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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 Business Economic Loss 

Law Firm 

II. DECISION 

Middle 

Select t he 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 t he appropriate box to signify your decision. 

Compensation Amount $27,979.60 

D BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $32,393.60 

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 t he 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) 

BP challenges the award to this chiropractic physician in his BEL claim. The Claims Administrator 
found Dr. entitled to $32,383.60. BP counters with a final proposal of $27,979.60.The issue on 
appeal is whether the Claims Administrator erred by not correctly applying Policy 495. Two criteria were 
triggered under the Policy 495 analysis, yet t he program was analyzed pursuant to t he standard BEL protocol, 
not t he AVM. For this reason, this panelist sought a summary of review. The Claims Administrator responded 



 

that the two criteria were triggered because, on two occasions, the claimant’s payroll contained three pay 
periods and these fluctuations made it appear that Claimant’s financials were insufficiently matched. After 
investigation, the Program accountants determined that, in their professional judgment, these were anomalies 
that, otherwise, the claim was sufficiently matched such that the AVM methodology was not necessary. Policy 
495 affords the Program’s accounting vendors the discretion to use their professional judgment and determine 
the appropriate accounting methodology to apply in the event a claimant’s revenue and expenses are deemed 
to not be sufficiently matched. In this instance, the accountants determined that sufficient matching was 
achieved and that the appropriate resolution was to proceed with the general BEL methodology rather than 
apply one of the methodologies set up in Policy 495. After a thorough review, and given the specific 
circumstances of this appeal, this panelist finds that the professional judgment of the Program accountants was 
justified and that the award is appropriate. Accordingly, the appeal is denied. 
 

 
 




