STATE OF TEXAS
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE
PRESENTS
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COUNTY OF JEFFERSON

AFFIDAVIT OF DAVID JAMES

BEFORE ME, the undersigned notary public, on this day personally appeared DAVID
JAMES, who, being first duly sworn by me according to law, on his oath, deposed and stated the
following:

"My name is DAVID JAMES, and I am above the age of eighteen (18) years and have
never been convicted of a felony or crime involving moral turpitude. T am an attorney with the
firm of STEVENS BALDO FREEMAN & LIGHTY, LLP, (“the firm”) of Beaumont, Texas. In the
course of my representation of Higman Barge Lines, Inc. (*Higman™), a client of the firm in the
spring of 2007 before the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA™, [ had
numerous phone calls and one in person meeting with Mr. Joseph Compton, 111, an attorney with
the USEPA. All of my communications with Mr. Compton concerned the issue of whether
Higman was liable for response costs incurred in the remediation of the Palmer Barge Superfund
Site at Port Arthur, Texas. The USEPA had agreed in 2002, that Higman was not liable for
response costs pursuant 10 the so-called petroleum exclusion from liability pursuant to §101(14)
of CERCLA, 42 USC §9601(14).

However, the EPA subsequently forwarded a Special Notice of Potential Liability and
Draft Consent Decree (“Special Notice”) dated December 29, 2006. Page 2 of the Special
Notice stated, “Based on an extensive review of records related to the release and/or disposal of
hazardous substances at the Site, EPA identifiecd Higman Barge Line, Inc. as one of
approximately 39 PRPs that either owned, operated or contributed hazardous substances to the
Site.” On January 10, 2007, I spoke with Joseph Compton of EPA Region 6 to determine the
basis of the December 29, 2006 Special Notice. In that January 10, 2007 conversation, Joseph
Compton informed me that the EPA had discovered new evidence concerning my client Higman.
I subsequently made a FOIA request to the EPA for the new evidence and there was no new
evidence in the EPA’s response.

On May 11, 2007 T received a Unilateral Administrative Order dated May 7, 2007
(“UAQ") again asserting liability against Higman. In several telephonic discussions with Mr.
Compton following issuance of the UAO to Higman and in answer to inquiries as to why the
USEPA had reversed its position regarding Higman’s liability, Mr. Compton stated that the
change of position was based on a recent federal court case that he referred to as the “Voda
case”. Mr. Compton repeated this asserted basis for EPA’s change of position in a meeting with
him at the USEPA office in Dallas, Texas on May 31, 2007, in the presence of Mr. Harless R.
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Benthul, attorney, of Houston, Texas who had been retained to assist in the representation of
Higman,

Further, the affiant saith not.”

David %ﬁes/

SUBSCRIBED and SWORN TO before me on this 16" day of January, 2008, to certify

which witness my hand and seal of office.

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR THE STATE OF TEXAS

o Py
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HARLESS R. BENTHUL

ATTORNEY
LYRIC CENTRE
440 LOUISIANA, SUITE 600
HOQUSTON, TEXAS 77002

PHONE: 713-223-0030 FAX: 713-223-0026

June 18, 2007

Via Facsimile @ 214-665-6460 and Certified Mail Return Receipt Requested Number
7006 2150 0003 4196 3980

Mr. Joseph Compton HI

Associate Regional Counsel

Office of Regional Counsel (6RC-S)
U.S.E.P.A. Region 6

1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Ref: Palmer Barge Superfund Site, Port Arthur, Jefferson County, Texas
Dear Mr. Compton:

This will confirm our telephone discussion of Thursday, June 14, 2007, regarding
the referenced Superfund site about the EPA’s change of position (reversing its prior
determination that Higman Barge Lines, Inc. was not a Potentially Responsible Party vis
a vis the Palmer site because of the applicability of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (“CERCLA™) petroleum excluston). Qur
discussion was as follows:

1. You acknowledged that, you were wrong in stating that the legal basis for the
EPA’s change of position was the “Voda case” and further acknowledged that the
Voda case 1s not a judicial decision but a Region 6 administrative order on
consent.

