab Emirates  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             United Kingdom  178,470 87,095 79,514 36,309 56,799 25,301 60,060 
          By Truck        
             Canada  32 15 2 15 0 4 13 
             Mexico  570 213 355 122 144 157 148 
       Re-Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Argentina  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Brazil  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Japan  0 0 305 0 0 0 0 
             South Korea  0 0 305 0 0 0 0 
             United Kingdom  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
    Total LNG Exports  1,365,135 1,141,431 930,826 330,463 364,116 316,766 353,791 
    CNG        
        Canada  * 129 140 0 * 0 0 
    Total CNG Exports * 129 140 0 * 0 0 
  Total Exports  2,379,500 2,147,263 1,882,892 586,271 637,564 545,563 610,102 

 
  
See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 5.  U.S. natural gas exports, 2020-2022 
  (volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet) – continued  

 
 
 2021 

Total December November October September August July 

 

 

 

Exports        
  Volume (million cubic feet)        
    Pipeline        
      Canada  937,124 108,568 85,136 62,464 72,023 71,586 68,264 
      Mexico  2,154,457 166,956 165,449 184,472 178,746 193,710 197,623 
    Total Pipeline Exports  3,091,580 275,524 250,585 246,936 250,769 265,296 265,887 
    LNG        
       Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Antigua and Barbuda  8 3 2 0 3 0 0 
             Argentina  83,449 2,077 0 0 1,950 14,363 22,798 
             Bahamas  486 36 34 36 43 56 46 
             Bangladesh  37,734 0 0 0 3,276 7,085 0 
             Barbados  297 34 27 25 33 27 31 
             Belgium  5,584 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Brazil  307,714 24,246 10,715 40,769 38,282 34,204 39,637 
             Chile  121,881 2,938 2,956 6,364 7,929 16,262 19,913 
             China  449,667 17,050 50,228 42,202 48,584 51,662 42,222 
             Colombia  2,247 0 0 0 436 919 0 
             Croatia  36,133 3,117 9,416 0 0 2,980 3,299 
             Dominican Republic  53,095 5,969 2,780 5,619 0 5,901 1,806 
             Egypt  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             France  170,780 33,892 10,021 9,333 6,578 7,111 0 
             Greece  39,708 5,305 7,629 1,515 799 3,607 6,651 
             Haiti  137 4 8 17 10 24 8 
             India  196,218 3,203 14,807 10,548 23,941 20,592 13,090 
             Indonesia  3,269 1,218 456 477 1,118 0 0 
             Israel  8,906 0 0 0 2,855 0 0 
             Italy  34,210 0 0 0 0 3,401 6,826 
             Jamaica  25,276 113 715 1,858 2,931 2,907 0 
             Japan  354,948 24,297 33,947 37,666 10,290 19,979 24,895 
             Jordan  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Kuwait  34,476 0 0 6,193 10,333 3,298 0 
             Lithuania  30,919 0 0 0 3,282 1,677 6,469 
             Malaysia  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Malta  5,427 0 0 0 2,498 0 0 
             Mexico  15,200 0 0 1,088 0 0 758 
             Netherlands  174,339 23,354 8,829 17,157 10,424 7,347 10,597 
             Nicaragua  1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
             Pakistan  45,818 0 2,490 3,138 9,642 3,319 13,428 
             Panama  8,436 0 0 911 0 1,390 0 
             Poland  56,320 7,159 7,068 3,270 0 0 6,619 
             Portugal  65,865 9,630 5,380 10,459 3,696 6,382 3,296 
             Singapore  24,555 0 3,728 0 0 0 3,449 
             South Korea  453,483 38,201 30,787 33,836 31,375 50,101 39,314 
             Spain  215,062 32,579 22,821 35,638 31,274 23,068 8,630 
             Taiwan  99,350 12,034 3,404 7,123 5,789 6,728 20,653 
             Thailand  14,548 0 0 0 0 3,707 0 
             Turkey  188,849 38,420 47,330 19,385 24,176 0 5,591 
             United Arab Emirates  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             United Kingdom  195,046 60,315 30,648 3,302 3,099 0 0 
          By Truck        
             Canada  128 20 8 8 19 18 16 
             Mexico  1,250 148 160 182 150 147 97 
       Re-Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Argentina  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Brazil  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Japan  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             South Korea  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             United Kingdom  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
    Total LNG Exports  3,560,818 345,363 306,397 298,119 284,813 298,262 300,143 
    CNG        
        Canada  211 0 0 0 0 14 16 
    Total CNG Exports 211 0 0 0 0 14 16 
  Total Exports  6,652,609 620,886 556,982 545,055 535,583 563,572 566,046 

 
  
See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 5.  U.S. natural gas exports, 2020-2022 
  (volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet) – continued  

 
 
 2021 2020 

June May April March February January Total 

 

 

 

Exports        
  Volume (million cubic feet)        
    Pipeline        
      Canada  69,528 70,561 74,567 91,301 78,198 84,927 902,449 
      Mexico  198,242 192,549 182,918 183,051 137,381 173,360 1,990,809 
    Total Pipeline Exports  267,770 263,110 257,485 274,352 215,579 258,287 2,893,258 
    LNG        
       Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Antigua and Barbuda  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Argentina  19,312 16,226 4,485 2,238 0 0 15,068 
             Bahamas  48 45 46 39 29 28 257 
             Bangladesh  3,493 6,948 10,219 3,566 0 3,148 10,660 
             Barbados  22 19 30 14 19 17 241 
             Belgium  0 2,100 0 3,484 0 0 31,946 
             Brazil  32,293 19,726 11,615 21,977 13,118 21,132 111,826 
             Chile  0 17,598 10,293 21,320 6,524 9,784 80,615 
             China  42,319 37,731 46,837 28,476 3,415 38,940 214,401 
             Colombia  0 0 892 0 0 0 4,626 
             Croatia  2,923 3,364 3,666 7,367 0 0 3,275 
             Dominican Republic  4,670 5,283 2,905 5,577 5,689 6,895 26,050 
             Egypt  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             France  3,683 11,926 36,120 33,678 14,851 3,587 90,237 
             Greece  0 6,796 0 6,805 0 600 48,403 
             Haiti  18 12 3 10 11 12 118 
             India  16,503 28,259 13,752 17,381 13,776 20,367 124,402 
             Indonesia  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Israel  0 0 3,225 2,826 0 0 15,834 
             Italy  3,425 2,923 6,896 10,739 0 0 68,453 
             Jamaica  2,927 2,925 2,370 2,458 2,365 3,708 17,052 
             Japan  39,783 25,058 28,756 27,673 18,271 64,331 287,672 
             Jordan  0 0 0 0 0 0 6,872 
             Kuwait  7,126 0 3,705 3,821 0 0 17,293 
             Lithuania  3,285 3,049 3,078 3,228 6,851 0 28,879 
             Malaysia  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Malta  0 0 2,928 0 0 0 2,648 
             Mexico  0 0 0 0 13,354 0 34,408 
             Netherlands  3,030 26,611 17,060 24,204 22,777 2,949 85,573 
             Nicaragua  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
             Pakistan  3,376 0 3,323 3,421 0 3,682 36,934 
             Panama  0 2,341 0 3,279 0 516 12,764 
             Poland  10,635 3,581 7,382 3,507 7,099 0 36,900 
             Portugal  5,538 10,765 7,358 0 3,360 0 36,922 
             Singapore  0 3,089 7,297 3,303 0 3,688 28,341 
             South Korea  55,918 46,033 21,683 32,203 18,094 55,936 316,227 
             Spain  7,833 5,234 22,974 13,900 3,733 7,377 199,966 
             Taiwan  3,097 10,157 6,594 13,450 0 10,319 64,363 
             Thailand  0 3,453 7,388 0 0 0 32,622 
             Turkey  0 3,017 0 3,619 20,652 26,659 123,957 
             United Arab Emirates  0 0 0 0 0 0 10,110 
             United Kingdom  0 10,586 13,877 17,440 34,343 21,436 160,199 
          By Truck        
             Canada  7 18 15 0 0 0 10 
             Mexico  105 48 48 19 63 83 822 
       Re-Exports        
          By Vessel        
             Argentina  0 0 0 0 0 0 2,164 
             Brazil  0 0 0 0 0 0 82 
             Japan  0 0 0 0 0 0 387 
             South Korea  0 0 0 0 0 0 387 
             United Kingdom  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
    Total LNG Exports  271,368 314,922 306,818 321,023 208,394 305,196 2,389,963 
    CNG        
        Canada  27 25 29 36 32 32 386 
    Total CNG Exports 27 25 29 36 32 32 386 
  Total Exports  539,165 578,056 564,333 595,411 424,004 563,515 5,283,607 

 
  
See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 5.  U.S. natural gas exports, 2020-2022 
  (volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet) – continued  

2020 

December November October September August July June 

Exports 
  Volume (million cubic feet) 
    Pipeline 
      Canada  84,307 81,358 72,833 62,211 60,810 71,778 66,516
      Mexico  164,577 166,135 185,799 182,068 185,867 181,152 162,927 
    Total Pipeline Exports 248,884 247,493 258,632 244,279 246,677 252,930 229,442 
    LNG 
       Exports 
          By Vessel 

   Antigua and Barbuda 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Argentina 0 0 0 0 2,249 2,218 2,229
   Bahamas 36 31 25 20 21 15 18
   Bangladesh  0 0 0 0 0 3,614 0
   Barbados 25 15 17 14 14 15 20
   Belgium 0 3,633 3,285 0 0 0 0
   Brazil 29,927 30,191 22,427 0 3,520 0 0
   Chile 9,793 3,252 6,836 3,277 7,428 1,515 3,313
   China 45,525 45,083 35,115 11,245 13,699 10,358 0
   Colombia 0 0 0 2,548 550 0 0
   Croatia 3,275 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Dominican Republic 5,000 5,106 5,909 0 2,772 0 0
   Egypt 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   France 3,752 3,390 6,639 0 0 0 0
   Greece 3,382 3,543 0 7,027 0 6,544 1,076
   Haiti 17 11 9 8 11 8 7
   India 10,241 10,299 17,762 10,514 10,319 7,404 10,100
   Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Israel 0 0 0 3,041 3,001 3,317 3,277
   Italy 0 3,083 0 0 6,734 3,232 12,998
   Jamaica 2,374 0 2,514 2,610 0 0 0
   Japan 54,004 32,967 31,554 6,855 22,541 10,618 21,836
   Jordan 0 0 0 3,578 0 0 0
   Kuwait 0 0 3,603 3,508 6,886 0 0
   Lithuania 6,291 3,621 6,191 3,308 0 0 3,049
   Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Malta 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Mexico 0 3,056 7,398 3,285 3,701 0 0
   Netherlands  3,316 6,684 3,603 6,671 0 6,746 6,870
   Nicaragua 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   Pakistan 0 3,436 10,009 9,853 3,412 0 0
   Panama 271 1,448 433 3,228 0 0 0
   Poland 7,033 0 3,157 0 0 0 3,385
   Portugal 3,711 5,830 3,564 6,853 0 0 0
   Singapore 0 7,658 3,416 0 2,967 3,690 0
   South Korea  39,617 49,103 14,239 32,126 13,814 10,492 28,171
   Spain 13,583 9,907 14,118 15,206 3,222 13,679 9,640
   Taiwan 12,470 6,216 3,636 9,007 0 0 2,953
   Thailand 0 3,705 0 0 0 3,254 0
   Turkey 20,188 12,817 0 3,611 0 3,222 0
   United Arab Emirates 0 0 0 0 3,359 3,277 0
   United Kingdom 30,378 26,544 17,191 3,664 0 2,908 0

          By Truck 
             Canada 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
             Mexico 46 52 68 73 78 72 61
       Re-Exports 
          By Vessel 

   Argentina 0 0 0 0 2,164 0 0
   Brazil 0 0 82 0 0 0 0
   Japan 0 0 82 0 0 0 0
   South Korea  0 0 82 0 0 0 0
   United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

    Total LNG Exports 304,263 280,682 222,963 151,128 112,462 96,200 109,002 
    CNG 
        Canada 29 35 26 17 20 37 43
    Total CNG Exports 29 35 26 17 20 37 43 
  Total Exports 553,176 528,210 481,621 395,424 359,159 349,167 338,486 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Table 5.  U.S. natural gas exports, 2020-2022 
  (volumes in million cubic feet; prices in dollars per thousand cubic feet) – continued  

2020 

May April March February January

Exports 
  Volume (million cubic feet) 
    Pipeline 
      Canada  67,752 71,722 86,579 77,354 99,231
      Mexico  145,242 138,544 166,550 151,071 160,875 
    Total Pipeline Exports 212,994 210,266 253,130 228,425 260,106 
    LNG 
       Exports 
          By Vessel 

   Antigua and Barbuda 0 0 0 0 0
   Argentina 8,372 0 0 0 0
   Bahamas 20 23 20 13 15
   Bangladesh  3,406 0 0 0 3,640
   Barbados 20 15 28 26 33
   Belgium 1,348 3,324 3,724 9,872 6,761
   Brazil 0 0 6,891 10,433 8,438
   Chile 11,068 14,098 3,216 10,731 6,087
   China 14,535 21,140 17,699 0 0
   Colombia 0 0 0 1,003 525
   Croatia 0 0 0 0 0
   Dominican Republic 2,554 1,838 2,872 0 0
   Egypt 0 0 0 0 0
   France 9,546 16,336 23,491 20,520 6,563
   Greece 3,430 3,233 8,892 0 11,276
   Haiti 10 8 9 11 7
   India 10,534 16,674 17,245 0 3,309
   Indonesia 0 0 0 0 0
   Israel 0 0 3,197 0 0
   Italy 6,452 3,135 9,895 16,616 6,308
   Jamaica 0 5,770 1 2,914 869
   Japan 13,729 18,387 21,845 21,360 31,975
   Jordan 3,294 0 0 0 0
   Kuwait 0 3,297 0 0 0
   Lithuania 3,473 2,945 0 0 0
   Malaysia 0 0 0 0 0
   Malta 0 0 0 48 2,600
   Mexico 0 0 7,037 3,167 6,764
   Netherlands  6,826 10,305 13,772 14,099 6,681
   Nicaragua 0 0 0 0 0
   Pakistan 0 3,334 0 3,567 3,323
   Panama 3,070 0 906 3,408 0
   Poland 6,258 3,523 3,583 6,677 3,282
   Portugal 0 10,777 0 6,187 0
   Singapore 0 0 10,610 0 0
   South Korea  20,921 24,258 28,095 11,071 44,320
   Spain 29,360 22,943 23,657 20,240 24,412
   Taiwan 6,662 0 6,987 7,115 9,317
   Thailand 7,397 11,049 3,783 3,435 0
   Turkey 6,661 14,030 6,489 24,303 32,637
   United Arab Emirates 3,474 0 0 0 0
   United Kingdom 0 0 20,202 28,884 30,428

          By Truck 
             Canada 0 0 0 0 2
             Mexico 18 23 123 87 122
       Re-Exports 
          By Vessel 

   Argentina 0 0 0 0 0
   Brazil 0 0 0 0 0
   Japan 0 0 0 0 305
   South Korea  0 0 0 0 305
   United Kingdom 0 0 0 0 0

    Total LNG Exports 182,438 210,466 244,269 225,786 250,305 
    CNG 
        Canada 39 35 38 34 33
    Total CNG Exports 39 35 38 34 33 
  Total Exports 395,472 420,767 497,437 454,245 510,444 
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Table 7. Marketed production of natural gas in selected states and the Federal Gulf of Mexico, 2017 2022
(million cubic feet)

 

Year andMonth Alaska Arkansas California Colorado Kansas Louisiana Montana
New

Mexico
North

Dakota Ohio

2017 Total 344,385 694,676 212,458 1,706,364 219,639 2,139,830 46,311 1,299,732 593,998 1,791,359
2018 Total 341,315 589,985 202,617 1,847,402 201,391 2,832,404 43,530 1,493,082 706,552 2,403,382
2019 Total 329,361 524,757 196,823 1,986,916 183,087 3,212,318 43,534 1,769,086 850,826 2,651,631

2020
January 30,018 42,187 15,908 178,066 14,623 274,755 3,527 162,016 78,798 203,701
February 28,537 39,093 14,649 166,620 13,636 255,885 3,340 155,323 77,940 190,559
March 29,219 43,677 15,376 175,202 14,486 276,544 3,527 169,244 83,892 203,701
April 27,513 39,748 14,906 168,438 13,595 264,869 3,148 156,722 72,059 193,050
May 27,076 40,463 15,172 163,768 14,012 281,636 2,692 147,782 52,874 199,485
June 25,545 38,742 14,837 159,601 13,321 264,072 2,667 153,276 52,626 193,050
July 26,779 39,855 15,061 167,105 13,674 264,875 3,322 165,335 64,860 201,686
August 26,846 40,295 13,344 165,091 13,504 260,226 3,248 168,311 74,940 201,686
September 26,978 38,734 12,857 162,531 13,030 255,690 3,009 165,008 78,195 195,180
October 29,080 40,172 13,059 164,462 13,461 263,120 3,204 171,376 82,649 201,097
November 29,575 38,565 12,934 159,409 12,917 267,312 3,143 167,213 80,112 194,610
December 31,161 39,452 12,475 160,168 13,097 277,178 3,135 166,561 83,498 201,097

Total 338,329 480,982 170,579 1,990,462 163,356 3,206,163 37,963 1,948,168 882,443 2,378,902

2021
January 31,632 E39,964 E12,033 E159,820 E12,578 E271,751 E3,214 E179,574 E77,021 E206,660
February 28,365 E30,061 E10,749 E143,416 E9,965 E221,051 E2,790 E151,970 E65,685 E170,668
March 31,481 E39,947 E12,028 E156,534 E12,340 E281,406 E3,144 E187,274 E77,032 E189,405
April 29,514 E37,926 E11,685 E156,009 E12,316 E276,931 E3,096 E184,890 E76,209 E183,444
May 29,005 E38,775 E12,215 E162,200 E12,648 E284,347 E3,226 E196,174 E80,479 E187,668
June 27,715 E37,125 E11,787 E154,405 E12,276 E272,759 E2,932 E190,003 E78,111 E183,602
July 26,280 E38,273 E12,014 E160,065 E12,780 E284,504 E3,151 E201,572 E79,150 E189,223
August 27,864 E38,000 E11,930 E158,380 E12,793 E288,489 E3,168 E206,178 E81,659 E188,396
September 28,534 E36,706 E11,499 E153,067 E12,371 E285,313 E3,127 E203,500 E80,634 E180,630
October 30,458 E37,791 E11,565 E160,130 E12,775 E302,250 E3,249 E212,065 E83,166 E192,556
November 30,735 E36,440 E11,177 E155,466 E12,488 E301,451 E3,110 E209,466 E82,402 E194,200
December 33,039 E38,361 E11,321 E156,842 E12,638 E313,724 E3,039 E205,204 E83,905 E200,184

Total 354,623 E449,371 E140,003 E1,876,335 E147,967 E3,383,977 E37,247 E2,327,871 E945,452 E2,266,636

2022
January 32,865 E37,302 E11,308 E151,645 E12,255 E311,659 E3,033 E196,234 E78,716 E196,005
February 30,014 RE33,465 RE9,438 RE138,213 RE10,930 RE284,061 RE2,749 RE182,836 RE71,712 RE172,829
March 32,452 RE37,482 RE11,371 RE155,030 RE12,178 RE312,684 RE3,147 RE218,404 RE82,974 RE187,862
April 30,910 E36,153 E11,196 E150,213 E12,008 E312,155 E2,966 E214,488 E65,722 E179,435

2022 4 Month YTD 126,240 E144,402 E43,313 E595,101 E47,372 E1,220,558 E11,896 E811,962 E299,125 E736,131
2021 4 Month YTD 120,992 E147,899 E46,495 E615,779 E47,198 E1,051,139 E12,244 E703,708 E295,947 E750,177
2020 4 Month YTD 115,288 164,704 60,839 688,325 56,340 1,072,054 13,542 643,305 312,690 791,011

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 7. Marketed production of natural gas in selected states and the Federal Gulf of Mexico, 2017 2022
(million cubic feet) – continued

 

Year andMonth Oklahoma Pennsylvania Texas Utah
West

Virginia Wyoming
Other
States

Federal Gulf
of Mexico

U.S.
Total

2017 Total 2,513,897 5,453,638 7,223,841 315,211 1,514,278 1,590,059 517,698 1,060,452 29,237,825
2018 Total 2,875,787 6,264,832 8,041,010 295,826 1,771,698 1,637,517 485,675 974,863 33,008,867
2019 Total 3,036,052 6,896,792 9,378,489 271,808 2,155,214 1,488,854 456,024 1,015,343 36,446,918

2020
January 263,734 603,836 843,432 21,944 209,896 124,274 37,391 86,071 3,194,177
February 243,139 569,721 783,094 20,373 198,090 108,722 34,782 81,114 2,984,616
March 257,387 607,689 841,347 21,765 210,559 117,977 36,689 87,955 3,196,236
April 235,642 586,955 783,283 20,379 204,826 111,744 34,389 80,574 3,011,842
May 217,154 592,126 734,176 20,326 212,646 107,288 33,986 64,374 2,927,037
June 222,324 560,390 741,401 19,244 212,831 103,890 32,957 62,227 2,873,001
July 226,843 604,716 775,851 20,312 220,032 108,679 34,568 67,778 3,021,331
August 226,344 607,221 782,436 19,814 223,208 107,320 33,757 43,988 3,011,580
September 222,010 567,029 755,253 19,283 218,893 104,520 30,468 48,900 2,917,569
October 219,403 595,653 773,720 20,042 226,064 104,787 31,775 38,702 2,991,827
November 224,327 605,244 751,562 19,200 223,428 103,236 31,246 60,496 2,984,528
December 228,057 647,714 770,555 19,307 231,845 103,933 32,383 67,085 3,088,701

Total 2,786,366 7,148,295 9,336,110 241,989 2,592,319 1,306,368 404,391 789,262 36,202,446

2021
January E221,544 E657,704 E774,497 E19,235 E234,432 E106,649 E33,651 E68,393 E3,110,352
February E163,094 E585,221 E588,035 E17,815 E208,571 E96,543 E30,083 E62,325 E2,586,408
March E220,130 E647,681 E771,346 E20,356 E227,218 E107,236 E34,338 E72,867 E3,091,762
April E214,334 E618,509 E775,796 E19,861 E229,075 E103,470 E33,044 E69,696 E3,035,804
May E223,372 E640,431 E798,311 E20,312 E234,118 E105,441 E33,844 E67,642 E3,130,208
June E213,314 E621,905 E781,294 E19,587 E227,987 E100,983 E32,490 E67,779 E3,036,055
July E221,002 E642,894 E821,587 E20,363 E229,376 E104,558 E33,626 E70,488 E3,150,909
August E222,329 E655,525 E820,135 E20,335 E241,373 E102,121 E33,126 E61,046 E3,172,847
September E216,455 E633,963 E798,167 E19,841 E216,452 E102,262 E31,895 E35,503 E3,049,920
October E223,093 E657,651 E833,481 E20,509 E240,446 E104,250 E33,056 E61,121 E3,219,612
November E214,361 E651,361 E809,934 E20,061 E229,812 E101,430 E32,083 E65,329 E3,161,306
December E218,805 E679,814 E844,079 E20,609 E241,569 E102,768 E32,693 E67,680 E3,266,272

Total E2,571,834 E7,692,658 E9,416,660 E238,884 E2,760,429 E1,237,709 E393,929 E769,870 E37,011,455

2022
January E213,419 E660,345 E826,679 E20,836 E234,795 E100,356 E31,509 E65,117 E3,184,080
February RE192,596 RE581,432 RE742,604 RE19,009 E209,707 RE90,241 RE29,038 RE55,597 RE2,856,472
March RE219,889 RE635,073 RE845,073 RE21,373 E239,294 RE98,737 RE31,736 RE63,274 RE3,208,035
April E222,897 E618,881 E829,250 E21,150 E235,893 E95,960 E30,042 E65,250 E3,134,567

2022 4 Month YTD E848,801 E2,495,731 E3,243,606 E82,368 E919,690 E385,295 E122,326 E249,238 E12,383,154
2021 4 Month YTD E819,103 E2,509,114 E2,909,673 E77,267 E899,296 E413,897 E131,116 E273,281 E11,824,326
2020 4 Month YTD 999,902 2,368,202 3,251,156 84,461 823,371 462,716 143,251 335,713 12,386,871

E Estimated data.
RE Revised estimated data.
Notes: For 2021 forward, state monthly marketed production is estimated from gross withdrawals using historical relationships between the two. Data for Arkansas, California,

Colorado, Kansas, Louisiana, Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, West Virginia, Wyoming, and Federal Offshore Gulf of Mexico are
individually collected on the EIA 914 report. The “Other States” category comprises states/areas not individually collected on the EIA 914 report (Alabama, Arizona, Federal
Offshore Pacific, Florida, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, New York, Oregon, South Dakota, Tennessee, and
Virginia). Before 2021, Federal Offshore Pacific is included in California. All data for Alaska are obtained directly from the state. Monthly preliminary state level data for all states
not collected individually on the EIA 914 report are available after the final annual reports for these series are collected and processed. Final annual data are generally available in
the third quarter of the following year. The sum of individual states may not equal total U.S. volumes due to independent rounding.
Sources: 2017 2020: U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), Natural Gas Annual 2020, Bureau of Safety and Environmental Enforcement (BSEE), IHS Markit, and Enverus.

