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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Coast Guard Inspections, Investigations, related Suspension and Revocation (S&R) and other enforcement
actions performed on behalf of “Marine Safety” by Coast Guard officials directly impact our merchant mariners at
all levels. Proper functioning of the Administrative Law system including its Judges and other employees falls
under the Coast Guard’s Marine Safety mission.
The Homeland Security Act of 2002 directs the Inspector General to conduct an annual review that assesses the
performance of all Coast Guard missions with particular emphasis on non-homeland security missions including
Marine Safety. In following the Marine Safety mission, there were problems serious enough to warrant
Congressional hearings and invite necessary reforms.
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Inspector General Report #OIG-10-107 addresses allegations brought
to the attention of Congress by attorney J. Mac Morgan and Robert Little, an investigative journalist for the
Baltimore Sun in June 2007. Aside from holding a law degree, Morgan holds a Coast Guard Master’s license and
actively defended merchant mariners for many years before Administrative Law Judges.(1) The reform
recommendations in report #OIG-10-107 never would never have seen the light of day without their hard work.
[(1)Refer to NMA Report #R-204, Rev. 1, Chapters 5 & 10.]
Our Association endorses this report prepared by Richard N. Reback, Esq., Counsel to the DHS Inspector
General, and his staff just as we previously endorsed the 2008 DHS Report on Investigations prepared by Captain
Richard Johnson of the Inspector General’s office and cited herein.(1) However, we declined to endorse a report by
the Government Accountability Office (GAO).(2) Nevertheless, additional work may be required as discussed in
“Where More Work Must Be Done” [(1) Refer to NMA Report #R-429-M. (2)Refer to NMA Report #R-429-S.]
Our Report #R-204, Rev. 1 is appropriately titled The Coast Guard “Injustice” Handbook and is highly
critical of the Coast Guard’s treatment of a number of our mariners under the ALJ system. We intend to continue
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to update this record and publicize outrageous treatment of our mariners until it comes to an end.
Several aggrieved mariners whose livelihood was taken away and whose careers were ruined (e.g., DRESSER
& ROGERS) brought civil suits into Federal District Court and on to the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals.
Another mariner (SHINE) still awaits the results of an appeal to Headquarters on a “whistleblower” case that
extends back at least six years. If the Inspector General asserts that (p.1) “…the purpose of the (ALJ) program is to
provide a low-cost and timely method of helping to maintain safety in maritime operations…(and) … the Coast
Guard’s Administrative proceedings are intended to be more informal, less expensive, and faster than regular court
proceedings, while still providing fundamental due process to respondents,” then these cases alone show just how
far the program has missed the mark. The National Mariners Association asserts that the Coast Guard’s conduct
in these and certain other cases we examined fell far beyond acceptable bounds. We point out these cases to the
public and urge the Coast Guard to back off and make these mariners whole.

Introduction and Comments by the National Mariners Association
By Capt. Richard A. Block, Secretary, NMA

On Sept. 14, 2010, the Coast Guard published a two-page News Release (#OIG-10-108) titled “DHS Inspector
General Reports Clear Coast Guard Judges of Misconduct (and) Issue Recommendations for Improvement.” We
re-printed this document following the Inspector General’s report #OIG-10-107.
On Aug. 11, 2008, my wife Gwen and I met with Mr. Richard N. Reback, Counsel to the Inspector General and
five members of his legal staff at the Department of Homeland Security in Washington, D.C., in a session that
lasted approximately 2½ hours. During that time, we answered questions and discussed our Association’s
involvement with the Coast Guard’s Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) program. I presented an original copy of
NMA Report #R-204(1) that described how some of our mariners were adversely impacted by the ALJ program. I
left a copy of this report with Mr. Reback and then provided copies to members of Congress for oversight
committees. [(1)On Mar. 10, 2010, we updated, revised, and offered NMA Report #R-204, Rev. 1 for public sale.]