2. You stated the basis for the agency’s change of position was an EPA policy
supported by the Office of General Counsel ("OGC”) and when I asked you to
provide a copy of the policy and/or OGC opinion, you told me to contact the
OGC. After I suggested that the policy and/or opinion was, under the
circumstances, a part of the agency’s demonstration of Higman'’s liability, you
agreed to provide a copy of the policy and/or opinion.
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Please advise me if I have mischaracterized our conversation in any material way.

I look forward to receiving the written policy and/or opinion. By copy of this
letter to the Remedial Program Manager, [ request that it become part of the site file and
administrative record.

cc: Carlos Sanchez via facsimile @ 214-665-6660 and certified mail, return receipt
requested, number 7006 2150 0003 4196 3973

cc: Kyle Shaw
David James
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JuL 12 2007

Harless R. Benthul
Attorney

Lyric Centre

440 Louisiana, Suite 600
Houston, Texas 77002

RE: Palmer Barge Superfund Site, Port Arthur, Jefferson County, Texas
Dear Mr. Benthutl:

Thank you for your letter of June 18, 2007, addressing our June 14" telephone
conversation.

As we discussed, the Agency believes that vacuum gas oil (VGO) was commingled or
otherwise intermixed with other known CERCLA hazardous substances at the Palmer Barge site.
Under CERCLA and case law interpreting its cost recovery and contribution provisions, the
commingled VGO may give rise to liability for response costs incurred. To the extent your client
brought VGO to the Palmer Barge site that was commingled with CERCLA hazardous substances
at the site, CERCLA’s joint and several liability provisions may be applicable.

I am happy to discuss these matters further with you if you have additional questions.

Sincerely,

ﬁu seph E7 Compton, Il
' Asst. Regional Counsel

Internat Address (UAL) » hitp:/www.opa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable « Printed with Vegetable Ol Based Inks on Recycled Poras Adislesis 027 Mot oo
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h DAvID JAMES
Sf[ EVENS Admirted in Texas and Louisiana
BAI‘DO 550 Fannin Street, Suite 700
FREEMAN Beaumont, Texas 77701

offece (409} §35-5200
LIGHTY e (409) 8355201

A LiTED LIARTLITY PATRERSIIT -
ATTORNEYS AT LAW f;'?obz!e (409) 658-7204
djames@sbf law.com

May 22, 2007
Via Electronic Mail and Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested

Joseph Compton, Esq. Email: Compton.Joseph@epamail.epa.gov
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6

Superfund Division (6SF-DL)

1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200

Dallas, Texas 75202-2733

Re:  United States Environmental Protection Agency; Palmer Barge Line Superfund
Site

Dear Mr. Compton:

Subject to and without prejudice to any of its rights, remedies, claims and defenses,
Higman Barge Lines, Inc. (“Higman”) acknowledges teceipt of the Unilateral Order for
Remedial Design and Remedial Action.

I would like to thank you for discussing the basis of EPA’s contention that Higman. is a
PRP for this site in our May 16, 2007 telephone conversations. As you are aware, we have not
yet received a response to our FOIA request for the information. [ now understand from our
telephone call that no new evidence has been developed against Higman and the sole basis for
considering Higman a PRP arises out of barges containing vacuum gas oil (*VGO”) and No. 6
oil. The EPA now contends that VGO and No. 6 oil do not qualify for the petroleumn exclusion.
I have spent the past day looking for such authority to no avail and I would appreciate a case site
or other authority forming the basis of this contention.