January 2021 through current month: Form EIA 914,Monthly Crude Oil and Lease Condensate, and Natural Gas Production Report; and EIA computations.
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Freeport LNG updates timeline for post‐blast repairs after federal order deems 
plant unsafe 
 
(Houston Chronicle) 
 
A partial restart of operations at Freeport LNG’s Quintana Island facility is 
not expected until October, when it aims to deliver “substantially all” of its 
volumes, the company said in a statement. 
 
The Houston liquefied natural gas company’s update follows an order issued 
last week by the Pipeline Hazardous Materials Safety Administration, which 
deemed the Quintana Island facility unsafe after last month’s explosion caused 
significant damage. The order outlined a series of steps the company must take 
before resuming operations, noting conditions at the facility “pose an 
integrity risk to public safety, property, or the environment.” 
 
The blast and subsequent production disruption sent a major ripple through the 
global gas market, which had been relying on the facility to send LNG to 
Europe as the European Union distances itself from Russia — previously its 
primary supplier of natural gas — following the invasion in Ukraine. 
 
On HoustonChronicle.com: U.S. natural gas prices fell and those in Europe 
soared after blast at Freeport LNG 
 
Exports from the facility go primarily to Europe and account for about 10 
percent of the continent's import volume, according to research firm Rystad 
Energy. The company aims to bring the plant fully online again by the end of 
the year. 
 
“Since the incident,” Freeport said, “the company has worked collaboratively 
with all local, state and federal officials regarding the incident response, 
investigation, and safe resumption of liquefaction operations.” 
 
The federal order directs Freeport to commission a third‐party analysis of the 
explosion’s “root cause” and send its findings to the agency within 60 days. 
Preliminary evidence suggests a pressure safety valve failed, allowing 
pressure to build along a 300‐foot stretch of pipe, which then burst. 
 
The ruptured pipe was used to transfer LNG around the facility’s storage area 
and is located along a rack that supports additional piping, power cables and 
equipment, the order said, noting “much of the other piping in the area was 
also damaged and will require repairs or replacement before LNG transfer 
operations can recommence.” 
 
On HoustonChronicle.com: LNG companies are in a race to the Gulf Coast, where 
industry sees opportunity during Ukraine war 
 
The administration, an arm of the U.S. Department of Transportation, said in 
the order that the facility is “within an ecologically sensitive area” and is 
near neighborhoods, recreational areas and highly trafficked waterways. 



 
Freeport must submit for review a report detailing the blast’s cause, a 
third‐party review of the facility’s employee training and qualifications, a 
plan for corrective action and an inspection schedule, the order said. A 
separate order from the U.S. Coast Guard also prohibits the facility from 
shipping until it conducts a risk analysis. 
 
Freeport said it is working with regulators to bring the facility back online 
safely. “Safety has always been, and will continue to be, the highest priority 
for Freeport LNG.” 
 
amanda.drane@chron.com 
 
©2022 Hearst Provided by SyndiGate Media Inc. (Syndigate.info). ‐0‐ 
Jul/08/2022 20:03 GMT 
 
To view this story in Bloomberg click here: 
https://blinks.bloomberg.com/news/stories/REPX1IBQ99TS 
 



                                                                           
 
https://www.reuters.com/business/energy/exclusive‐top‐us‐lng‐producer‐cheniere‐asks‐biden‐admin‐drop‐pollution‐rule‐2022‐07‐08/ 
July 8, 20225:35 AM MDTLast Updated an hour ago 

Exclusive: Top U.S. LNG producer Cheniere asks Biden admin to drop pollution rule 
By Valerie Volcovici 

WASHINGTON, July 8 (Reuters) - Cheniere Energy Inc (LNG.A) has asked the Biden administration to exempt it from 
limits on emissions of cancer-causing pollutants, arguing they would force the top U.S. exporter of liquefied natural gas to 
shut for an extended period and endanger the country's efforts to ramp up supplies to Europe, according to documents 
reviewed by Reuters. 

The request imposes an uncomfortable dilemma on President Joe Biden’s administration as it tries to balance efforts to 
slash pollution from the fossil fuel industry against promises to help European allies cut energy ties with Moscow over its 
invasion of Ukraine. 

Denying Cheniere could shut off the bulk of America’s LNG exports for months or years, while granting its request would 
mean ongoing emissions of toxic pollutants into poor and minority neighborhoods Biden has vowed to protect. 

Texas regulators have already given Cheniere's massive LNG plant on the outskirts of the Gulf Coast city of Corpus 
Christi a pass for overshooting emissions limits on other pollutants, according to previous Reuters reporting. read more 

The request also reflects a huge financial vulnerability for Cheniere and its shareholders at a time it has been enjoying 
increased sales and a rising stock price. 

At issue is a rule under the U.S. Clean Air Act called the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Pollutants 
(NESHAP), which imposes curbs on emissions of known carcinogens like formaldehyde and benzene from stationary 
combustion turbines. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced in February that starting in August, the rule will apply to two 
types of gas-fired turbines that had been left out of the regulation for nearly two decades. 

Gas-powered turbines emit formaldehyde and other dangerous pollutants through a chemical transformation that occurs 
when methane is superheated. 

Around 250 U.S. gas turbines will be subject to the rule, according to an EPA list that showed Cheniere is the only LNG 
company that uses these type of turbines and whose facilities will be impacted. 

The Houston-based company, which accounts for around 50% of U.S. shipments of the supercooled fuel, told the EPA in 
a series of emails this spring that its two LNG facilities in Louisiana and Texas use a unique turbine design that cannot be 
easily equipped with pollution controls. 

“The design of Cheniere’s LNG terminals is complex, and the subject turbines are located on elevated pedestals with 
limited space for installing control equipment,” Cheniere’s law firm Bracewell said in a letter emailed to EPA Administrator 
Michael Regan on March 8. 

“Potentially imposing significant costs and operational disruption on the U.S. LNG industry at the same time the 
administration is focused on Europe’s strategic need to break its reliance on Russian gas is counterproductive,” it said. 

A separate Cheniere email dated March 9, sent to other EPA officials, said design and engineering work to evaluate the 
feasibility of retrofitting all 62 turbines at its facilities would likely take “several years”, making it impossible to meet the 
federal pollution standard on time. 

The company asked the EPA to reverse its decision to subject gas-fired turbines to the NESHAP rule, or exempt the 
specific design used by Cheniere, according to the documents. Company representatives later met with senior EPA staff, 
including Principal Deputy Assistant Administrator Joseph Goffman and Deputy EPA Administrator Janet McCabe, to 
discuss the issue, according to the documents. 



The EPA confirmed that Cheniere, through its law firm Bracewell, had made the request for relief from the regulation and 
that agency staff and officials met with the company in March and April to discuss it. 

"At this time we have not made a decision to lift the stay or issue an exemption," the EPA said in a statement. 

Cheniere's request could carry some weight in the Biden administration as one of a handful of companies that advises a 
White House and EU-backed task force developing a plan to wean EU countries off Russian gas. 

TWO-DECADE REPRIEVE 

The EPA first imposed the standard for stationary combustion turbines under NESHAP in 2004, but issued a “stay” 
temporarily excusing two types of gas-fired turbines commonly used by the energy industry after business groups 
petitioned to keep them out of the regulation - arguing that the pollution they create is "negligible." 

The EPA kept that stay in place for 18 years, but never formally delisted the turbines because of a 2007 decision by the 
D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals saying it had no authority to do so. 

In February 2020, after environmental groups threatened to sue the agency for inaction, Biden’s EPA announced it would 
finally lift the stay and require operators to meet the standard. 

Under the rule, these turbines will have to comply with an emissions limit of 91 parts per billion for formaldehyde within 
180 days. That level that for formaldehyde is meant to ensure lower levels of emissions for other dangerous chemicals 
too, according to the EPA. 

Frank Maisano of Bracewell told Reuters that Cheniere is awaiting a formal response from the EPA on the company’s 
request for relief from the rule. 

Neither Maisano nor Cheniere would comment to Reuters on why the company used a turbine design at its facilities that 
could not easily accommodate equipment that might be needed if the regulatory stay on gas turbines were lifted. 

In its correspondence with the EPA, Cheniere said its facilities were built in accordance with regulations in effect at the 
time. The Sabine Pass facility, which produces about 30 million tonnes per annum (MTPA) of LNG, started operating in 
2016, while the 15-MTPA Corpus Christi plant entered into service in June 2018. 

Cheniere approved last month a major expansion at its Corpus Christi facility that would add seven liquefaction trains to 
produce around 10.5 MTPA of LNG. read more A Cheniere spokesperson told Reuters the company will use electric 
turbines for the new trains, instead of gas-fired turbines. 

Reporting by Valerie Volcovici; additional reporting by Nichola Groom Editing by Marguerita Choy 

Our Standards: The Thomson Reuters Trust Principles. 
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sale-and-purchase-agreement 

JULY 5, 2022 

NextDecade Announces 1.0 MTPA LNG Sale and Purchase 
Agreement With China Gas 
HOUSTON--(BUSINESS WIRE)--Jul. 5, 2022-- NextDecade Corporation (“NextDecade”) (NASDAQ: NEXT) 
announced today the execution of a 20-year sale and purchase agreement (“SPA”) with China Gas Hongda 
Energy Trading Co., LTD (“China Gas”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of China Gas Holdings Limited 
(HKEX:00384) for the supply of liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) from NextDecade’s Rio Grande LNG export 
project (“RGLNG”) in Brownsville, Texas. 

Under the SPA, China Gas will purchase 1.0 million tonnes per annum (“MTPA”) of LNG indexed to Henry 
Hub and delivered on a free-on-board (“FOB”) basis. The LNG will be supplied from the second train at Rio 
Grande LNG, which is expected to start commercial operations as early as 2027. 

“We are pleased to announce the signing of this long-term SPA with China Gas, one of China’s largest natural 
gas distribution companies supplying approximately 43 million households across China,” said Matt 
Schatzman, NextDecade’s Chairman and Chief Executive Officer. “This SPA demonstrates the continued 
acceleration of RGLNG’s commercial momentum and highlights our successful strategy of offering customers 
flexible, competitive and low carbon-intensive LNG.” 

“The signing of this long-term SPA with NextDecade will further optimize China Gas's portfolio, expand 
resource supply channels, and ensure that we can meet our customers' growing demand for quality, reliable 
and low carbon content energy. This SPA demonstrates China Gas's determination to unswervingly implement 
China’s national low-carbon energy development strategy,” said Yalong Qi, General Manager of China Gas 
Hongda Energy Trading Co., LTD.” 

Based on current expected demand for LNG and assuming the achievement of further LNG contracting and 
financing, NextDecade anticipates making a positive final investment decision (“FID”) on up to three trains of 
the Rio Grande LNG export project in the second half of 2022, with FIDs of its remaining trains to follow 
thereafter. 

About NextDecade Corporation 

NextDecade Corporation is an energy company accelerating the path to a net-zero future. Leading innovation 
in more sustainable LNG and carbon capture solutions, NextDecade is committed to providing the world 
access to cleaner energy. Through our wholly owned subsidiaries Rio Grande LNG and NEXT Carbon 
Solutions, we are developing a 27 MTPA LNG export facility in South Texas along with one of the largest 
carbon capture and storage projects in North America. We are also working with third-party customers around 
the world to deploy our proprietary processes to lower the cost of carbon capture and storage and reduce CO2 
emissions at their industrial-scale facilities. NextDecade’s common stock is listed on the Nasdaq Stock 
Market under the symbol “NEXT.” NextDecade is headquartered in Houston, Texas. For more information, 
please visit www.next-decade.com. 

About China Gas 

China Gas Holdings Limited (HKEX: 00384) is a leading gas service provider in China, principally engaged in 
the investment, construction and management of city gas pipeline infrastructure, distribution of natural gas and 
LPG to residential, industrial and commercial users, and gas refilling stations for vehicles and vessels. China 
Gas owns a total of 652 city and township gas projects with concession rights, 32 natural gas long-distance 
pipeline transmission projects, 554 CNG/LNG refilling stations for vehicles, as well as the license to import and 
export LNG and other fuel products in China, in addition to 113 LPG distribution projects. 



 

 

https://investors.next-decade.com/news-releases/news-release-details/nextdecade-announces-10-
mtpa-lng-sale-and-purchase-agreement-0 
JULY 6, 2022 

NextDecade Announces 1.0 MTPA LNG Sale and Purchase Agreement With 

Guangdong Energy Group 

 BACK TO NEWS & EVENTS 
HOUSTON--(BUSINESS WIRE)--Jul. 6, 2022-- NextDecade Corporation (“NextDecade”) (NASDAQ: 
NEXT) announced today the execution of a 20-year sale and purchase agreement (“SPA”) 
with Guangdong Energy Group for the supply of liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) from NextDecade’s Rio 
Grande LNG export project (“RGLNG”) in Brownsville, Texas. The SPA was completed pursuant to 
the Binding Heads of Agreement previously announced on March 24, 2022. 

Under the SPA, Guangdong Energy Group will purchase approximately 1.0 million tonnes per annum 
(“MTPA”) of LNG indexed to Henry Hub and delivered on an ex-ship (“DES”) basis. The LNG will be 
supplied from Rio Grande LNG Train 1, which is expected to start commercial operations as early as 
2026. Guangdong Energy Group has the right to purchase an additional 0.5 MTPA of LNG from 
RGLNG. 

“We are pleased to announce this SPA with Guangdong Energy, one of the largest power generation 
companies in Guangdong Province in Southeastern China,” said Matt 
Schatzman, NextDecade Chairman and Chief Executive Officer. “RGLNG’s differentiated offering of a 
lower carbon-intensive LNG continues to drive our commercial momentum and we look forward to 
working with Guangdong Energy over the coming years to help further reduce their greenhouse gas 
emissions.” 

“The signing of the SPA represents a long-term and deep relationship between Guangdong Energy 
Group and NextDecade,” said Mr. Liu Bo, Deputy General Manager of Guangdong Energy Group. 
“We will make full use of our respective advantages to strengthen the relationship between our 
companies. Thus, benefiting and contributing to building a safe, clean, low-carbon, and modern 
energy system, a system that will help grow the Guangdong economy and foster sustainable 
development.” 

Based on current expected demand for LNG and assuming the achievement of further LNG 
contracting and financing, NextDecade anticipates making a positive final investment decision (“FID”) 
on up to three trains of the Rio Grande LNG export project in the second half of 2022, with FIDs of its 
remaining trains to follow thereafter. 

About NextDecade Corporation 

NextDecade Corporation is an energy company accelerating the path to a net-zero future. Leading 
innovation in more sustainable LNG and carbon capture solutions, NextDecade is committed to 



providing the world access to cleaner energy. Through our wholly owned subsidiaries Rio Grande 
LNG and NEXT Carbon Solutions, we are developing a 27 MTPA LNG export facility in South 
Texas along with one of the largest carbon capture and storage projects in North America. We are 
also working with third-party customers around the world to deploy our proprietary processes to lower 
the cost of carbon capture and storage and reduce CO2 emissions at their industrial-scale facilities. 
NextDecade’s common stock is listed on the Nasdaq Stock Market under the symbol 
“NEXT.” NextDecade is headquartered in Houston, Texas. For more information, please 
visit www.next-decade.com. 
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Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill New LNG Supply Gap 

From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?  

Posted Wednesday April 28, 2021. 9:00 MT 

 

The next six months will determine the size and length of the new LNG supply gap that is hitting harder and faster than 
anyone expected six months ago. Optimists will say the Mozambique government will bring sustainable security and 
safety to the northern Cabo Delgado province and provide the confidence to Total to quickly get back to LNG 
development such that its LNG in-service delay is a matter of months and not years.  We hope so for Mozambique’s 
domestic situation, but will it be that easy for Total’s board to quickly look thru what just happened? Total suspended LNG 
development for 3 months, restarted development on March 25, but then 3 days of violence led it to suspend development 
again on March 28, and announce force majeure on Monday April 26. Even if the optimists are right, Mozambique LNG is 
counted on for LNG supply and the major LNG supply project that are in LNG supply forecasts are now all delayed – Total 
Phase 1 of 1.7 bcf/d and its follow on Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d, and Exxon’s Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 bcf/d. It is important to 
remember this 5.0 bcf/d of major LNG supply is being counted in LNG supply forecasts and starting in 2024. At a 
minimum, we think the more likely scenario is a delay of at least 2 years in this 5.0 bcf/d from the pre-Covid timelines.  
And this creates a much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap starting ~2025 and stronger outlook for LNG prices.  Thermal 
coal in Asia will play a role in keeping a lid on LNG prices. But there will be the opportunity for LNG suppliers to at least 
review the potential for brownfield LNG projects to fill the growing supply gap. The thought of increasing capex was a non-
starter six months ago, but there is a much stronger outlook for global oil and gas prices. Oil and gas companies are 
pivoting from cutting capex to small increases in 2021 capex and expecting for higher capex in 2022.  We believe this sets 
the stage for looking at potential FID of brownfield LNG projects before the end of 2021 to be included in 2022 capex 
budgets.  Mozambique is causing an LNG supply gap that someone will try to fill.  And if brownfield LNG is needed, what 
about Shell looking at 1.8 bcf/d brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2?  Cdn natural gas producers hope so as this would 
mean more Cdn natural gas will be tied to Asian LNG markets and not competing in the US against Henry Hub.  
 
Total declares force majeure on Mozambique LNG, Yesterday, Total announced [LINK] “Considering the evolution of the 
security situation in the north of the Cabo Delgado province in Mozambique, Total confirms the withdrawal of all 
Mozambique LNG project personnel from the Afungi site. This situation leads Total, as operator of Mozambique LNG 
project, to declare force majeure. Total expresses its solidarity with the government and people of Mozambique and 
wishes that the actions carried out by the government of Mozambique and its regional and international partners will 
enable the restoration of security and stability in Cabo Delgado province in a sustained manner”.  Total is working Phase 
1 is ~1.7 bcf/d (Train 1 + 2, 6.45 mtpa/train) and was originally expected to being LNG deliveries in 2024.  There was no 
specific timeline for Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d (Train 3 + 4, 5.0 mtpa/train), but was expected to follow Phase 1 in short order to 
keep capital costs under control with a continuous construction process with a potential onstream shortly after 2026.  

https://www.total.com/media/news/press-releases/total-declares-force-majeure-mozambique-lng-project
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Total Mozambique Phase 1 and 2 

 
Source: Total Investor Day September 24, 2019 

 
Total’s Mozambique force majeure is no surprise, especially the need to the restoration of security and stability “in a 
sustained manner”. Yesterday, Total announced [LINK] “Considering the evolution of the security”.  No one should be 
surprised by the force majeure or the sustained manner caveat.  SAF Group posts a weekly Energy Tidbits research 
memo [LINK], wherein we have, in multiple weekly memos, that Total had shut down development in December for 3 
months due to the violent and security risks. It restarted development on Wed March 24, violence/attacks immediately 
resumed for 3 consecutive days, and then Total suspended development on Sat March 27.  Local violence/attacks shut 
development down in Dec, the situation gets settled enough for Total to restart in March, only to be shut down 3 days 
thereafter. No one should be surprised especially with Total’s need to see security and stability “in a sustained manner”.   

