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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 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 2.50 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $188,910.18 

1ZJ Claimant's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium 2.50 

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) 

Decision comment uploaded 



 

 
  

 

Claim ID No.   

The Settlement Program awarded $ 188,910.18 pre-RTP to Claimant,  
, a  based hotel. The original Award was subject to the District 

Court’s injunction leading to the adoption of Policy 495, and the Award was 
recalculated in accordance with the Policy.  BP appeals a second time, asserting 
the Award compensates Claimant for the same loss that was previously 
compensated by the Gulf Coast Claims Facility (“GCCF”).  BP concedes that the 
Appeal Panel previously held that the release executed in connection with the 
GCCF settlement does not bar this claim. However, BP requests that the Panel 
reconsider the issue in light of a recent Court Review Comment of the District 
Court with respect to the prospect of a double recovery. However, that matter 
involved a party that had signed the initial GCCF Release, unlike the instant case, 
in which Claimant was not a party to the GCCF Release. 
 
The issue relating to the GCCF release was decided by the Appeal Panel on 
September 26, 2013, and the panel’s analysis is set forth in the Decision Comment 
published in conjunction therewith, to-wit: 
 
“As the basis for this appeal, BP states that the record evidence indicates that 
Claimant has been compensated by GCCF and has signed a Release. However, as 
pointed out in Claimant’s memorandum, it appears that the claimant has not 
executed a release, and was not the party that earlier accepted prior BEL funds. 
The GCCF claimant was a separate entity, one “ ” (EIN:  

), which previously accepted funds and signed a release. Claimant herein 
is . (EIN: ), not . The financial 
record supports the calculations of both the Settlement Program’s accountants 
and those of Claimant’s accountants, which nearly matched one another. There is 
no material calculation error. Even assuming, arguendo, that BP’s assertions are 
correct in terms of the classifications, the Claimant would prevail under the 
“baseball arbitration” provision, given BP’s final proposal of “0.” The Claimant’s 
Final Proposal is approved.” 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
We have the same record in the instant appeal as relates to the GCCF Release 
issue.  The only material change is in the calculation of the Award, which was 
altered slightly following the publication of Policy 495, and its application to 
Claimant’s financials.  Claimant was not a party to the GCCF Release.  The prior 
issue that BP raised regarding the Release is identical to BP’s argument now.  The 
parties previously addressed this issue with the Appeal Panel. The issue was 
central to the Appeal Panel’s ruling in the previous appeal; and are no special 
circumstances present that would avoid fundamental preclusion of litigating the 
identical issue in the identical case. 
 
Accordingly, BP’s appeal is denied, the Award affirmed, and Claimant’s Final 
Proposal hereby selected. 
 
 
 
 
 