My client and I assert and renew our contention that, regarding all barge transactions,
both VGO and No. 6 oil are within the exclusion. Both VGO and No. 6 crude are distiliation
fractions of petroleum. as recognized by the authoritative treatise, Kirk-Othmer Concise
Encyclopedia of Chemical Technology. I enclose a copy of page 1494 of Volume Two of the
Fourth Edition. Table 1, Distillate Fractions of Petroleum explicitly lists VGO. No. 6 oil is a
component of the heavy oil. T respectfully but strenuously insist that the EPA is wrong in
reversing its earlier position on this point.
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Joseph Compton
May 22, 2007
Page 2

Morcover, four of the five VGO and No. 6 Fuel Qil transactions Higman had with Palmer
Barge did not result in any materials being transferred to the facility. Those transactions
occurred on March 14, 1993 and March 26, 1993 and involved the barges HTCO 2302 (VGQ),
HTCO 2301(VGO), GDM 264 (No. 5 Fuel Oil) and § 2512 (No. 6 Fuel Oil). On those days,
Palmer steamed the heating coils of the barges to heat the cargo and make it less viscous.
“Steaming” is simply the process of circulating steam through coils to improve the fluidity of the
cargo. The purpose of this practice is to make the cargo more easily discharged using the barge’s
cargo pump and facilitate a quicker unloading to the refinery consignee. This unloading did not
occur at the Palmer site. If required, I can provide documentation showing how this process
works and conclusively prove that none of the cargo leaves the barge during this process.

Higman has cooperated with the EPA by providing a complete disclosute of documents
in its possession concerning transactions it had with the site. Higman also provided affidavits of
two of its employees demonstrating that all but six of the transactions involved crude oil.
Higman’s candor resuited in the EPA’s July 25, 2002 letter confirming that it was no longer
considered a PRP. The matter remained dormant for more than four years while the PRPs
conducted the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study. A ROD was produced on
September 25, 2005. On December 29, 2006, the EPA issued a Special Notice for the Remedial
Design and Remedial Action, seeking good faith offers for the site, the first time that Higman
learned that it was somehow again considered a PRP. Higman made a $1,000 offer, a fair offer
given its limited involvement at the site and qualification for the petroleum exclusion. It was not
until May 16, 2007 that Higman learned the basis upon which the EPA relied to administratively
order Higman to clean up the site.

Using EPA’s own contention that VGO and No. 6 oil are not within the petroleum
exclusion, there are only two transactions upon which the EPA and the PRPs can rely to possibly
implicate Higman. The first is the cleaning of the barge HTCO 2302 on March 6, 1994 when the
cargo tanks were stripped of their No. 6 Fuel Oil cargo. The other transaction involved the
stripping of the bilges of the towboat M/V JOE M. POWELL on December 1, 1993. My client and
I believe that it is unjust for the EPA to order Higman to perform the RD/RA when there are
numerous other potential PRPs not named in the order who have not cooperated to the same
degree as Higman, have contributed more materials to the site, and contributed materials that are
actually listed in 40 C.F.R. § 302.4.

Higman does not concede that it ever transferred any hazardous substance to the Palmer
facility on either occasion referred to in the preceding paragraph. However, reference to the list
of chemicals of concern in the Record of Decision (e.g., Table 9, page 27) strongly suggests
that Higman could never have contributed any material to the Palmer site that cause the
incurrence of response cost. On the contrary, presupposing Higman-related material was
transferred to the Palmer facility through the cleaning process, Higman is entitled to
demonstrate that it did not contribute to harm at the site and is entitled to an apportionment of
zero response costs. U.S. v. Alcan Aluminum Corp., 964 F.2d 252 (3" 4 Cir. 1992).

Additionally, Higman can produce affidavit evidence that it was Palmer’s practice to
separate oil recovered by it in the cleaning process and sell that oil. To that extent, oil recovered




Joseph Compton
May 22, 2007
Page 3

by Palmer from Higman vessels was not only unavailable to need remediation, but also was a
useful product

In light of the circumstances, I believe the EPA should reconsider Higman’s inclusion in
the Administrative Order to prevent this obvious injustice being worked by the EPA. I
respectfully request a private session with you to discuss Higman’s liability with you at the May
31,2007 meeting. Please advise whether you are open to such a meeting.

