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APPEAL PANEL DECISION FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM INFORMATION 

Last/Name of Business First 

Claimant Name 

Claimant ID Claim ID 

Claim Type Business Economic Loss 

Law Firm -- ...... 
II. DECISION 

Middle 

l.lllll 

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 $90,000 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 1.25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $111,129.34 

1ZJ Claimant's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 1.25 

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) 

See reasons submitted to Appeals Coordinator. 
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Reasons for Decision 

Appeal #  

November 5, 2014 

 

 Claimant filed a BEL Claim and received an award.  BP appeals on three grounds, which 

will be discussed below. 

 First, BP argues that the Settlement Program mishandled a “bookkeeping error” 

adjustment in Claimant’s financial data.  In January 2010 Claimant noted on its financial records 

that $22,305 was inadvertently recorded to the Salaries & Wages account.  Claimant stated that 

this was a bookkeeping error and that the expense should have gone to other miscellaneous 

expenses.  BP argues that the Settlement Program blindly accepted this adjustment and classified 

the expense as a fixed miscellaneous expense.  BP argues that had the Settlement Program 

inquired, this expense may have been classified as variable, which BP argues would have 

triggered Criteria 6 of Policy 495. 

 In deference to BP, this Appeal Panelist requested that Claimant further explain the 

adjustment.  In response, Claimant explained that the $22,305 was for accrued officers’ bonuses 

not paid as of January 31, 2010.  Per the Claimant, the amount was inadvertently classified as a 

miscellaneous expense.  Upon discovery, Claimant made an adjustment to officers’ payroll 

expense. 

 This Appeal Panelist accepts Claimant’s explanation.  Further, this Appeal Panelists finds 

that the Settlement Program properly treated this expense.  [The Settlement Program appears to 

have made reclassification entries to correct the errors made to Salaries and Wages.] 

 Second, BP argues that Claimant’s “Unsaleable Inventory” expenses may have been 

treated inappropriately.  BP argues that if Claimant decides in May that its winter and spring 

inventory is out of season and therefore “unsaleable,” failing to spread out this expense over the 

winter and spring months distorts Claimant’s economic performance.  This Appeal Panelist 

disagrees.  Deducting this expense in the month in which the inventory becomes unsaleable 

seems appropriate. 

 Third, BP questions whether Claimant’s “Store Supplies” should be classified as a fixed 

expense.  The Settlement Program inquired into the nature of this expense and was apparently 

satisfied that these should be classified as “Supplies” which is a fixed expense under the 

Settlement Agreement.  This Appeal Panelist finds no error with this classification. 

 For the reasons set forth above, the Appeal Panelist adopts Claimant’s Final Proposal. 