Does anyone really think Total will risk another quick 2-3 month restart or even in 2021?  The Mozambique government 
will be working hard to convince Total to restart soon. We just find it hard to believe Total board will risk a replay of March 
24-27 in 2021. Unfortunately, Mozambique has had internal conflict for years.  It reached a milestone to the positive in 
August 2019.  Our SAF Group August 11, 2019 Energy Tidbits memo [LINK] highlighted the signing of a peace pact 
between Mozambique President Nyusi and leader of the Renamo opposition Momade.  This was the official end to a 2013 
thru 2016 conflict following a failure to hold up the prior peace pact.  At that time, FT reported [LINK] “Mr Nyusi has said 
that “the government and Renamo will come together and hunt” rebels who fail to disarm. The government has struggled 
to stem the separate insurgency in the north, which has killed or displaced hundreds near the gas‐rich areas during the 
past two years. While the roots of the conflict remain murky, it is linked to a local Islamist group and appears to be 
drawing on disaffection over sharing gas investment benefits, say analysts.” This is just a reminder this is not a new issue. 
LNG is a game changer to Mozambique’s economic future.  It is, but also has been, a government priority to have the 
security and safety for Total and Exxon to move on their LNG developments.  Its hard to believe the Mozambique 
government will be able to quickly convince Total and Exxon boards that they can be comfortable there is a sustained 
security/safety situation and they can send their people back in to develop the LNG. Total’s board would allow any 
resumption of development before year end 2021.  The last thing Total wants is a replay of March 24-27. The first 
question is how long will it take before the Total board is convinced its safe to restart.  Could you imagine them doing a 
replay of what just happened?  Wait three months, restart development and have to stop again right away?  We have to 
believe that could lead the Total board to believe it is unfixable for years.  We just don’t think they are to prepared to risk 
that decision in 3 months.  Its why we have to think there isn’t a restart approval until at least in 2022 at the earliest ie. 
why we think the likely scenario is a delay of 2-3 years, and not a matter of months. 

Mozambique’s security issues pushes back 5.0 bcf/d of new LNG supply at least a couple years.  The global LNG issue is 
that 5 bcf/d of new Mozambique LNG supply (apart from the Eni Coral FLNG of 0.45 bcf/d) won’t start up in 2024 and 

https://www.total.com/media/news/press-releases/total-declares-force-majeure-mozambique-lng-project
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://www.ft.com/content/908bfd80‐b858‐11e9‐96bd‐8e884d3ea203
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continuing thru the 2020s. And we believe all LNG forecasts included this 5.0 bcf/d to be in service in the 2020s as 
Mozambique had been considered the best positioned LNG supply to access Asia after Australia and Papua New Guinea.   
(i) Eni Coral Sul (Rovuma Basin) FLNG of 0.45 bcf/d planned in service in 2022.  [LINK] This is an offshore floating LNG 
vessel that is still expected to be in service in 2022. (ii) Total Phase 1 to add 1.7 bcf/d with an in service originally planned 
for 2024. We expect the in service data to be pushed back to at least 2026 assuming Total gives a development restart 
approval in Dec 2021. In theory, this would only be a 1 year loss of time. However, Total has let services go, the project 
will be idle for 9 months, it isn’t clear if the need to get people out quickly let them do a complete put the project on hold, 
and how many people will be on site maintaining the status of the development during the force majeure. Also what new 
procedures and safety will be put in place for a restart. These all mean there will be added time needed to get the project 
back to where it was when force majeure was declared ie. why we think a 12 month time delay will be more like an 18 
month project delay. (iii) Exxon’s Rozuma Phase 1 LNG will add 2.0 bcf/d and, pre-Covid, was expected to be in service in 
2025.  We believe the delays related to security and safety at Total are also going to impact Exxon.  We find it highly 
unlikely the Exxon board would take a different security and safety decision than Total.  Pre-pandemic, Exxon’s March 6, 
2019 Investor Day noted their operated Mozambique Rovuma LNG Phase 1 was to be 2 trains each with 1.0 bcf/d 
capacity for total initial capacity of 2.0 bf/d with FID expected in 2019 and first LNG deliveries in 2024. The 2019 FID 
expectation was later pushed to be expected just before the March 2020 investor day.  But the pandemic hit, and on 
March 21, 2020, we tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters story “Exclusive: Coronavirus, gas slump put brakes on Exxon's giant 
Mozambique LNG plan” [LINK] that noted Exxon was expected to delay the Rovuma FID. There was no timeline, but the 
expectation was that FID would now be in 2022 (3 years later than original timeline0 and that would push first LNG likely 
to 2027.  (iv) Total Phase 2 was to add 1.3 bcf/d. There was no firm in service date but it was expected to follow closely 
behind Phase 1 to maintain services.  That would have put it originally in the 2026/2027 period.  But if Phase 1 is pushed 
back 2 years, so will Phase 2 so more likely 2028/2029..  (v) Total Phase 1 + 2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 total 5.0 bcf/d 
and would have been (and still are) in all LNG supply forecasts for the 2020s.  (vi) We aren’t certain if the LNG supply 
forecasts include Exxon Rozuma Phase 2 ,which would be an additional 2.0 bcf/d on top of the 5.0 bcf/d noted above.  
Exxon Rozuma has always been expected to be at least 2 Phases.  This has been the plan since the Anadarko days 
given the 85 tcf size of the resource on Exxon’s Area 4. There was no firm in service data for Phase 2, but it was expected 
they would also closely follow Phase 1 to maintain services.  We expect that original timeline would have been 2026/2027 
and that would not be pushed back to 2029/2030. (vii) It doesn’t matter if its only 5 bcf/ of Mozambique that is delayed 2 to 
3 years, it will cause a bigger LNG supply gap and sooner.  The issue for LNG markets is this is taking projects that are in 
development effectively out of the queue for some period.  

Exxon Mozambique LNG  

 
Source: Exxon Investor Day March 6, 2019 
 

Won’t LNG and natural gas get hit by Biden’s push for carbon free electricity? Yes, in the US. For the last 9 months, we 
have warned on Biden’s climate change plan that were his election platform and now form his administration’s energy 
transition map.  We posted our July 28, 2020 blog “Biden To Put US On “Irreversible Path to Achieve Net-Zero Emissions, 
Economy-Wide” Is a Major Negative To US Natural Gas in 2020s “[LINK] on Biden’s platform “The Biden Plan to Build a 
Modern, Sustainable Infrastructure and an Equitable Clean Energy Future” [LINK].  Biden’s new American Jobs Plan 

https://www.eni.com/en-IT/low-carbon/coral-sul-flng.html
https://twitter.com/Energy_Tidbits/status/1241534422484013056
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-health-coronavirus-exxon-mobil-mozamb/exclusive-coronavirus-gas-slump-put-brakes-on-exxons-giant-mozambique-lng-plan-idUSKBN2173P8
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://joebiden.com/clean-energy/
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[LINK] lines up with his campaign platform including to put the US “on the path to achieving 100 percent carbon-free 
electricity by 2035.”.  Our July 28, 2020 blog noted that it would require replacing ~60% of US electricity generation with 
more renewable and it could eliminate ~40% (33.5 bcf/d) of 2019 US natural gas consumption. If Biden is 25% successful 
by 2030, it would replace ~6.3 bcf/d of natural gas demand. It would be a negative to US natural gas and force more US 
natural gas to export markets.  The wildcard when does US natural gas start to decline if producers are faced with the 
reality of natural gas being phased out for electricity. The other hope is that when Biden says “carbon-free”, its not what 
ends up in the details of any formal policy statement ie. carbon electricity will be allowed with Biden’s push for CCS.   

Will Cdn natural gas be similarly hit by if Trudeau move to “emissions free” and not “net zero emissions” electricity? Yes 
and No. Our SAF Group April 25, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo [LINK] was titled ““Bad News For Natural Gas, Trudeau’s 
Electricity Goal is Now 100% “Emissions Free” And Not “Net Zero Emissions”.  On Thursday, PM Trudeau spoke at 
Biden’s global climate summit [LINK] and looks like he slipped in a new view on electricity than was in last Monday’s 
budget and his Dec climate plan.  Trudeau said “In Canada, we’ve worked hard to get to over 80% emissions-free 
electricity, and we’re not going to stop until we get to 100%.”  Speeches, especially ones made on a global stage are 
checked carefully so this had to be deliberate.  Trudeau said “emissions free” and not net zero emissions electricity. It 
seems like this language is carefully written to exclude any fossil fuels as they are not emissions free even if they are 
linked to CCS. Recall in Liberals big Dec 2020 climate announcement [LINK], Liberals said ““Work with provinces, utilities 
and other partners to ensure that Canada’s electricity generation achieves net-zero emissions before 2050.”  There is no 
way Trudeau changed the language unless he meant to do so.  And this is a major change as it would seem to indicate 
his plan to eliminate all fossil fuels used for electricity.  If so this would be a negative to Cdn natural gas that would be 
stuck within Western Canada and/or continuing to push into the US when Biden is trying to switch to carbon free 
electricity. We recognize that there is still some ambiguity in what will be the details of policy and the Liberals aren’t 
changing to no carbon sourced electricity at all. Let’s hope so. But let’s also be careful that politicians don’t change 
language without a reason or at least with a view to setting up for some future hit. Plus Trudeau had a big warning in that 
same speech saying “we will make it law to respect our new 2030 target and achieve net-zero emissions by 2050".  They 
plan to make it the law that Canada has to be on track for the Liberals 2030 emissions targets.  This means that the future 
messaging will be that the Liberals have no choice but to take harder future emissions actions as it is the law. They will be 
just obeying the law as they will be obligated to obey the law. Everyone knows the messaging will be we have to do more 
get to Net Zero, that in itself will inevitably mean it will be the law if he actually does move to eliminate any carbon based 
electricity. So yes it’s a negative, that is unless more Cdn natural gas can be exported via LNG to Asia. We believe this 
would be a plus to be priced against global LNG instead of Henry Hub.  
 
Biden’s global climate summit reminded there is too much risk to skip over natural gas as the transition fuel.  Apart from 
the US and Canada, we haven’t seen a sea shift to eliminating natural gas for power generation, especially from energy 
import dependent countries.  There is a strong belief that hydrogen and battery storage will one day be able to scale up at 
a competitive cost to lead to the acceleration away from fossil fuels.  But that time isn’t yet here, at least not for energy 
import dependent countries.  One of the key themes from last week’s leader’s speeches at the Biden global climate 
summit – to get to Net Zero, the world is assuming there wilt be technological advances/discoveries that aren’t here today 
and that have the potential to immediately ramp up in scale. IEA Executive Director Faith Birol was blunt in his message 
[LINK] saying “Right now, the data does not match the rhetoric – and the gap is getting wider.” And “IEA analysis shows 
that about half the reductions to get to net zero emissions in 2050 will need to come from technologies that are not yet 
ready for market.  This calls for massive leaps in innovation. Innovation across batteries, hydrogen, synthetic fuels, carbon 
capture and many other technologies.  US Special Envoy for Climate John Kerry said a similar point that half of the 
emissions reductions will have to come from technologies that we don’t yet have at scale.  UK PM Johnson [LINK] didn’t 
say it specifically, but points to this same issue saying “To do these things we’ve got to be constantly original and 
optimistic about new technology and new solutions whether that’s crops that are super-resistant to drought or more 
accurate weather forecasts like those we hope to see from the UK’s new Met Office 1.2bn supercomputer that we’re 
investing in.”  It may well be that the US and other self sufficient energy countries are comfortable going on the basis of 
assuming technology developments will occur on a timely basis. But, its clear that countries like China, India, South Korea 
and others are not prepared to do so.  And not prepared to have the confidence to rid themselves of coal power 
generation.   This is why there hasn’t been any material change in the LNG demand outlook 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2021/03/31/fact-sheet-the-american-jobs-plan/
http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
https://pm.gc.ca/en/news/speeches/2021/04/22/prime-ministers-remarks-raising-our-climate-ambition-session-leaders
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/news/2020/12/a-healthy-environment-and-a-healthy-economy.html
https://www.iea.org/news/executive-director-speech-at-the-leaders-summit-on-climate
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pm-statement-at-the-leaders-summit-on-climate-22-april-2021
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We expect the IEA’s blunt message that the gap is getting wider will be reinforced on May 18.  We have had a consistent 
view on the energy transition for the past few years.  We believe it is going to happen, but it will take longer, be a bumpy 
road and cost more than expected.  This is why we believe the demise of oil and natural gas won’t be as easy and fast as 
hoped for by the climate change side.  The IEA’s blunt warning on the gap widening should not be a surprise as they 
warned on this in June 2020.  Birol’s climate speech also highlighted that the IEA will release on May 18 its roadmap for 
how the global energy sector can reach net zero by 2050.  Our SAF Group June 11, 2020 blog “Will The Demise Of Oil 
Take Longer, Just Like Coal? IEA and Shell Highlight Delays/Gaps To A Smooth Clean Energy Transition” [LINK] feature 
the IEA’s June 2020 warning that the critical energy technologies needed to reduce emissions are nowhere near where 
they need to be.  In that blog, we said “there was an excellent illustration of the many significant areas, or major pieces of 
the puzzle, involved in an energy transition by the IEA last week.  The IEA also noted the progress of each of the major 
pieces and the overall conclusion is that the vast majority of the pieces are behind or well behind where they should be to 
meet a smooth timely energy transition.  It is important to note that these are just what the IEA calls the “critical energy 
technologies” and does not get into the wide range of other considerations needed to support the energy transition.  The 
IEA divides these “critical energy technologies “into major groupings and then ranked the progress of each of these pieces 
in its report “Tracking Clean Energy Progress” [LINK] by on track, more efforts needed, or not on track”.  Our blog 
included the below IEA June 2020 chart.   

IEA’s Progress Ranking For “Critical Energy Technologies” For Clean Energy Transition 

 
Source: IEA Tracking Clean Energy Progress, June 2020 
 

We are referencing Shell’s long term outlook for LNG   We recognize there are many different forecasts for LNG, but are 
referencing Shell’ LNG Outlook 2021 from Feb 25, 2021 for a few reasons. (i) Shell’s view on LNG is the key view for 
when and what decision will be made for LNG Canada Phase 2. (ii)  Shell is one of the global leaders in LNG supply and 
trading.  (iii) Shell provides on the record LNG outlooks every year so there is the ability to compare and make sure the 
outlook fits the story.  It does. (iv) Shell, like other supermajors, has had to make big capex cuts post pandemic and that 
certainly wouldn’t put any bias to the need for more capex.  

Shell’s March 2021 long term outlook for LNG demand was basically unchanged vs 2020 and leads to a LNG supply gap 
in mid 2020s   Shell does not provide the detailed numbers in their Feb 25, 2021 LNG forecast.  We would assume they 
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would have reflected some delay, perhaps 1 year, at Mozambique but would be surprised if they put a 2-3 year delay in 
for the 5 bcf/d from Total Phase 1 +2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1. Compared to their LNG Outlook 2020, it looks like 
there was no change for their estimate of global natural gas demand growth to 2040, which looked relatively unchanged at 
approx. 5,000 bcm/yr or 484 bcf/d. Similarly, long term LNG demand looked unchanged to 2040 of ~700 mm tonnes (92 
bcf/d) vs 360 mm tonnes (47 bcf/d) in 2020. In the 2021 outlook, Shell highlighted that the pandemic delayed project 
construction timelines and that the “lasting impact expected on LNG supply not demand”. And that Shell sees a LNG 
“supply-demand gap estimated to emerge in the middle of the current decade as demand rebounds”. Comparing to 2020, 
it looks like the supply-demand gap is sooner.  

Supply-demand gap estimated to emerge in the middle of the current decade 

 
Source: Shell LNG Outlook 2021, Feb 25, 2021 

 
Mozambique delays are redefining the LNG markets for the 2020s: Delaying 5 bcf/d of Mozambique new LNG supply 2-3 
years means a much bigger supply gap starting in 2025..  Even if the optimists are right, there are now delays to all major 
Mozambique LNG supply from LNG supply forecasts.  We don’t have the detail, but we believe all LNG forecasts, 
including Shell’s LNG Outlook 2021, would have included Total’s Phase 1 and Phase 2 and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1.  As 
noted earlier, we believe that the likely impact of the Mozambique security concerns is that these forecasts would likely 
have to push back 1.7 bcf/d from Total Phase 1 to at least 2026, 2.0 bcf/d Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 to at least 2027, and 
1.3 bcf/d Total Phase 2 to at least 2028/2029 with the real risk these get pushed back even further. 5.0 bcf/d is equal to 38 
mtpa.  These delays would mean there is an increasing LNG supply gap in 2025 and increasingly significantly thereafter. 
And even if a new greenfield LNG project is FID’s right away, it wouldn’t be able to step in to replace Total Phase 1 prior 
startup timing for 2024 or likely the market at all until at least 2027. Its why the decision on filling the gap will fall on 
brownfield LNG projects.   

And does this bigger, nearer supply gap force LNG players to look at what brownfield LNG projects they could advance?  
A greenfield LNG project would likely take at least until 2027 to be in operations.  Its why we believe the Mozambique 
delays will effectively force major LNG players to look to see if there are brownfield LNG projects they should look to 
advance.  Prior to the just passed winter, no one would think Shell or other major LNG players would be considering any 
new LNG FIDs in 2021.  All the big companies are in capital reduction mode and debt reduction mode. But Brent oil is 
now solidly over $60 and LNG prices hit record levels in Jan and the world’s economic and oil and gas demand outlook 
are increasing with vaccinations.  And we are starting to see companies move to increasing capex with the higher cash 
flows.   We would not expect any major LNG players to move to FID right away. But we see them watching to see if 2021 
plays out to still support this increasing LNG supply gap.  And unless new mutations prevent vaccinations from returning 
the world to normal, we suspect that major LNG players, like other oil and gas companies, will be looking to increase 
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capex as they approve 2022 budgets.  The outlook for the future has changed dramatically in the last 5 months.  The 
question facing Shell and others, should they look to FID new LNG brownfield projects in the face of an increasing LNG 
supply gap that is going to hit faster and harder than expected a few months ago. We expect these decisions to be looked 
at before the end of 2021. LNG prices will be stronger, but we expect the limiting cap in Asia will be that thermal coal will 
be used to mitigate some LNG price pressure. 

Back to Shell, does increasing LNG supply gap provide the opportunity to at least consider a LNG Canada Phase 2 FID 
over the next 9 months?  Shell is no different than any other major LNG supplier in always knowing the market and that 
the oil and gas outlook is much stronger than 6 months ago. No one has been or is talking about this Mozambique impact 
and how it will at least force major LNG players to look at if they should FID new brownfield LNG projects to take 
advantage of this increasing supply gap. We don’t have any inside contacts at Shell or LNG Canada, but that is no 
different than when we looked at the LNG markets in September 2017 and saw the potential for Shell to FID LNG Canada 
in 2018. We posted a September 20, 2017 blog “China’s Plan To Increase Natural Gas To 10% Of Its Energy Mix Is A 
Global Game Changer Including For BC LNG” [LINK]. Last time, it was a demand driven supply gap, this time, it’s a 
supply driven supply gap.  We have to believe any major LNG player, including Shell, will be at least looking at their 
brownfield LNG project list and seeing if they should look to advance FID later in 2021.  Shell has LNG Canada Phase 2, 
which would add 2 additional trains or approx. 1.8 bcf/d. And an advantage to an FID would be that Shell would be able to 
commit to its existing contractors and fabricators for a continuous construction cycle following on LNG Canada Phase 1 ie. 
to help keep a lid on capital costs. No one is talking about the need for these new brownfield LNG projects, but, unless 
Total gets back developing Mozambique and keeps the delay to a matter of months, its inevitable that these brownfield 
LNG FID internal discussions will be happening in H2/21. Especially since the oil and gas price outlook is much stronger 
than it was in the fall and companies will be looking to increase capex in 2022 budgets 

A LNG Canada Phase 2 would be a big plus to Cdn natural gas.  A LNG Canada Phase 2 FID would be a big plus for Cdn 
natural gas. It would allow another ~1.8 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas to be priced against Asian LNG prices and not against 
Henry Hub. And it would provide demand offset versus Trudeau if he moves to make electricity “emissions free” and not 
his prior “net zero emissions”. Mozambique may be in Africa, but, unless sustained peace and security is attained, it is a 
game changer to LNG outlook creating a bigger and sooner LNG supply gap. And with a stronger tone to oil and natural 
gas prices in 2021, the LNG supply gap will at least provide the opportunity for Shell to consider FID for its brownfield 
LNG Canada Phase 2 and provide big support to Cdn natural gas for back half of the 2020s. And perhaps if LNG Canada 
is exporting 3.6 bcf/d from two phases, it could help flip Cdn natural gas to a premium to US natural gas especially if 
Biden is successful in reducing US domestic natural gas consumption for electricity. The next six months will be very 
interesting to watch for LNG markets.  

 

http://www.safgroup.ca/insights/trends-in-the-market/
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Asian LNG Buyers Abruptly Change and Lock in Long Term Supply – 
Validates Supply Gap, Provides Support For Brownfield LNG FIDs 
Posted 11am on July 14, 2021 
 
The last 7 days has shown there is a sea change as Asian LNG buyers have made an abrupt change in their LNG 
contracting and are moving to lock in long term LNG supply. This is the complete opposite of what they were doing pre-
Covid when they were trying to renegotiate Qatar LNG long term deals lower and moving away from long term deals to 
spot/short term sales. Why? We think they did the same math we did in our April 28 blog “Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs 
Now Needed To Fill New LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?” and saw a 
much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap driven by the delay of 5 bcf/d of Mozambique LNG that was built into most, if not 
all LNG supply forecasts. Asian LNG buyers are committing real dollars to long term LNG deals, which we believe is the 
best validation for the LNG supply gap. Another validation, Shell, Total and others are aggressively competing to invest 
long term capital to partner in Qatar Petroleum’s massive 4.3 bcf/d LNG expansion despite plans to reduce fossil fuels 
production in the 2020s. And even more importantly to LNG suppliers, the return to long term LNG contracts provides the 
financing capacity to commit to brownfield LNG FIDs. The abrupt change by Asian LNG buyers to long term contracts is a 
game changer for LNG markets and sets the stage for brownfield LNG FIDs likely as soon as before year end 2021. It has 
to be brownfield LNG FIDs if the gap is coming bigger and sooner.  And we return to our April 28 blog point, if brownfield 
LNG is needed, what about Shell looking at 1.8 bcf/d brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2?  LNG Canada Phase 1 at 1.8 
bcf/d capacity is already a material positive for Cdn natural gas producers.  A FID on LNG Canada Phase 2 would be 
huge, meaning 3.6 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas will be tied to Asian LNG markets and not competing in the US against Henry 
Hub.  And with a much shorter distance to Asian LNG markets.  This is why we focus on global LNG markets for our views 
on the future value of Canadian natural gas.  
 
