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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 

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 $0 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 1.25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $78,789.80 

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. 

IZ! No error. 

Comment (optional) 

This appeal is taken by BP after an award in favor of claimant 
BP presents two principal objections. First, appellant contends that April , 2008, which is just before the start of 
the benchmark period, had abnormally low revenue in comparison to the months in the benchmark period, 
es eciall with res ect to Ma 2008 when the revenue was substantial! hi her. Therefore BP s eculates that 



 

some of the May income should have been attributed to April , which would have changed the impact of the 
application of the formula.   Claimant's response on this issue is enigmatic at best.  suggests that it's 
revenue in April was actually fairly similar to May because April included a large insurance payment which was 
not included in the calculations. How this addresses the matter is unclear to this panelist. More germane to this 
appeal, the claim was found to be unmatched under Policy 495 and the Annual Variable Margin Methodology 
was utilized. It is not fatal that BP believes that some of the May income possibly should have been attributed to 
another  month. These financials were found to be unmatched and the appropriate methodology under the 
Settlement Agreement was applied to correct this problem. No further remedy  is required.  BP's second 
contention is that there is a significant discrepancy between monthly reports and the claimant's P and Ls for the 
month of November  of 2008.  explained that the sum in question was deposited into a separate bank 
account and provided documentation to prove this point. Accordingly,  the award in favor of this claimant is 
affirmed. 

 
 


