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The Gold Rush Re-enacted
The change in orientation to speculative financial 

market operations had been long desired on Wall Street, 
and had been underway for at least two decades. But for 
a long time, the regulations of the supervisory agency for 
the exchanges, set up under Franklin Roosevelt in paral-
lel to the Glass-Steagall Act, were in the way. These strict 
regulations with which FDR had driven out of the real 
economy the speculative activities that caused the market 
crash of 1929, were no longer desired. Much more under 
the pressure of the finance lobby, and less under that of 
industry, as is claimed, the SEC, since the end of 2008, 
worked on changing the regulations for exchange-listed 
firms in the oil and gas industry.

Prior to this change, these firms could only count 
ownership of those reserves whose future yield was 
geologically estimated as secure, and which were in the 
immediate vicinity of already existing wells. But the 
new rule made it possible to include in the reports to 
investors, wide-ranging fields on the basis of their pre-
sumed future yield, and expert testing of this by a third 
party was no longer demanded. The new rule took effect 
in January 2010, under the heading “Modernization of 
Oil and Gas Reporting,” which read:

“The Commission is adopting revisions to its oil 
and gas reporting disclosures which exist in their cur-

rent form in Regulation S-K and Regulation S-X under 
the Securities Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, as well as Industry Guide 1. The revisions 
are intended to provide investors with a more meaning-
ful and comprehensive understanding of oil and gas re-
serves, which should help investors evaluate the rela-
tive value of oil and gas companies.

“In the three decades that have passed since adoption 
of these disclosure items, there have been significant 
changes in the oil and gas industry. The amendments are 
designed to modernize and update the oil and gas disclo-
sure requirements to align them with current practices 
and changes in technology. The amendments concur-
rently align the full cost accounting rules with the revised 
disclosures. The amendments also codify and revise In-
dustry Guide 2 in Regulation S-K. In addition, they har-
monize oil and gas disclosures by foreign private issuers 
with the disclosures of domestic issuers.”3

Since the introduction of the reporting requirement 
in the framework of the Carbon Disclosure Project,4 

3. “Securities and Exchange Commission, Modernization of the Re-
porting Requirements for Oil and Gas Companies,” Jan. 1, 2010.
4. The Carbon Disclosure Project was founded in 2000 in London, and 
is now backed by 655 investors. It has exchange-listed companies report 
to it once a year on the state of their CO

2
 and water “footprint.” This is 

used to value and sell options on the financial markets.

Nature: Study Sees 
Fracking Fall-Off

A study by University of Texas researchers, reported 
in Nature Dec. 3, foresees less shale oil and gas in 
America’s future than promised in all the industry’s 
projections.

The article by Mason Inman says that the Texas 
researchers have produced the most authoritative 
study of the U.S. “shale revolution” to date, by analyz-
ing figures from individual blocks in the shale basins, 
at 20 times as high a resolution as the Energy Informa-
tion Agency (EIA), which uses data by county.

The researchers analyzed four big shale gas 
fields, or “plays,” which account for two-thirds of 
current U.S. shale gas production: Marcellus (in 
Pennsylvania), Haynesville (Texas/Louisiana), Fay-
ette (Arkansas), and Barnett (Texas). They con-

cluded that natural gas production from these four 
fields would likely peak by 2020 (just five years 
away) at about 250 billion cubic meters of gas per 
year—some 10% higher than it is now—and fall by 
2030 to 150 billion cubic meters annually.

By contrast, the EIA has consistently forecast shale 
gas production doubling by 2040, including 325 mil-
lion cubic meters being recovered from the above four 
fields by that year. Several industry projections, in-
cluding one by Goldman Sach, are far higher still, and 
have been the basis for extremely high and leveraged 
investments in shale “plays”—approximately 25% of 
all U.S. capital investment since 2010.

The argument already raised against the Univer-
sity of Texas study is that it does not assume continu-
ing technological advance in shale fossil fuel recov-
ery. But this is technological “advance” which makes 
such recovery more expensive, unstable, and envi-
ronmentally degrading than the previous technology.
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