Sea change in Asian LNG buyers is also the best validation of the LNG supply gap and big to LNG supply FIDs.  Has the 
data changed or have the market participants changed in how they react to the data?  We can’t recall exactly who said 
that on CNBC on July 12, it’s a question we always ask ourselves.  In the LNG case, the data has changed with 
Mozambique LNG delays and that has directly resulted in market participants changing and entering into long term 
contracts.  We can’t stress enough how important it is to see Asian LNG buyers move to long term LNG deals. (i) 
Validates the sooner and bigger LNG supply gap.  We believe LNG markets should look at the last two weeks of new long 
term deals for Asian LNG buyers as being the validation of the LNG supply gap that clearly emerged post Total declaring 
force majeure on its 1.7 bcf/d Mozambique LNG Phase 1 that was under construction and on track for first LNG delivery in 
2024.  Since then, markets have started to realize the Mozambique delays are much more than 1.7 bcf/d. They have seen 
major LNG suppliers change their outlook to a more bullish LNG outlook and, most importantly, are now seeing Asian 
LNG buyers changing from trying to renegotiate long term LNG deals lower to entering into long term LNG deals to have 
security of supply.  Asian LNG buyers are cozying up to Qatar in a prelude to the next wave of Asian buyer long term 
deals.  What better validation is there than companies/countries putting their money where their mouth is. (ii) Provides 
financial commitment to help push LNG suppliers to FID.  We believe these Asian LNG buyers are doing much more than 
validating a LNG supply gap to markets. The big LNG suppliers can move to FID based on adding more LNG supply to 
their portfolio, but having more long term deals provides the financial anchor/visibility to long term capital commitment 
from the buyers.  Long term contracts will only help LNG suppliers get to FID.  
 
It was always clear that the Mozambique LNG supply delay was 5.0 bcf/d, not just 1.7 bcf/d from Total Phase 1. LNG 
markets didn’t really react to Total’s April 26 declaration of force majeure on its 1.7 bcf/d Mozambique LNG Phase 1.  This 
was an under construction project that was on time to deliver first LNG in 2024.  It was in all LNG supply forecasts.  There 
was no timeline given but, on the Apr 29 Q1 call, Total said that it expected any restart decision would be least a year 
away. If so, we believe that puts any actual construction at least 18 months away.  There will be work to do just to get 
back to where they were when they were forced to stop development work on Phase 1.  Surprisingly, markets didn’t look 
the broader implications, which is why we posted our 7-pg Apr 28 blog “Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill 
New LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2?” [LINK]  We highlighted that 
Mozambique LNG delays were actually 5 bcf/d, not 1.7 bcf/d. And this 5 bcf/d of Mozambique LNG supply was built into 
most, if not all, LNG supply forecasts.  The delay in Total Phase 1 would lead to a commensurate delay in its Mozambique 
LNG Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d. Total Phase 2 was to add 1.3 bcf/d. There was no firm in service date, but it was expected to 
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follow closely behind Phase 1 to maintain services.  That would have put it originally in the 2026/2027 period.  But if 
Phase 1 is pushed back at least 2 years, so will the follow on Phase 2, so more likely, it will be at least 2028/2029. The 
assumption for most, if not all, LNG forecasts was that Phase 2 would follow Phase 1. Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 
bcf/d continues to be pushed back in timeline especially following Total Phase 1. Exxon’s Mozambique Rozuma Phase 1 
LNG will add 2.0 bcf/d and, pre-Covid, was originally expected to be in service in 2025.  The project was being delayed 
and Total’s force majeure has added to the delays. Rozuma onshore LNG facilities are right by Total. On June 20, we 
tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters report “Exclusive: Galp says it won't invest in Rovuma until Mozambique ensures security” 
[LINK].  Galp is one of Exxon’s partners in Rozuma.  Reuters reported that Galp said they won’t invest in Exxon’s Rozuma 
LNG project until the government ensures security, that this may take a while, they won’t be considering the project until 
after Total has reliably resumed work on its Phase 1, which likely puts any Rozuma decision until at least end of 2022 at 
the earliest.  Galp has taken any Rozuma Phase 1 capex out of their new capex plans thru 2025 and will have to take out 
projects in their capex plan if Rozuma does come back to work.  This puts Rozuma more likely 2028 at the earliest as 
opposed to before the original expectations of before 2025. Pre-pandemic, Exxon’s March 6, 2019 Investor Day noted 
their operated Mozambique Rovuma LNG Phase 1 was to be 2 trains each with 1.0 bcf/d capacity for total initial capacity 
of 2.0 bf/d with FID expected in 2019 and first LNG deliveries sometime before 2025.  LNG forecasts had been assuming 
Exxon Rozuma would be onstream around 2025. The 2019 FID expectation was later pushed to be expected just before 
the March 2020 investor day.  But the pandemic hit, and on March 21, 2020, we tweeted [LINK] on the Reuters story 
“Exclusive: Coronavirus, gas slump put brakes on Exxon's giant Mozambique LNG plan” [LINK] that noted Exxon was 
expected to delay the Rovuma FID. There was no timeline, but now, any FID is not expected until late 2022 at the earliest, 
that would push first LNG likely to at least 2028. What this means is that the Mozambique LNG delays are not 1.7 bcf/d 
but 5.0 bcf/d of projects that were in all, if not most, LNG supply forecasts. There is much more in our 7-pg blog. But 
Mozambique is what is driving a much bigger and sooner LNG supply gap starting ~2025 and stronger outlook for LNG 
prices 
 
One of the reasons why it went under the radar is that major LNG suppliers played stupid on the Mozambique impact. It 
makes it harder for markets to see a big deal when the major LNG suppliers weren’t making a big deal of Mozambique or 
playing stupid in the case of Cheniere in their May 4 Q1 call.  In our May 9, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo, we said we had to 
chuckle when we saw Cheniere’s response in the Q&A to its Q1 call on May 4 that they only know what we know from 
reading the Total releases on Mozambique and its impact on LNG markets.  It’s why we tweeted [LINK] “Hmm! $LNG 
says only know what we read on #LNG market impact from $TOT $XOM MZ LNG delays. Surely #TohokuElectric & other 
offtake buyers are reaching out to #Cheniere. MZ LNG delays is a game changer to LNG in 2020s, see SAF Group blog. 
Thx @olympe_mattei @TheTerminal  #NatGas”.  How could they not be talking to LNG buyers for Total and /or Exxon 
Mozambique LNG projects. In the Q1 Q&A, mgmt was asked about Mozambique and didn’t know any more than what you 
or I have read. Surely, they were speaking to Asian LNG buyers who had planned to get LNG supply from Total 
Mozambique or Exxon Rozuma Mozambique or both.  Mgmt is asked “wanted to just kind of touch on the color use talking 
about for these supply curve. And are you able to kind of provide any thoughts on the Mozambique and a deferral with the 
project of that size on 13 and TPA being deferred by we see you have you noticed any impact to the market has is there 
any impact for stage 3 with that capacity? Thanks.” Mgmt replies “No. Look, I only know about the Mozambique delay with 
what I read as well as what you read that from total and an Exxon. And it's a sad situation and I hope everybody is safe 
and healthy that were there to experience that unrest but no I don't think it's, again it's a different business paradigm than 
what we offer. So, we offer a full value product, the customer doesn't have to invest in equity, customer doesn't have to 
worry about the E&P side of the business because, we've been able to both the by at our peak almost 7 Dee's a day of 
US NAT gas from almost a 100 different producers on 26 different pipelines and deliver it to our to facilities. So we take 
care of a lot of what the customer needs”. 
 
There are other LNG supply delays/interruptions beyond Mozambique. There have been a number of other smaller LNG 
delay or existing supply interruptions that add to Asian LNG buyers feeling less secure about the reliability of mid to long 
term LNG supply.  Here are just a few examples. (i) Total Papua LNG 0.74 bcf/d. On June 8, we tweeted [LINK] “Timing 
update Papua #LNG project.  $OSH June 8 update "2022 FEED, 2023 FID targeting 2027 first gas".  $TOT May 5 update 
didn't forecast 1st gas date. Papua is 2 trains w/ total capacity 0.74 bcf/d.”  We followed the tweet saying [LINK] “Bigger 
#LNG supply gap being created >2025. Papua #LNG originally expected FID in 2020 so 1st LNG is 2 years delayed. 
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Common theme - new LNG supply is being delayed ie. [Total] Mozambique. Don't forget need capacity>demand due to 
normal maintenance, etc. Positive for LNG.”  (ii) Chevron’s Gorgon. A big LNG story in H2/20 was the emergence of weld 
quality issues in the propane heat exchangers at Train 2, which required additional downtime for repair.  Train 2 was shut 
on May 23 with an original restart of July 11, but the repairs to the weld quality issues meant it didn’t restart until late Nov.  
The same issue was found in Train 1 but repairs were completed.  However extended downtime for the trains led to lower 
LNG volumes.  Gorgon produced ~2.3 bcf/d in 2019 but was down to 2.0 bcf/d in 2020. (iii) Equinor’s Melkoeya 0.63 bcf/d 
shut down for 18 months due to a fire. A massive fire led to the Sept 28, 2020 shutdown of the 0.63 bcf/d Melkoeya LNG 
facility in Norway. On April 26, Equinor released “Revised start-up date for Hammerfest LNG” [LINK] with regard to the 
0.63 bcf/d Melkoeya LNG facility.  The original restart date was Oct 1, 2021 (ie. a 12 month shut down), but Equinor said 
“Due to the comprehensive scope of work and Covid-19 restrictions, the revised estimated start-up date is set to 31 March 
2022”.  When we read the release, it seemed like Equinor was almost setting the stage for another potential delay in the 
restart date.  Equinor had two qualifiers to this March 31, 2022 restart date. Equinor said “there is still some uncertainty 
related to the scope of the work” and “Operational measures to handle the Covid-19 situation have affected the follow-up 
progress after the fire. The project for planning and carrying out repairs of the Hammerfest LNG plant must always comply 
with applicable guidelines for handling the infection situation in society. The project has already introduced several 
measures that allow us to have fewer workers on site at the same time than previously expected. There is still uncertainty 
related to how the Covid-19 development will impact the project progress.”   
 
Cheniere stopped the game playing the game on June 30. Our July 4, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo noted that it looks like 
Cheniere has stopped playing stupid with respect to the strengthening LNG market in 2021.  We can’t believe they 
thought they were fooling anyone, especially their competitors. Bu that week, they came out talking about how commercial 
discussions have picked up in 2021 and it’s boosted their hope for a Texas (Corpus Christi)  LNG expansion. On 
Wednesday, Platts reported “Pickup in commercial talks boosts Cheniere's hopes on mid-scale LNG project” [LINK]  Platts 
wrote “Cheniere Energy expects to make a "substantial dent" by the end of 2022 in building sufficient buyer support for a 
proposed mid-scale expansion at the site of its Texas liquefaction facility, Chief Commercial Officer Anatol Feygin said 
June 30 in an interview.” “ As a result, he said, " The commercial engagement, I think it is very fair to say, has really 
picked up steam, and we are quite optimistic over the coming 12-18 months to make a substantial dent in that Stage 3 
commercialization."   Platts also reported that Cheniere noted this has been a tightening market all year (ie would have 
been known by the May 4 Q1 call). Platts wrote “We obviously find ourselves at the beginning of this year and throughout 
in a very tight market where prices today into Asia and into Europe are at levels that we frankly haven't seen in a decade-
plus," Feygin said. "We've surpassed the economics that the industry saw post the Fukushima tragedy in March 2011, 
and that's happened in the shoulder period."  It’s a public stance as to a more bullish LNG outlook  
 
But we still see major LNG suppliers like Australia hinting but not outright saying that LNG supply gap is coming sooner.  
We have to believe Australia will be unveiling a sooner LNG supply gap in their September forecast.  On June 28, we 
tweeted [LINK] on Australia’s Resources and Energy Quarterly released on Monday [LINK] because there was a major 
change to their LNG outlook versus their March forecast. We tweeted “#LNGSupplyGap. AU June fcast now sees #LNG 
mkt tighten post 2023 vs Mar fcast excess supply thru 2026. Why? $TOT Mozambique delays. See below SAF Apr 28 
blog. Means brownfield LNG FID needed ie. like #LNGCanada Phase 2. #OOTT #NatGas”.  Australia no longer sees 
supply exceeding demand thru 2026.  In their March forecast, Australia said “Nonetheless, given the large scale 
expansion of global LNG capacity in recent years, demand is expected to remain short of total supply throughout the 
projection period.”  Note this is thru 2026 ie. a LNG supply surplus thru 2026.  But on June 28, Australia changed that 
LNG outlook and now says the LNG market may tighten beyond 2023.  Interestingly, the June forecast only goes to 2023 
and not to 2026 as in March. Hmmm!  On Monday, they said “Given the large scale expansion of global LNG capacity in 
recent years, import demand is expected to remain short of export capacity throughout the outlook period. Beyond 2023, 
the global LNG market may tighten, due to the April 2021 decision to indefinitely suspend the Mozambique LNG project, in 
response to rising security issues. This project has an annual nameplate capacity of 13 million tonnes, and was previously 
expected to start exporting LNG in 2024.”  13 million tonnes is 1.7 bcf/d so they are only referring to Total Mozambique 
LNG Phase 1. So no surprise the change is Mozambique LNG driven but we have to believe the reason why they cut their 
forecast off this time at 2023 is that they are looking at trying to figure out what to forecast beyond 2023 in addition to 
Total Phase 1.  And, importantly, we believe they will be changing their LNG forecast for more than Mozambique ie. India 
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demand that we highlight later in the blog.  They didn’t say anything else specific on Mozambique but, surely they have to 
also be delaying the follow on Total Phase 2 of 1.3 bcf/d and Exxon Rozuma Phase 1 of 2.0 bcf/d.   
 
Australia’s LNG Outlook: March 2021 vs June 2021 Forecasts 

 
Source: Australia Resources and Energy Quarterly  
 
Clearly Asian LNG buyers did the math, saw the new LNG supply gap and were working the phones in March/April/May 
trying to lock up long term supply.  We wrote extensively on the Total Mozambique LNG situation before the April 26 force 
majeure as it was obvious that delays were coming to a project counted on for first LNG in 2024.  Total had shut down 
Phase 1 development in December for 3 months due to the violence and security risks. It restarted development on Wed 
March 24, violence/attacks immediately resumed for 3 consecutive days, and then Total suspended development on Sat 
March 27.  That’s why no one should have been surprised by the April 26 force majeure.  Asian LNG buyers were also 
seeing this and could easily do the same math we were doing and saw a bigger and sooner LNG supply gap.  They were 
clearly working the phones with a new priority to lock up long term LNG supply. Major long term deals don’t happen 
overnight, so it makes sense that we started to see these new Asian long term LNG deals start at the end of June. 
 
A big pivot from trying to renegotiate down long term LNG deals or being happy to let long term contracts expire and 
replace with spot/short term LNG deals. This is a major pivot or abrupt turn on the Asian LNG buyers contracting strategy 
for the 2020s.  There is the natural reduction of long term contracts as contracts reach their term.  But with the weakness 
in LNG prices in 2019 and 2020, Asian LNG buyers weren’t trying to extend long term contracts, rather, the push was to 
try to renegotiate down its long term LNG deals.  The reason was clear, as spot prices for LNG were way less than long 
term contract prices.  And this led to their LNG contracting strategy – move to increase the proportion of spot LNG 
deliveries out of total LNG deliveries. Shell’s LNG Outlook 2021 was on Feb 25, 2021 and included the below graphs.  
The spot LNG price derivation from long term prices in 2019 and 2020 made sense for Asian LNG buyers to try to change 
their contract mix.  Yesterday, Maeil Business News Korea reported on the new Qatar/Kogas long term LNG deal with its 
report “Korea may face LNG supply cliff or pay hefty price after long-term supplies run out” [LINK], which highlighted this 
very concept – Korea wasn’t worried about trying to extend expiring long term LNG contracts.  Maeil wrote “Seoul in 2019 
secured a long-term LNG supply contract with the U.S. for annual 15.8 million tons over a 15-year period. But even with 
the latest two LNG supply contracts, the Korean government needs extra 6 million tons or more of LNG supplies to keep 
up the current power pipeline.  By 2024, Korea’s long-term supply contracts for 9 million tons of LNG will expire - 4.92 
million tons on contract with Qatar and 4.06 million tons from Oman, according to a government official who asked to be 
unnamed.” 
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Spot LNG deliveries and Spot deviation from term price 

 
Source: Shell LNG Outlook 2021 on Feb 25, 2021 
 
Asian LNG buyers moving to long term LNG deals provide financing capacity for brownfield LNG FIDs. We believe this 
abrupt change and return to long term LNG deals is even more important to LNG suppliers who want to FID new projects. 
The big LNG players like Shell can FID new LNG supply without new long term contracts as they can build into their 
supply options to fill their portfolio of LNG contracts.  But that doesn’t mean the big players don’t want long term LNG 
supply deals, as having long term LNG contracts provide better financing capacity for any LNG supplier.  It takes big 
capex for LNG supply and long term deals make the financing easier.  
 
Four Asian buyer long term LNG deals in the last week.  It was pretty hard to miss a busy week for reports of new Asian 
LNG buyer long term LNG deals.  There were two deals from Qatar Petroleum, one from Petronas and one from BP.  The 
timing fits, it’s about 3 months after Total Mozambique LNG problems became crystal clear. And as noted later, there are 
indicators that more Asian buyer LNG deals are coming.    
 

Petronas/CNOOC is 10 yr supply deal for 0.3 bcf/d.  On July 7, we tweeted [LINK] on the confirmation of a big 
positive to Cdn natural gas with the Petronas announcement [LINK] of a new 10 year LNG supply deal for 0.3 
bcf/d with China’s CNOOC.  The deal also has special significance to Canada.  (i) Petronas said “This long-term 
supply agreement also includes supply from LNG Canada when the facility commences its operations by middle 
of the decade”.  This is a reminder of the big positive to Cdn natural gas in the next 3 to 4 years – the start up of 
LNG Canada Phase 1 is ~1.8 bcf/d capacity.  This is natural gas that will no longer be moving south to the US or 
east to eastern Canada, instead it will be going to Asia.  This will provide a benefit for all Western Canada natural 
gas.  (ii) First ever AECO linked LNG deal. It’s a pretty significant event for a long term Asia LNG deal to now 
have an AECO link.  Petronas wrote “The deal is for 2.2 million tonnes per annum (MTPA) for a 10-year period, 
indexed to a combination of the Brent and Alberta Energy Company (AECO) indices. The term deal between 
PETRONAS and CNOOC is valued at approximately USD 7 billion over ten years.”  2.2 MTPA is 0.3 bcf/d.  (iii) 
Reminds of LNG Canada’s competitive advantage for low greenhouse gas emissions. Petronas said “Once ready 
for operations, the LNG Canada project paves the way for PETRONAS to supply low greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission LNG to the key demand markets in Asia.”   
 
Qatar Petroleum/CPC (Taiwan) is 15 yr supply deal for 0.16 bcf/d. Pre Covid, Qatar was getting pressured to 
renegotiate lower its long term LNG contract prices. Now, it’s signing a 15 year deal.  On July 9, they entered in a 
new small long term LNG sales deal [LINK], a 15-yr LNG Sale and Purchase Agreement with CPC Corporation in 
Taiwan to supply it ~0.60 bcf/d of LNG.   LNG deliveries are set to begin in January 2022.  H.E. Minister for 
Energy Affairs & CEO of Qatar Petroleum Al-Kaabi said “We are pleased to enter into this long term LNG SPA, 
which is another milestone in our relationship with CPC, which dates back to almost three decades. We look 
forward to commencing deliveries under this SPA and to continuing our supplies as a trusted and reliable global 
LNG provider.”   The pricing was reported to be vs a basket of crudes.  
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BP/Guangzhou Gas, a 12-yr supply deal for 0.13 bcf/d. On July 9, there was a small long term LNG supply deal 
with BP and Guangzhou Gas (China). Argus reported [LINK] BP had signed a 12 year LNG supply deal with 
Guangzhou Gas (GG), a Chinese city’s gas distributor, which starts in 2022. The contract prices are to be linked 
to an index of international crude prices. Although GG typically gets its LNG from the spot market, it used a tender 
in late April for ~0.13 bcf/d  starting in 2022.    BP’s announcement looks to be for most of the tender, so it’s a 
small deal.  But it fit into the trend this week of seeing long term LNG supply deals to Asia.  This was intended to 
secure deliveries to the firm’s Xiaohudao import terminal which will become operational in August 2022. 
 
Qatar/Korea Gas is a 20-yr deal to supply 0.25 bcf/d.  On Monday, Reuters reported [LINK] “South Korea's energy 
ministry said on Monday it had signed a 20-year liquefied natural gas (LNG) supply agreement with Qatar for the 
next 20 years starting in 2025. South Korea's state-run Korea Gas Corp (036460.KS) will buy 2 million tonnes of 
LNG annually from Qatar Petroleum”.  There was no disclosure of pricing.  
 

More Asian buyer long term LNG deals (ie. India) will be coming. There are going to be more Asian buyer long term LNG 
deals coming soon.  Our July 11, 2021 Energy Tidbits highlighted how India’s new petroleum minister Hardeep Singh Puri 
(appointed July 8) hit the ground running with what looks to be a priority to set the stage for more India long term LNG 
deals with Qatar.  On July 10, we retweeted [LINK] “New India Petroleum Minister hits ground running.   What else w/ 
Qatar but #LNG. Must be #Puri setting stage for long term LNG supply deal(s). Fits sea change of buyers seeing 
#LNGSupplyGap (see SAF Apr 28 blog http://safgroup.ca) & wanting to tie up LNG supply. #OOTT”.  It’s hard to see any 
other conclusion after seeing what we call a sea change in LNG buyer mentality with a number of long term LNG deals 
this week. Puri tweeted [LINK] “Discussed ways of further strengthening mutual cooperation between our two countries in 
the hydrocarbon sector during a warm courtesy call with Qatar’s Minister of State for Energy Affairs who is also the 
President & CEO of @qatarpetroleum HE Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi”.  As noted above, we believe there is a sea change in 
LNG markets that was driven by the delay in 5 bcf/d of LNG supply from Mozambique (Total Phase 1 & Phase 2, and 
Exxon Rozuma Phase 1) that was counted on all LNG supply projections for the 2020s.  Puri’s tweet seems to be him 
setting the stage for India long term LNG supply deals with Qatar.   
 
