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EU Methane Regulation: implications
for fixed income investors
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The EU Methane Regulation aims at reducing methane
emissions in the energy sector, though planned penalties
will be suspended from 2027-2029.1 Still, the underlying
obligations remain, and they fall on oil and gas importers.

For fixed income investors, this is less a near-term credit
event than a slow-moving structural factor: the exposure is
deferred, not removed, and it sits on the same balance
sheet whether a bond is labelled or conventional.

We examine what the regulation means across a set of gas
importers, and why monitoring, reporting, and verification
readiness is emerging as the differentiator that matters.

With almost EUR65bn of bonds maturing before 2030,
refinancing will give investors recurring opportunities to
press issuers on their approaches to the regulation. While
its impact looks manageable in the near term,
discriminating between prepared and unprepared issuers
will be key in the medium term.

1 “Questions and answers on a set of recommendations to implement the EU Methane Regulation”, European Commission, 20 Jul 2026.
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Figure 1. Bonds outstanding and share of labelled bonds of select gas importers, including total annual turnover (2025) illustrated by bubble
size. Source: AFII, Bloomberg Finance L.P., accessed 28 Jul 2026.

SUMMARY

Following a recent European
Commission recommendation on
methane regulation, penalties will be
suspended for three years, but the
underlying obligations remain.

Labelled and conventional bonds of
the same issuer carry identical
methane exposure, so investors must
look through to the supply book,
corporate targets, and readiness.

Considering sizable bond maturities,
upcoming refinancing gives investors
recurring opportunities to engage
with issuers on the topic, fostering
preparedness and transparency.

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_26_1652
mailto:jda@anthropocenefii.org
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Introduction
On 20 July 2026, the European Commission adopted recommendations advising member states to suspend
penalties on oil and gas importers that violate Methane Regulation monitoring requirements over 2027-2029,
except for fraudulent breaches.2 Policymakers in several EU member states highlighted concerns about the
security of energy supply if this regulation was implemented as initially planned, following warnings from a
group of key gas exporters, including the US, Qatar, Nigeria, and Algeria.3

How severe is the potential impact of the regulation on energy supply? Two publicly available studies – one
commissioned by industry associations, the other by an environmental group – send mixed signals, indicating
there is uncertainty about the actual impact.4

In the near term, the suspension of penalties eases regulatory pressure on the oil and gas sector. Still, the
underlying compliance obligations remain in force. Accordingly, it defers rather than removes the
requirements, which fall specifically on importers in the EU, rather than foreign suppliers. As several
European gas importers are regular bond issuers, this note assesses the potential implications for fixed
income investors.

Brief recap: EU Methane Regulation
The regulation has been in force since August 2024 and imposes obligations along two distinct tracks.
Operators of EU oil and gas infrastructure face Monitoring, Reporting and Verification (MRV) requirements,
leak-detection-and-repair duties, and limits on venting and flaring. Importers face a separate regime: from 1
January 2027 they must demonstrate that their suppliers apply MRV measures equivalent to the EU’s; from
August 2028 they must report the methane intensity of imported volumes; and from August 2030 a
maximum methane-intensity value applies to what they place on the EU market.5

The regulation requires member-state penalties to be “effective, proportionate and dissuasive” but not
endanger security of supply. The oft-cited penalty of up to 20% of annual turnover is a ceiling, which would
apply in the event of repeated serious infringements. However, these penalties barely exist in enforceable
national law today (i.e. as of mid-2026 only Denmark had a fully compliant regime) and the recommendation
removes the prospect of enforcement through 2029.

