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1 The United Kingdom delegation firmly believes that loss of income through a loss or reduction 
of employment should merit compensation by the Fund. provided there is a direct link with oil 
contamination. 

2 The Fund should continue its policy of considering each case on its own merits. However, the 
guiding principle must be to restore victims to the situation they were in before the incident. If it can 
be demonstrated that employment would have continued if the incident had not happened, then anyone 
who loses that employment. either in full or in part, has suffered economic loss and should be eligible 
for compensation. 

3 An employer's decision to make staff redundant or to reduce working hours should not primarily 
be seen as action to mitigate the loss caused by the oil spill. In such cases, the employer has reduced 
his potential loss by transferring some of the financial burdens of the incident to his employees. The 
total loss has not been negated. and so still deserves compensation. 

4 The method by which compensation is paid for unemployment needs to be carefully considered. 
The Fund should not be committed to replacing wages for an indefinite period, nor should the 
compensation be seen as a disincentive to seeking alternative employment. It would therefore be more 
useful for the Fund to give compensation either as a single payment, or as a replacement for wages 
for a fixed period. 

5 It is also important that the Fund should not have to pay compensation twice for the same loss. 
If an employer has reduced his costs through redundancies or shorter working hours. his claim to 
compensation should be correspondingly reduced. In many cases. the most cost-effective solution for 
the Fund might be to urge employers to maintain their workforce until business recovers. This would 
ensure, for example. that the company would not have to incur retraining costs for a new workforce. 
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6 It has been suggested that the link of causation between an employee and oil contamination 
is, by definition. too remote, or that there are too many links of causation. This delegation does not 
hold with this view. The task of proving a loss through oil Contamination becomes more difficult with 
a larger number of links. Nevenheless this should not, of itself, aifect the policy of compensating 
victims. The situation is similar to the compensation which the Fund has previously paid to hoteliers 
for reduced trade following an incident, In both cases, the person most directly affected by the oil 
contamination (employer or potential visiîor) decides to prevent a loss (through reduced profit or a less 
enjoyable holiday) by an action which passes the loss onto another person (employee or hotelier). 