We received a friendly and courteous reception from the Inspector General’s legal staff where we detected a
genuine desire to understand the problems that our mariners faced under the existing ALJ system as well as with
our background and experience with “Coast Guard Investigations.” “Investigations” was the subject of a major
DHS Inspector General study in 2008 in which our Association participated. We briefly met with several principal
staff members of that study before our meeting with the legal staff began.
During the meeting, we expressed the views of our mariners as we understood them through working through
their cases and departed with the feeling that we had received a fair hearing. This was reinforced when we read
the latest two DHS reports we discuss below.
Historical Background
The Executive Summary (p.1) of #OIG-10-107 states in part that, “The purpose of the program is to provide a
low-cost and timely method of helping to maintain safety in maritime operations. In general, the Coast Guard’s
Administrative proceedings are intended to be more informal, less expensive, and faster than regular court
proceedings, while still providing fundamental due process to respondents. Accordingly, S&R (Suspension &
Revocation) proceedings are designed so that neither the Coast Guard nor the respondent needs legal representation
to resolve matters in dispute. Historically, S&R and class II civil penalties represent only a very small portion of
the Coast Guard’s mission related activities.”
We believe the goal is a worthy one and that this DHS report helps to outline a path by which the goal may be attained in
the future.
Our Association notes that “problems” with Coast Guard investigations are not new but have been well
documented in government reports that extend as far back as 1994 through a number of administrations. We
submitted copies of two reports(1) to DHS as part of their probe of “investigations” published in 2008 as DHS
Report #OIG 08-51..(2) However, the problems persisted over the years probably because the whole program was
only a very small portion of the Coast Guard’s mission as stated above. [Note:: All NMA reports are posted on our
website. (1)Refer to NMA Reports #R-429-A, Rev. 1 and #R-429-B, Rev. 1 (2)NMA Report #R-429-M.]
I have held a “limited tonnage” Coast Guard deck license since 1955 but had no involvement with the Coast
Guard’s legal system or with any ALJ until I met Chief ALJ Joseph Ingolia after he spoke at a Coast Guard
Industry Day meeting in New Orleans on May 15, 1996. Unfortunately, the favorable impression left by Judge
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Ingolia’s presentation of the Coast Guard’s Administrative Law system at that meeting vanished several weeks later
when I had occasion to speak by telephone and at length with ALJ Rosemary Denson on May 30, 1996. The result
of this conversation is recorded in our Report #R-204, Rev. 1 on pages 61-64. Judge Denson appeared eleven years
later before the House Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee on July 31, 2007 – a hearing I
attended in person. After reading and listening to her testimony, I believed her remarks were “on target” and
subsequently presented these views to RADM William Baumgartner in a letter of Feb. 8, 2010.”
Congress also heard riveting testimony from a practicing attorney. We know many legal professionals will
judge the existing ALJ system harshly unless it is brought under control with new leadership.
I believe that because “S&R” hearings were treated as such of a minor part of the overall Coast Guard mission
this allowed the problems reported as early as the 1994 and 1996 Coast Guard reports on “investigations” cited
above to remain unresolved through a number of administrations. It took Judge Massey’s allegations and the
DRESSER case to finally grab the attention of Congress, Commandant Allen, and Chief Administrative Law Judge
Ingolia. It was a rude but well deserved awakening.
Our Mariners’ Debt to ALJ Rosemary Denson and ALJ Jeffie Massey
Our mariners owe a genuine debt of gratitude to these two former Coast Guard Administrative Law Judges who
recognized that something was seriously wrong within the Coast Guard’s administrative law system and took steps
to bring about changes. Unfortunately, Judge Denson’s challenge was ignored for the last 14 years. I would call
both Judges “catalysts for change” except that a catalyst in a chemical reaction is supposed to emerge unscathed. .
We want our mariners to understand that the careers of both of these Judges were severely damaged for serving as
“whistleblowers.” Our Association will continue to take the lead in pushing for whistleblower protections for our
mariners and uses these examples to highlight the fact that civil servants require this type of protection as well.