Meanwhile, the average compliance cost of meeting the performance standard, penalties included, are
estimated to be about €0.07/MMBtu, which is negligible compared to freight cost to divert cargo to other
markets, according to modelling by Clean Air Task Force (CATF) and Rystad Energy.6

2 “Recommendation on the application of Article 33 of the Methane Regulation EU/2024/1787”, European Commission, 20 Jul 2026.
3 “Big Oil’s campaign to stop EU methane restrictions is working”, Politico, 25 Jun 2026; “U.S., Qatar, Nigeria, and Algeria Warn Proposed E.U.
Methane Regulations Could Disrupt Europe's Oil and Gas Supply”, Open letter, 24 Jun 2026.
4 Wood Mackenzie, commissioned by Concawe and the International Association of Oil & Gas Producers (IOGP) Europe, modelled a strict-
enforcement scenario in which roughly 87% of the crude and 43% of the gas the EU imported in 2024 could be non-compliant by 2027 (see “EU
Methane Emissions Regulation – Analysis of Market Impacts”, Mackenzie, Mar 2026). Meanwhile, Rystad Energy, commissioned by Environmental
Defense Fund (EDF) Europe, reached the opposite base case: sufficient OGMP 2.0 Level 5-capable volumes exist (see “EU energy security
considerations in light of EU MER & the Middle East conflict”, Rystad Energy, Jun 2026), but acknowledges this is only the first step towards
compliance: a system for third-party verification of the measurements and a tracing system from source to the EU are also needed (see “Clarifying
our analysis of the EU methane regulations”, Rystad Energy, 25 Jun 2026).
5 “Regulation (EU) 2024/1787 on the reduction of methane emissions in the energy sector”, EUR-LEX, accessed 23 Jul 2026.
6 “EU Methane Regulation Penalties: Why proportionate, phased penalty regimes pose no energy security risks”, CATF, 9 Jun 2026.

https://energy.ec.europa.eu/publications/recommendation-application-article-33-methane-regulation-eu20241787_en
https://www.politico.eu/article/big-oils-campaign-stop-eu-methane-restrictions-working/
https://www.energy.gov/articles/us-qatar-nigeria-and-algeria-warn-proposed-eu-methane-regulations-could-disrupt-europes
https://iogpeurope.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/EU-Methane-Emissions-Regulation-Study-1.pdf
https://library.edf.org/AssetLink/7000haw3l6ml1w87b58kilq13tirkfoh.pdf
https://www.rystadenergy.com/news/eu-methane-regulations
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/EN/legal-content/summary/reducing-methane-emissions-in-the-energy-sector.html
https://www.catf.us/resource/eu-methane-regulation-penalties/
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Two thresholds are worth separating here: the 2027 MRV-equivalence obligation is the near-term test, while
the 2030 maximum methane-intensity value is the provision with real commercial implications – the latest
recommendations alter neither and the EU Commission resisted calls to reopen the legislation itself.7

Accordingly, the EU Methane Regulation still matters to the oil and gas industry.

Bond market relevance
Several European gas and LNG importers are bond issuers, raising questions on the implications of the
regulation on fixed income markets. The recommendations deliver near-term relief until 2029. For bonds
maturing before then, the suspension is akin to a regulatory derisking. For longer-dated bonds, the picture
differs as the 2030 maximum methane-intensity value is still intact and is expected to become relevant within
the span of most outstanding bonds.

In theory, the effect on yields should be more like a curve than a parallel shift, with relief at the front end and
an ongoing regulatory obligation priced in further out. In practice, this curve effect is overlaid by various
other credit risk drivers, like the recent volatility in oil and gas prices.
Table 1. Overview of select gas importers and key metrics. Source: AFII, Bloomberg Finance L.P., accessed 28 Jul 2026.

Issuer Ticker
Annual revenue
(in EUR bn)

Bonds outstanding
(in EUR bn)

Share of
labelled bonds

Labels
used

Index weight
(BBG GlobalAgg Corp.)