Very Truly Yours,

DavidfJames

DJ:tl
Enclosure
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1494 PETROLEUM

Steam flooding can greatly increage the recovery of high viscosity
crude oils hy hegt thinning. This jnereases ofl mobility in the resar.
voir. The addition of urea and iren saifate or aickel componnds is
said to further lower the visedsity of the trude ofl Surfactant foam.
ing agents can be used to reduce the mobility of the high temperatuce
steam. Because soms beavy erude oils have relatively high acid num-
berg, it ig not Surprising that addition of alkalins agents to high term-
Berature steam can increase vecavery of these oils,

Other Technologies

Microbial-enhanced oi! recovery invalves injaction of carefully cho-
sen microbes, Subsequent injection of 2 putrient is sometimes em-

crobe population can reduce the permeahility of thief zopes improving
volumetric sweep efficiency. Microhes, particularly gpesies of Clostrid-
um and Bacillus, have alsg been used to produce surfactants, aleg-
hals, solvents, gnd gases in sitir. Thess chemieals iMprove waterflood
oil displacensent efficiency (see alsg BiorEMEDIATION).

The in site combustion msthod of enhanced ¢il Tecovery through
iz injection {5 g chemirally compilex process, There are three fypes
of in sitr combustion: dry, reverse, and wet, In the first, air injection
results in ignition of crude gi] and continued air injection moves the
combustion front toward production wellg. Temperatures tan resch
300-650°C. Ahead of the combustion front ia g 90-180°C steam zone,
the temperature of which depends on prassure in the ofl reservoir,
Zones of hat water, hydrocarhon gases, and finally oil propagate ahead
of the steam zope to the production well.

The oil zone is faicly coal, and in a vistous oft resarveir thig can
result in little oil movement (Liguwid blocking). Reversa comnbustion

fn wet combustion, water ig injacted concurrently and alternately

with air, extending the stoam zame and aiding heat transfar to the

JOHR K. BORCHARDT
Sheil Chemical Company

i Moritis, 041 Gesd., 51 (Sept, 36, 1994),

3. H. Smith, Surfoctant-Baseg Mobility Contral—Progress in Miseible-Flood
Enhanced Oi} Recovery, ACS Symposiom Series Mo 373, American Chemi-
cal Sociaty, Washington, D.C, 1988.

~. 8. Serbie, Falymer-Improved Chi Recovery, Blackie and Son, kid, London,
1991,

- L. Schramm, ¢d., Fogms: Fundementals g Applications in the 031 Industry,
American Chemical Saciety, Washingron, D.C,, 1994,

{EFINERY PROCESSES, SURVEY

‘etroleum refi ining, alse eatled petrofeumn Processing, is the recavery
nd/ar generation of usahia or sakable fractions and praducts from
rude oil, either by distiliation or by chemical reaction of the erude oil

ractions (Table 1), The amounts of these fractions produced by distil-
itton depend an the origin and properties of erude petroleum,

When pettolenm gcours in a reservoir that allows the crude mate-
18l to be recovered by Pumping operations as a free-flawing dark-to-
ght colored liquid, it is often referred to as conventional petrolenrn,

DL LML/ DE.

il LH 1003

Table 1. Distilintion Fractions of Petroleam

Fraction m
light naphtha —l1o 15g
gayoline —lto18g
heavy naghtha 150-205
kerasene 205-25g
stove oi) 2D5-20g
light. gas it 260315
heavy pas oi] 315425
Iubricating oil =400
VACUUM gB8 oi] 425800
residunm =600

I =

Heavy ofl differs from conventional petrolzum in that its flow proper-
ties ars reduced and it is much more difficuit to recover from the ach.

petrolenm.

