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Overview of  Production in Paying Quantities, 

the Savings Clauses, and 

Temporary Cessation of  Production
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The Birth of  the 
Primary and Secondary Terms

2

• In the early history of the oil and
gas industry, most leases were for a
fixed term, without any provisions
for the term to be extended.

• By the late 1800’s, leases began to
include provisions to extend the
fixed term (the “Primary Term”)
with an indefinite period earned by
continued development of minerals
from the leased premises (the
“Secondary Term”).

• It is the “Habendum Clause” that
breaks the lease into a Primary and
Secondary Terms.
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Overview of  the Habendum Clause

3

• In an oil and gas lease, the habendum clause
establishes the duration of the lessee’s interest in the
leased premises.

• The typical habendum clause states that the lease lasts
for (1) the “Primary Term”, plus (2) as long thereafter
as “production continues in paying quantities”,
provided that (3) it will not expire for lack of
production if a “Savings Clause” applies.

• The Savings Clauses may be set out in the habendum
clause or elsewhere in the lease.
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The Primary Term

4

• The “Primary Term” is a finite period of days,
months, or years during which the lessee can hold the
lease without producing (in modern leases, often three
years).

• Leases will often contain a clause allowing the lessee
to extend the Primary Term by paying additional
consideration to the lessor (in modern leases, often
two years).
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Moving Into the Secondary Term

5

• The “Secondary Term” is an indefinite period under
which the lease may be maintained by production of
oil or gas (as per the Habendum Clause).

• In addition to clauses that extend the lease beyond the
Primary Term by actual production of oil and gas,
there are other provisions of the lease which can
extend the lease into the Secondary Term. These are
known as the “Savings Clauses”.

• The lease may also be extended under the Temporary
Cessation of Production doctrine.
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Brief  Overview of  the Savings Clauses

6

“Savings Clauses” can perpetuate the lease into the
Secondary Term without production. The most
common of these are:

• The Shut-In Royalty Clause;

• The Operations Clause;

• The Dry Hole /

Temporary Cessation of Production Clause; and

• The Force Majeure Clause.
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The Shut-In Royalty Clause

7

• The Shut-in Royalty clause essentially states that if the
lessor drills a well during the Primary Term which is
capable of producing covered minerals in paying
quantities, and the well is shut-in (usually for lack of a
market, for maintenance, or because no pipeline has
yet been constructed to transport the gas), the lease
will not expire and will be held in force so long as the
lessee makes the negotiated nominal payment.

• It is common to see limitations to the term under
which shut-in royalties can extend the lease, often by
two years in aggregate.
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More on Shut-In Royalty

8

• It should be noted that Texas courts have held that
shut-in royalty payments cannot extend the term of
the lease if the well was not capable of producing at
the time it was shut-in without additional work. BP
America Prod. Co. v. Red Deer Res., LLC, No. 15-
0569, 2017, WL 1553112 (Tex. 2017)

• Further, courts have held that a shut-in clause cannot
save a lease if it has already terminated because the
shut in well had already ceased to produce in paying
quantities. (Id.)
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The Operations Clause

9

• The Operations Clause states that if, at the end of the
Primary Term, there is no actual production, but the
lessee is conducting operations (as that term is
defined in the lease), the lease will not expire as long
as operations continue.

• Extra care should be given to the lease’s definition of
the word “operations”, as some activities (such as site
preparation) do not qualify as operations. In some
cases, “operations” have begun only when a rig is
located on the leased premises and has begun to “turn
to the right”.
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The Dry Hole / 
Temporary Cessation of  Production Clause

10

• The Dry Hole / Temporary Cessation of Production
Clause prevents termination of the lease when (a) the
lessee has drilled a dry hole or (b) if after discovery of
oil or gas, production has ceased from any cause, and
allows some length of time (usually 90-120 days) for
the lessee to begin drilling or reworking operations to
commence.

• More on the Temporary Cessation of Production
Clause later…
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The Force Majeure Clause

11

• The purpose of the Force Majeure Clause is to
prevent termination of the lease due to lack of
production in paying quantities, when the cessation in
production is beyond the control of the lessee.

• The clause typically sets out a list of events deemed to
be acts of God and, therefore, beyond the lessee's
control.

• There is often a limitation to the duration of time that
a lessee can rely on force majeure to maintain the
lease.
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Moving on to Actual Production!