ALJ Rosemary Denson
ALJ Denson, who was dismissed in a supposed “reduction in force” (RIF) action, hired an attorney, brought suit
against the Coast Guard, and parted company with an undisclosed financial settlement. I first spoke with Judge
Denson in 1996 and found her very professional, extremely intelligent, and concerned about mariners who appeared
before her. However, she had been placed in an incredibly difficult position by both the former and the sitting
Chief Administrative Law Judge. Her desire as stated in her 2007 Congressional testimony was “….to influence in
some way the reconstruction of a program centered on the ideals and objectives of the Administrative Procedures
Act (APA), justice and good will – not on the petty egos of small minds threatened by those around them.”
In a letter to RADM William Baumgartner,(1) then serving as the Judge Advocate General, our Directors
suggested that the Coast Guard act on Judge Denson’s recommendations taken from her Congressional testimony.
In a meeting(2) with Admiral Baumgartner, our Directors were assured of his good intentions to make all necessary
changes in the ALJ system. We made the following suggestions based on Judge Denson’s 2007 testimony as well
as upon our involvement with the ALJ system. [(1)NMA letter of Feb. 8, 2010. (2)Meeting Sept. 18, 2009.]
— Remove the Chief Administrative Law Judge as member of the “Admirals Club.” Having any judge’s office colocated at Coast Guard Headquarters or shared with any other Coast Guard facility does not do it.(i.e., is
unacceptable!).
— Holding hearings in Coast Guard facilities does not do it, even if this is an inconvenience for the Investigating
Officers. [NMA Comment: The Chief ALJ still retains an office at Headquarters. However, ALJs
conducting hearings at Coast Guard offices is on its way out.]
— It is not done by anything other than a courteous arms-length relationship with all of the parties.
— Working with the (Coast Guard) Investigating Officers to "nail" a respondent definitely does not accomplish it.
— It is not done by the Chief Administrative Law Judge’s office having any input into the cases on appeal. [NMA
Comment: Done – See Recommendation #11 (pgs. 20-22).]
— Socializing with Coast Guard members, especially those involved in the Marine Safety Programs, is not going to
do it. [NMA Comment: Moving hearings out of Coast Guard office space will help.]
— Judges training Coast Guard Investigating Officers to present cases against the respondents does not do it. This
has caused justifiable anger in the marine community towards the judges and the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard
has many experienced and well-trained Investigating Officers that are fully capable of training the Investigating
Officers. [NMA Comment: Establishment of the new Coast Guard S&R Center of Expertise in
Martinsburg, WV, has the potential to end this practice.]
— Eliminate any appearance of bias, impropriety or favoritism. The judges are already perceived very negatively by
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the marine industry. They see us as "in the back pocket of the Coast Guard", which I have learned in some cases
to be true. There is a long hill to climb to repair the damage that has been done in the last over 30 years. [NMA
Comment: We have seen a number of very positive changes viewed from a “local” perspective. The DHS
report (p.25) focuses on Sector New Orleans which happens to be our “local” area.]
— Treat all parties and your staff with respect. Humiliating any of the parties or your own support staff does not do it.
— Referring to your support staff as "my girl" does not do it. [NMA Comment: The manner in which both
Judge Denson and Judge Massey (and possibly female staffers) were treated by the Chief ALJ speaks
volumes about the Coast Guard’s “old boy” orientation.]
— It is not done by failure to have yearly continuing judicial/legal training. If a judge or staffer needs more help,
provide for that special training. Don't ridicule them. [NMA Comment: Addressed by Recommendation #1,
but requires follow-up.]
— It is not done by failure to train support staff in their administrative responsibilities. [NMA Comment: We
hope this also will be addressed by Recommendation #1, but it requires follow-up.]
— If one of your judges is in recovery, don't refer to him as a drunk behind his back. He could be a great asset to our
program in dealing with cases involving drugs and alcohol.
