Japan’s
Hidden Emissions
Responsibility

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

from Public Finance for
Overseas Fossil-Fuel Projects
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Figure 1. Comparison of greenhouse gas emissions: JBIC and major countries

JBIC’s enormous greenhouse gas emissions

There is a serious blind spot in Japan’s climate policy: the
vast greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions resulting from public
finance for overseas fossil-fuel projects through the Japan
Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC) and other gov-
ernment institutions. JBIC continues to provide large-scale
loans and investments for fossil-fuel projects abroad, gen-
erating massive GHG emissions. Research commissioned
by FoE Japan found that JBIC-attributable emissions in
2024 reached 408 million tons CO,-equivalent (GWP20,
mobilized emissions') in 2024. If JBIC were treated as a
country this would make it the 20th-largest emitter in the
world, exceeding the annual emissions of many countries,
including France, the United Kingdom, and Italy (Figure 1).
Even if no new fossil-fuel finance were provided, JBIC’s
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Figure 2. Total direct emissions from JBIC-financed
projects, by project category (2024, GWP20)
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existing fossil-fuel portfolio would still generate a cumulative
3.8 gigatons of CO,-equivalent between 2025 and 2050.

If a remaining global carbon budget is 235 gigatons? from
2025 onward, JBIC alone would consume up to 1.6% of that
budget. If humanity had only 100 steps left before breaching
the 1.5°C threshold—the point beyond which the climate
crisis becomes catastrophic—JBIC’s emissions alone would
take one and a half of those steps. Such a level of emissions
from a single public financial institution is indefensible.

Moreover, when considering the total emissions (regardless
of JBIC’s share of financing) from projects financed by JBIC,
the total annual emissions in 2024 amount to 1.95 gigatons
(GWP20)—which would rank JBIC fifth globally if it were a
country.
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Figure 3. Methane’s share of total direct emissions
from JBIC-financed projects (2024, GWP20)
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*1: Including Monaco *2: Including San Marino and Vatican City

Source: Edgar® *GHG emissions in the figure do not include Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF).

Underestimation of LNG and methane

Two factors explain why JBIC’s emissions are so vast yet
often underestimated: first, the impact of liquefied natural
gas (LNG), whose main component is methane; and second,
the major role JBIC plays as an export credit agency (ECA).
JBIC has actively financed LNG projects promoted as “clean”
because they emit less CO, during combustion than coal. As
a result, gas-related projects accounted for about 60%o of
total direct emissions from JBIC-financed fossil-fuel projects
in 2024 (Figure 2).

Methane, the principal component of LNG, has an atmos-
pheric lifetime of only about 12 years, but is an extremely
potent greenhouse gas. Its Global Warming Potential (GWP)
is 29.8 times stronger than CO, over 100 years (GWP100)
and 82.5 times stronger over 20 years (GWP20).2 Scientific
research shows that assessing methane only on a 100-year
basis conceals its massive near-term warming effect.* Given
that the world could exceed 1.5°C (even when averaged over
a 10-year period) within roughly six years at the current pace
of emissions,’ the next decade is decisive. Therefore, this
study evaluates JBIC’s emissions using both (GWP20 and
GWP100) to capture near-term climate impacts.

How much of a difference does this make? Under GWP

100, direct emissions (excluding indirect emissions) from
JBIC-financed projects in 2024 amount to 566 million tons
CO,-equivalent, but under GWP20 they reach 806 million
tons. Clearly, the use of GWP100 significantly underes-
timates the climate impacts of methane emissions from
JBIC-financed projects during this critical decade. Methane
accounts for 46% of these emissions under GWP20. In
other words, ignoring methane would overlook almost half of

JBIC’s true climate impact.

Accurate assessment of LNG’s climate footprint also requires
a full life-cycle evaluation—from gas extraction and liquefac-
tion to shipping, regasification, and final combustion in power
plants or industry. While public debate tends to focus on
emissions from combustion at the downstream stage, nearly
half of LNG’s total climate impact arises upstream and mid-
stream, where large quantities of methane leak from extrac-
tion sites, storage and processing facilities, and high-pres-
sure pipelines. Recent studies show that combustion emis-
sions account for only 34% of total LNG lifecycle emissions,
while upstream and midstream stages—including methane
leakage—account for 47%0.6 An accurate assessment of
LNG’s contribution to global warming requires particular
attention to the upstream and midstream stages, in which
large quantities of methane are released through extraction
and related processes. When these methane emissions are
included, the total climate impact of LNG can be 33% higher
than coal (examples from the United States).”