Heavy oil generally has ag APL gravity of lass than 20 degrees
and vsually, but nat elways, a sulfur content of >2% by weight. Extra
heavy oil accars in the near-solid stats and is virtually ineapahle of
free flow under ambient conditions. Bitumen, often referred to ag
Rative asphalt, is & subclass of sxtra heavy oil and ig frequently found
as the organic filling iq pores and erevices of sandstones, limeytones,
or argillaceous sadiments.

A residuum, often shartened to resid, is the residue obtained
from petraleum after nondestructive distillation hes removed all the
volatile materfals, The temperature of the distillation is usually below
345°C because the rate of thermal decampasition of petroleum con-
stituents ir snbstagtial ahove A60°C, Tawperyturas as lugh us 425°C

referred to as pitch.

Asphalt, prepared from petroleum, oftan resembles bitumen., When
asphalt is produced by distillation, the preduct is called residnal, or
straight-run, asphalt. However, if the asphalt is prepared by solvent
extraction of residua or by light hydracarben {propane} precipitation,
ar if it is blown or otherwise treated, the name should be modified
accordingly to qualify the product, eg. propane asphalt.

Bour and sweet are terms referring to a crude oil'y approximate
sulfur content, which relates to gdor. 4 crade oil that has a high suifur
content urually contains hydrogen sulfide, H.8, andfor mercaptans,
RSH,; it is called sour. Without this disagreeable odor, the crude oil is
judged sweet.

General refinery steps are given in Figure 1.

Desalting and Dewatering

Crude oil is recovered from the reserwpir mixed with a variety of
subgtances: gages, water, and dirt (minerals), Refining actually com-
mences with the production of floids fromg the well or tegervoir and is
followed by pretreatment operations that are applied to the crude oil
either at the refinery or prior to tranisportation,

Field separation, which occurs at a fleld site near the recovery
dperation, is the first attempt to ramove the gases, water, and dirt
that accompany crude oil coming from the grownd.

Dessalting is a watar-washing operation performed at the produc-
tion field and at the rafinery site for additional erude oil cleanuyp.

The usual practice is to blend erude oils of similar characteristics,
although fluctuations in the Propertics of she individual crude ¢ifs
may cause significant variations in the propecties of the bland over
a period of time, Blending -several crude oils prior to refining can
eliminate the frequent need to change the processing conditions that
may be required to pracess sach of the crude oils individually.

[rades B R T S
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HARLESS R. BENTHUL -

ATTORNEY
LYRIC CENTRE
440 LOUISTANA, SUITE 600
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77002

PHONE: 713-223-0030 FAX: 713-223-0026

June 7, 2007

Via U.S. Mail and Facsimile at 214-665-7330

Mr. Samuel Coleman, P.E.

Director, Superfund Program

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re:  Palmer Barge Line Superfund Site, Port Arthur, Jefferson, Texas (Palmer sité)

Dear Sam:

I represent Higman Barge Lines, Inc. (Higmarl) which was recently served with a
Unilateral Administrative Order (UAQ) regarding the referenced site. The UAQO requires
respondents, including Higman, to commit to implementing the RD and RA by June 11, 2007.
The UAQ should be withdrawn, as applied to Higman, for the reasons discussed below.

The Palmer site was, as you know, a barge cleaning operation. All Higman barges
serviced at the Palmer site were used to transport petroleum or fractions thereof, meaning that the
cargos always fell within the petroleum exclusion from the definition of hazardous substances
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response , Compensation and Liability Act
{CERCLA)). No claim has been presented to Higman that any release of cargo ever occurred

. from a Higman Barge, nor has any claim been made (and certainly no demonstration) that any
non-petroleum substance was refeased from a Higman barge (or other vessel) at the Palmer site.
On the contrary, the Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPC$) at the site and which drive the
remediation are aldrin, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(a)anthracene, dieldren, heptachlor epoxide,
napthalene, pentachlorophenol, lead, butyl, benzyl phthalate, 4,4-DDD, 4,4-DDT and
methoxychlor (some of which were commingled). Each of these hazardous substances other than
{(naphthalene and lead) is a chemically synthesized product, not a material that naturally occurs
in petroleum. Napthalene is produced in the fractional distillation of coal tar and would not be
expected in a barge used to haul petroleum. Lead is clearly not a component of petroleum.