Average
rating

bp BPLN 167.8 52.1 0.0% 0.32% A

ČEZ CEZCP 13.4 4.9 73.8% SLB A-

EnBW ENBW 34.4 14.7 59.8% Green BBB+

Engie ENGIFP 71.9 38.8 63.8% Green 0.27% BBB+

Eni ENIIM 82.2 30.5 15.6% SLB 0.19% A-

Naturgy* NTGYSM 19.5 4.2 0.0% 0.03% BBB

OMV OMVAV 24.3 9.5 0.0% 0.06% A-

Orlen PKNPW 63.2 4.5 46.1% Green 0.02% BBB+

RWE RWE 17.6 10.4 99.9% Green 0.07% BBB

Shell RDSALN 236.6 34.8 0.0% 0.23% AA-

TotalEnergies TTEFP 161.6 47.6 0.0% 0.32% A+

892.4 252.2 28.3% 1.51%

Table 1 shows a range of importers active in the European gas/LNG sector, from regional entities to
international heavyweights.8 The latter stand out in terms of annual revenues and bonds outstanding, as they
are all conventional instruments. In contrast, a few other issuers have a meaningful share of labelled bonds.
Based on these metrics, a few clusters emerge as shown in Figure 1 on the front page. They can be
summarised as follows:

7 The EU Commission adopted two documents: one advising member states to refrain from applying penalties to importers over 2027-2029, and
one giving guidance on how to demonstrate compliance, including certification and “trace-and-claim” systems and optional model contract
clauses, without requiring physical molecule tracing. The recommendation is non-binding and enforcement remains a member-state competence,
and all underlying obligations remain in force. For details: “EU Methane Regulation: Commission adopts recommendations on compliance and
penalties”, Linklaters, 22 Jul 2026.
8 Moreover, there are some important state-owned entities that act as importers (e.g. Uniper and SEFE), but they currently do not have any bonds
outstanding. Also, Equinor merits separate mention as it is a major supplier of gas to Europe. Its importer-of-record status is contract-dependent
and the exposure to potential penalties is low as Equinor's Norwegian operated gas is among the lowest-intensity in the industry.

* only Naturgy Finance Iberia SA

https://sustainablefutures.linklaters.com/post/102ndqp/eu-methane-regulation-commission-adopts-recommendations-on-compliance-and-penalt
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 International majors: BP, Shell, TotalEnergies9

(revenues over EUR170bn; over EUR30bn in bonds, none of it labelled):

 Sizable entities with labelled bonds outstanding: Engie, Eni
(revenues over EUR70bn; over EUR30bn in bonds, including labelled)

 Medium-sized entities with labelled bonds outstanding: CEZ, EnBW, Orlen, RWE
(revenues below EUR70bn; below EUR20bn in bonds, including labelled)

 Small entities without labelled bonds outstanding: Naturgy, OMV
(revenues below EUR25bn; less than EUR10bn in bonds, none of it labelled)

In total, these issuers currently account for 1.5% of the Bloomberg Global Aggregate Corporate Index, a
widely followed benchmark with a market value around USD14tn.

As illustrated in Figure 2, the weighted average
maturity of labelled bond issuers is not
systematically different from issuers that
exclusively rely on conventional bonds.

As shown in previous analysis, global oil and gas
majors have been lengthening the maturity of their
debt against the overall market trend.10

EnBW and RWE stand out, the former as it is the
issuer with a longer time to maturity and the latter
because it almost exclusively relies on green bonds.
Eni has four Sustainability-Linked Bonds (SLBs)
outstanding, with the latest issuance dating back to
2023. For the other labelled bond issuers, the
maturity of these instruments is broadly in line with
their overall issuance.

Issuer perspectives
The diversified nature of these businesses makes it difficult to calculate precisely the materiality of direct
exposure in relation to EU imports, particularly for companies that are also producers. For example, Shell's
Integrated Gas segment generated more than 40% of adjusted earnings in 2025 (USD8bn out of USD18.5bn
in total) and LNG sales volumes of 73mn tonnes,11 but these are global figures; the volume it places on the EU
market as importer of record is not clear.

9 In 2021, TotalEnergies had announced that future bond issues would be in SLB format with KPIs tied to emissions, but did not move ahead with
this plan (“Total recall: oil giant gives up on SLBs before starting”, IFR, 4 April 2024).
10 “Buyers of long-dated oil bonds beware”, AFII, 7 May 2024.
11 “Shell Annual Report 2025”, Shell, accessed 28 July 2026.

