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APPEAL PANEL DECISION FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM INFORMATION 

Last/Name of Business Rrst 

Claimant Name 

Claimant ID Claim ID 

Claim Type 

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 $ 76,300 

1Z1 BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 1.50 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $ 126,959.95 

D Claimant's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 1.50 

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. 

1Zl Error in calculation. 

D Error in RTP multiplier. 

D Error in Prior Spill-Related Payment Amount. 

D No error. 

Comment (optional) 

Claimant is a Zone A, non-tourism real estate broker. The Administrator found the P/ Ls were not sufficiently 
matched under the criteria as set out in Section 1 of Policy 495. He then proceeded to use the Annual Variable 
Margin methodology to restate the P/Ls and make an award once they were considered sufficiently matched. BP 
raises its usual complaints that the Professional Services methodology should have been utilized. This panelist 
and others have refused to uire the Administrator to use that method under the otiated and 
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court approved Policy 495. However, the problems run deeper in this claim. The Claimant reconstructed its P/Ls 
due to their destruction by her accountant upon retiring. The Administrator's accountants made numerous 
inquiries to the Claimant concerning various entries. Clearly, the P/Ls were developed by simply taking the tax 
return summary figures for expenses and dividing them by 12 to create the expense claimed. BP demands 
review and consideration of the accuracy of numerous expense items. A review of the accountant notes and 
spread sheets show documentation deficiencies throughout. This Panelist requested counsel for the Claimant to 
file a brief addressing the specific expense items questioned by BP. What was filed was much like the responses 
received by the accountants when questioning items, broad brush statements that fail to answer the inquiry. 
While the Settlement Agreement does not require GAP, it expects more than a WAG. BP has made a final 
proposal that reduces the award but under the baseball rules and the circumstances of this claim seems closest 
to correct. 
 

 
 