The EPA has previously recognized that Higman was not a Palmer site PRP because of
the petroleum exclusion per letter from Region 6 dated July 21, 2002. The reason given for
EPA’s change of position is that a court cases referred to by the Office of Regional Counsel as
‘the Voda casé’has determined that VGO and heavy fuel oil are outside the petroleum exclusion.
No citation for the“Voda casé has been provided and it has not been located after considerable
legal research. This holding is a radical departure from the statutory language, EPA
interpretation of the exclusion and long understanding of the petroleum exclusion. I urgently
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Mr. Samuel Coleman
June 7, 2007
Page 2

request that an authoritative reference to the*Voda casé€’be promptly furnished so that it may be
analyzed. Absent that, we must question whether it exists and if not, EPA should immediately
abandon 1ts claim that VGO and heavy oils are outside the petroleum exclusion and adopt its
prior position.

Additionally, given that Higman's only commerce with the Palmer site involved
petroleum barges and that the COPC's are intimately, if not totally associated with chemical
barges, EPA should immediately release Higman from the terms of the UAO. Assuming,
arguendo, that Higman could in any way be shown to have arranger or other Section 107(a)
liability, Higman nonetheless is entitled to demonstrate that any residual or other material
associated with Higman that may have come to rest at the Palmer site could not have caused or
contributed to environmental harm at the site based on the COPC’s as evidence of the harm. See
US. v Alcan Aluminum, 990 F 2d 711 (2nd Cir. 1993) and U.S. v. Alcan Aluminum, 964 F2d 252
(3" Cir. 1992) holding that a PRP is entitled to demonstrate, in the context of divisibility of
harm, that material attributable to him could not have caused harm. See also, Amoco Qil Co. v.
Borden, 889 F2d 664 (5™ Cir. 1989) holding that a plaintiff may not recover response costs
unless the release posed a threat to the public or the environment.

[ respectfully request that EPA release Higman from the UAO for the reasons stated
herein, because it is the legally correct resolution of this matter as it applies to Higman and
because it is reasonable and fair in the interest of not visiting Superfund's unfaimess on a party
that does snot deserve it. In the altemative, [ request that you defer the response date applicable
to Higman for at least sixty (60) days so the‘Voda casé’can be prodiced and analysed bu
Higman and the demonstration posed by the Alcan cases may be made, if necessary.

I and other representatives of Higman are available to discusss the matters contained
herein, at your early convenience.

Sincerely,

Harless R. Benthul

HB

cc: Kyle Shaw via facsimile
David James “  “
Joseph Compton III via facsimile




HARLESS R. BENTHUL

ATTORNEY
LYRIC CENTRE
440 LOUISIANA, SUITE 600
HOUSTON, TEXAS 77002

PHONE: 7i3-223-0030 FAX: 713-223-0026

June 11, 2007

Via U.S. Mail and Facsimile at 214-665-6660

Mr. Carlos Sanchez

Remedial Project Manager

Superfund Program (6SF-AP)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1445 Ross Ave.

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re:  Palmer Barge Line Superfund Site, Port Arthur, Jefferson, Texas (“Palmer site”)
Dear Mr. Sanchez:

[ represent Higman Barge Lines, Inc. (“Higman”) which was recently served with a
Unilateral Administrative Order (“UAQ”) regarding the referenced site. The UAO requires
respondents, including Higman, to commit to implementing the RD and RA by June 11, 2007.
Higman continues to insist that the UAQ should be withdrawn, as applied to Higman, for the
reasons tdentified in my June 7, 2007, letter to Mr. Sam Coleman, P.E. (Copy enclosed). Higman
has not been shown to be a PRP.