Supermajors are aggressively competing to commit 30+ year capital to Qatar’s LNG expansion despite stated goal to 
reduce fossil fuels production. It’s not just Asian LNG buyers who are now once again committing long term capital to 
securing LNG supply, it’s also supermajors all bidding to be able to commit big capex to part of Qatar Petroleum’s 4.3 
bcf/d LNG expansion. Qatar Petroleum received a lot of headlines following the their June 23 announcement on its LNG 
expansion [LINK] on how they received bids for double the equity being offered.  And there were multiple reports that 
these are on much tougher terms for Qatar’s partners.  Qatar Petroleum CEO Saad Sherida Al-Kaabi specifically noted 
that, among the bidders, were Shell, Total and Exxon.  Shell and Total have two of the most ambitious plans to reduce 
fossil fuels production in the 2020’s, yet are competing to allocate long term capital to increase fossil fuels production. And 
Shell and Total are also two of the global LNG supply leaders.  It has to be because they are seeing a bigger and sooner 
LNG supply gap. 
 
Remember Qatar’s has a massive expansion but India alone needs 3x the Qatar expansion LNG capacity. In addition to 
the competition to be Qatar Petroleum’s partners, we remind that, while this is a massive 4.3 bcf/d LNG expansion, India 
alone sees its LNG import growing by ~13 bcf/d to 2030.  The Qatar announcement reminded they see a LNG supply gap 
and continued high LNG prices. We had a 3 part tweet.  (i) First, we highlighted [LINK] “1/3. #LNGSupplyGap coming. big 
support for @qatarpetroleum  expansion to add 4.3 bcf/d LNG. but also say "there is a lack of investments that could 
cause a significant shortage in gas between 2025-2030"  #NatGas #LNG”.  This is after QPC accounts for their big LNG 
expansion. The QPC release said “However, His Excellency Al-Kaabi voiced concern that during the global discussion on 
energy transition, there is a lack of investment in oil and gas projects, which could drive energy prices higher by stating 
that “while gas and LNG are important for the energy transition, there is a lack of investments that could cause a 
significant shortage in gas between 2025-2030, which in turn could cause a spike in the gas market.”  (ii) Second, this is a 
big 4.3 bcf/d expansion, but India alone has 3x the increase in LNG import demand.  We tweeted [LINK] “2/3. Adding 4.3 
bcf/d is big, but dwarfed by items like India. #Petronet gave 1st specific forecast for what it means if #NatGas is to be 15% 
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of energy mix by 2030 - India will need to increase #LNG imports by ~13 bcf/d.  See SAF Group June 20 Energy Tidbits 
memo.”  (iii) Third, Qatar’s supply gap warning is driven by the lack of investments in LNG supply.  We agree, but note 
that the lack of investment is in great part due to the delays in both projects under construction and in FIDs that were 
supposed to be done in 2019.  We tweeted [LINK] “3/3. #LNGSupplyGap is delay driven. $TOT Mozambique Phase 1 
delay has chain effect, backs up 5 bcf/d. See SAF Group Apr 28 blog Multiple Brownfield LNG FIDs Now Needed To Fill 
New #LNG Supply Gap From Mozambique Chaos? How About LNG Canada Phase 2? #NatGas.”   
 
Seems like many missed India’s first specific LNG forecast to 2030. Our June 20, 2021 Energy Tidbits memo highlighted 
the first India forecast that we have seen to estimate the required growth in natural gas consumption and LNG imports if 
India is to meet its target for natural gas to be 15% of its energy mix by 2030. India will need to increase LNG imports by 
~13 bcf/d or 3 times the size of the Qatar LNG expansion. Our June 6, 2021 Energy Tidbits noted the June 4 tweet from 
India’s Energy Minister Dharmendra Pradhan [LINK] reinforcing the 15% goal “We are rapidly deploying natural gas in our 
energy mix with the aim to increase the share of natural gas from the current 6% to 15% by 2030.”  But last week, 
Petronet CEO AK Singh gave a specific forecast. Reuters report “LNG’s share of Indian gas demand to rise to 70% by 
2030: Petronet CEO” [LINK] included Petronet’s forecast if India is to hit its target for natural gas to be 15% of energy mix 
by 2030.  Singh forecasts India’s natural gas consumption would increase from current 5.5 bcf/d to 22.6 bcf/d in 2030. 
And LNG shares would increase from 50% to 70% of natural gas consumption ie. an increase in LNG imports of ~13 bcf/d 
from just under 3 bcf/d to 15.8 bcf/d in 2030.  Singh did not specifically note his assumption for India’s natural gas 
production, but we can back into the assumption that India natural gas production grows from just under 3 bcf/d to 6.8 
bcf/d. It was good to finally see India come out with a specific forecast for 2030 natural gas consumption and LNG imports 
if India is to get natural gas to 15% of its energy mix in 2030.  Petronet’s Singh forecasts India natural gas consumption to 
increase from 5.5 bcf/d to 22.6 bcf/d in 2030.  This forecast is pretty close to our forecast in our Oct 23, 2019 blog “Finally, 
Some Visibility That India Is Moving Towards Its Target For Natural Gas To Be 15% Of Its Energy Mix By 2030”.  Here 
part of what we wrote in Oct 2019.  “It’s taken a year longer than we expected, but we are finally getting visibility that India 
is taking significant steps towards India’s goal to have natural gas be 15% of its energy mix by 2030.  On Wednesday, we 
posted a SAF blog [LINK] “Finally, Some Visibility That India Is Moving Towards Its Target For Natural Gas To Be 15% Of 
Its Energy Mix By 2030”.  Our 2019 blog estimate was for India natural gas demand to be 24.0 bcf/d in 2030 (vs Singh’s 
22.6 bcf/d) and for LNG import growth of +18.4 bcf/d to 2030 (vs Singh’s +13 bcf/d).  The difference in LNG would be due 
to our Oct 2019 forecast higher natural gas consumption by 1.4 bcf/d plus Singh forecasting India natural gas production 
+4 bcf/d to 2030.  Note India production peaked at 4.6 bcf/d in 2010.  
 
Bigger, nearer LNG supply gap + Asian buyers moving to long term LNG deals = LNG players forced to at least look at 
what brownfield LNG projects they could advance and move to FID. All we have seen since our April 28 blog is more 
validation of the bigger, nearer LNG supply gap.  And now market participants (Asian LNG buyers) are reacting to the new 
data by locking up long term supply. Cheniere noted how the pickup in commercial engagement means they “are quite 
optimistic over the coming 12-18 months to make a substantial dent in that Stage 3 commercialization."  Cheniere can’t be 
the only LNG supplier having new commercial discussions. It’s why we believe the Mozambique delays + Asian LNG 
buyers moving to long term deals will effectively force major LNG players to look to see if there are brownfield LNG 
projects they should look to advance.  Prior to March/April, no one would think Shell or other major LNG players would be 
considering any new LNG FIDs in 2021.  Covid forced all the big companies into capital reduction mode and debt 
reduction mode. But Brent oil is now solidly over $70, and LNG prices are over $13 this summer and the world’s economic 
and oil and gas demand outlook are increasing with vaccinations.  And we are starting to see companies move to 
increasing capex with the higher cash flows. The theme in Q3 reporting is going to be record or near record oil and gas 
cash flows, reduced debt levels and increasing returns to shareholders. And unless new mutations prevent vaccinations 
from returning the world to normal, we suspect that major LNG players, like other oil and gas companies, will be looking to 
increase capex as they approve 2022 budgets.  The outlook for the future has changed dramatically in the last 8 months.  
The question facing major LNG players like Shell is should they look to FID new LNG brownfield projects in the face of an 
increasing LNG supply gap that is going to hit faster and harder and Asian LNG buyers prepared to do long term deals.  
We expect these decisions to be looked at before the end of 2021 for 2022 capex budget/releases.  One wildcard that 
could force these decisions sooner is the already stressed out global supply chain. We have to believe that discussion 
there will be pressure for more Asian LNG buyer long term deals sooner than later. 
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For Canada, does the increasing LNG supply gap provide the opportunity to at least consider a LNG Canada Phase 2 FID 
over the next 6 months?  Our view on Shell and other LNG players is unchanged since our April 28 blog. Shell is no 
different than any other major LNG supplier in always knowing the market and that the oil and gas outlook is much 
stronger than 9 months ago. Even 3 months post our April 28 blog, we haven’t heard any significant talks on how major 
LNG players will be looking at FID for new brownfield LNG projects. We don’t have any inside contacts at Shell or LNG 
Canada, but that is no different than when we looked at the LNG markets in September 2017 and saw the potential for 
Shell to FID LNG Canada in 2018. We posted a September 20, 2017 blog “China’s Plan To Increase Natural Gas To 10% 
Of Its Energy Mix Is A Global Game Changer Including For BC LNG” [LINK]. Last time, it was a demand driven supply 
gap, this time, it’s a supply driven supply gap.  We have to believe any major LNG player, including Shell, will be at least 
looking at their brownfield LNG project list and seeing if they should look to advance FID later in 2021.  Shell has LNG 
Canada Phase 2, which would add 2 additional trains or approx. 1.8 bcf/d. And an advantage to an FID would be that 
Shell would be able to commit to its existing contractors and fabricators for a continuous construction cycle following on 
LNG Canada Phase 1 ie. to help keep a lid on capital costs. We believe maintaining a continuous construction cycle is 
even more important given the stressed global supply chain. No one is talking about the need for these new brownfield 
LNG projects, but, unless some major change in views happen, we believe its inevitable that these brownfield LNG FID 
internal discussions will be happening in H2/21. Especially since the oil and gas price outlook is much stronger than it was 
in the fall and companies will be looking to increase capex in 2022 budgets. 

A LNG Canada Phase 2 would be a big plus to Cdn natural gas.  LNG Canada Phase 1 is a material natural gas 
development as its 1.8 bcf/d capacity represents approx. 20 to 25% of Cdn gas export volumes to the US.  The EIA data 
shows US pipeline imports of Cdn natural gas as 6.83 bcf/d in 2020, 7.36 bcf/d in 2019, 7.70 bcf/d in 2018, 8.89 bcf/d in 
2017, 7.97 bcf/d in 2016, 7.19 bcf/d in 2015 and 7.22 bcf/d in 2014.  A LNG Canada Phase 2 FID would be a huge plus 
for Cdn natural gas. It would allow another ~1.8 bcf/d of Cdn natural gas to be priced against pricing points other than 
Henry Hub. And it would provide demand offset versus Trudeau if he moves to make electricity “emissions free” and not 
his prior “net zero emissions”. Mozambique has been a game changer to LNG outlook creating a bigger and sooner LNG 
supply gap. And with a stronger tone to oil and natural gas prices in 2021, the LNG supply gap will at least provide the 
opportunity for Shell to consider FID for its brownfield LNG Canada Phase 2 and provide big support to Cdn natural gas 
for the back half of the 2020s. And perhaps if LNG Canada is exporting 3.6 bcf/d from two phases, it could help flip Cdn 
natural gas to a premium vs US natural gas especially if Biden is successful in reducing US domestic natural gas 
consumption for electricity. The next six months will be very interesting to watch for LNG markets and Cdn natural gas 
valuations. Imagine the future value of Cdn natural gas is there was visibility for 3.6 bcf/d of Western Canada natural gas 
to be exported to Asia.   
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Risk of ‘conflict and strife’ in Europe over energy 
crisis, EU deputy warns 
Exclusive: Frans Timmermans says short-term return to fossil fuels needed to 
head off threat of civil unrest 

 
Frans Timmermans says the threat of unrest this winter, an outcome of the invasion of Ukraine, 
must take precedence over the climate crisis. Photograph: Yves Herman/Reuters 
Fiona	Harvey and Jennifer	Rankin in Brussels 
Fri 8 Jul 2022 12.28 BST 

 

Europe is in danger of highly damaging “very, very strong conflict and strife” this winter 
over high energy prices, and should make a short-term return to fossil fuels to head off the 
threat of civil unrest, the vice-president of the European Commission has warned. 

Frans Timmermans, the second most senior official in the EU, said the threat of unrest 
this winter, a deliberate outcome of Vladimir Putin’s invasion of Ukraine, must take 
precedence over the climate crisis. 

He said: “If our society descends into very, very strong conflict and strife because there is 
no energy, we’re certainly not going to make our [climate] goals. We’re certainly not going 
to get where we need to get if the lack of energy leads to strong disruption in our societies, 
and we need to make sure people are not in the cold in the coming winter. 

“We need to make sure we keep our industry, as much as possible, functioning because the 
one thing that could help Putin is divisions in our society.” 

People suffering from the cold this winter because they cannot afford heating would also 
be disastrous for solving the climate crisis, Timmermans argued in an interview with the 
Guardian in Brussels. 



“I’ve been in politics long enough, over 30 years, to understand that people worry most 
about the immediate crisis and not about the long-term crisis And if we don’t address the 
immediate crisis, we will certainly be off-track with the long-term crisis,” he said. 

Timmermans said his goal was to reassure the public of the EU, by 1 November at the 
latest, that they would not face a crisis in heating their homes this winter. 

“I honestly believe that if we can’t give that guarantee then society is on edge, as it is 
everywhere because of high energy prices, inflation, food prices rising rapidly – because of 
this uncertainty caused by the war,” he said. “Putin is using all the means he has to create 
strife in our societies, so we have to brace ourselves for a very difficult period.” 

Coal would have to be used, he said. “If we were just to say no more coal right now, we 
wouldn’t be very convincing in some of our member states and we would contribute to 
tensions within our society getting even higher.” 

Energy prices have soared across the world as a result of the Covid pandemic and the war 
in Ukraine, but Europe has been particularly badly hit. Before Vladimir Putin invaded 
Ukraine, Germany – the EU’s biggest economy – relied on Russia for the majority of its 
gas. Overall, Europe depends on Russia for about 40% of its gas. 

The German government has started to increase electricity production from coal-fired 
power stations, the dirtiest form of energy, while allowing the phaseout of nuclear power 
to continue as planned. 

Olaf Scholz, Germany’s chancellor, also insisted that the G7 reverse its stance on banning 
overseas investment in gas projects to assist in the exploration of new fossil fuel fields in 
developing countries. 

The European parliament also voted this week to class some gas and nuclear power 
projects as “clean” energy for investment purposes, to the dismay of climate 
campaigners who worry the climate agenda has been lost amid fears over energy prices. 

Timmermans, who is in charge of the EU’s green deal and leads the bloc in international 
climate negotiations, insisted that a short-term return to fossil fuels was compatible with 
limiting global temperature rises to 1.5C above pre-industrial levels, the goal affirmed at 
the Cop26 climate summit in Glasgow last November. 

He also gave qualified support for the expansion of fossil fuel exploration in parts of 
Africa that civil society leaders have already warned would lock Africa into a high-
emissions future without benefiting ordinary people. 

“In this global situation right now, with the huge shortage of fossil fuel, how can you say to 
anyone who has fossil fuels: ‘You should not be exploiting that.’” he asked. “How can we 
not face the immediate challenge of having to find alternatives for Russian gas, and saying 
to others: ‘You should not be exploiting gas.’ That would be hypocritical. I can’t say that.” 



But Timmermans dampened expectations for Cop27, the next global climate 
summit taking place this November in Sharm el-Sheikh. At Cop26, countries failed to 
produce national plans on cutting emissions in line with the 1.5C limit they affirmed, and 
so agreed to return to the negotiating table this year with tougher plans called nationally 
determined contributions (NDCs). 

These were unlikely to be forthcoming as promised, however, given the energy and food 
crises and the war in Ukraine, Timmermans said. “I don’t see that many new NDCs on the 
horizon, frankly,” he said, pointing to Australia, with its new government, as a rare 
exception. 

“I don’t have the highest expectations for this by Sharm el-Sheikh because the conference 
in Bonn that was just finished clearly showed that there’s not much appetite in increasing 
NDCs, and there is a lot of frustration in the developing world about the money that was 
promised and is not yet fully on the table.” 

Timmermans blamed Putin for this failure. “Everything hinges on the energy transition 
and energy is at the heart of this. 

“If one of the major energy producers in the world is causing this disruption, as Russia is 
doing right now, obviously the rest of the world will be edgy in terms of what happens in 
the energy markets, and obviously that has an implication of can we make further 
commitments on reducing our emissions given the situation?” 
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Not just high prices Scholz swears by years of energy 
shortages 
07/09/2022, 12:14 p.m 

 
In the long term, it will be about expanding the share of renewable energies, says Scholz. 
(Photo: AP) 

 
Chancellor Olaf Scholz prepares the citizens for a long crisis with high prices. Now he's going 
one step further: Securing the energy supply isn't a task that takes weeks, but years. The pace 
of switching to renewables is unprecedented for Germany. 

Federal Chancellor Olaf Scholz assumes that measures against energy shortages will also be 
necessary beyond the coming winter. In a video message , the Chancellor said: "These days we are 
concerned with the security of our energy supply. It will be for the next few weeks, months and even 
years." 

It's not Scholz's first warning this week. Last Monday he had already prepared the citizens for a long-
lasting crisis with high prices. In his current message, he emphasized that the federal government 
had already made many decisions within a short period of time so that Germany was well prepared 
"for shortages, for example when it comes to gas". He said: "We build pipelines, liquid gas terminals. 
We make sure that we store gas in our storage facilities. And we make sure that coal-fired power 
plants are now used so that we save gas." 

In the long term, however, it will be about becoming independent of importing oil, coal and gas and 
expanding the share of renewable energies. "We're doing that with many of the laws that were just 
passed this week," said the Chancellor. This is happening at a pace "that has never been seen in 
Germany before, and that is necessary". 

On Friday, Scholz had promised the German economy "greatest speed" in securing gas supplies in 
the short term and developing a CO₂-neutral energy supply. "Our ambitious goals can only be 
achieved with great speed," said Scholz after a meeting with the four leading associations. When it 
comes to gas supply, the government will try "at an unprecedented pace" to have liquid gas terminals 
and gas pipelines built on the north German coast. "My goal: We won't let anyone buy our guts." 

Source: ntv.de, chl/dpa 



BN 07/05 11:22 German Cabinet Approves Bill to Allow Energy Company Bailouts 

 

Germany ‘Sharpens Tools’ in Gas Crisis as Bailout Talks Continue 
2022‐07‐05 12:10:40.65 GMT 
 
 
By Arne Delfs and Birgit Jennen 
(Bloomberg) ‐‐ Germany’s cabinet rushed through legislation 
allowing it to rescue struggling energy companies as Russia’s 
squeeze on gas supplies rips through the industry and threatens 
the wider economy. 
Uniper SE, whose business depends on cheap Russian gas, is 
set to be the first to receive government support. Officials 
said on Monday the company needed as much as 9 billion euros 
($9.3 billion) ‐‐ about twice its market value. 
“We will do everything to keep up the basic supply in the 
coming winter and to keep the energy markets running as long as 
possible, despite rising prices and increasing risks,” Economy 
Minister Robert Habeck said. The government is acting to 
“sharpen our tools.” 
The legislation enables the state to offer bailout packages 
including taking stakes. It also includes a mechanism to pass on 
part of the surging cost of gas to consumers, though the 
ministry said that would not be enacted immediately. Habeck said 
that measure was a “sharp sword” that would be used carefully. 
Habeck has said the crisis in the energy industry risks 
triggering a Lehman Brothers moment, a domino effect that could 
collapse the market. Russia has already curbed its gas flows to 
Germany and officials are bracing for more cuts that threaten 
the fabric of Europe’s biggest economy. Plans for rationing have 
been drafted ‐‐ though not enacted yet.  
Ministers are racing to get the measures in place before a 
key pipeline is shut down for maintenance on July 11. Berlin 
fears Moscow may never turn it back on after the work.  
Read: Germany Fears Russia Could Permanently Close Main Gas 
Pipeline 
For now, consumers will be spared the additional costs. 
While industry had been lobbying for a levy on consumers, the 
risk for the government is that it would spur inflation and 
voter unrest.  
The bill goes to parliament for approval later this week. 
While Uniper represents the most urgent concern, the 
broader economy is also in peril as the government is trying to 
contain the fallout for consumers and industry. Germany’s 
economic model depends on affordable Russian gas. 
Shares in Uniper slid 5% on Tuesday, adding to a slide of 
28% on Monday. The company declined to comment. It said last 
week it was in talks with the government to secure liquidity. 



Analysts estimate that curbed Russian flows are costing the 
utility 30 million euros a day. 
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Habeck on the energy crisis 
"We have to prepare for the worst" 
Status: 07/09/2022 12:39 p.m 

With a view to the impending failure of gas supplies, Minister of Economics Habeck warns of a 
"breaking test that we haven't had for a long time". Chancellor Scholz believes that the energy 
shortage could keep Germany busy for years to come. 

Federal Chancellor Olaf Scholz assumes that measures against energy shortages will also be 
necessary beyond the coming winter. In a video message, the SPD politician said: "These days we 
are concerned with the security of our energy supply. It will be for the next few weeks, months and 
even years." 

It's not Scholz's first warning this week. Last Monday he had already prepared the citizens for a long-
lasting crisis with high prices. In his message, he now emphasized that the federal government had 
already made many decisions within a short period of time so that Germany was well prepared for 
shortages, for example when it came to gas. "We build pipelines, liquid gas terminals. We make sure 
that we store gas in our storage facilities. And we make sure that coal-fired power plants are now 
used so that we save gas." 

In the long term, however, the aim will be to become independent of importing oil, coal and gas and to 
expand the share of renewable energies, said the Chancellor. "We're doing that with many of the laws 
that were just passed this week," said the Chancellor. This is happening at a pace "that has never 
been seen in Germany before, and that is necessary". 

Habeck warns of "political nightmare scenario" 
Federal Economics Minister Robert Habeck chose even more drastic words, warning of a "political 
nightmare scenario" in view of the impending failure of gas supplies from Russia. This would occur if 
the state had to control the allocation of gas in an acute crisis, the Greens politician told 
Deutschlandfunk. He had "no illusions" about what would happen then: "This will put Germany to a 
crucial test that we haven't had for a long time." 

Such an emergency must be prevented, for example, by saving and storing gas, said Habeck. An 
acute lack of gas would strain social solidarity "to the limit and probably beyond". The minister 
emphasized that in the event of a crisis, according to European legal norms, private gas consumption 
and critical infrastructure such as hospitals and old people's homes would be intervened "as the last 
resort". 

 
 
BACKGROUND06/23/2022 
energy supply in GermanyWhat happens at the gas alert level 
"From now on, gas is in short supply," said Minister of Economics Habeck when the gas emergency 
plan went on alert. 
 

"Prepare for the worst, work for the best" 



The price adjustments for consumers would be "hard and for some people too hard," said Habeck. "I 
don't want to hide it: I believe that without further political support we will tear apart, or shall we say, 
the division, the social division, will be promoted too strongly there." Further relief is currently being 
discussed in the "concerted action" between the government and social partners. 