12

• We have now briefly discussed the Savings Clauses,
which may extend the lease into its Secondary Term
by means other than actual production of oil or gas.

• We will now discuss extending the lease into the
Secondary Term by means of actually producing oil
and gas.

• Leases maintained in this way are Held By
Production.
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Held By Production: What is it?

A lease can be Held By 
Production (“HBP”) 
under a lease provision 
that that perpetuates the 
lessee’s right to operate a 
property as long as the 
property produces a 
minimum paying quantity 
of  oil or gas.

13
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What establishes HBP status?

14

• HBP is not a status dictated by statute or regulation,
but is instead reliant upon the negotiated terms of
each oil and gas lease.

• Texas courts generally enforce the oil and gas lease
language as written (the “Four Corners Doctrine”).

• Therefore, the first step to determining whether your
lease is HBP is to read and understand the applicable
terms of your lease.

• Where do we look first? The Habendum Clause.
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Habendum: Why the funny name?

15

Blame it on the English feudal lords 
and the “habendum et tenundum”!

Latin Translation: 

• “habendum” means "to have" 

• “tenendum” means "to hold"

Historically, the habendum clause in 
deeds began with the words "to have 
and to hold“… the same language 
used in traditional weddings.
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The Habendum Clause and 
Maintaining the Lease by Production

16

Most modern habendum clauses provide for a fixed

Primary Term and an indefinite Secondary Term based on

actual production of oil or gas.

Example:

“Subject to the other provisions herein contained, this lease

shall be for a term of three (3) years from this date (called

the “Primary Term”) and as long thereafter as oil, gas, or

other minerals are produced from the leased premises or

lands pooled therewith.”
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Maintaining the Primary / Extended Term

17

• Payment of  Bonus.

• Delay Rentals if  the lease is 
not a “paid-up” lease.

• The right to extend Primary 
Term for extended periods 
by paying additional 
“bonus”.
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Maintaining the Secondary Term:
Some Examples of  Variations in Language

18

“…and for so long thereafter as …”

• operations continue

• there is production, whether or not in paying quantities
(any production maintains the lease)

• there is oil or gas which can be produced (capable of
producing)

• oil or gas is found (or discovered) in paying quantities

• there is production (or) production in paying (or
commercial) quantities (actual production in paying quantities,
as opposed to capable of producing in paying quantities)
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More Examples of  Variations on 
Secondary Term Language

19

• … the lease is capable of producing in paying (or
commercial) quantities: This language usually ties in with
the application of the shut-in royalty clause. A well is
“capable” of producing in paying or commercial
quantities when it will produce in paying quantities if the
well is turned “on,” and it begins flowing, without
additional equipment or repair. Anadarko Petroleum
Corp. v. Thompson, 94 S.W.3d 550, 554 (Tex.2002)

• Custom definitions: Varies, such as actual production of a
specific quantity of oil and/or gas.
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You know what happens when we assume…

20

• The primary duty of the
court in interpreting an oil
and gas lease is to ascertain
the parties’ intent as
expressed within the four
corners of the lease.
Luckel v. White, 819 S.W.2d
459 (Tex. 1991)

• Don’t assume what the
habendum clause says! Read
and understand your lease!
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In Texas, “Production” is the same as 
“Production in Paying Quantities”

21

• Our analysis of Secondary Term language in the
habendum clause will be limited to the common
provision “Production in Paying Quantities”.

• Texas courts have held that, with respect to oil and
gas lease maintenance, the term “production” means
the same thing as “production in paying quantities”,
unless specifically defined otherwise. Holchak v. Clark,
284 S.W.2d 399 (Tex. Civ. App. - San Antonio 1955)
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Production in Paying Quantities

22

• Texas courts have long dealt with disputes between
lessors and lessees over the perpetuation of oil and
gas leases in the face of limited or no production
beyond a lease’s Primary Term.

• Therefore, determining what “production” or
“production in paying quantities” or other Secondary
Term language actually means has been and continues
to be a crucial issue for lessors, lessees, and courts.
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Production in Paying Quantities: 
Evolution of  a Concept

23

Court definitions of “Production in Paying Quantities”
have evolved over time.