Although the fossil-fuel industry markets LNG as a “clean”
or “bridge” fuel between coal and renewables, once methane
and life-cycle emissions are properly considered, LNG is far
from clean. JBIC’s massive financing for LNG projects has
therefore resulted in equally massive GHG emissions.



Underestimation of the role of
export credit agencies

Public institutions such as JBIC, established to support
national exports and secure strategic resources, are generally
classified as export credit agencies (ECASs). In the fossil-fuel
sector, ECAs play a decisive role in reducing commercial risk
for private corporations. Projects in coal, oil, and gas are cap-
ital-intensive and long-term, making them too risky for private
banks and investors alone. By providing financial support,
ECAs like JBIC mobilize co-financing from private banking
consortia and, in some cases, attach insurance or guarantees
to private loans—significantly lowering private-sector risk.

Without such public finance to leverage private capital, many
fossil-fuel projects would not proceed at all. As standout
cases, Sakhalin Il LNG (Russia), the Quang Ninh Coal Mines
(Vietnam), and the Hail Qil Field (United Arab Emirates)

each have JBIC'’s direct lending exceeding 60% of total
project value (debt plus equity), and the financing share
reaches 100% when cofinancing mobilized alongside JBIC
is included—meaning the projects’ funding requirements
were fully covered by JBIC and the capital it mobilized. In
addition, projects such as Cirebon 2 Coal-Fired Power Plant

(Indonesia), Batang (the Central Java) Coal-Fired Power Plant
(Indonesia), and the Safi Coal-Fired Power Plant (Morocco)
show JBIC’s direct lending at or above 30%, rising to
approaching 80% when cofinancing is included. Many of the
other projects also show that JBIC’s loans and co-financing
account for a very large proportion of total capital expendi-
tures, underscoring how indispensable JBIC’s role has been
in enabling fossil fuel development.

Therefore, when calculating JBIC’s “financed emissions”—the
GHG emissions associated with its lending and investment
activities—it is essential to recognize JBIC’s catalytic role

as an ECA. In particular, when determining what portion of

a project’s total emissions should be attributed to JBIC, the
magnitude of its influence must not be underestimated. To
attribute GHG emissions to JBIC’s financing activities, three
calculation methods can be considered:

1. Total Project Emissions — The total GHG emissions gener-
ated by the projects which JBIC provides loans or invests in.
2. Mobilized Emissions — The portion of total project emis-

CASE STUDY

Cameron LNG, United States

The Cameron LNG project in Louisiana,
USA, received a USD 2.5 billion direct
loan from JBIC."2 The total co-financed
loan facility package (including JBIC’s
share), is estimated at USD 7.381 bil-
lion'™ out of a total capital expenditure
of USD 10.815 billion™. JBIC’s stan-
dalone financing share therefore rep-
resents 23.1% of total project costs,
while its mobilized co-financing share
accounts for approximately 68.2%.
Part of the private sector co-financing
was covered by insurance from Japan’s
other ECA, Nippon Export and Invest-
ment Insurance (NEXI), mitigating risks.

Cameron LNG is an export terminal

that liquefies natural gas produced

from separate upstream gas fields and
loads it onto LNG tankers for export. To
accurately assess the project’s climate
impact, it is essential to consider not
only the direct emissions from the
terminal itself, but also methane emis-
sions released during gas extraction and
transport from the source fields. The ter-
minal’s annual direct emissions are esti-
mated at 19.04 million tons CO,-equiv-
alent (GWP20), and indirect emissions
from methane leakage at the upstream

gas fields amount to 38.85 million tons
CO,-equivalent (GWP20). Together,

this results in total life-cycle emissions
of 57.89 million tons CO,-equivalent
(GWP20). Based on JBIC’s mobilized-fi-
nance share (68.2%), JBIC-attributable
emissions from this project are approxi-
mately 39.51 million tons CO,-equivalent
(GWP20)— equivalent to the annual
emissions of about ten coal-fired power
plants (assuming 3.79 Mt CO, per plant
per year).'

