
DEEPWATER HORIZON 

CLAIMS CENTER 

APPEAL PANEL DECISION FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM INFORMATION 

Last/Name of Business First 

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 $28,085 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $68,328.54 

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

Prior Payment Offset $0 

III. PRIMARY BASIS FOR PANEUST DECI SION 

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) 

filed this Business Economic Loss claim under the Settlement Agreement. The 
Settlement Program awarded - $68,328.54, pre-RTP. BP appeals.On appeal, BP complains of 
"variances" and "discrepancies" in two areas: (1) between the Cost of Goods Sold reflected on Claimant's Sales 
& Use tax returns and the Cost of Goods Sold reflected on P & L's; and (2) the Settlement Program 
should have in uired further. See BP's Initial Pro osal at 1. Neither oint has an merit based on the record in 



 

this case.BP’s first argument fails because the sales and use tax returns do not report Cost of Goods Sold.  See 
Document #  wherein  produces its sales and use tax filings for January, 2007 through 
December, 2011.  Given that the underlying documents which BP cites in support of its position provide no such 
support, BP’s first position is overruled.The second issue is whether the 2008-09 differences between Cost of 
Goods Sold reported on the income tax returns and  P & L’s should have been investigated further 
and resolved.  BP is correct that these differences had to be addressed.  However, the Claims Administrator did 
just that.  In fact, the Claims Administrator’s accounting team identified the issue and sought additional 
information from   After receiving that information, the accounting team exercised its professional 
judgment and deemed the  explanation reasonable under the circumstances.  BP pronounces this “not 
sufficient” but advances no factual or legal argument to demonstrate why.  Here, where the Claims 
Administrator identified the issue, sought an explanation, and evaluated the explanation, I am loathe to 
substitute my judgment for that of professional accountants.This is a “baseball” appeal,  meaning that the Final 
Proposal closest to the correct award prevails.  I therefore find Claimant’s Final Proposal closest. 
 
 

 
 