• Early court decisions only required that the lessee could
produce oil in paying quantities (as opposed to actually
produce). Aycock v. Paraffine Oil Co., 210 S.W. 851 (Tex.
Civ. App. 1919)

• Later cases clarified the issue, requiring not only discovery 
of  oil or gas, but actual production of  oil or gas in paying 
quantities. Tex. Pac. Coal & Oil Co. v. Bratton, 239 S.W. 
688 (Tex. Civ. App. 1921)
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Early Concepts (continued)  

• These decisions often favored the operator, stating
that it was for the operator, acting in good faith, to
determine when a lease was no longer profitable, and
that a lessor could not terminate a lease simply
because the lessor was not receiving any profits. Texas
Pacific Coal & Oil Co. v. Bruce, 233 S.W. 535 (Tex.
Civ. App. 1921)

24
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Early Concepts (continued) 

• Some early leases defined “paying quantities” as a
specific amount of production, yet most provided no
specific definition. McLean v. Kishi, 173 S.W. 502
(Tex. Civ. App. 1915)

• Later decisions stated that the operator must not only
produce but must also market the production.
Benedum-Trees Oil Co. v. Davis, 107 F.2d 981 (6th
Cir. 1939).

25
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Garcia v. King (1942):
The Beginning of  the Modern Standard

Brief of Garcia v. King, 164 S.W.2d 509 (Tex. 1942):

• Parties entered into an oil and gas lease with a 10 year
primary term and a secondary term for as long
thereafter as oil, gas, or other minerals are produced
from the land.

• Lease originally had 112 wells and was producing
large royalties.

• Well count dropped over the years to 47 wells.

26
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Garcia (continued)

• Various production problems occurred, and operating
costs rose significantly.

• By the end of the primary term, the lease was not
producing in paying quantities.

• After the end of primary term but before the lawsuit
was filed, the lessee was able to reduce operating costs
and increase production so that production in paying
quantities was restored.

27
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Garcia (continued)

• At trial, lessor sued for cancellation of the lease,
asserting that “production” was the same thing as
“production in paying quantities”, and that the lease
had expired at the end of primary term.

• The matter eventually was tried before the Texas
Supreme Court, which found that the question of
whether “production” was the same thing as
“production in paying quantities” had not yet been
determined in Texas.

28
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And the Court said…

29

• It must consider the “objects and purposes intended to be accomplished”

by the lessor and lessee when they entered into the oil and gas lease.

• The object and purpose of the lease was to develop the property for the

mutual benefit of the parties.

• The object and purpose of extending the lease beyond Primary Term was

to allow the lessees to reap the full fruits of their investments in

developing the property, and that if the property could no longer be

operated at a profit, there were no further fruits to reap.

• The lessors should not be required to suffer a continuation of the lease

after the expiration of the Primary Term merely for the speculation

purposes of the lessees.
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Holding in Garcia

30

• “Production” does not mean any small amount of
production, whether profitable or not. It means the
same thing as “production in paying quantities”.

• “Paying quantities” means paying quantities to the
lessee. If a well pays a profit, even if only a small
profit, over operating expenses, it produces in paying
quantities, though it may never repay its costs, and the
enterprise as a whole may prove unprofitable.

• A lease cannot be held when not producing in paying
quantities and only for speculative purposes.
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Clifton v. Koontz:
The Next Big Step

• Following Garcia, the next big development in this
area was the case of Clifton vs. Koontz, 325 S.W. 2d
684 (Tex. 1959).

• In Koontz, the parties entered into an oil and gas
lease in 1940, with a 10 year primary term and a 60
day operations clause.

• Lessee completed one well on the lease, which,
although marginal, produced in paying quantities
throughout primary term.

31
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Koontz (continued)

• Lessor argued that after the expiration of  primary 
term, the lease periodically didn’t produce in paying 
quantities, and, based on the rule of  law from Garcia, 
among others, the lease should be cancelled.

• The Court reviewed the complex production history, 
and found that there were some periods when the 
lease was operating at a profit, and some at loss.

32
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Koontz (continued)

• “To apply the 60-day clause as contended by
petitioners would mean that the respondents would
have been required to immediately commence drilling
operations, upon sustaining a slight loss for one
month, without regard to whether they believed the
next month's production might be profitable for the
reason that if they were in error and suffered another
slight loss, the lease would terminate.”

33
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Clifton v. Koontz:
The Two-Pronged Test

34

• The question then arose: What is the standard for
production in paying quantities?