The problems with LNG projects
extend beyond their enormous GHG
emissions. Cameron LNG has been
found to release large quantities of
toxic substances, including benzene,

a known carcinogen, causing severe
health impacts for nearby residents.
Construction and operation have also
damaged marine ecosystems, reducing
fish catches and threatening local fish-
eries.’® According to research by Data
Desk and Friends of the Earth Japan,
64.5% of the LNG shipped from Cam-
eron and handled by Japanese compa-
nies between 2020 and 2024 was not
delivered to Japan, but resold to third
countries.”

Top: Wetlands spreading near LNG facilities,
Middle: Local residents speaking about the
impacts of LNG, Bottom: An operating LNG facility
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1) JBIC'’s total project emissions 1,540

2) JBIC’s mobilized emissions 323

3) JBIC’s standalone

financed emissions s

1,497 —3%
236 —27% No
115 —-31% No

Table 1: Reduction of JBIC’s financed emissions in 2030 compared to 2019 *Units: Million tons CO.-equivalent (rounded to the nearest whole number)

sions corresponding to the combined share of project
financing mobilized by JBIC, including co-financing with
private banks, as a share of total project costs.?

3. Standalone Financed Emissions — The portion of total
project emissions corresponding to JBIC’s own direct
financing share of total project costs.

In standard financial-sector accounting, financed emissions
are often assessed only through Method 3.1° However, for an
ECA like JBIC, relying only on this approach would underes-
timate its role in mobilizing additional private finance. Calcu-
lations of JBIC’s financed emissions should therefore, at a
minimum, include Method 2 (mobilized emissions) to reflect
its true leverage and responsibility.

Inconsistency with
the Paris Agreement 1.5°C goal

The Paris Agreement, which entered into force in 2016,
sets the objective of limiting the rise in global average tem-
perature to 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels. Achieving this
goal requires reaching net-zero GHG emissions by 2050
and making substantial, steady reductions by 2030 as an
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interim milestone. According to the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC), global GHG emissions must
decline by around 43% from 2019 levels by 2030 to keep
the 1.5°C target within reach." However, this 43% reduction
represents the global average. Taking into account histor-
ical responsibility and equity, developed countries such

as Japan—and public institutions like JBIC—must achieve
deeper cuts.

Analysis of JBIC’s annual GHG emissions shows that, under
all three attribution methods described earlier, JBIC’'s emis-
sions trajectory is not aligned with the IPCC-recommended
reduction rate. Compared with 2019 levels, projected reduc-
tions in 2030 amount to only 3% for total project emissions,
2790 for JBIC’s mobilized financed emissions, and 31% for
JBIC’s direct financed emissions—all falling short of the 43%
reduction required (Figure 3). These figures already assume
that JBIC provides no new financing for fossil-fuel projects
after 2025. If JBIC continues to fund fossil-fuel activities
beyond that point, its emissions trajectory will diverge even
further from the pathway consistent with limiting warming to
1.5°C under the Paris Agreement.

—=— JBIC'’s total project emissions
JBIC’s mobilized emissions

—#— JBIC’s standalone
financed emissions

—#— Emissions aligned with
IPCC targets in each case

Figure 3 : JBIC’s financed emissions versus alignment with IPCC 2030 target



Recommendations to Government of Japan and JBIC

End all new financing for fossil-fuel gas projects — with no exceptions.

The enormous GHG emissions resulting from JBIC’s
financing activities are exacerbating climate change. Even

if it provides no new financing for fossil-fuel projects, JBIC’s
financed emissions are already inconsistent with the level of
reductions required to be in alignment with the IPCC’s 2030
targets. Moreover, despite the Japanese government’s com-
mitment at the G7 Summitin 2022 to “end new direct public
support for the international unabated fossil-fuel energy

sector by the end of 2022, except in limited circumstances
clearly defined by each country consistent with a 1.5°C
warming limit and the goals of the Paris Agreement,”*® JBIC
continued in 2024 and 2025 to use an expanded inter-
pretation of “limited circumstances” by approving loans for
new fossil-fuel projects, including in Australia, Mexico and
Vietnam. JBIC should immediately end financial support for
new fossil gas projects, with no exceptions.

Disclose all GHG emissions, including financed emissions,

and set clear 2030 reduction targets.

