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✓ 48 coal power plants totaling 
23.5GW are planned all over 
Japan 

✓ 11plants are over GW level and 
18 are under 11.2kW that do not 
need to go through official 
assessments

Japan Coal Plant Tracker http://sekitan.jp/plant-map/en
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Key findings
• Despite repeated pledges to end fossil fuel subsidies G7 countries provided at least $100 billion annually (2015 and 2016) in government 

support for the production and consumption of oil, gas and coal, both at home and abroad in more than 50 countries around the world. 
This included $81 billion in fiscal support through direct spending and tax breaks; and $20 billion in public finance on average per year in 
2015 and 2016.

• In tracking G7 countries’ progress towards meeting their 2025 fossil fuel subsidy phase-out pledge, this scorecard identified leaders and 
laggards across all seven indicators, but overall, no G7 country scored strongly; every G7 country is at serious risk of not delivering on 
their fossil fuel phase-out commitment. 

• Among the G7, France scored highest due to its progress in ending support for fossil fuel production and power both at home and aboard, 
while the United States (US) scored lowest due to continued support for exploration and production, and backtracking on previous pledges.

• Examples of progress include:
• An end to all public finance for coal mining by Canada, France, and Italy, with the latter two countries also ending all fiscal support for 

coal mining (with the exception of research and development). This trend should continue given European Union (EU) governments’ 
commitment to end support to hard coal mining by the end of 2018. 

• Canada, France, the United Kingdom (UK) and the US also appear to have ended international public finance for coal-fired power 
(although this may change due to recent policy revisions in the US). 

• Key areas of concern include:
• All G7 governments have provided new public finance for oil and gas exploration and production since 2016 when the Paris 

Agreement came into force.
• Japan continues to finance coal-fired power plants abroad. 

• Across all G7 fiscal support for oil, gas and coal, 64% is for use by transport, households, industry and other sectors in G7 countries. This finding 
runs contrary to the widely held view that consumption subsidies are primarily a challenge for emerging markets and low-income countries.

Recommendations for the G7
• Complete and publish comprehensive fossil fuel subsidy peer reviews no later than 2019. 
• Establish country-level plans for fossil fuel subsidy phase-out starting with key subsidies with negative social and environmental impacts. 
• Follow the example set by EU governments and develop these plans with the aim of meeting an earlier 2020 deadline.
• Ensure subsidies for energy transition do not support fossil fuels, and that any remaining support goes to facilitating a ‘just transition’ 

and to vulnerable communities and households.
• Lead by example within other fossil fuel subsidy phase-out processes such as the G20 and Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, UN 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), and United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.
• Establish a standing agenda item at the G7 Energy Ministerial meetings to track progress towards the 2025 deadline, with support 

from the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, International Energy Agency and the International Monetary Fund.

The scorecard

FRANCE GERMANY CANADA UK ITALY JAPAN US

Overall score and ranking
1st 

63/100
2nd

62/100
3rd

54/100
4th

47/100
5th

46/100
6th

44/100
7th

42/100

1. Transparency
3rd

50/100
1st

90/100
6th

25/100
7th

10/100
3rd

50/100
5th

30/100
2nd

70/100

2. Pledges and commitments
1st

83/100
1st

83/100
4th

75/100
1st

83/100
5th

58/100
6th

50/100
7th

25/100

3. Ending support for fossil  
fuel exploration

1st
63/100

1st
63/100

3rd
42/100

4th
38/100

4th
38/100

7th
29/100

4th
38/100

4. Ending support for  
coal mining

1st
75/100

4th
60/100

1st
75/100

5th
55/100

1st
75/100

6th
45/100

7th
20/100

5. Ending support for oil  
and gas production

1st
54/100

1st
54/100

7th
25/100

3rd
42/100

3rd
42/100

5th
38/100

6th
33/100

6. Ending support for fossil 
fuel-based power

2nd
64/100

6th
39/100

1st
71/100

3rd
50/100

7th
29/100

4th
46/100

5th
43/100

7. Ending support for fossil 
fuel use

4th
54/100

6th
46/100

2nd
67/100

5th
50/100

7th
33/100

1st
71/100

2nd
67/100

Scoring G7 progress in ending government support for fossil fuels

���Whitley et al. �2018�
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