— The Chief Administrative Law Judge should be the leader of equals and be there always to assist the judges in
accomplishing the objectives of the program.
— Just as the leaders in the churches are supposed to be the servants of their people, so too should the Chief
Administrative Law Judge be there to serve the public servants for our citizens. Many leaders forget the true role
of the leader.
— We need continuing training in judicial ethics and diversity. [NMA Comment: DHS should ensure that
Recommendation #1 is carried out.]
ALJ Jeffie Massey
Although Judge Massey made a number of serious allegations, they could not be “proven” by the legal staff of
the DHS Inspector General’s office. However, and equally important, these allegations could not be “disproved.”
As an observer in her courtroom for many hours in a number of different cases and after discussion with
counsel, I found her allegations believable. However, these allegations now become History. More importantly,
the alarms her allegations set off on Capitol Hill ultimately set in motion a long overdue series of reforms. The
publication of the full DHS report allows us to move beyond the “she-said, he-said” phase and be comforted that
many of the needed reforms are finally underway.
The Coast Guard took its “parting shot” at Judge Massey by publishing a two page “News Release” (#OIG-10108). This is the “hatchet job” that the Coast Guard broadcast to newspapers and to maritime industry trade
publications. As such, it is unfortunate that this two-page blurb is all that the public ever will remember about this
incident or about Judge Massey. These “allegations” were what it finally took to make eleven necessary reforms
both in Coast Guard “investigations” and the functioning of the Administrative Law System. If (and only if) they
are properly followed up, these eleven items of agreement between the Coast Guard and DHS have the potential to
put the derailed Administrative Law system back on track. To contest the news release you must argue with the
“spin doctors” at Coast Guard “Media Relations” because it does not even name a “contact” person.
For those who truly question the news release, the Inspector General did take great pains to cut away the
allegations and fully expose the underlying problems, especially in Recommendation #11 (pg. 20-23). We suggest
that you read the full text of Recommendation #11 along with the Coast Guard’s press release to obtain a fair and
balanced picture. When done this way, the Coast Guard is left with nothing whatsoever to brag about.
[NMA Comment: Although the Coast Guard “news release” falls far short of salvaging the Coast Guard’s
reputation, it tries to play the “blame game.” Our mariners know how it is played. The news release
“hatchet job” on Judge Massey did distract the public from the important changes the DHS “ recommended
to and were agreed upon by the Coast Guard. However, the “news release” also provides enough “cover” for
Chief ALJ Ingolia to gracefully “retire.”]
The Big Win for our Mariners
The Inspector General reported (p.1) that, “…when assessing the allegations, we (i.e., the Inspector General)
reviewed the Administrative Law Judge program and the Coast Guard’s suspension and revocation administrative
proceedings, and noted programmatic issues not directly related to the allegations that warranted management’s
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attention.”
Our Association asserts that the Inspector General’s report disclosed a number of very serious problems that are
currently being addressed. We assert that the report was done competently, thoroughly, and thoughtfully and will
serve both the interests of the Coast Guard and of our mariners. However, we believe there is more to do as
discussed in “Where More Work Must Be Done” below.
Highlights of our Review
The Department of Homeland Security made 11 Recommendations to the Coast Guard as listed in the Coast
Guard’s Press Release. This is the meat of the report and is covered in depth in the Inspector General’s report and
reflect important changes that are already underway and will be ongoing for several years.
It appears that for the first time in the past 16 years, that the Coast Guard’s parent agency (DHS) spelled out the
necessary reforms and that DHS Inspector General plans to follow them through at least 2012. In contrast, the
follow-up to two previous reports on “investigations” in 1994 and 1996 remained in the hands of the Coast Guard
and was lost in its bureaucracy. The recommended changes were seldom carried out or became overshadowed by
other events. Was this a result of inadequate funding, a diversion of funding, or by a lack of zeal by those in
charge? Whatever it was, the result upon Coast Guard “investigations” was disastrous.