Higman’s response to paragraph 29 of the UAO is as follows. Higman is in discussions

with Mr. Carl Everett, the representative of the PRP group identified at the May 31, 2007

. meeting with EPA, leading to participating in performance of the RD and RA. That participation

" is, however, with full reservation of Higman’s right to chalfenge the UAQO and its applicability to

Higman in every appropriate fora, including recovery of costs so expended from appropriate

sources including but not limited to the Superfund in accordance with Section 106(b) of
CERCLA (42 U.S. C. 9606(b)) and from other PRP’s as appropriate

[ and other representatives of Higman are available to discuss the matters contained
herein, at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Harless R. Benthul
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statement. Chacks that cleared as zm g,lp%trprﬁo\mhdrawal will eﬁ;s‘géd ir me Eleclfonlc Wﬁhdrawals sect[on of the
statement. All checks |nciude¢ t Cheu:ks Paad sacmop ara eWabIe as images ‘orrChasecom. ' -

MR
[ELECTRONIC WITHBRAWALS[ L.
DATE  DESCRIPTION L o * AMOUNT
16/04  Qrig CO Name:ki "Or;g ID:1741337503 Desc DateOffset CO - ..., <$1,028.03

g
QC’D a"‘l‘race#>021 000025909797 Ead:071004 ind
Ind; Néme EFT File Name; Zwe0SA  EFT/ACH
ounoésﬁe CO Eff Dats: 07/10/04 4 '

'er_g o 3337702000 Das: Data:101007 CO Entry ) . © 511.32

o0, Trace# 021000029312411 Eed:071010 Ind B : T
lnd Name Higman Barge Lines Inc Trn:
'.‘1 3

Entry Descr:P&fi’t'B 5
ID:1741367503 .
Created Off=zet, 'Fbr Origln

10710 Orig CO Name:lis 5% 8
Descr: Usataxpym_,is ]
iD: 220768300900716
28393124117 v

10/16  Orig CO NameT)ﬂvolkforcecomm ,Ot‘lg {D:2146000320 Desc Date: 071015 CQ ‘ . . 26.85
Entry Descr:Debil  "S&6: CCD *'Trace#:021000023021723 Eed:071016 Ind o
D:(512)463-2611 lnd Name:Twe . ‘

10117  Orig CO Namedrs ==, " Ortig ID 3387?0,2090 Desc Datg:101707 co Entry o 33.57
Descr:Usataxpymisac: CCDu Trace#fﬂz1oonozeﬁ7aaa4 Eed: 074017 Ind '
ID:220763000897604  * Ind Name ngmﬂn Barge LineaIne Trn

. 2903673884Tc s -

10/18  Orig GO Name:Higman Barge A ;”Orlg 1D:1 741 33}‘503 Desc Da1e Oﬁsat co | 528.30
Entry Descr:Payroll Sec:CCD  Tracket#: 021000028993434 Eed: 071018 Ind
1D:1741337503 ind Nam‘a-EFl' ‘Fila Nama* ZwelS3 EFI'IAGH
Greated Ofiset For Origing: 100004300 -GQ Eff. Daie 0’:‘110/18 8.

10/24  Orig CO Namelrs CrigID ;3387702000 Dasc Date:10240G7 CO Enftry 269,32
Doscr:Usataxpymtsac:CCD  Trace#021000028082151 Eed:071024 Ind
10:220769700250110 ind Name:Higman Barge Lines tne Trh:
29780821517¢

Total Electronic Withdrawals $2,399.29

Your service charges, fess and sarnings credit have been calculated through account analysis.

30531D2313005055020%

DAILY ENDING BALANCE

DATE AMOUNT PATE ] AMOUNT
10/01 $188,697.87 10/05 176,667.21
10/02 178,259.65 10/09 185,667.21
10/04 176.977.711 . in/t0 185,155.89
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