
DEEPWATER HORIZON 

CLA IMS CENTER 
ECO,'OMJ<:~ PROPE~TY OAMAGE <:lAIMS 

APPEAL PANEL DECIS :oN FORM 

I. CLAIMANT AND CLAIM I l'fFORMATI tN 

La ;t,/Name of Business First 

Claimant Name 

Claimant ID Claim ID 

Claim Type 

Law Firm 

Middle 

Select the Compensation A 1ount set forth in either BP's Final Proposal or the Claimant's Final Proposal as t 1e 
final outcome on the claim and check the appropriate box to signify your d ~cision . 

Compensation Amount $26,235 

0 BP's Final Proposal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

Compensation Amount $149,328.68 

[8J Claimant's =inal Prop C»sal Risk Transfer Premium .25 

Prior Payment Offset $0 

III. PRIMARY BASIS FOR PANEUST DECISION 

Please select the primary b 1sis for your decision. You may als) write a comment describing the basis for your 
decision. 

D Error in documentation review. 

D Error in cal :ulation. 

D Error in RT 1 multiplier. 

D Error in Pri tr Spill-Related Payment Amount. 

[gl No error. 

Comment (opti?nal). 

See attached opinion uploaded in the portal. 

BPAPP00036



DWH:   

Claim ID:  

Written Reasons and Opinion: 

This is a BP appeal of a Business Economic Loss award to a non-profit organization in  
 which is dedicated to assisting in the development of small businesses owned by 

minorities and women.  It solicits grants and contributions which pay for programs and provision 
of services intended to help them improve their skills and become active participants in the local 
economy. 

BP states, in the Notice of Appeal, that the Claims Administrator misapplied the BEL framework 
by (1) including certain revenue items that should not have been included in the calculation; and 
(2) erred in its treatment of certain expenses.  BP also claims, without substantiation, that 
Claimant does not appear to be a Class Member.  Since BP chose, in its Initial and Final Proposal 
memoranda, to brief error assignment (1), only, the remainder will be considered abandoned. 

BP takes aim at Claimant’s Revenue-Capital Campaign account which, according to the record, 
is composed of grant money and contributions dedicated for the purpose of purchasing a building 
for the incubation of minority businesses.  It argues that a capital campaign is not, by its very 
nature, a “revenue stream”; that it was a unique, non-recurring event for a specific purpose.  
Such donations, it asserts, are not “typical” and are not “revenue” and therefore do not fall within 
the ambit of the Claims Administrator’s Approved Policy 307. 

In response, Claimant cites the following portion of that policy: 

(a) Income received by non-profit entities in the form of grant monies or 
contributions shall typically be treated as revenue for that entity for 
purposes of the various required calculations under the terms of the 
Settlement Agreement. 

That policy, dated December 12, 2012, documents a Ruling of the Court handed down by Judge 
Barbier that same date.  In a subsequent Order dated April 9, 2013, Judge Barbier instructed 
Appeal Panelists to follow and be bound by the referenced ruling and policy. 

The grant at issue here is clearly covered. 

For the foregoing reasons, this BP appeal cannot be sustained and decision must be entered 
herein upholding the determination of the Claims Administrator. 

 

Decision:  September 22, 2014 


