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conversation, I summarlzeg’a transaction wherein a seller
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years. 1If certain conditions with respect to the property
are not satisfied by January i, 2000 (several of the
conditions are not entirely within buyer’s control), the
seller has the ability to cause the property to be reconveyed
to seller, and buyer’s minimum royalty payment obligations
will cease as of that date. At that time, buyer will have
made payments of approximately $900,000 in minimum royalty

payments, in addition to the $1.1 million in cash installment
payments,

In our conversation, I asked whether the minimum ot s |
production royalty payments subsequent to January 1, 20 et ,/
were contingent payments for purposes of the HSR Act. .
indicated that they were contingent payments, and
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added to the fixed payments of approxima ely $2.0 million in
order to determine the total acquisition price.
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If this is not an accurate description of our
conversation, or of the appropriate treatment for the mlnlmum

production royalty nts- subsequent to January 1, 2000,
pPlease call me at h hank you very much.
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