• Koontz provided a two-pronged test for evaluating
whether there is production in paying quantities after
extension of the lease beyond Primary Term. If a well
passes either test, it will be considered as producing in
paying quantities.
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The First Test under Koontz

35

Did the well make a profit, no matter how small,
over a “reasonable period of time”, after
subtracting operating and marketing costs (but
excluding capital costs) from gross revenue?
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The First Test (continued)

• Sometimes called the “Objective Test”.

• If the well made a profit over that time period, then
the well is deemed to be producing in paying
quantities even if it could never repay the initial
capital costs or make the entire enterprise profitable.
No need to proceed to the Second Test.

• If the well did not make a profit over that time
period, then we proceed to the Second Test

36
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Calculating Profitability under the First Test… 
What Must be Deducted from Gross Revenue?

37

Ongoing, routine costs, including the following:

• Actual funds expended to produce the well;

• Royalty payments;

• Depreciation of salvageable production equipment;

• Overhead charges directly traceable to producing and
marketing of the production;

• Operating, marketing, treating and transportation charges,
including the cost of connecting the well to a pipeline;

• Charges for labor and repairs; and

• Ad Valorem Taxes.
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Profitability under the First Test… 
What Cannot be Deducted from Gross Revenue?

38

One-time, non-routine, capital expenditures, such as:

• Original costs of drilling, completing and equipping the well;

• Reworking expenses;

• Overriding royalty payments;

• Depreciation of original capital expenditures to drill and
complete the well; and

• Administrative Overhead and District Expenses (costs of
operating other departments within the company – G&A
associated with running an office).

This is why a lease can be deemed “producing in paying
quantities” even though the project as a whole may be suffering
losses.
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Attempts at Clarifying the Standard

39

Several rulings have attempted to address issues concerning
the modern definition of paying quantities:

• Morgan v. Fox, 536 S.W.2d 644, 650 (Tex.Civ.App. Corpus
Christi 1976, writ ref'd n.r.e.): The court specifically listed
reworking expenses with drilling expenses in stating the
items to be excluded when calculating whether a well is
profitable.

• Gulf Oil Co. v. Reid, 337 S.W. 2d 267 (1960): Mere
discovery of amounts capable of producing in paying
quantities will not perpetuate a lease that requires actual
production in paying quantities; an actual market and sales
in that market are required.
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Clarifications (continued)

40

• Sullivan & Garnett v. James, 308 S.W.2d 891 (Tex. Civ.
App. 1957): Court held that when there are multiple wells
on the lease, the lease operating costs cannot be allocated
on a basis of income, as this method would allow a well
that is making as little as one dollar profit to be producing
in paying quantities, regardless of actual operating and
administrative expenses.

• Bomar Oil & Gas, Inc. v. Lloyd, No. 10-08-00016-CV,
2009 WL 2136404 (Tex. App. - Waco 2009): Court held
that purchases such as well-head, casing, tubing, and line
heater occurred prior to re-working and were to be treated
in the same way as drilling and equipping costs.
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Thoughts on overhead expenses…

41

A frequent target of court challenges are whether overhead expenses can be
deducted from gross revenues. It depends on the nature of the overhead
expenses…

• Skelly Oil Co. v. Archer, 356 S.W.2d 774 (Tex. 1945): Court held that labor,
repairs, and gross production / ad valorem taxes and “district expenses”
which were allocated to the well and used on the well in order to keep it
producing should be considered in determining whether or not the well is
producing in paying quantities. The district expenses were administrative
and supervisory expenses for all wells in the district. Skelly also introduced
the concept of deducting depreciation on salvageable production
equipment.

• Ladd Petroleum Corp. v. Eagle Oil & Gas Co., 695 S.W.2d 99 (Tex. App.
1985): Administrative overhead (costs of operating other departments
within the company and not directly associated with the well in question)
should not be considered. Courts have held that if the elimination of a
single well would not materially reduce such an expense, it should not be
included as overhead.
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Depreciation

42

In Bales v. Delhi-Taylor Oil Corp., 362 S.W.2d 388 (Tex.
Civ. App. – San Antonio, 1962), the Court held that:

• Mere “book” depreciation, which is simply an
accounting charge based on acquisition costs of
tangible property, cannot be deducted from gross
revenue.

• Actual depreciation on salvageable equipment being
used to produce oil or gas from a well can be
deducted from gross revenues.
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What is a “Reasonable Time Period”?

