
APPEAL PANEL DECISION FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM INFORMATION 
Last/Name of Business First Middle 

Claimant Name 

Claimant ID Claim ID 

Claim Type 

Law Firm 

II. DECISION 

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 $25,466.54 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 2.00 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $35, 129.54 

i:gj Claimant's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 2.00 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Ill. PRIMARY BASIS FOR PANELIST 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. 

i:gj No error. 

Comment (optional) 

Claimant is a retail women's clothing business located in , which received an award of 
$35, 129.54, pre-RTP. BP appeals on the basis that the Settlement Program failed to reconcile differences 
between Claimant's P&L COGS and income tax returns and because the Settlement Program classified a "Store 
Supply" expense as fixed that should have been classified as variable. BP request a remand, but states that if 
the Panel decides remand is not a ro riate BP submits a Final Pro osal of 25 466.54 re-RTP. Remand is 
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not appropriate and BP does not reveal how it reached that figure. As to the reconciliation issue, Claimant 
explained that the 2007 difference between the P&L COGS and income tax return was due to “adjusting entries 
for tax purposes,” and the Settlement Program used this as the basis for not making an adjustment for this 
item. BP speculates that because these year-end adjustments were made for 2008-2010 to Claimant’s income 
tax returns and to the P&Ls, the 2007 and 2009 adjustments “do not appear to be for income tax purposes 
only.” Claimant counters that the Settlement Program reviewed the tax return variance and found that  
“…adjustments noted in 2008, 2009, and 2010 appear to already be included within the monthly P&Ls” and the 
DWH Accountant determined no further inquiry was necessary. From a review of the record, this panelist finds 
that no further inquiry relative to this issue is necessary. As to the “Store Supply” issue, BP speculates  that  the 
expense “would likely include consumable types of items used in Claimant’s revenue-generating operations,” 
that there was a separate “5520.Office (Office Supplies)” expense as a separate deduction, and Claimant’s claim 
did not classify “Supplies” as a variable expense. Claimant counters that this item includes items such as display 
racks, shelf tags, signs, doormats, and other miscellaneous supplies that are not “office” supplies (e.g. paper, 
ink, pens, etc.). It appears to this panelist that the claim’s reviewers have appropriately exercised their 
professional judgment and classified this expense as fixed. I find no error in that decision. BP’s appeal is denied. 
 

 
 




