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PER CURI AM *

"Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



Andrew L. Qui at appeals the district court’s determ nation
that the Jones Wel|l purchaser-investors have equitable title to
their respective undivided fractional working interests superior
to Quiat’s judgnment lien on the Jones Well. Quiat argues that
the district court erred in failing to consider fully the Ol and
Gas Lease Qperating Agreenent (the “purchase agreenent”) and in
failing to give full faith and credit to Quait’s Col orado
judgnent. Quiat’s contentions are without nerit.

The district court properly determ ned that paynent of the
purchase price under the purchase agreenent vested the purchaser-
investors with equitable title. 1In Texas m neral paynent rights
are real property rights.! The purchase agreenent provi ded that
“Mountain States does hereby agree to sell on a turn-key basis to
non-operator __ units . . . in and to oil and gas |eases and the
| easehol d estate thereby established covering the [D.H Jones
Vell]”. A *“unit” is defined in the purchase agreenent as “ 1
Unit Working Interest 1.8570% (before payout) 1.4053% (after
payout)”. The only reasonable interpretation of the purchase
agreenent is that Mouuntain States intended to sell, and the
purchaser-investors intended to purchase, a cost bearing interest
in the DDH Jones Wl I, the underlying | ease, and the | easehol d
estate. This was an executory contract. Wen the purchaser-

investors perforned their half of the bargain by paying the

! Sheffield v. Hogg, 77 S.W2d 1021 (Tex. 1934).
2



purchase price, they obtained equitable title to their respective
working interests in the well.? Assum ng Quiat’'s Col orado
judgnent is entitled full faith and credit, the purchaser-
investor’s equitable title is nonethel ess superior to Quiat’s
claimas judgnent creditor.® Accordingly, the judgnent of the

district court is AFFI RVED.

2 Park Central Bank of Dallas v. JH) Investnents Co of
Little Elm 835 S.W2d 813, 815 (Tex. App. - Fort Wrth 1992, no
writ); Texas American Bank/Levelland v. Resendez, 706 S. W 2d 343,
345-346 (Tex. App. - Amarillo 1986, no wit); Jensen v. Bryson, 614
S.W2d 930, 933 (Tex Cv. App. - Amarillo 1981, no wit).
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