Habeck accused the Russian energy supplier Gazprom of having reduced gas supplies to Germany 
for "thinny reasons". It is unclear how things will continue after the maintenance work on the Nord 
Stream 1 pipeline that begins on Monday. "Anything is possible, anything can happen," said 
Habeck. "It's possible that more gas will flow again, even more than before. But it's also possible that 
nothing will arrive at all." The minister advised: "To be honest, we must always prepare for the worst 
and work a little for the best." 

Federal Network Agency fears "gas poverty" 
Federal Network Agency boss Klaus Müller also agreed to a longer-lasting crisis. "Even if we don't 
get into a gas emergency, gas will remain expensive," he told the news magazine Focus. The 
consequences of the current gas shortage have not yet reached consumers in terms of price. "That 
can quickly mean an additional burden of 2,000 to 3,000 euros a year for a family. The next vacation 
trip or the new washing machine is then often no longer possible." Germany is threatened with "gas 
poverty". 

In an interview with the Funke media group, Left party leader Martin Schirdewan called for targeted 
support for low-income households with a "social climate bonus" of 125 euros per month plus 50 
euros for each additional household member. He also advocated capping energy prices "so that 
people can still heat and watch TV next winter." This should be financed by an excess profit tax. 

Should the federal government announce the third and final stage in the gas emergency plan, the 
Federal Network Agency will act as a federal load distributor - it will decide who gets how much 
gas. So-called protected customers, including private households, then have priority. Many 
companies, for example in industry, may then no longer receive gas. "Anyone who does not want to 
save gas out of solidarity or in the interests of climate protection should think about the 
competitiveness of our country," said Müller. 

 



https://www.regjeringen.no/no/aktuelt/tvungen-lonnsnemnd-i-arbeidskonflikten-mellom-lederne-og-
norsk-olje-og-gass/id2922269/ 
Forced wage board in the labor dispute between Lederne and 
Norwegian Oil and Gas 
Press release | Date: 05.07.2022 

The government proposes a compulsory wage board to resolve the labor dispute between the 

employee organization Lederne and Norwegian Oil and Gas in connection with this year's main 

collective bargaining agreement. At the request of Minister of Labor and Social Inclusion Marte Mjøs 

Persen, the parties have said that they will end the strike so that everyone can return to work as soon 

as possible. 
- It has not been possible for the parties to find a solution. I have therefore proposed a compulsory 
wage board. The announced escalation is critical in the current situation, both with regard to the 
energy crisis and the geopolitical situation we are in with a war in Europe, says Minister of Labor and 
Social Inclusion Marte Mjøs Persen. 
The oil strike between the Leaders and Norwegian Oil and Gas began on 5 July, and the Leaders 
have announced the escalation of the conflict from 6 July. A further escalation from 9 July has been 
announced. 
With the announced strike withdrawal from 9 July, more than half of Norway's daily gas exports will 
fall away. 
- It is unjustifiable to let gas production stop to such an extent that this strike in the next few days is 
estimated to lead to. Production figures fall dramatically, and this is very critical in a situation where 
the EU and the UK are completely dependent on energy cooperation with Norway, says Minister of 
Labor and Social Inclusion Marte Mjøs Persen. 
The Ministry of Foreign Affairs points out that Russia's war of aggression against Ukraine has very 
large consequences for security of supply in many European countries. There is a danger of further 
energy shortages in Europe in the near future. A reduction in Norwegian gas deliveries will 
exacerbate the energy crisis and the political, economic and social consequences. Norway must do 
everything in its power to help maintain European energy security and European cohesion against 
Russia's war. 
- The parties are basically responsible for finding a solution in such cases, and it will take a long time 
before we intervene with a compulsory wage board. But the serious consequences of the announced 
escalations have meant that I had no choice but to intervene, says Minister of Labor and Social 
Inclusion Marte Mjøs Persen. 
Responsibility of the parties 
At the request of Minister of Labor and Social Inclusion Marte Møs Persen, the parties have said that 
they will end the strike so that everyone can return to work as soon as possible. 



Persen emphasizes that she is unhappy that the responsibility for the consequences of the conflict 
was shifted to the government. 
- It is the parties themselves who are basically responsible for finding a solution in such cases. But 
when the conflict can have such great social consequences for the whole of Europe, I have no choice 
but to intervene in the conflict, says the Minister. 
Ministry of Labor and Social Inclusion 
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Update: July 2022 Capacity Announcement for the 
Trans Mountain Pipeline System 
Jul. 6, 2022 
Total system nominations for the Trans Mountain Pipeline system are apportioned by 12 per cent for July 2022. 

What is pipeline ‘apportionment’ and why is it important? 

The energy sector around the world works on a monthly cycle. The Trans Mountain Pipeline is part of that cycle. 
Apportionment describes the amount of demand shippers place on the pipeline in excess of its available capacity. Here’s 
a step‐by‐step guide to the apportionment determination that’s carried out every month for the existing Trans Mountain 
Pipeline system. 

 Each month our shippers submit requests for how much petroleum (crude oil and refined products) they 
want to ship through the pipeline to service their customers. These requests are called ‘nominations’. 

 Based on shippers’ nominations, we then determine the ‘capacity’ available on the pipeline for the month. 
Determining pipeline capacity is complex. Capacity is affected by, among other things, the types of products 
that have been nominated, any pipeline system maintenance activities that will reduce flows that month 
and carry‐over volumes that haven’t completed their transit of the pipeline by month’s end. 

 Based on available pipeline capacity and the volume of shipper nominations we received, we calculate 
apportionment using a method accepted by the Canada Energy Regulator and forming part of our tariff. A 
tariff includes the terms and conditions under which the service of a pipeline is offered or provided, 
including the tolls, the rules and regulations, and the practices relating to specific services. 

 If shipper nominations are less than pipeline capacity, the apportionment percentage to that destination is 
“zero” and all the product volumes nominated by shippers are accepted to be transported that month. 

 If shipper nominations exceed pipeline capacity, the apportionment is a percentage greater than zero. 
Trans Mountain Pipeline apportionment by the numbers 

Apportionment of the Trans Mountain Pipeline system has been a regular monthly occurrence for the past decade. The 
chart below shows the apportionment for 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, 2021 and apportionment to date for 2022. 
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When a pipeline experiences significant and prolonged apportionment like in the case of the existing Trans Mountain 
Pipeline, it’s one signal that more capacity is needed. Apportionment can bring with it a discounting of prices as 
producers compete to sell what they can through the pipeline before having to use another pipeline or other modes of 
transport to another, less profitable market. It can also mean the buyers at the end of the pipeline are forced to source 
their shortfall of supply from alternate, less desirable sources. 

Business case for expansion is strong 

There is a strong and clear business case supporting the Trans Mountain Expansion Project. Our shippers have made 
long‐term contract commitments ranging from 15 to 20 years that will underpin the cost of construction and the 
operating costs. The additional capacity offered by the expansion will be used to supply more crude oil and refined 
products markets in British Columbia and Washington State and to offshore markets in the Asia Pacific. Pipeline design 
and operations, including emergency response and preparedness for tanker movements are world‐class, providing a safe 
and reliable supply of petroleum products to the markets served by the Trans Mountain Pipeline. 
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US turns to Fujairah for fuel oil as Russian flows to Middle East 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Russian fuel exports to Fujairah jump to record-highs in June 

Fujairah is a key storage hub for fuel oil 

US imports of fuel oil from Fujairah has climbed since late-Feb 

The Middle Eastern oil hub of Fujairah in the UAE has emerged as a key importer of Russian 
fuel oil in recent months, with the shift in trade flows coinciding with a surge in fuel oil exports 
from Fujairah to the US as its refineries look to replace Russian fuel oil feedstocks, according to 
trading sources and shipping data. 

Russian oil flows have changed dramatically since the Kremlin's invasion of Ukraine, and this 
has particularly affected Moscow's fuel oil exports. 

Most Western energy companies have shunned Russian oil since Russian invaded Ukraine on 
Feb. 24. Sanctions on Russian oil by the US, the UK and the EU have also curbed the flow of 
Russian oil in these regions. 

Russian refineries are major producers and exporters of fuel oil and feedstocks. These include 
high sulfur fuel oil, high sulfur vacuum gasoil, low sulfur vacuum gasoil, high sulfur straight run 
fuel oil and low sulfur straight run fuel oil. 

These fuel oil feedstocks are crucial for processing in the secondary units of complex refineries. 

Middle East as pivot for Russian oil 
Russia used to supply the bulk of its fuel oil to Europe but now regions like the Middle East have 
become a key outlet. 



Pre-war high sulfur fuel oil imports into Europe were up to 90% Russian, according to market 
sources. Russian fuel oil exports to Fujairah have increased noticeably, even beyond seasonal 
utility demand. 

Fuel loadings from Russia to Fujairah were at a record-high of 527,000 mt (116,00 b/d) in June, 
according to preliminary estimates from data intelligence firm Kpler. This compared with 403,00 
mt and 482,000 mt in May and April, respectively. In February, only 86,000 mt of Russian fuel 
oil flowed to the Fujairah hub, Kpler data showed. 

Fujairah is now the world's third-largest global bunkering hub after Singapore and Rotterdam. 
Connected to oil production in OPEC's third-largest producer by a 240-mile-long 48-inch wide 
export pipeline from Abu Dhabi, Fujairah now encompasses crude storage, bunkers, refining 
and dry bulk container freight. 

The two largest exporters to Fujairah are Iran and Russia, which account for more than 90% of 
monthly HSFO imports, according to Kpler shipping data. 

A lot of blending of refined products like fuel oil is carried out in Fujairah, according to sources. 

Increased Russian fuel oil imports come as overall stocks in Fujairah have been gaining in 
recent weeks following a dip in early June. 

Overall oil product inventories at the Port of Fujairah were little changed in the week ended June 
27 after declines in middle and light distillates were offset by gains in heavy distillates and 
residues, according to Fujairah Oil Industry Zone data shared exclusively with S&P Global 
Commodity Insights on June 29. 

US looks to Fujairah 
Meanwhile, the US embargo on imports of Russian oil have reconfigured trade routes and 
created the necessity for the US to import HSFO and HSSR from other destinations. 

Fujairah has historically not been a significant exporter to the US, according to Kpler shipping 
data and US customs data. 

But since the Russian invasion of Ukraine, US has increased its purchases of fuel oil from 
Fujairah. 

Fuel oil exports from Fujairah to the US have averaged between 255,000-400,000 mt since the 
end of February, according to Kpler data and the US customs data. 

Since January 2017, there have only been seven instances when Fujairah has sent fuel oil to 
the US. Four cargoes went to the US Gulf Coast since April 2022, US customs data showed. 



In recent years, the US became a key importer of Russian fuel oil and various feedstocks such 
as high sulfur fuel oil, high sulfur vacuum gasoil, low sulfur vacuum gasoil, high sulfur straight 
run fuel oil and low sulfur straight run fuel oil. 

From 2018 till early-2021, Russian exports to the US had increased primarily as a result of US 
sanctions against Venezuela. Previously, US refiners were particularly reliant on heavy and 
sour Venezuelan crude, which in some cases is quite similar to Russian medium sour oil. 

President Joe Biden announced March 8 that the US will ban all imports of Russian oil, natural 
gas and other energy. Market sources said the announcement was likely to have a significant 
impact on the US fuel oil market, which has relied heavily on Russian oil since 2020. 
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Opinion  
 Joe Biden: Why I’m going to Saudi Arabia 
By Joe Biden 

July 9, 2022 at 6:35 p.m. EDT 
Share 

Joe Biden is president of the United States. 
 
Next week, I’ll travel to the Middle East to start a new and more promising chapter of America’s 
engagement there. This trip comes at a vital time for the region, and it will advance important 
American interests. 
 
A more secure and integrated Middle East benefits Americans in many ways. Its waterways are 
essential to global trade and the supply chains we rely on. Its energy resources are vital for mitigating 
the impact on global supplies of Russia’s war in Ukraine. And a region that’s coming together through 
diplomacy and cooperation — rather than coming apart through conflict — is less likely to give rise to 
violent extremism that threatens our homeland or new wars that could place new burdens on U.S. 
military forces and their families. 
 
Avoiding that scenario is of paramount importance to me. I’ll pursue diplomacy intensely — including 
through face-to-face meetings — to achieve our goals. 
 
The Middle East I’ll be visiting is more stable and secure than the one my administration inherited 18 
months ago. 
 
One month before my inauguration, our embassy in Baghdad faced the largest rocket attack in a 
decade. Attacks against our troops and diplomats had increased fourfold over the preceding year. My 
predecessor repeatedly ordered B-52 bombers to fly from the United States to the region and back 
again to deter these attacks. But it didn’t work, and the attacks continued. 
 
The war in Yemen was escalating, creating one of the world’s worst humanitarian crises, with no 
political process in sight to end the fighting. 
 
After my predecessor reneged on a nuclear deal that was working, Iran had passed a law mandating 
the rapid acceleration of its nuclear program. Then, when the last administration sought to condemn 
Iran for this action in the U.N. Security Council, the United States found itself isolated and alone. 
 
In my first weeks as president, our intelligence and military experts warned that the region was 
dangerously pressurized. It needed urgent and intensive diplomacy. To restore deterrence, I ordered 
airstrikes in response to the attacks against our troops and began serious diplomatic outreach to bring 
about a more stable region. 
 
In Iraq, we ended the U.S. combat mission and transitioned our military presence to focus on training 
Iraqis, while sustaining the global coalition against the Islamic State we forged when I was vice 
president, now dedicated to preventing ISIS from resurging. We’ve also responded to threats against 
Americans. The frequency of Iranian-sponsored attacks compared with two years ago has dropped 
precipitously. And this past February, in Syria, we took out ISIS leader Haji Abdullah, demonstrating 
America’s capability to eliminate terrorist threats no matter where they try to hide. 
 



In Yemen, I named an envoy and engaged with leaders across the region, including with the king of 
Saudi Arabia, to lay the foundation for a truce. After a year of our persistent diplomacy, that truce is 
now in place, and lifesaving humanitarian assistance is reaching cities and towns that had been under 
siege. As a result, the past few months in Yemen have been the most peaceful in seven years. 
 
With respect to Iran, we reunited with allies and partners in Europe and around the world to reverse 
our isolation; now it is Iran that is isolated until it returns to the nuclear deal my predecessor 
abandoned with no plan for what might replace it. Last month, more than 30 countries joined us to 
condemn Iran’s lack of cooperation with the International Atomic Energy Agency on its past nuclear 
activities. My administration will continue to increase diplomatic and economic pressure until Iran is 
ready to return to compliance with the 2015 nuclear deal, as I remain prepared to do. 
 
In Israel, we helped end a war in Gaza — which could easily have lasted months — in just 11 days. 
We’ve worked with Israel, Egypt, Qatar and Jordan to maintain the peace without permitting 
terrorists to rearm. We also rebuilt U.S. ties with the Palestinians. Working with Congress, my 
administration restored approximately $500 million in support for Palestinians, while also passing 
the largest support package for Israel — over $4 billion — in history. And this week, an Israeli prime 
minister spoke with the president of the Palestinian Authority for the first time in five years. 
 
In Saudi Arabia, we reversed the blank-check policy we inherited. I released the intelligence 
community’s report on the murder of Jamal Khashoggi, issued new sanctions, including on the Saudi 
Arabia’s Rapid Intervention Force involved in his killing, and issued 76 visa bans under a new rule 
barring entry into the United States for anyone found to be involved in harassing dissidents abroad. 
My administration has made clear that the United States will not tolerate extraterritorial threats and 
harassment against dissidents and activists by any government. We also advocated for American 
citizens who had been wrongfully detained in Saudi Arabia long before I took office. They have since 
been released, and I will continue to push for restrictions on their travel to be lifted. 
 
From the start, my aim was to reorient — but not rupture — relations with a country that’s been a 
strategic partner for 80 years. Today, Saudi Arabia has helped to restore unity among the six 
countries of Gulf Cooperation Council, has fully supported the truce in Yemen and is now working 
with my experts to help stabilize oil markets with other OPEC producers. 
 
I know that there are many who disagree with my decision to travel to Saudi Arabia. My views on 
human rights are clear and long-standing, and fundamental freedoms are always on the agenda when 
I travel abroad, as they will be during this trip, just as they will be in Israel and the West Bank. 
 
As president, it is my job to keep our country strong and secure. We have to counter Russia’s 
aggression, put ourselves in the best possible position to outcompete China, and work for greater 
stability in a consequential region of the world. To do these things, we have to engage directly with 
countries that can impact those outcomes. Saudi Arabia is one of them, and when I meet with Saudi 
leaders on Friday, my aim will be to strengthen a strategic partnership going forward that’s based on 
mutual interests and responsibilities, while also holding true to fundamental American values. 
 
On Friday, I will also be the first president to fly from Israel to Jiddah, Saudi Arabia. That travel will 
also be a small symbol of the budding relations and steps toward normalization between Israel and 
the Arab world, which my administration is working to deepen and expand. In Jiddah, leaders from 
across the region will gather, pointing to the possibility of a more stable and integrated Middle East, 
with the United States playing a vital leadership role. 
 
Of course, the region remains full of challenges: Iran’s nuclear program and support for proxy groups, 
the Syrian civil war, food security crises exacerbated by Russia’s war against Ukraine, terrorist groups 



still operating in a number of countries, political gridlock in Iraq, Libya and Lebanon, and human 
rights standards that remain behind much of the world. We must address all these issues. When I 
meet with leaders from across the region, I will make clear how important it is to make progress in 
these areas. 
 
Still, compared to 18 months ago, the region is less pressurized and more integrated. Former rivals 
have reestablished relations. Joint infrastructure projects are forging new partnerships. Iraq, which 
had long been a source of proxy conflicts and regional rivalries, now serves as a platform for 
diplomacy, including between Saudi Arabia and Iran. My friend King Abdullah of Jordan recently 
referred to the “new vibe” in the region, with countries asking, “How can we connect with each other 
and work with each other.” 
 
These are promising trends, which the United States can strengthen in a way no other country can. 
My travel next week will serve that purpose. 
 
Throughout my journey, I’ll have in mind the millions of Americans who served in the region, 
including my son Beau, and the 7,054 who died in conflicts in the Middle East and Afghanistan since 
Sept. 11, 2001. 
 
Next week, I will be the first president to visit the Middle East since 9/11 without U.S. troops engaged 
in a combat mission there. It’s my aim to keep it that way. 
 



Iran Slashes the Cost of Its Oil to Compete With Russia in China 
2022‐07‐03 21:00:00.2 GMT 
 
 
By Bloomberg News 
(Bloomberg) ‐‐ Iran is being forced to discount its already 
cheap crude even more as a top ally gains a bigger foothold in 
the key Chinese market. 
China has become an important destination for Russian oil 
as Moscow seeks to maintain flows following the fallout from its 
invasion of Ukraine. That’s led to increased competition with 
Iran in one of the few remaining markets for its crude 
shipments, which have been significantly curtailed by US 
sanctions. 
Russian exports to China surged to a record in May, with 
the OPEC+ producer overtaking its cartel ally Saudi Arabia as 
the top supplier to the world’s biggest importer. While Iran has 
cut its oil prices to remain competitive in the Chinese market, 
it’s still maintaining robust flows, likely in part due to 
rising demand as China eases strict virus restrictions that had 
crushed consumption. 
“The only competition between Iranian and Russian barrels 
may end up being in China, which would work entirely to 
Beijing’s advantage,” said Vandana Hari, founder of Vanda 
Insights in Singapore. “This is also likely to make the Gulf 
producers uneasy, seeing their prized markets taken over by 
heavily discounted crude.” 
China’s official data only lists three months of imports 
from Iran since the end of 2020, including in January and May 
this year, but third‐party figures indicate a steady flow of 
crude. After a slight decline in April, imports have been over 
700,000 barrels a day in May and June, according to Kpler. 
Industry consultant FGE says Russian Urals have displaced some 
Iranian barrels, however. 
Iranian oil has been priced at nearly $10 a barrel below 
Brent futures to put it on par with Urals cargoes that are 
scheduled to arrive in China during August, according to 
traders. That compares with a discount of about $4 to $5 prior 
to the invasion. Iran’s Light and Heavy grades are most 
comparable to Urals.  
China’s independent refiners are major buyers of Russian 
and Iranian crudes, and cheap supplies are important because 
they’re constrained by rules around exporting fuels, unlike 
state‐run processors. Known as teapots, they are not given 
quotas to ship fuels to overseas markets, where prices have 
surged on a supply crunch. Instead, they supply the domestic 
market and have incurred losses on refining in recent months as 
virus lockdowns sapped demand. 
 
Africa Squeezed 
 
Less‐sulfurous and higher‐quality Russian ESPO crude from 
the eastern port of Kozmino is more expensive than Iranian oil, 



according to traders, but is still cheaper than comparable 
barrels from the Middle East. China’s willingness to take 
discounted oil despite its origin is curbing flows from other 
suppliers. 
West Africa has been one of the hardest hit, particularly 
supplies from Angola, Gabon and the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, according to Kpler. A blowout in a key pricing structure 
has contributed to the higher cost of importing African crude, 
which has to be shipped over a much longer distance to get to 
China. 
“Costs are a big concern mainly for the teapots,” said 
Michal Meidan, director of China Energy Programme at the Oxford 
Institute for Energy Studies. “This is likely to remain the 
trend until the economy starts to pick up and activity resumes, 
at which point demand for all crudes will increase.” 
 
To contact Bloomberg News staff for this story: 
Sharon Cho in Singapore at ccho28@bloomberg.net; 
Sarah Chen in Beijing at schen514@bloomberg.net 
To contact the editors responsible for this story: 
Serene Cheong at scheong20@bloomberg.net 
Ben Sharples, Jake Lloyd‐Smith 
 
To view this story in Bloomberg click here: 
https://blinks.bloomberg.com/news/stories/RE62ZBT0AFB4 
 



China’s Roads Are Busy Again But Covid Concerns Still Linger (1) 
2022‐07‐06 08:30:51.17 GMT 
 
By Bloomberg News 
(Bloomberg) ‐‐ China’s demand for gasoline and diesel is 
nearing a return to pre‐virus levels as the nation cautiously 
emerges from strict virus lockdowns. 
Overall consumption of the major transport fuels last month 
was at almost 90% of June 2019 levels, according to people with 
direct knowledge of the nation’s energy industry. Gasoline and 
diesel account for about half of China’s total oil demand, and 
fuel use has steadily recovered after crumbling in April. 
  
