
DEEP'WATER HORIZON 
CL.AIMS CENTER 
IE~~;.:; ft 'PR'OP£RTV DAMAGE CUI ""5 

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 

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 $25,023 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $59,545.02 

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) 



The Claims Administrator awarded $59,545.02, pre-RTP to this realtor located in Zone D. 

BP appeals and assigns as error its belief that the Administrator failed to properly reallocate

Claimant’s revenues across the months in which the services were actually performed.  Specifically,

BP complains that the Claimant earned large sales commissions that were booked upon receipt

although the services were actually performed over several months.  Thus, BP urges that the Claims

Administrator failed to comply with the judicially mandated matching requirement as interpreted by

the Fifth Circuit.  Finally, BP alleges that the Administrator also erred in utilizing the AVM

methodology instead of the Professional Services methodology.

Claimant responds that her financials were properly vetted utilizing the seven step analysis

of Policy 495.  A review of the Accountant Compensation Calculation Schedule shows that three of

the seven criteria of Policy 495 were triggered when subjected to analysis.  In order to restate the

Claimant’s revenue and expenses to achieve sufficient matching, the accounting vendor selected the

Annual Variable Margin methodology.  There is nothing in the record that supports BP’s argument

that the Administrator failed to take proper steps to achieve sufficient matching of revenue and

expenses.  To the contrary, filtering the financials through the seven criteria of Policy 495 is the

correct method of identifying the mismatches of which BP complains.  Because the requirements of

Policy 495 were properly applied, BP’s primary assignment of error is not well taken.  

The record also supports the Claims Administrator’s selection of the AVM methodology for

the restatement of Claimant’s revenue and expenses.  BP has repeatedly urged the selection of the

Professional Services methodology in cases of this nature.  However,  Attachment A of Policy 495

includes neither the description nor NAISC code of the profession in issue.  Numerous appeal panel

decisions have rejected this argument and there is nothing in this record that would require a

different result.  Accordingly, the award of compensation is affirmed.


