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Because there was less production than in 2001. 

Most federal regulations are complicated. Federal 
Regulations are promulgated through publication in 
the Federal Register and the public is given the 
opportunity to make comments. You provide no 
basis for industry “fiercely” defending the 
regulations.

What’s the methodology? It’s never 
disclosed in the article. 

Figures are Not Comparable. It will 
always be lower because of the 
different reporting requirements for 
royalties and the SEC. The value 
received for natural gas is disclosed to 
MMS as well as any deductions.



Not True. The rise and fall of royalty 
revenues do not necessarily track “in 
tandem” with the changes in EIA’s
wellhead and MMS’s unit price 
received.  Some years’ revenues 
exceeded the change in price – does 
that mean companies overpaid?  

MMS Reports 505 audits for FY 2005 
and 123 for FY 1998.  

The agency responsible for ensuring 
proper payment has found no 
evidence of wrongdoing. 

Two different sets of rules. One 
requires gross figures and the other 
requires a net figures for each lease. 
Regardless, sales price and any 
deductions must be reported to MMS.

Fiscal Year 2005

$60 Billion Generated, $8.2 Billion 
Royalty Revenues, 13.66% in royalties. 

Or neither. Further, the government has 
always had stringent reporting 
requirements and keeps the records of 
sales and deductions. 

If any.

POGO, a group found to have paid 
two government officials $383,000. 
See Thompson Report, July 2000, S. 
Prt 106-55. 

Perhaps the long-term contracts 
contain part of the answer. 

This matter has been in dispute for 
years. The statement was to justify a set 
aside of funds in case the matter settled.

“Scathing criticism” was based upon 
audits mainly performed during the last 
administration. 


