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70 (Terme Company, Huntington Beach Easement No. 272, Well Not  Fee 5, 
Oil Purchase Agreement) The Executive Officer advised the Commission 
relative to the oil purenase contract tentatively agreed to between 
the Staters Grantee (Terme Company) and the Texas Company, as the pur-
chaser of the crude from this State lease. The Commission was informed 
that the egret:Intent contained a provision wherounder the purchaser 
could terminate the contract if the Grantee failed to comply with 
any production program which might be determined by operators producing 
more than ono-halt of the production in the Huntington Beach now'fiold; 
and that 11, the State wore to approve this contract in that form;  it 
would hove the practical effect of modifying TermeIs easement agree-
ment to the extent that the State would no longer be in a position to 
determinotthe reasonable allowablo production for Termoto wells 
therefore, the purchase agreement in its present form was highly 
inimical to the interests of the State, The Executive Officer advised 
the GaraiSei011 further that conforencet relative to this provision 
had been held with the StateIs Grantee, end that there Were indications 
that the purchase contract could be cionded or modified, in ardor to 
eliminate such objectionable features. 

The Exoeutive Officer pointed Out further'that the Grantee had an 
obligation to produce under hiS egreament;  or: that a portion of the 
production iielongod te the State;  and that iit the absence of any 
alteroved egreement, the Grantee was actually marketing the Staters 
royalty share of the oil without the Stateis consent; cad that the 
Executive Officer was accordingly requesting authority from the 
Commission to approve the contract ONLY f7110it the contract Vas /.1nally 
presented in proper term and without the 'objectionable features. 

Upon motion duly made and unanimously carried, the ktecutive Officer 
was authorized to negotiate with the State' e Grantee;  with the 
objective of removing the objectionable features contained in the oil 
purchase. contract submitted to the State for approval, Zie Executive 
Officer was spoeigically instriieted to bring the contract back to the 
Commission for for el approval. 

• 
8.' (Terme•Compnny„ Huntington Beach Easements Nos. 272, Mc'tiding Well 
No, Fee 5) ;  312, 331 end 3524 	Ilcocutive Officer advised the Gomel  esion 
relative to the oil puezhaso contracts tentatively agreed to between ' 
the Statefs Grantee (Tonne Company) and the Callen Refilling Company, as 
the purchaser of the crude from those State leases, The Comission was 
informed that the agreements entainod a provision 1:hereunder the 
purchaser could terminate these contracts if the Grantee failed to 
comply with any production program which might be determined by operators 
producing more thee one-half of the production in, the Huntington Beach 
new fieldt and that if the State wore to approve those contracts in 
that form;  it would have the practical effect of modifying Tormots 
easement agreements to the extent that the State would no longer be in a 
position to detereain.o the reasonable allowable production for Tore ots 
wells. Therefore, the purchase agreements in'thoir present fora wore 
highly inimical to the intorosts of the State. The i ,::foutive Officer 
advised the Comiesion further that conferences relative to this pre. 
vision had boon held with the Statoto Grantee;  and that there were ' 
indications that tee purchase contracts could be iunended or modified;  
in order to eliminate such objectionable features* 
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