Starting with the fiscal year ending March 31, 2027, com-
panies listed on the Tokyo Stock Exchange’s Prime Market
with a market capitalization of 3 trillion yen or more will be

required to disclose GHG emissions across their entire supply

chain® However, JBIC does not disclose the financed emis-
sions from its investment and lending activities. Meanwhile,
ECAs in countries such as the United Kingdom?2°, Germany,?'
Denmark,?? Finland?® and Sweden?* do disclose financed

emissions in their GHG reports, while those in the United
Kingdom, Finland, Denmark and others have also set medi-
um-term targets.?® JBIC, which continues to drive massive
GHG emissions through public financing of fossil fuels, must
act as a responsible public institution by disclosing com-
prehensive information and disclosing medium-term emis-
sion-reduction targets consistent with the 1.5°C goal of the
Paris Agreement, which Japan has ratified.

Join international initiatives such as NZECA and the Clean Energy Transition
Partnership (CETP), and lead stronger climate action within the OECD.

The Japanese government and JBIC have also refrained from

participating in international initiatives among ECAs addressing

climate change. Established in 2023, the Net-Zero Export
Credit Agencies Alliance (NZECA) and the Clean Energy Tran-
sition Partnership (CETP) have committed to ending fossil-fuel
finance and to disclosing emissions and reduction targets, as

noted above. JBIC should join these initiatives to strengthen its
policies on climate change. Japan should also use its position in
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) to promote stronger rules on fossil-fuel finance and to
engage fossil companies in setting and disclosing ambitious
climate targets and emissions from their projects.

Recommendations to Institutional investors

JBIC raises part of its operational funding through the issu-
ance of government-guaranteed bonds, which attract invest-
ment from domestic and international institutional investors.
However, in line with the Paris Agreement’s 1.5°C goal,
institutional investors should avoid purchasing bonds that
directly or indirectly contribute to financing fossil-fuel pro-
jects. The substantial GHG emissions attributable to JBIC, as
revealed in the study above, underscore the responsibility of
investors who provide capital through these bond purchases.
Under the GHG Protocol—the globally-recognized standard
for GHG accounting—when emissions from a financial insti-
tution’s activities (Scope 3, Category 15) are significant
relative to other sources, such as in the case of JBIC, those
emissions should also be included in the Scope 3 inventories

of institutions holding that entity’s bonds.2¢ Therefore, the
large volume of emissions linked to JBIC’s financial activi-
ties should be counted by its bondholders as part of their
own portfolio-level financed emissions, and investors should
actively engage JBIC to promote credible emission-reduction
targets and a phase-out of fossil-fuel finance. JBIC bond-
holders should demand that JBIC disclose its Scope 3 emis-
sions and medium-term emission reduction targets, and end
its financing of fossil-fuel projects. If JBIC fails to take effec-
tive action, investors should suspend new purchases, divest
existing JBIC bonds, and exclude JBIC from their investment
universe. By exercising their stewardship responsibilities,
institutional investors can send a powerful signal that public
finance must align with the 1.5 °C pathway.
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What you can do

The enormous GHG emissions resulting from
JBIC’s financial activities as a public institu-

tion underscore the serious responsibility of
both JBIC and the Japanese government in
tackling climate change. Friends of the Earth
Japan is collecting signatures calling for an
end to public finance for overseas fossil-fuel
projects. We invite you to sign the petition
and add your voice to the call to the Japa-
nese government and JBIC. Each signature
is a powerful expression of public support
that can help drive policy change. We also
encourage you to share this issue with your
family, friends, and politicians, and to urge an
end to public funding for fossil-fuels. Every
individual action matters—together, our
voices can change policy and help stop the

PETITION

Japanese Government:
Stop Hurting Local
Communities by
Financing Fossil Fuels

As the climate crisis deepens, the Japanese government
and JBIC continue to pour massive public funds into LNG
and other fossil-fuel projects, driving severe human rights

violations, pollution, forced relocations, threats to local

health and livelihoods, and losses of biodiversity. Climate
impacts are now being felt on every continent, with recent
cases ranging from the Gulf of Mexico to the Philippines,
Indonesia, Mozambique, Thailand, Vietnam, Bangladesh,
the United States, Canada and Australia. Please support
change by signing our petition calling for an immediate

end to Japan’s public finance for fossil fuels.

climate crisis. Please add your voice.

Climate Impacts of
Japan'’s Public Finance:
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from

JBIC’s Fossil Fuel Finance and
Alignment with the 1.5° C Goal

Provides estimates of GHG emissions for each
JBIC-financed project, along with a review of
prior research, calculation methodology, a list of
projects covered, and annual trends.
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