[NMA Comment: Refer to Report #R-429, Rev. 1, NMA Report to Congress: Shortcomings in Marine
Safety Investigations to better understand the types of problems our mariners experience with Coast Guard
“investigations.” Many of these “investigations” end with “settlement agreements” or before an ALJ.]
A separate DHS Inspector General’s report(1) in 2008 showed just how poorly the Coast Guard investigators
process functioned. The report was brought to national attention by the failures of Coast Guard investigators in the
COSCO BUSAN case that occurred shortly after the report was published. Coast Guard problems with
investigation, the ALJ program, and inspection(2) are all closely related in the Coast Guard’s marine safety program.
[(1)DHS Report #OIG-08-51 available as NMA Report #R-429-M. (2)Refer to Admiral Card’s landmark report on
“inspections” NMA Report #R-401-E.]
Judge Massey’s allegations found their way into the Baltimore Sun and grabbed the immediate attention of
Chairman Elijah Cummings of the House Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation Subcommittee. The Coast
Guard did its utmost to discredit the investigative journalist’s work, but proposed legislation quickly followed in the
110th Congress.(1) Although the proposed legislative changes were not re-introduced in the 111th Congress,(2) the
solutions reflected in the latest DHS report appear to implement the most important and significant changes.
[(1)H.R. 2830, 110th Congress. (2) H.R. 3619, 111th. Congress.]
DHS Recommendations to the Chief Administrative Law Judge:
Recommendation 1: Evaluate current procedures for training ALJs and create a formal training program.
Recommendation 2: Develop formal written procedures for investigating allegations of misconduct against an
ALJ.
Recommendation 3: Create formal guidelines for the Chief ALJ to follow when deciding how or whether to
discipline an ALJ.
Recommendation 4: Revoke any obsolete policy guidance and consolidate current policy guidance into a manual.
Recommendation 5: Develop a standard format for the issuance of policy guidance that establishes to what extent
an ALJ is required to follow the guidance.
Recommendation 10: Create a database of CDOAs and ALJ decisions in which the public can use a topic or key
word to locate relevant Coast Guard precedent.
[NMA Comment: Recommendations 1-5 and 10 (above) deal with internal Coast Guard policies upon which
DHS, USCG, (and our Association) agree with the changes that are underway. Whether the Chief ALJ likes
or agrees with the recommendations may not be important.]
Recommendation 6: Administer a formal orientation and training course that investigating officers complete
before handling S&R cases.
Recommendation 7: Make available or require, if necessary, ongoing or advanced skills training for investigating
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officers who seek or need to improve their prosecutorial skills.
Recommendation 8: Promote the use of the Center of Expertise to ensure that investigating officers have access to
training and legal support.
The S&R Program Needs to Improve Training and Provide
Consistent and Effective Legal Support to Investigating Officers
[Text copied from Report OIG-10-107, pgs 12-14. Emphasis is ours.]
In addition to executing the Coast Guard’s mission of policing the Nation’s waterways, some Coast Guard
officers perform the temporary duty of investigating officers. Investigating officers draft and file complaints
against mariners and represent the Coast Guard in S&R proceedings. Most investigating officers are not
attorneys and may not receive sufficient formal training to navigate more complex regulations and proceedings
adequately. Further, the investigating officers may not have sufficient legal support in situations where it would be
useful or necessary, such as in complex cases or in cases wherein the respondent is represented by counsel.
Moreover, because the investigating officers are rotated out of their positions after only a few years, very few
have either the opportunity or the incentive to gain a high level of expertise in prosecuting S&R cases.
In 2008, the Coast Guard established the Suspension and Revocation National Center of Expertise to alleviate
some of these problems by, among other methods, providing investigating officers with training and legal support.
Given the scope of our review, we did not examine whether the Center has sufficient resources to meet the
investigating officers’ needs. Moreover, several investigating officers told us that they were unaware of the
resources available to them from the Center.