Figure 2. Select gas importers weighted average maturity of all
bonds (excluding perpetuals) and labelled bonds: AFII, Bloomberg
Finance L.P., accessed 28 Jul 2026.
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https://www.ifre.com/esg/2051252/total-recall-oil-giant-gives-up-on-slbs-before-starting
https://anthropocenefii.org/climate-risk-pricing/buyers-of-long-dated-oil-bonds-beware
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1306965/000162828026017024/shel-20251231.htm#i9f0a2b537cc947958406b2295340c5ee_157
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MRV-readiness as a differentiator

Some importers have already begun embedding emissions monitoring into their supply contracts. When RWE
Supply & Trading signed a 15-year agreement in December 2022 to buy around 2.25mn tonnes per year of
LNG from Sempra Infrastructure's Port Arthur terminal in Texas, the contract included "a framework to
monitor, report and verify greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from the well head to LNG loading to help ensure
low emission LNG cargoes."12 Well ahead of the EU methane regulation, RWE presented this as a supply-
security and emissions measure.

Engie, one of Europe's largest integrated energy groups, states that its long-term US LNG contracts are with
producers that have made emissions-traceability commitments. It also joined the Responsible Commodities
Sourcing Initiative (RECOSI) gas programme in 2024. Specifically, it reports that Cheniere supplies emissions
data for each LNG cargo lifted from Sabine Pass and Corpus Christi.13

Such steps illustrate that MRV of imported gas can be, and already is being, written into commercial
agreements ahead of the binding regulatory obligation. For bondholders, these examples suggest not a
hidden methane liability but the emergence of MRV-readiness as a differentiator between importers. In the
coming years, the question is whether such contracts become commonplace across the sector.

The role of labelled bonds

Several of the analysed companies have also sought sustainability-oriented capital by issuing labelled bonds.
A green bond commits the issuer to spending the proceeds on specific expenditures like renewables and
hydrogen. But bond repayments are not ringfenced. These instruments represent a claim on the whole
consolidated entity, which includes the gas-import arms and associated potential regulatory liabilities.
Holders of green and conventional bonds of the same issuer are therefore subject to the same credit risk and
have identical exposure to the regulation. Similarly, while methane import exposure might sit outside of the
performance targets of outstanding SLBs, the regulatory liability exists on the same balance sheet.

Here, Eni is a useful case for illustration as it is a large EU gas importer and issuer of SLBs. In July 2025, the
company announced a 20-year LNG contract with Venture Global for 2mn tonnes per annum (MTPA) from
the new CP2 facility currently under construction, with offtake expected to start by the end of the decade.14

Signed after August 2024, that contract falls within the MRV-equivalence obligation the regulation imposes
on importers from 2027. Notably, this new facility has featured in media reports on US pressure against EU
climate rules, 15 and faces legal challenges from environmental groups over the approval of its export
application.16

On the financing side, Eni introduced a sustainability-linked financing framework in 2021, 17 and has four SLBs
outstanding with coupons tied to two KPIs: renewable installed capacity and net upstream Scope 1 and 2
emissions, but with observation dates in the past.18 Importantly, the second KPI accounts for only 3% of total

12 “RWE Supply & Trading and Sempra Infrastructure sign supply contract for LNG from the U.S.”, RWE, 28 Dec 2022.
13 “ESG-related questions from our stakeholders,” Engie, accessed 27 July 2026.
14 “Eni announces 20-year sales and purchase agreement with Venture Global”, Eni, 16 Jul 2025.
15 “US demands EU reverse new climate rules to allow surge in gas imports”, Guardian, 22 Oct 2025.
16 “Environmental Groups Sue DOE Over Approval of CP2 LNG Export Application,”, NRDC, 17 Feb 2026.
17 “Sustainability-linked Financing Framework”, Eni, Apr 2023.
18 For details: “Eni: Plenitude divestment may lead to SLB target miss”, AFII, 1 Apr 2026.

