
DEEPWATER HORIZON 

CLA IMS CENTER 
ECONOMIC& PROP£FrrY OAMAGE CLAIMS 

APPEAL PANEL DECIS :ON FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM I ~FORMATI tN 

La ;t/Name of Business First 

Claimant Name 

Claimant ID Claim ID 

Claim Type 

Law Firm 

II. DECISION 

Middle 

Select the Compensation A 1ount set forth in either BP's Final Proposal or the Claimant's Final Proposal as t 1e 
final outcome on the claim and check the appropriate box to signify your d :cision. 

Compensation Amount $148,249.01 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $ 214, 216.01 

[gl Claimant's =inal Prop t»sal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

III. PRIMARY BASIS FOR PANEUST DECISION 

Please select the primary b 1sis for your decision. You may als) write a comment describing the basis for your 
decision. 

D Error in documentation review. 

D Error in cal :ulation. 

D Error in RT 1 multiplier. 

D Error in Pri •r Spill-Rei ated Payment Amount. 

~ No error. 

Comment (opti':Jnal). 

Decision comment uploaded to portal 

BPAPP00086



 

 

 

CLAIM  ID   

 

 
BP appeals this BEL claim, asserting that the Settlement Program failed to 
adequately match certain variable expenses to the revenue they generated. BP 
concedes that none of the seven Policy 495 screens for insufficiently matched data 
are triggered in this case. However, BP argues that  matching problems requiring 
resolution still exist, as  Claimant’s monthly gross profit percentages for its largest 
revenue account fluctuated drastically in 2010, and this  requires further 
examination, despite the absence of a trigger pursuant to the seven-screen analysis.  
 
Policy 495 provides that “it is not feasible in the context of a class-wide settlement 
involving thousands of different claims…to attempt to match specific expenses to 
specific revenues on an individual transaction by transaction basis. The time, effort 
and expense required under this approach would be prohibitive.”  Policy 495, p. 3. 
 
Here, it is apparent that the CSSP Accounting vendors, in their professional 
judgment, did not find ‘significant indicia” that the claim may not be sufficiently 
matched, as required by Policy 495, pp. 5-6 to warrant further review. This Panelist 
agrees.  As has been repeatedly held by other Panelists in Policy 495 cases, the 
policy requires sufficient matching, not exact matching. 
 
Applying the Baseball Arbitration method requires that Claimant’s voluntarily 
reduced Final Proposal be selected.  BP’s further arguments with respect to the 
alleged mischaracterization of certain variable expenses have been rendered moot, 
as the result would not change, even were BP to prevail on these issues. 
  


