
DEEPWATER HORIZON 
CLAIMS CENTER 
EC<mOMIC & ~ROP€R1'Y DAMAGE Cf..AI MS 

APPEAL PANEL DECISION FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM INFORMATION 

Last/Name of Business First 

Claimant Name 
l-

Claimant ID -- Claim ID 

Claim Type Business Economic Loss 

Law Firm ,_ ---II. DECISION 

Middle 

-
Select the Compensation Amount set forth in either BP's Final Proposal or the Claimant's Final Proposal as the 
final outcome on the claim and check the appropriate box to signify your decision. 

Compensation Amount $21,817.95 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $ 56,081.70 

1ZJ Claimant's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

III. PRIMARY BASIS FOR PANEUST DECISION 

Please select the primary basis for your decision. You may also write a comment describing the basis for your 
decision. 

D Error in documentation review. 

D Error in calculation. 

D Error in RTP multiplier. 

D Error in Prior Spill-Related Payment Amount. 

IZI No error. 

Comment (optional) 

BPAPP00051



.   -   Claim ID 

The Claims Administrator awarded $56,081.70 pre-RTP to this car dealer in Zone C.  BP

appeals.  The single issue raised by BP is the Claims Administrator’s asserted failure to resolve

discrepancies between the Claimant’s sales tax returns and its P&Ls.  Thus, BP seeks remand. 

Alternatively, BP submits a Final Proposal of $21,817.95.

The thrust of BP’s argument is that there are significant differences between the monthly

sales tax returns and P&Ls that were not resolved by the Claims Administrator.  From this, BP posits

that some of Claimant’s financial data must be incorrect.  Thus, BP concludes that according to the

sales tax returns, Claimant’s post spill revenue was higher than indicated on the P&Ls.  BP argues

that the Claims Administrator should have requested additional information or documentation to

resolve the alleged discrepancy.

The Claimant responds that the sales tax records and P&Ls are reconciled and that no

discrepancy is presented.  However, the record reflects that the accounting vendor did recognize a

$10,149.00 difference between the sales tax and P&Ls.  The record further demonstrates that,

contrary to BP’s position, inquiry was made with the Claimant requesting information to explain the

discrepancy.  The Contact Notes clearly show that the Claimant’s accountant explained that the

difference was due to a year-end adjustment in December of 2010 which reconciled the two figures. 

The record supports the Claims Administrator’s acceptance of this explanation and the resulting

award.  Since the Claims Administrator has already resolved any discrepancies, remand is not

appropriate.  Accordingly, the Claimant’s Final Proposal is selected.