https://www.rwe.com/en/press/rwe-supply-and-trading/2022-12-28-rwest-and-sempra-infrastructure-sign-supply-contract/
https://www.engie.com/en/our-commitments/environment-and-society/strengthening-our-social-and-societal-commitment/esg-related-questions-from-our-stakeholders/
https://www.eni.com/en-IT/media/press-release/2025/07/eni-announces-20-year-sales-purchase-agreement-with-venture-global.html
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2025/oct/22/us-eu-climate-rules-lng-gas
https://www.nrdc.org/press-releases/environmental-groups-sue-doe-over-approval-cp2-lng-export-application
https://www.eni.com/content/dam/enicom/documents/ita/investor/finanza-sostenibile/Sustainability-Linked-Financing-Framework-April-2023.pdf
https://anthropocenefii.org/slb/eni-plenitude-divestment-may-lead-to-slb-target-miss
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GHG emissions,19 indicating that the vast majority of Eni's carbon footprint is not addressed by this KPI. Also,
because the KPI captures only upstream Scope 1 and 2 emissions on an equity basis (operated or non-
operated), the LNG-linked methane Eni buys as an offtaker in which it holds no production interest appears
to sit outside the metric that determines potential coupon step-ups. Here lies an opportunity to improve
future SLB issuance to capture a higher share of emissions and align with regulation.

Looking at the green financing frameworks of the four green bond issuers analysed, two mention methane in
the context of specific corporate targets.20 Engie targets a 50% reduction in methane emissions from gas
infrastructure (Scope 1, relative to 2017). Meanwhile, Orlen states “By 2030, ORLEN will adapt its upstream
processes to comply with the EU Methane Regulation and OGDC guidelines, aiming not to exceed specified
methane emission intensity targets” and reiterated its goal of “achieving zero routine flaring and near-zero
methane emissions by 2030”. These are noteworthy examples of corporate-wide ambitions embedded in
financing frameworks.

What these examples show are: 1) labelled bonds have the same exposure to regulatory risks as conventional
bonds, 2) investors must look through the label to the underlying targets, supply books, and MRV readiness
to assess potential risks, and 3) SLBs offer an opportunity to embed emissions targets into bond structures
and could help strengthen the relevance of methane in bond markets.

While the EU Methane Regulation appears to have manageable implications in the near term, the market
could become more discerning in the medium term. MRV and methane-intensity readiness is already
becoming a differentiator between issuers, even though the near-term penalty relief to 2029 lowers
immediate pressure.

Upcoming maturities
Companies regularly access fixed income markets to raise capital and maturing bonds are often refinanced by
new ones, giving investors an opportunity to actively raise relevant topics, including progress toward EU
Methane Regulation readiness.

As summarised in Table 2, bonds with an equivalent close to EUR65bn will reach maturity by end-2029, with
almost 40% of these bonds coming due in 2028 and about 26-27% each in 2027 and 2029. At the company
level, bp stands out with almost EUR15bn, followed by other larger issuers (i.e. Eni, Engie, Shell, and
TotalEnergies) – all of which have more than 20% of their existing amount outstanding maturing before 2030.

This maturity profile offers investors opportunities to engage issuers on their plans and practices for the
regulation.

AFII has developed Bond Horizon, a unique tool that aims to identify which corporates may soon come to
market to support engagement.21 In the latest update, Engie ranked among the top 25 issuers, indicating a
high probability that it may be tapping the bond market in the next three months.

19 “Eni S.p.A. Second Party Opinion”, Moody’s, 21 Apr 2023.
20 “Green Financing Framework”, Engie, Mar 2026; “Green Finance Framework ORLEN S.A.”, Orlen, Jun 2025.
21 For details: “Bond Horizon,” AFII, accessed 28 July.

https://www.eni.com/content/dam/enicom/documents/ita/investor/finanza-sostenibile/Second-Party-Opinion-on-Eni-s-Sustainability-Linked-Financing-Framework-April-2023.pdf
https://www.engie.com/app/uploads/2026/03/Engie_Green_Financing_Framework_03-2026.pdf
https://www.orlen.pl/content/dam/internet/orlen/pl/pl/zrownowazony-rozwoj/zielone-finansowanie/ORLEN%20SA%20Green%20Finance%20Framework%202025.pdf.coredownload.pdf
https://anthropocenefii.org/resources/bond-horizon
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Table 2. Bond maturities until end-2029 (in EUR bn, based on current exchange rates, excluding perpetuals). Source: AFII, Bloomberg Finance
L.P., accessed 28 Jul 2026.

