
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 $19,756.35 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $25,866.35 

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) 

See attached opinion uploaded in the portal. 



DWH:   

Claim ID:  

Written Reasons and Opinion: 

BP challenges this Business Economic Loss award to a  Mississippi based printing 
service on the basis of an expense misclassification claim.  Specifically, it contends that the 
Claims Administrator classified Claimant’s “Copier Maintenance” expenses as fixed when, in 
fact, they are variable.  As a business that provides printing services, it contends, Claimant 
incurred costs for Copier Maintenance in direct proportion to the volume of services it provided.  
The more printing jobs it has, the higher will be its expenses for the maintenance of its copiers.  
Since the amount of these expenses is a function of the volume of Claimant’s business, they are 
classic “Costs of Goods Sold” or “Consumable Goods” expenses for items used in the process of 
generating service revenue.  Such expenses are classified as variable by Settlement Agreement 
Exhibit 4D.  

To the contrary, Claimant asserts that Exhibit 4D clearly designates “Maintenance” as a fixed 
expense.  Moreover, it claims that its copier maintenance expense does not increase or decrease 
in accordance with its revenue; in fact, there is little to no correlation between the two.  It 
attaches a chart containing a comparison of copier maintenance to revenue on a monthly basis 
which appears to support that contention. 

BP’s argument is insupportable for two reasons.  First, as Claimant correctly notes, Exhibit 4D 
classifies maintenance as a fixed expense.  As many prior Appeal Panel decisions have observed, 
the expense classifications contained in Exhibit 4D are the product of extensive negotiations by 
the parties and must be respected. 

Second, and more importantly, Approved Policy 495 recognizes that some Claimant submitted 
contemporaneous accounting records inherently match revenues with expenses sufficiently for 
purposes of the Settlement Agreement. If the contemporaneous profit and loss statements 
submitted by the Claimant are deemed to be “sufficiently matched” based upon an assessment by 
the Claims Administrator’s accounting vendors, then those statements will be utilized in 
calculating compensation under the Settlement Agreement.  In utilizing such statements, 
corrections will be made for any accounting “errors” identified in the ordinary course by the 
vendors.  Further, any claim, whether based on accrual, cash or another basis of accounting 
books and records that does not trigger one of the seven matching identification criteria shall be 
presumed to be “sufficiently matched.”  Finally, for those claims determined to be sufficiently 
matched, the accounting vendors will utilize the Claimant submitted records (adjusted for any 
identified accounting errors) to calculate compensation as set forth in the Settlement Agreement. 

Examination of the record reflects that the claims analyst made a thorough review of Claimant’s 
financial records which were kept on the accrual accounting method and determined that the 



claim was sufficiently matched.  Therefore, it was processed using the General BEL 
Methodology.  There is no error.  The decision of the Claims Administrator is hereby affirmed. 

 

Decision:  December 15, 2014 

 

 

 