43

• The first test as set forth in Koontz required that we
analyze whether the well is producing in paying
quantities over a “reasonable” amount of time under
the circumstances.

• Texas courts have made it clear that there is no set
arbitrary time period that is “reasonable”. Courts have
held a wide variety of time periods to be reasonable,
ranging from a few months to years. The issue of
“reasonableness” depends on the circumstances of
the matter at hand.
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What’s Reasonable? It’s up to the jury!

44

• In BP Am. Prod. Co. v. Laddex, Ltd., 513 S.W.3d 467
(Tex. 2017), the jury in the appellate court was
instructed to consider a 15 month period under which
to determine if there was production in paying
quantities.

• The Texas Supreme Court held that setting out this
arbitrary time period was improper. Counsel may
argue and propose what the “reasonable time period”
might be, but it is ultimately up to the jury to decide
what time period is reasonable.
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The Second Test under Koontz

45

If the well failed to make a profit over a reasonable
period of time (in other words, failed the First
Test), would a reasonable and prudent operator
continue to operate the well in the manner in
which it is being operated for profit and not merely
for speculation?
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The Second Test (continued)

• Sometimes called the “Subjective Test”.

• Whether the well passes the First or Second Test is a
matter of law and is fact-specific.

• The party claiming that the lease has terminated has
the burden of proof to establish that the lease fails
under both tests.

46
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Expectation of  Future Profit

47

Under the Second Test, Koontz states that we must ask 
whether there is a reasonable basis for the expectation 
of  a future profit from the well.  What do we consider?

• Reservoir dynamics (is the reservoir depleted?)

• Has the well or lease been fully developed?

• Is the well or lease capable of  producing a quantity of  
oil or gas in the future which could be sold for a 
profit?

• The price for which the product can be sold.

• The relative profitability of  wells in the area.
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Expectation of  Future Profit (continued)

• Operating and marketing costs of  the lease.

• Is there infrastructure to market or use the oil or gas?

• Lease provisions.

• Are RRC proration rules such that the well or lease 
can ever be profitable?

• Reasonable period of  time under the circumstances 
under which expectations can be met.

• Is the lease being held for mere speculation?

48
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Cessation of  Production

49

• Cessation of Production: a complete termination of
production of oil or gas from a well. May be due to
various causes, such as mechanical breakdowns,
clogging of the wellbore, reworking operations,
governmental orders, or exhaustion of the reservoir.

• May be Temporary or Permanent.
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Interplay between 
Production in Paying Quantities, 
the Cessation of  Production Savings Clause, and the 
TCOP Doctrine

• Cessation of Production Clause: This Savings Clause
defines the number of consecutive days of no
production which automatically terminates the lease.

• Koontz established that without a specific definition
of the time period to measure production-in-paying-
quantities, it was measured over a “reasonable period
of time”, and that other "Savings Clauses," such as
continuous operations, did not come into effect until
production in paying quantities had ceased.

50
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Interplay (continued)

• When a lease fails to define what constitutes a
temporary cessation of production, Texas courts have
repeatedly found that a "temporary cessation" clause
is "necessarily implied" in the lease. Ridenour v.
Herrington, 47 S.W.3d 117 (Tex. App. 2001)

• But if the lease defines the period for which
production-in-paying-quantities is to be measured, the
court does not resort to a "reasonable period of time"
over which to evaluate the profitability of production.
(Id.)

51
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Interplay (Continued)

• A total, physical cessation of production conveys an
unambiguous message: either a well is in need of
reworking or repair, or it has permanently drained the
reservoir. Bachler v. Rosenthal, 798 S.W.2d 646, 650
(Tex.App.-Austin 1990, writ denied.)

• In either case, it is more reasonable in such
circumstances to expect the operator to take
immediate action or suffer termination of the lease.
(Id)

52
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Negotiated Cessation Term is Automatic

• Absent some other savings provision, cessation of
production for the number of consecutive days stated
in the lease's cessation of production clause
automatically terminates the lease, without regard to
the reasonableness of the operator's actions. Bachler,
798 S.W.2d at 650

53
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Permanent (Total) Cessation of  Production

• Permanent (or Total) Cessation of Production: If a lessee has been
producing oil or gas in paying quantities but the well permanently
ceases to produce oil or gas, the lease will terminate (Anadarko
Petroleum Corp. v. Thompson, 94 S.W.3d 550, 554 , Tex. 2002)

• The party claiming permanent cessation of production must prove
that (1) there has been a total cessation of production for a period
longer than that permitted in the lease’s cessation of production
Savings Clause; and (2) no other savings provision sustains the lease
(BP America Prod. Co. vs. Red Deer Resources, LLC, No. 15-0669,
Tex. 2017).