2026
(remainder) H1 2027 H2 2027 H1 2028 H2 2028 H1 2029 H2 2029 Total

bp 1.0 2.9 2.7 1.0 3.9 1.7 1.6 14.8

ČEZ 0.8 0.6 1.4

EnBW 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.7 3.0

Engie 0.6 2.2 0.7 2.3 0.6 1.5 1.4 9.3

Eni 1.5 1.0 3.9 1.5 2.8

Naturgy* 0.2 0.9 1.2 2.2

OMV 1.0 0.8 0.5 0.5 2.8

Orlen 0.5 0.5

RWE 0.8 0.5 1.3

Shell 0.9 1.3 1.0 2.0 2.9 1.3 9.3

TotalEnergies 0.2 2.4 0.7 2.4 1.1 2.7 9.4

4.9 11.0 6.2 12.2 13.0 8.4 9.0 64.6

Conclusions
For fixed income investors, the EU Methane Regulation is best understood not as a near-term credit event
but as a slow-moving structural factor with a relevance that is deferred, not removed. The recent penalty
suspension eases immediate pressure through 2029, but the underlying obligations – MRV-equivalence from
2027 and the maximum methane-intensity value from 2030 – remain intact and fall on EU importers rather
than foreign producers. Three points are relevant for investors:

 Labelled bonds carry the same consolidated credit and the same Methane Regulation exposure as an
issuer's conventional debt, and current SLB KPIs largely sit outside that exposure. Investors must look
through the label to the underlying supply book, corporate targets, and MRV readiness.

 MRV readiness is emerging as a genuine differentiator between issuers: some importers are already
embedding emissions monitoring and cargo-level data into supply contracts, and the open question is
whether such practices become the sector norm before the 2027 and 2030 thresholds bite.

 With a substantial volume of these issuers' bonds maturing before 2030, refinancing gives investors
recurring opportunities to press issuers on their preparedness. In the near term the regulation looks
manageable, in part because key implementing measures are still unfinished and penalties suspended;
over the medium term, discriminating between the prepared and the unprepared is where it becomes
relevant to returns.

*only Naturgy Finance Iberia SA
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Important disclaimer:
This report is for information and educational purposes only. The Anthropocene Fixed Income Institute
(‘AFII’) does not provide tax, legal, investment, accounting, or any regulatory or regulated advice or services.
This report is not intended to provide, and should not be relied on for, tax, legal, investment, accounting, or
regulatory or regulated advice or services. Nothing in this report is intended (i) as investment advice, as an
offer or solicitation of an offer to buy or sell, or as a recommendation, endorsement, or sponsorship of any
security, company, issuer, or fund or (ii) to express a particular investment proposal in respect of a financial
instrument or an issuer, or (iii) to propose a particular investment decision in respect of a financial instrument
or an opinion as to the present or future value or price of any financial instrument or (iv) to recommend or
suggest any investment strategy.

AFII is not responsible for any investment decision made by you. You are responsible for your own
investment research and investment decisions. This report is not meant as a general guide to investing, nor
as a source of any specific investment recommendation. Unless attributed to others, any opinions expressed
are our current opinions only. AFII does not take into account your own circumstances or assets and AFII
assumes no direct or indirect responsibility or liability for any investment decisions you make, and you
remain fully responsible for your own research, legal and regulatory compliance, and decisions.

Certain information presented may have been sourced from third parties. AFII believes that such third-party
information is reliable, and has checked public records to verify it wherever possible, but does not guarantee
its accuracy, timeliness or completeness; and it is subject to change without notice. Any reference to an
issuer’s creditworthiness or likelihood of positive or negative performance in the current or future market is
purely observational and should not be taken as a recommendation, endorsement or advice in relation to
such issuer or its securities. AFII is a non-profit organisation that provides fixed income investors with the
insights and tools they need to align their portfolios with ambitious climate and nature targets.

For more information about the Institute, please visit www.anthropocenefii.org.
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