China’s rebound offers a potential boost to global crude 
demand, which could tighten the market further and drive prices 
even higher. However, the world’s biggest oil importer continues 
to face sporadic virus outbreaks and President Xi Jinping has 
reaffirmed that the nation will stick with its Covid Zero 
strategy, which relies on lockdowns and mass testing to stamp 
out infections. 
Shanghai has resumed mass testing in nine districts after 
detecting cases the past two days, fueling concerns the 
financial hub may once again be locked down. Infections are also 
spreading through provinces across the Yangtze River Delta 
region, home to manufacturers of chips and medicines to solar 
panels. 
 
Demand Rebound 
 
Gasoline demand last month was at about 3.2 million barrels 
a day, compared with 3.7 million barrels a day in June 2019, 
said the Chinese oil executives, who asked not to be identified 
because they aren’t authorized to speak publicly. Diesel 
consumption was at 3.5 million barrels a day, compared with 3.8 
million barrels a day three years earlier, they added. 
Demand for gasoline and diesel rebounded quickly after the 
initial outbreak and lockdown in 2020, bouncing back to pre‐ 
virus levels. While flare‐ups since then have tested fuel 
consumption, a resurgence earlier this year sparked by the 
omicron variant led to strict restrictions in some cities and 
crashing demand. 
Traffic congestion last month in the 15 cities with the 
highest number of vehicle registrations was about 9% higher than 
January 2021 levels, according to BloombergNEF, which uses Baidu 
data. Figures also indicate a rebound in Shanghai and Beijing, 
which were subject to lockdowns recently. 
 



 
 
The pace of gasoline’s demand recovery could accelerate 
over the coming weeks as schools break for summer and more 
people get comfortable with driving across cities, the 
executives said. They added that diesel consumption had been 
impacted by heavy rain and heatwaves across the nation, 
affecting construction activity. 
 
Jet Fuel 
 
There are some signs of improvement for aviation, but jet 
fuel demand is still lagging below pre‐virus levels. Flight 
departures in June more than doubled from the downturn in early 
April, while the flight cancellation rate at China’s 20 biggest 
airports also eased, according to BloombergNEF.  
China has cut the quarantine time for inbound travelers by 
half to seven days, but Chinese officials said the decision was 
not a sign of reopening and based solely on the shorter 
incubation period of the omicron variant. 
“Oil demand is likely to register a year‐on‐year 
contraction in June and July, but demand growth could flip back 
into positive territory again if China succeeds in avoiding 
major containment fallouts,” said Fenglei Shi, the director of 
Greater China oil market midstream and downstream at S&P Global 
Commodity Insights. 
 
To contact Bloomberg News staff for this story: 
Sarah Chen in Beijing at schen514@bloomberg.net; 
Alfred Cang in Singapore at acang@bloomberg.net 
To contact the editors responsible for this story: 
Serene Cheong at scheong20@bloomberg.net 
Ben Sharples, Rob Verdonck 
 
To view this story in Bloomberg click here: 
https://blinks.bloomberg.com/news/stories/RELA2AT0G1KW 
 



























 

SAF Group created transcript of comments from Heather Boushey (Council of Economic Advisers member) with 
Bloomberg’s Tom Keene and Jonathan Ferro on Bloomberg Surveillance July 7, 2022.  
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/videos/2022‐07‐07/‐bloomberg‐surveillance‐simulcast‐full‐show‐7‐07‐2022‐6‐
9am?in_source=video‐show_1_play‐episode  

Items in “italics” are SAF Group created transcript 

At 2:16:50 min mark, Ferro “I keep hearing that word “fair”. And you and I have had this conversation before. it 
sometimes makes it sound like something the fairest is happening in certain places.  The President, over the weekend 
said this, “my message to the companies running gas stations and setting prices at the pump is simple. This is a time of 
war and global peril, bring down the price you are charging at the pumps to reflect the cost you are paying for the 
product and do it now”.  Jeff Bezos came out and tweeted the following, I am sure you read it “inflation is far too 
important a problem for the White House to keep making statements like this. It’s either straight ahead misdirection or a 
deep misunderstanding of basic market dynamics”.  I am not going to accuse you of the latter, I want to talk about the 
former, where is that messaging coming from?”    

Boushey “the President has made clear that his number one goal is delivering for the American people.  We are in a time 
of crisis.  We are in a time of war where the President and our allies, we are supporting the Ukrainian people. Congress is 
engaged in this effort.  Both sides of the aisle to say this is an important priority.  And one of the consequences is this 
high price of oil because of global trends”. 

Keene “you didn’t answer his important question.  Everyone, Heather, everyone in the nation wants to know the answer 
to the question Mr. Ferro has just asked you, which is who is advising the President on shockingly naïve price theory over 
a gallon of gas?” 

Boushey “So the President is not shockingly naïve. And we are in this moment of global crisis in terms of energy and he is 
using the tools at his disposal to make sure that the prices that people pay at the pump are fair. So what we know in oil 
prices is the prices can rise very quickly, it can take a long time for those prices to recalibrate and come back down.  And 
he’s saying do that faster. You have the capacity to do so, you’re making profits. But the important thing is that he’s 
using the tools at his disposal given this very challenging situation.” 

Ferro “is this central planning now. is that what this has come to? Are we going to sit here and decide what’s fair and not 
fair and then go on Twitter and say this is unfair, bring your prices down.  Is it markets or not markets.  Is it capitalism or 
is it central planning   where is this White House going?” 

Boushey “one of the things that the President has prioritized is understanding the way the concentration across markets 
has affected the American people, and is affecting markets.  We know when there are very few players, this is Econ 101.  
You know when there is a monopoly that there is more price setting power. And that’s one of the things we know is 
happening.” 

Prepared by SAF Group  https://safgroup.ca/news‐insights/  
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 Country Analysis Executive Summary: Norway 
                Last Updated: June 30, 2022 

 

Overview 
 Norway accounted for 2% of global crude oil production and 3% of global natural gas 

production, based on the latest data available. Norway exports most of the crude oil and 

natural gas it produces.1 

 In 2021, crude oil and natural gas exports accounted for 50% of Norway's export revenues 

and more than 20% of the country’s gross domestic product (GDP).2  

 Crude oil and natural gas production will continue to play an important role in Norway’s 

economy. In 2021, total investments in crude oil and natural gas extraction and pipeline 

transportation totaled nearly $18 billion. Investments in 2021 were about $160 million 

lower than in 2020. By comparison, Norway’s neighbor, the United Kingdom, invested an 

estimated $4 billion in crude oil and natural gas exploration in 2021.3 

 As of mid-2022, the Norwegian government was evaluating 88 crude oil and natural gas 

discoveries for future development. Although most of them are likely to be satellites to 

existing fields, larger discoveries are slated to be independent operations.4   

 An extensive network of subsea oil pipelines transports crude oil and condensate to 

processing terminals on Norway’s coast.5 Many smaller pipelines connect North Sea fields to 

major pipelines. Shuttle tankers bring the remaining offshore oil production onshore.   

 Several important natural gas pipelines originate in Norway and connect directly with other 

European countries, including France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, and Germany. Some 

pipelines run directly from Norway’s major North Sea fields to processing facilities in the 

receiving country. Other pipelines connect Norway’s onshore processing facilities to 

European markets. In late 2022, a new natural gas pipeline, the Baltic Pipe, will also connect 

Norway, via Denmark, to Poland.6  

 Nearly all of Norway’s electricity is generated from renewables. Hydroelectricity accounts 

for the highest share of renewables-based electricity generation.  

 

Petroleum and other liquids 
 According to the Oil & Gas Journal, Norway had 7.7 billion barrels of proved crude oil 

reserves as of January 1, 2022, the largest oil reserves in Western Europe.7  

 In 2021, 83 fields produced 1.8 million barrels per day (b/d) of crude oil.8 According to the 

Norwegian Petroleum Directorate, four new fields (Martin Linge, Solveig, Duva, and Aerfugl 

https://www.eia.gov/international/analysis/country/GBR
https://www.eia.gov/international/analysis/country/FRA
https://www.eia.gov/international/analysis/country/DEU
https://www.baltic-pipe.eu/gas-can-now-flow-to-denmark-from-the-norwegian-gas-pipeline/
https://www.eia.gov/international/analysis/country/POL
https://www.eia.gov/international/data/world/petroleum-and-other-liquids/annual-petroleum-and-other-liquids-production?pd=2&p=00000000000000000000000000000fvu&u=0&f=A&v=mapbubble&a=-&i=none&vo=value&t=C&g=none&l=249--165&s=315532800000&e=1577836800000&ev=false&
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Nord) and the redeveloped Yme field contributed to the 5% increase in annual crude oil 

production.   

 Five operators accounted for nearly 95% of total crude oil output in 2021 (Figure 1). Equinor 

Energy-operated fields produced the largest volume of crude oil. The Edvard Grieg field 

(operated by Lundin Energy) and the Ekofisk field (operated by ConocoPhillips) ranked 

among the top-five highest producing crude oil fields (Table 1). 

 Norway has one refinery, which has a total crude oil distillation capacity of 203,000 b/d.9   

 Only 12% of the total petroleum liquids produced in Norway are consumed domestically; 

the remainder are exported mainly to European countries (Figure 2). According to the 

International Energy Agency, Norway exported an average of 1.6 million b/d of crude oil, 

and 79% of those exports went to European countries in 2021 (Figure 3). Similarly, 75% of 

Norway’s refined petroleum product exports were destined for European countries in 2021.   
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Table 1. Norway's top 10 producing crude oil fields, by volume, 2021 

Field Thousand barrels per day 

Johan Sverdrup 511 

Snorre 100 

Edvard Grieg 98 

Ekofisk 81 

Troll 70 

Oseberg 57 

Heidrun 55 

Grane 53 

Eldfisk 45 

Alvheim 42 

Total volume, top 10 fields 1,112 

Total volume,  Norway 1,768 

Data source: Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 
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Natural gas 
 Norway has 51 trillion cubic feet (Tcf) of proved natural gas reserves as of January 1, 2022.10 

Norway was the eighth-largest producer of dry natural gas globally and produced 4.1 Tcf of 

dry natural gas in 2021, according to the Norwegian Petroleum Directorate (Figure 4).   

 In 2021, three fields accounted for 50% of Norway’s total dry natural gas production (Table 

2).     

 In March 2022, following Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, the Norwegian government 

authorized an increase of approximately 50 billion cubic feet (Bcf) in natural gas production, 

primarily from the Oseberg and Heidrun fields. In addition, the newly reopened Hammerfest 

liquefied natural gas (LNG) facility, which processes natural gas from the Snøhvit field in the 

Barents Sea, could increase natural gas production by up to 247 Bcf in 2022.   

 In 2021, Norway was the third-largest exporter of natural gas in the world 

after Russia and the United States. Most of the natural gas exports are shipped via the 

extensive export pipeline infrastructure, and the remainder were exported as LNG. In 2021, 

Germany received the largest share of Norway’s total natural gas exports, and Sweden 

received 83% of Norway’s LNG exports (Figure 5).11 

 

 

 

 

https://www.eia.gov/international/analysis/country/RUS
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Table 2. Norway's top 10 producing natural gas fields, by volume, 2021 

Field Trillion cubic feet 

Troll 1.32 

Ormen Lange 0.40 

Aasta Hansteen 0.31 

Oseberg 0.29 

Gullfaks Sør 0.20 

Visund 0.19 

Åsgard 0.18 

Skarv 0.16 

Kvitebjørn 0.12 

Tyrihans 0.09 

Total volume, top 10 fields 3.27 

Total volume, Norway 4.07 

Data source: Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 
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Hydrocarbon gas liquids 
 As natural gas production has grown in Norway, the quantities of recovered natural gas 

liquids (NGLs) have increased significantly, from 203,000 b/d of oil equivalent in 2002 to 

351,000 b/d of oil equivalent at its peak in 2017 (Figure 6). In 2021, NGL production was 

249,000 b/d of oil equivalent.12  

 Although more than 50 fields produced NGLs in 2021, two fields, Åsgard and Troll, 

represented more than 20% of total NGL production (Table 3).13   

 Kårstø is the largest NGL processing hub in Europe. 14 The site receives rich natural gas and 

natural gas plant liquids (NGPL), which are separated into liquid products and dry gas, from 

about 30 fields, including major developments on the Norwegian continental shelf, by 

pipeline. The dry gas is then transported by pipeline to continental Europe and the United 

Kingdom.   

 Ethane, propane, butanes, and natural gasoline extracted from the rich natural gas at Kårstø 

are either placed into storage or shipped by tanker or barge. Propane, butanes, and natural 

gasoline are exported from Kårstø to destinations worldwide, whereas ethane is shipped to 

petrochemical users in the North Sea Basin. The two propane caverns at Karsto, with a 

combined capacity of more than 1.6 million barrels, are the largest in Europe.15 

 Norway is also an importer of hydrocarbon gas liquids. Ineos’s Rafnes petrochemical cracker 

receives ethane from the United States, which is loaded at either Sunoco Logistics’s export 

terminal at Marcus Hook, Pennsylvania, or Enterprise Product Partners’ terminal in 

Morgan’s Point, Texas, and shipped across the Atlantic ocean in purpose-built tankers. This 

ethane is then cracked into ethylene, a basic chemical and a precursor to various plastics 

and resins. 

 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=38232
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=28052
https://www.eia.gov/naturalgas/weekly/archivenew_ngwu/2015/06_11/
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Table 3. Norway's top 10 producing natural gas liquids fields, by volume 2021 

Field 
Thousand barrels per day of oil 

equivalent  

Åsgard  31 

Troll 24 

Gullfaks 21 

Gjoa 20 

Oseberg 17 

Skarv 16 

Johan Sverdrup 15 

Vega 11 

Tyrihans 11 

Visund 10 

Total volume,  top 10 fields 175 

Total volume,  Norway 249 

Data source: Norwegian Petroleum Directorate 

 

Electricity 
 In 2020, Norway had a total installed capacity of 38 million kilowatts (MMkW) and produced 

154 billion kilowatthours (BkWh), and 142 BkWh of that electricity was generated from 

hydropower. Total net consumption of electricity in 2020 was 124 BkWh. 

 Although most of Norway’s electricity comes from hydropower, the country also has 30 

thermal power plants that generate electricity from various energy sources, which include 
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municipal waste, industrial waste, surplus heat, oil, natural gas, and coal. Total production 

from these thermal plants was 3.4 BkWh in 2020.16   

 In 2020, Norway imported 4.5 BkWh of electricity and exported 25.0 BkWh. Norway 

primarily traded electricity with Sweden. Other trade partners include the Netherlands, 

Denmark, Finland, and Germany.17 

 

Notes 
 Data presented in the text are the most recent available as of June 2022. 

 Data are EIA estimates unless otherwise noted. 
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ERCOT peakload records, Texas wind output may fall July 8-12; 
gas burn may fill in 

 AuthorMark Watson     Kelsey Hallahan     Karen Rivera  
  

HIGHLIGHTS 

Triple-digit high temperatures forecast 

Day-ahead trading up sharply 

Power burn likely above five-year average 

The Electric Reliability Council of Texas on July 7 forecast record peakloads July 8-12, as a 
heat wave persists across the Lone Star State, which may coincide with declining wind output, 
boosting wholesale power prices and fuel demand by the system's natural gas-fired generation 
fleet. 

As of the 1:30 pm CT on July 7, ERCOT forecast load to peak at 77.3 GW on July 7, just shy of 
the record of 77.5 set July 5, but the remaining peakload forecasts through July 12 range from 
as little as 77.8 GW on July 10 to as much as 81.3 GW on July 11. 

 

 

The National Weather Service has issued heat advisories or excessive heat warnings for most 
of the eastern two-thirds of Texas, where most of the population resides. 

The weather service forecast high temperatures across the state as follows: 



 Austin: 102 F July 7, 104 F July 8-9; 105 F July 10, 104 F July 11 
 Dallas-Fort Worth: 103 F July 7, 105 F July 8-9, 104 F July, 105 F July 11 

 Houston: 96 F July 7, 97 F July 8, 99 F July 9-10, 99 F July 11 

 San Antonio: 101 F July 7, 103 F July 8-9, 104 F July 10, 103 F July 11 

Humidity associated with Houston's proximity to the Gulf Coast increases the heat index to 101 
F July 7 and 105 F July 8. 

Since June 1, ERCOT's population-weighted average cooling-degree days have averaged 
almost 25% higher than the corresponding periods of the previous five years, according to 
CustomWeather data. 

 

 

As those temperatures peak July 9-11, the ERCOT's forecast average hourly wind output is 
slated to fall by about 11.3 GW, or about 67%, to about 5.4 GW. 

Power market impacts 
With demand peaking and supply weakening, wholesale power prices would be expected to 
strengthen, but real-time on-peak locational marginal prices during June's heat waves were 
relatively tame, as wind output was robust. 

ERCOT systemwide hub real-time on-peak LMPs averaged 71.28/MWh in June, up from 
$33.60/MWh for the average of the previous five Junes, which had a range from $11.04/MWh 
June 21, 2020, to $367.79, June 5, 2018, according to data collected from ERCOT by S&P 
Global Commodity Insight. 



As of 2:15 pm CT on July 7, however, ERCOT real-time on-peak LMPs averaged just 
$53.08/MWh, according to the ERCOT website. 

ERCOT North Hub day-ahead on-peak power jumped $130 during July 7 trading to trade near 
$218.25/MWh for July 8 delivery on the Intercontinental Exchange. Meanwhile, near-term 
contracts moved down, as the next week July 11-15 peak contract declined $33.75 to trade 
around $203/MWh. 

Strong wind generation in June helped mute the impact of Texas' historic heat waves on gas 
demand and spot gas prices in June. ERCOT generation data shows that daily average gas 
generation came in 35 GWh/d, or 6%, lower in June than the same time in 2021, in comparison 
to wind's 90 GWh/d increase. 

ERCOT's wind fleet produced at an average hourly level of 13.4 GW in June, up from 9.7 GW in 
June 2021. 

 

Gas market impacts 
The combination of lower wind generation over the next few days and higher temperatures 
could open the door to a near-term surge in gas-fired power demand in Texas. S&P Global 
Commodity Insights forecast that Texas power burn will climb above the five-year average 
through at least July 12. 



 

The higher power burn demand could help boost regional spot gas prices July 8-12, especially if 
wind generation comes in weaker than expected. 

Spot gas prices in Texas rose in July 7 trading for next-day flows, preliminary settlement data 
from S&P Global Commodity Insights shows. East Texas benchmark Houston Ship Channel 
gained 11 cents to trade at $5.64/MMBtu, while Katy Hub gained 24.50 cents to reach 
$5.69/MMBtu. 

One potentially mitigating factor is the ongoing outage at Freeport LNG in Texas, which could 
soften the impact of higher gas-fired demand on Texas spot gas prices. The unplanned outage, 
which started June 8, has taken the facility's entire capacity offline through at least September, 
injecting around 2 Bcf/d of looseness in the state's supply and demand balance. 
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Canada wants an all-electric vehicle fleet by mid-century. A 
patchwork of charging stations stands in the way 

For Canadians who want to switch to electric, a lack of infrastructure and real concerns about range are 
holding them back 

KATHRYN BLAZE BAUMENVIRONMENT REPORTER 
PUBLISHED JULY 5, 2022 

 
Parkland opened an electric vehicle charging site in Kelowna last fall as part of a pilot project, before 
expanding its network to 25 locations across major routes in B.C. and Alberta over the course of the 
summer. AARON HEMENS/THE GLOBE AND MAIL 

When the four Parkland executives set out in late May to do some market research on electric-
vehicle charging in Britain, they couldn’t have predicted how their time in London would end. 

The company – a Calgary-based supplier and marketer of fuel and petroleum products that also operates 
a chain of convenience stores and quick-service restaurants – is getting into EV charging. Last fall, 
Parkland rolled out a pilot project in Kelowna, B.C., installing four charging ports at one of its locations. 
The company plans to expand its footprint to 25 sites along B.C. and Alberta highways by the end of the 
summer. 

Darren Smart, Parkland’s senior vice-president of energy transition and corporate development, was 
among the executives who rented a Tesla Model X and drove around London. They took note of the good 
– well-lit locations with easy access to amenities – and the bad. 



Over the course of one day, they encountered 10 different charging problems, including incompatible 
plugs (the rental company forgot to give them a particular adapter), payment issues and out-of-service 
chargers. At one point, they had only two kilometres of remaining battery range to reach the nearest 
compatible charger, located at a shopping mall. They turned off the air conditioning to conserve energy, 
rolled up the ramp toward the site and watched the range click down to zero. They plugged in the car, but 
for some reason a connection couldn’t be established. 

The Parkland executives had no choice but to abandon the EV and order an Uber. “It was a very extreme 
experience,” Mr. Smart said. “But it really typifies the range-anxiety issue.” 

 
A biker passes an electric charging station in Ottawa. SPENCER COLBY/THE GLOBE AND MAIL 

Range anxiety consistently ranks among Canadians as one of the top barriers to EV adoption. Drivers are 
worried that a charge won’t be there when they need it, or at least that it won’t be convenient. If Canada is 
going to meet its goals on light-duty EV adoption – ostensibly, an all-electric fleet by mid-century – the 
country has a long way to go on charging. It’s a chicken-and-the-egg type conundrum. If you build it, they 
will come, but it’s hard to make a business case for building such capital-intensive infrastructure if enough 
people aren’t currently, or even imminently, coming. 

That’s where Ottawa comes in. The federal Liberal government has provided hundreds of millions in 
funding to spur the construction of public charging sites. The idea is to encourage the private sector to 
make investments in these early days, until a tipping point is reached and consumer demand is so great 
that charging becomes a lucrative space on its own merit. 

Time is of the essence. Earlier this year Prime Minister Justin Trudeau’s government unveiled a climate 
plan that aims to force a faster change in the driving habits of Canadians. By 2026, 20 per cent of light-
duty vehicle sales in Canada will need to be zero-emissions cars. The sales mandate will rise to 60 per 
cent in 2030 and to 100 per cent in 2035. Last year, zero-emissions vehicle sales stood at 5.2 per cent of 
all vehicle sales, up from 3.5 per cent the year prior. 



If EV adoption is going to steadily ramp up, so, too, must the country’s charging infrastructure. To 
understand where we need to get on this front, we must first understand where we are. 

The Globe and Mail set out to get a clear picture of Canada’s current public charging landscape and of its 
future needs. What emerged is a nascent, patchwork ecosystem with myriad business models and a 
complex web of players. 

There are the equipment manufacturers, the network operators (which are sometimes the same as the 
manufacturers), the site owners (which may buy or lease network-branded chargers, and are typically 
private businesses but can also be governments or utilities), the installers and electricians, the utilities 
(which are sometimes also the site owners or network operators), and various levels of government 
(which are involved through financing, permitting, regulations or ownership). 