54
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Koontz Test Does Not Apply

• When there has been Permanent Cessation of
Production the Two-Pronged Test for Producing in
Paying Quantities does not apply. Cannon v. Sun-Key
Oil Co., Inc., 117 S.W.3d 416 (Tex. App. – Eastland
2003)

• No analysis of whether production was in paying
quantities is necessary if the evidence establishes no
production at all. Natural Gas Pipeline Co. of
America v. Pool, 30 S.W.3d 618 (Tex.App.-Amarillo
2000)

55
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Temporary Cessation of  Production

56

• Temporary cessation of production (“TCOP”) is a
termination for a temporary period, as opposed to a
permanent cessation of production.

• The frequently difficult problem is determining
whether the cessation is temporary or permanent.

• Absent cessation of production lease language to the
contrary, a TCOP does not automatically terminate a
lease.
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Rationale for TCOP Doctrine

57

• The rationale is that during its life cycle, a well is
bound to stop producing at some point for some
reason – such as reworking, stimulation, or repairing
(to name a few).

• Courts presume that the parties contemplated this
situation when they entered the lease, so the courts
read the TCOP doctrine into the lease as a practical
way to avoid the harsh result of automatic
termination for lack of production during the
Secondary Term.
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Temporary Cessation of  Production

58

• For the TCOP doctrine to apply, first there must be
actual production, and then Lessor must show that
there was an actual cessation of production;

• The key question is then whether the cessation is
indeed temporary and is excused under the TCOP
doctrine. Establishing this is fact-specific to the
matter at hand.
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When can the TCOP Doctrine apply?

59

In order for the Lessee to prove that the cessation was
excusable under the TCOP doctrine, it must show that:

• There was a sudden stoppage of the well or
mechanical breakdown or the like. Note that both of
these are not required, only one (Bradley v. Avery, 736
S.W.2d 341, Tex, App. – Austin, 1988). Courts have
held that this can include involuntary situations, such
as collapsed casing, or voluntary situations, such as
reworking the well; and

• Lessee exercised due diligence to resume production
within a reasonable time (“reasonable time” depends
on the facts specific to the matter, such as what efforts
lessee used to rehabilitate the well).
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What else do we consider for TCOP?

60

• The Texas Supreme Court has also held that it does not 
matter whether the issues leading to the cessation were 
foreseeable or avoidable (Scarborough v. New Domain 
Oil & Gas Co., 276, S.W. 331, 336, Tex. Civ. App. - El 
Paso 1925).

Examples of other factors that may determine whether the
cessation is temporary rather than permanent:

• Good faith, prudent, and diligent actions of lessee;
• The money expended by lessee (did lessor take the

position that the lease had terminated but stand by
passively while lessee spent substantial sums to re-
establish production?).
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Other TCOP considerations…
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• Mechanical difficulties encountered in reworking
operations can trigger the TCOP doctrine, even if
production is achieved through drilling of a new
wellbore (Amoco Production Co. v. Braslou, 561
S.W.2d 805, Tex. 1978)
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The Risk of  Bad Faith Trespass
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When there is doubt regarding whether the cessation of  
production was temporary or permanent, lessee should 
be aware that if  the cessation is deemed to have been 
permanent and it nevertheless continued operations on 
the lease, it could be liable for “bad faith trespass”.

• “Good faith trespass” is when the trespasser had an 
honest but mistaken belief  that it had the right to 
produce oil and gas from the lands upon which it 
trespassed. 

• “Bad faith trespass” is when the trespasser knowingly 
produced oil and gas without the right to do so.
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Lessor Interference
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• This issue is not to be confused with TCOP.

• Lessor interference occurs when an operator has been
physically ejected from the leased premises or the
lessor has repudiated the lease.

• In cases of lessor interference, the requirement for
actual production is suspended for the period of time
that the operator cannot gain access to the leased
premises or until there is a judicial resolution of the
controversy.
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