As it stands, the public charging system has some bright spots and some blind ones. Canada has 
relatively more chargers per capita than the United States. You can drive from the East Coast to the West 
Coast and find fast chargers along the way. The two provinces with the highest EV uptake – B.C. and 
Quebec – have clean electricity grids. 

But how people experience charging depends very much on where they live. The majority of Canada’s 
public charging sites are in large cities, and about 90 per cent are located in B.C., Quebec and Ontario. If 
you have a driveway, you can install a charger on your property and do most of your charging at home. 

 

Finding convenient public charging is more of a challenge for those living in remote areas and those in 
densely populated urban ones. At least one-third of Canadians live in a multiunit residential building. In 
the EV world, these people are known as garage orphans. 



There are also the matters of reliability and pace of expansion. As of June 1, Natural Resources Canada 
has approved funding for the construction of 33,485 chargers since 2016. About 1,865 are up and 
running. “We’re a capital investment program that de-risks the initial instalment of chargers,” said Louise 
Tanguay, a senior manager with Natural Resources Canada. The department recognizes the importance 
of reliability, she said, but the issue is not its responsibility. Aside from third-party surveys, then, Ottawa 
has no visibility into how often the chargers it funded are out of service. 

Jeff Turner, director of clean mobility with Dunsky Energy + Climate Advisors, a Quebec consulting firm 
that conducts modelling for the federal government on EV infrastructure, said it’s important that people 
feel confident they can leave home and get the charge they need. “It’s a lot of work,” he said, “but a lot of 
actors are mobilizing.” 

 

There are more than 18,500 public charging ports across roughly 8,000 sites in Canada, according to a 
recently released report prepared by Mogile Technologies for the federal government. A further 1,000 or 
so are known to be under construction. The report is based on data sourced from Mogile’s ChargeHub 
platform, which contains information about the type, status and location of public charging sites across 
North America. 

Around four-fifths of Canada’s public chargers are Level 2 chargers. These are relatively slow, with 
charging sessions taking several hours. They’re mostly located on curbsides and in retail parking lots. 

The rest are Direct Current Fast Chargers, which are mostly located along highways and major corridors, 
but can also be found in some towns and cities. Sessions at fast chargers take about 20 to 30 minutes. 

Twenty-eight networks operate the chargers, with four – ChargePoint, Electric Circuit, FLO and Tesla – 
accounting for nearly 70 per cent of the ports, the Mogile report says. Traditional fuel suppliers such as 
Petro-Canada and Shell Canada have also entered the market. The former built sites across the country, 
with chargers at least every 250 kilometres from Halifax to Victoria. 

Tesla, which has its own network with a proprietary connector, has more fast chargers than any other 
operator. Roughly 40 per cent of the country’s fast chargers are Tesla Superchargers. 

Under the new federal climate plan, the Liberals have pledged to invest another $900-million to expand 
the country’s charging system. The government has committed to adding 50,000 ports by 2029. That’s on 
top of the 34,500 it previously set as a target. 



The Canadian Vehicle Manufacturers’ Association, which includes General Motors, Ford Motor Co. of 
Canada, and Stellantis (FCA Canada Inc.), opposes the government’s EV sales mandates, saying they’re 
redundant because existing emissions regulations have the effect of increasing electric vehicle 
purchases. The real barriers to consumer adoption, it says, are insufficient consumer incentives and 
inadequate public charging. 

“Canada is currently failing when it comes to building the necessary infrastructure,” said association 
president Brian Kingston. The country is vast, he added, with many sparsely populated areas, and it 
experiences extreme cold, which reduces EV range. 

The country will need four million chargers to support a fully electrified vehicle fleet, the association says. 
It might seem as though there’s a massive gap between that figure and the government’s commitments 
so far, but there’s a lot to unpack. 

Although Ottawa says 100 per cent of auto sales must be zero-emissions vehicles by 2035, Canada won’t 
have a fully electrified fleet until mid-century, because of the lag in vehicle turnover. 

Even Mr. Turner doesn’t think the four-million number is far-fetched, with two important caveats. “That 
number makes sense to us when we look as far out as 2050 – and if you include chargers in apartment 
buildings,” said Mr. Turner, who is on the board of not-for-profit Electric Mobility Canada. 

He led Dunsky’s work on a federally commissioned report outlining Canada’s projected EV infrastructure 
needs. It hasn’t yet been published, but Mr. Turner reviewed his findings with The Globe. The projections 
for public ports depend on how aggressively the country moves on access to private residential charging. 

Under the “low access to home charging” scenario, the modelling shows that by 2025 Canada will need 
roughly 53,000 public ports, of which 49,000 should be Level 2 and the rest fast chargers. By 2030, the 
overall number will need to rise to about 200,000. Five years later, that number should climb to about 
470,000. 

“How accurate that modelling will be remains to be seen, but we’re pro-actively doing studies and deeper 
dives to keep an eye on what’s needed, including at the regional and provincial levels, to meet the 
evolving demand,” said Thierry Spiess, a senior manager in the fuels diversification branch of Natural 
Resources Canada. 

Ms. Tanguay, his colleague, said it takes between 30 to 36 months from the time a contribution 
agreement is signed to when a site opens to the public. The latest request-for-proposals, which closes in 
August, includes multiunit residential buildings. These sites will be key to accelerating EV adoption 
among today’s garage orphans. 

Getting chargers into new builds is relatively straightforward. Some municipalities, many of them in B.C., 
have passed bylaws requiring a certain percentage of parking spots be equipped with chargers or are 
least EV-ready, with roughed-in electrical wiring. It’s retrofitting existing buildings that will be a tall order. 

A 2019 report prepared by Pollution Probe and sustainability consultancy the Delphi Group pointed to 
several concerns with upgrading older buildings, including grid preparedness, building design and 
financial constraints. 

But these kinds of obstacles must be overcome. According to Mr. Turner’s analysis, Canada will need 
somewhere between 1.8-million and 5.6-million ports in apartments and condos by 2050. 



 
Christopher McDermott, a former Environment Canada policy advisor who is about to buy his first electric 
vehicle, at a charging station near his home in Montreal.CHRISTINNE MUSCHI/THE GLOBE AND MAIL 

It’s not enough to get chargers into the ground, however. After all, a broken charger is worse than no 
charger, because in the case of the latter, at least the driver wasn’t counting on it. 

Chris McDermott is soon going to be an EV driver himself, so on a cold winter’s day in Quebec this past 
February, he went out in his gas-powered car for some recon on charging. He wanted to know whether 
he could quickly and reliably charge an EV along his preferred route between his Montreal apartment and 
his house west of Ottawa. 

It was one thing to look at online maps of charging sites and filter for fast chargers. It was another to 
actually visit them. What he encountered at an Electrify Canada site in Ottawa gave him pause. About 
half of the eight ports were out of service, he said. The discovery made him nervous. 

“As part of my EV-purchase decision, I rolled up my sleeves and really looked into the charging issue,” 
said Mr. McDermott, a former federal public servant who was one of Canada’s negotiators on the Kyoto 
Protocol, and who is now working in the clean-energy industry. “People will get uncomfortable with buying 
EVs if this sort of thing keeps up.” 

The extent to which public chargers don’t work isn’t clear. The latest best guess is contained in the Mogile 
report, which looked at a dataset of nearly two-million charging sessions in 2019, 2020 and 2021. But 
even then the information is limited, because the report doesn’t capture all public ports; nor does it reflect 
issues with chargers that don’t communicate problems remotely to the operator. 

The report said downtime is “quite frequent if judged by the number of problems reported in the 
ChargeHub app.” Of the Level 2 ports for which status could be determined on Jan. 28, 2022, when a 



snapshot of the database was taken for analysis, 5.9 per cent were offline. For fast-charging ports, the 
figure was 4.7 per cent. 

Other apps provide insight into reliability, too. EV charging map PlugShare, for example, features 
commentary from drivers about their experiences at sites. Notes about the Electrify Canada site Mr. 
McDermott visited in February show that several drivers have faced problems in recent months. 

Electrify Canada, which is a partnership formed by Volkswagen Group Canada and Electrify America, 
said it hasn’t received funding under the federal government’s two key infrastructure programs. It didn’t 
provide an uptime figure, citing competitive reasons. Suncor, which owns Petro-Canada, received federal 
funding for its network; it also didn’t provide The Globe with an uptime figure. Tesla didn’t respond to 
requests about its uptime rate, but the network is well known for its reliability. 

Hydro-Québec put the uptime for fast chargers on its Electric Circuit network at more than 99 per cent, 
with Level 2s at roughly 96 per cent. BC Hydro said that over the past year, most of the sites in its 
network have been operational about 98 per cent of the time. Both utilities have received federal funding. 

Natural Resources Canada said it knows reliability is important. “That is why, as part of the competitive 
process, we award merit points for sound operation and management plans,” the department said. 
“However, once the project is completed and operational, the ongoing maintenance is the responsibility of 
the equipment owner, site host or network provider.” 

Quebec-based FLO, one of Canada’s largest EV networks, put its uptime at more than 98 per cent. FLO 
also operates sites in the U.S., and has sponsored a private bill in the California legislature that would 
require the disclosure of reliability data for all publicly funded charging infrastructure in the state. 

“This conversation is so key for EV adoption writ large,” said FLO spokeswoman Frédérique Bouchard. It 
also matters for keeping EV drivers in their seats, she said, adding: “We don’t want people switching back 
to a traditional vehicle.” 



 
A Parkland electric vehicle charging port station in Kelowna.AARON HEMENS/THE GLOBE AND MAIL 

Mr. Smart, who is leading Parkland’s EV strategy, said his team has learned a lot in the nine months 
since it launched the EV pilot project in downtown Kelowna, at a site that features an On the Run 
convenience store and a Triple O’s quick-service restaurant – both 24/7 Parkland brands. 

Importantly, about half of EV-charging customers have been going into the store or restaurant, compared 
with 15 per cent of fuel customers. “Customers gravitate to our site over places that offer chargers only,” 
Mr. Smart said. 

Branching out into charging is a costly proposition that often requires electrical upgrades. The fast 
chargers Parkland is using, for example, cost between $100,000 and $200,000. A new fuel pump, in 
comparison, goes for about $30,000 to $40,000. (Level 2 chargers cost a few thousand dollars.) 

Unlike with fuel, drivers pay for charging by the minute, hour or session, instead of by the amount of 
electricity they consume. That’s because federal agency Measurement Canada doesn’t allow public 
charging to be billed by kilowatt hour. Two drivers who pay the same amount may have pulled different 
amounts of electricity owing to a number of factors, including the temperature and level of the battery 
when charging began. Measurement Canada is developing new standards that will allow for kilowatt-hour 
billing in the EV charging space. 

How and whether to charge drivers is just one of the considerations when it comes to the economics of 
EV infrastructure. Indeed, the space is characterized by myriad business models. 

Many site owners who sell merchandise or services got into EV charging as a way to attract customers to 
their location and increase sales. These retailers may choose to offer free or discounted charging as an 
added incentive. About half of the Level 2 chargers covered by the Mogile report – about 7,600 ports – 
are free to use. 



Independent charging port operators may be vertically integrated – involved in many facets of the 
business, from manufacturing to software and a branded network. The customers of these operators tend 
to be site owners who enter into agreements with the networks, paying them recurring fees. They also 
pay for the electricity and set their own fees for charging. 

Utilities either own charging sites or enter into agreements with site owners. The incentive for utilities to 
get into charging infrastructure is clear, since EV uptake means increased sales of the good they 
produce: power. Automakers have entered the market as a way to encourage drivers to convert to the 
EVs they sell. 

There’s also the matter of manufacturing. Parkland isn’t in the business of building chargers, so it buys 
them from a supplier outside Canada. FLO, on the other hand, manufactures its own chargers at a pair of 
factories in Quebec, and plans to open a plant in Michigan this year; it also sells chargers to other 
network operators. Hydro-Québec recently selected FLO to supply Electric Circuit with up to 7,500 Level 
2 chargers over the next four years. That’s roughly double the network’s charging footprint. 

As EV penetration increases, Mr. Smart said, the profile of drivers will shift from early adopters who have 
chargers at home to those who will need easy access to public ports. “If you want to increase EV 
adoption, you need to have the public infrastructure,” he said. “You need to make sure drivers aren’t 
going to get stranded like we did.” 

 



https://www.fao.org/worldfoodsituation/foodpricesindex/en/  

World Food Situation 
FAO Food Price Index 
The FAO Food Price Index (FFPI) is a measure of the monthly change in international prices of a 
basket of food commodities. It consists of the average of five commodity group price indices weighted 
by the average export shares of each of the groups over 2014-2016. A feature article published in the 
June 2020 edition of the Food Outlook presents the revision of the base period for the calculation of 
the FFPI and the expansion of its price coverage, to be introduced from July 2020. A November 2013 
article contains technical background on the previous construction of the FFPI. 

Monthly release dates for 2022: 6 January, 3 February, 4 March, 8 April, 6 May, 3 June, 8 July, 5 
August, 2 September, 7 October, 4 November, 2 December. 

The FAO Food Price Index drops for the third consecutive 
month in June 
Release date: 08/07/2022 

 

» The FAO Food Price Index* (FFPI) averaged 154.2 points in 
June 2022, down 3.7 points (2.3 percent) from May, marking 
the third consecutive monthly decline, though still 29.0 points 
(23.1 percent) above its value a year ago. The drop in June 
reflected declines in the international prices of vegetable oils, 
cereals and sugar, while dairy and meat prices increased. 

» The FAO Cereal Price Index averaged 166.3 points in June, 
down 7.2 points (4.1 percent) from May, but still 36.0 points 
(27.6 percent) above its June 2021 value. After reaching a 
near-record level in May, international wheat prices fell by 5.7 
percent in June, but still up 48.5 percent from their values last 
year. The decline in June was driven by seasonal availability 
from new harvests in the northern hemisphere, improved crop 
conditions in some major producers, including Canada, higher 
production prospects in the Russian Federation, and slower 



 

global import demand. International coarse grain prices fell by 
4.1 percent in June, but were still 18.4 percent above their year-
earlier values. Downward pressure stemming from seasonal 
availabilities in Argentina and Brazil, where maize harvests 
progressed quickly, and improved crop conditions in the United 
States of America underpinned a 3.5-percent decline in world 
maize prices in June. Concerns over demand prospects amidst 
signs of an economic slowdown added to the downward 
pressure. Among other coarse grains, sorghum and barley 
prices fell in June by 4.1 percent and 6.1 percent, respectively, 
in tandem with lower maize and wheat quotations. Strong 
demand for Indica and basmati rice, coupled with thinning 
basmati availabilities, kept international rice prices on the rise in 
June. 

» The FAO Vegetable Oil Price Index averaged 211.8 points 
in June, down 17.4 points (7.6 percent) month-on-month, driven 
by lower prices across palm, sunflower, soy and rapeseed oils. 
International palm oil prices declined for the third consecutive 
month in June, as seasonally rising output of major producing 
countries coincided with prospects of increasing export supplies 
from Indonesia amid large domestic inventories. In the 
meantime, world sunflower and soyoil price quotations also 
declined, tied to subdued global import demand in the wake of 
rising costs observed in recent months. In the case of rapeseed 
oil, besides demand rationing, international prices weakened on 
the imminent arrival of new crop supplies. 

» The FAO Dairy Price Index averaged 149.8 points in June, 
up 5.9 points (4.1 percent) from May and as much as 29.9 
points (24.9 percent) above its June 2021 value. In June, 
international prices of all dairy products increased. Quotations 
for cheese rose the most, underpinned by a surge in import 
demand for spot supplies amid market concerns over supply 
availabilities later in the year, as the early summer heat wave 
further weighed on already low milk output in Europe. World 
milk powder prices increased on strong import demand, 
persistent global supply tightness and low inventory levels. 
International butter prices rebounded as market uncertainty 
over milk deliveries in the months ahead bolstered foreign 
purchases as well as internal demand in Europe. 

» The FAO Meat Price Index* averaged 124.7 points in June, 
up 2.1 points (1.7 percent) from May, setting a new record high 
and exceeding by 14.0 points (12.7 percent) its June 2021 
value. World prices across all meat types increased, with 
poultry quotations rising sharply, reaching an all-time high, 
underpinned by the continued tight global supply conditions 
impacted by the war in Ukraine and the Avian Influenza 
outbreaks in the Northern Hemisphere. Bovine meat prices 
edged up, as China lifted its import restrictions for purchases 
from Brazil. Meanwhile, pig meat prices recovered slightly on 



higher imports by several leading importers, amid continued low 
purchases by China. International ovine meat prices also 
bounced back on lower exportable volumes from New Zealand, 
notwithstanding subdued demand from Northern Asia. 

» The FAO Sugar Price Index averaged 117.3 points in June, 
down 3.1 points (2.6 percent) from May, marking the second 
consecutive monthly decline and reaching its lowest level since 
February. The slowdown in the global economic growth 
weighed on international sugar demand and price quotations in 
June. On the supply side, good global availability prospects 
continued to exert downward pressure on prices. The 
weakening of the Brazilian real against the US dollar and lower 
ethanol prices in Brazil prompted producers to step up sugar 
production, contributing to higher supplies and lower world 
sugar prices in June. However, uncertainties over the current 
season’s outturn in Brazil prevented more substantial price 
declines. 

* Unlike for other commodity groups, most prices utilized in the 
calculation of the FAO Meat Price Index are not available when 
the FAO Food Price Index is computed and published; 
therefore, the value of the Meat Price Index for the most recent 
months is derived from a mixture of projected and observed 
prices. This can, at times, require significant revisions in the 
final value of the FAO Meat Price Index which could in turn 
influence the value of the FAO Food Price Index. 

Download full 
dataset: Excel, CSV 
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Canadian international merchandise trade, May 2022 
Released: 2022-07-07 
In May, Canada's merchandise exports rose 4.1% compared with April, a fifth consecutive monthly increase. 
Meanwhile, imports decreased 0.7%. As a result, Canada's merchandise trade surplus with the world widened 
from $2.2 billion in April to $5.3 billion in May, the largest trade surplus since August 2008. 

The contribution of prices to monthly movements was once again noteworthy in the merchandise trade results 
for May. As seen in previous months, variations in real (or volume) terms were significantly different from those 
in nominal terms observed in May. Export volumes increased 1.7%, while import volumes decreased 1.4% 
compared with April. 

Consult the "International trade monthly interactive dashboard" to explore the most recent results of Canada's 
international trade in an interactive format. 

Rise in exports led by crude oil and aircraft 
Total exports rose 4.1% in May to $68.4 billion. This was the fifth consecutive monthly increase and the 10th 
gain over the past 12 months. Overall, growth was observed in 8 of the 11 product sections in May. Since the 
beginning of 2022, the value of exports has risen by more than 20%, but, once adjusted for prices, exports 
were down 2.3% in real (or volume) terms. 

Chart 2  
Contribution to the monthly change in exports, by product, May 2022 

 
In May, exports of energy products increased 5.7% to $20.4 billion, representing 29.8% of total exports, an all-
time high. Exports of crude oil and bitumen (+9.2%) rose the most in May, the result of higher prices. As 
explained in the most recent release on the Industrial Product Price Index, uncertainty about supply, in the 
context of the Russian invasion of Ukraine, is behind the recent rise in crude oil prices. Export prices for crude 
oil have almost doubled since May 2021. Despite the importance of energy products to the gain in total 
exports, non-energy exports were up 3.5% in May 2022. 

 



https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2022/06/fewer-younger-adults-drives-population-loss-in-some-us-cities.html 
Fewer Younger Adults Drives Population Loss in Some U.S. Cities 
New Census Estimates Show Why Some Cities Lost Population in 2021 
CATHERINE DOREN 

JUNE 30, 2022 

The significant declines in population in some central counties of large metropolitan areas last year 
were due largely to a loss of population in one specific group — younger adults in their early 20s to 
mid-30s. 

Previously released population estimates for counties showed core counties of many large metro 
areas experienced large declines in their population from July 1, 2020-2021. Estimates by population 
characteristics released today show us why. 

Today’s release tells us that changes in age structure were a major contributor to population declines 
in central counties of some of the nation’s most populous metro areas, including New York-Newark-
Jersey City, San Francisco-Oakland-Berkeley and Boston-Cambridge-Newton. 

Yet, relative to the U.S. population, the counties with especially large 
declines continued to have a large proportion of younger working-age 
adults in 2021 even after these population losses. 

A population pyramid of New York County, NY (Manhattan), shows the size of the population by age 
(five-year age groups from 0 to 84, and the age group 85 and older) and sex (male, female).  

 

In July 2020, the population of both males and females in their 20s and 30s was considerably larger 
than other age groups (Figure 1). 



By July 2021, although this age group was still large in the grand scheme of the population, its male 
and female peaks in New York County show the most marked loss of all age groups. 

For example, New York County’s population declined by 6.6% from July 1, 2020-2021, but the 
population ages 20-34 declined by 13.6% — twice the county’s rate.  

 

San Francisco County in California (Figure 2) and Suffolk County in Massachusetts (Figure 3) 
experienced similar patterns of population change. 

In San Francisco County, the percent loss in that same population group ages 20-34 was even larger, 
at 15.5%, compared to less than one-half that rate, 6.3%, for the county’s total population. 

Suffolk County, which contains Boston, had a smaller total population loss of about 3%, but the 20-34 
age group had a similarly pronounced decline of 5.7%. 



 

Some other counties comprised of large cities, such as Pennsylvania’s Philadelphia County (city of 
Philadelphia) (Figure 4) and Missouri’s St. Louis city, which is its own county (Figure 5), did not 
experience population declines of such large magnitude, with total population losses of 1.5% and 
2.4%, respectively.  

 

However, their populations of adults ages 20-34 had declines that were less than two percentage 
points higher than the declines of their total populations. This suggests that where this age group did 



not have as disproportionately large a decrease, the county’s total population did not fall as 
substantially. 

 

Yet, relative to the U.S. population, the counties with especially large declines continued to have a 
large proportion of younger working-age adults in 2021 even after these population losses. 

Despite the big declines, these particular counties still had a larger share of young adults than the 
country as a whole (Figure 6).  

 



As past stories covering the Vintage 2021 estimates have suggested, domestic migration during 
this time period is likely driving the change. These patterns indicate that although young working-age 
adults are leaving the central counties of these large metro areas, they are simply relocating to other 
counties in the country. 

This may be related to the COVID-19 pandemic that created conditions enabling many workers to 
work from home and may have given these younger working-age adults the flexibility to relocate 
from areas with high concentrations of job opportunities to places with a lower cost of living or other 
quality of life improvements.  

Catherine Doren is a demographer in the Population Estimates Branch. 
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