Investigating Officers Need More Training in Their Prosecutorial Role
The initial orientation and formal training for investigating officers consists of an approximately 3-week
course that not all investigating officers complete before they begin representing the Coast Guard in S&R
proceedings. An investigating officer told us that it was common for new investigating officers to begin
handling S&R matters before they attended the formal orientation and training program. As a result, the Coast
Guard relies on on-the-job training to prepare some investigating officers. The content and quality of this training
varies from district to district, which could cause the Coast Guard’s S&R program to be enforced inconsistently. In
addition, there are few advanced training courses in S&R litigation skills for senior or more experienced
investigating officers seeking to refine or refresh their skills.
[NMA Comment: Our Association recently released NMA Report #R-429, Rev. 1, titled NMA Report to
Congress: Shortcomings in Marine Safety Investigations. Our report highlighted these shortcomings.]
Investigating Officers Should Have Access to Additional Legal Support
Most investigating officers are not licensed attorneys and thus cannot be expected to handle all legal issues that
arise. Even with sufficient training in S&R proceedings, investigating officers may not be able to represent the
Coast Guard at S&R hearings effectively, enter evidence into the record competently, and argue points of law
correctly or persuasively in every case. For the purposes of its marine safety operations, the Coast Guard divides
the country into nine geographic districts. These districts are further divided into sectors, which are further divided
into smaller geographic areas under the jurisdiction of marine safety units. S&R matters are prosecuted by the
investigating officers at the marine safety units. However, legal support for these matters is only available at the
district level. While investigating officers have access to the Coast Guard’s attorneys, these attorneys are often too
far removed from the investigating officers, both geographically and in the Coast Guard hierarchy. Thus, the
investigating officers may not always seek attorney assistance, either because they are not aware of when to ask for
legal support or because they do not feel comfortable seeking assistance outside of their chain of command. In
addition, S&R proceedings represent a small percentage of the Coast Guard attorneys’ responsibilities, both on the
district level and in headquarters.
[NMA Comment: Our mariners have encountered poorly-trained Coast Guard investigators without first
hand experience on commercial vessels who were able to inflict “a world of hurt” on our mariners. Using
inexperienced, unprincipled, or overly ambitious investigators eager to attain rank or influence superiors
without this shipboard experience and often without even attending a formal investigator training course
does not “Honor the Mariner.” Our mariners need protection from these investigators who overstep the
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bounds of reasonable conduct and create mountains from mole hills.]
[NMA Comment: From 1994 to the present, Government reports document the Coast Guard’s failure to
train enough investigators. This adversely affected many mariners as per NMA Report #R-204, Rev. 1]
Therefore, attorneys may not always be able to give investigating officers the assistance they need, particularly
in cases involving complex factual or legal issues or in which the mariner is represented by counsel.
Although the Center is designed, in part, to provide additional legal support to the investigating officers, the
officers told us they were not aware of the resources available to them through the Center.
The Coast Guard should make better use of the Center to provide investigating officers additional legal support.
With sufficient available staff, the Center could help ensure that investigating officers interpret Coast Guard law
and policy and implement the S&R program consistently throughout the Nation. It could also help meet some of
the investigating officers’ training needs. The Center could generate training materials, such as manuals and
courses, to ensure that investigating officers nationwide have access to uniform and consistent guidance and
legal advice.
The Coast Guard’s sectors and marine safety units should encourage investigating officers to interact with the
Center as needed, and the Center should initiate communication with the senior investigating officers in each
district to assess the legal needs of the investigating officers. It should work to meet those needs and increase its
staff as necessary to provide effective support.
The Coast Guard rotates investigating officers out of the S&R program every few years, just as they are
gaining the expertise to represent the Coast Guard effectively at S&R hearings. Although we have not fully
studied the effect of the loss of qualified investigating officers on S&R proceedings, this issue warrants attention.
[NMA Comment: While “constant rotation” of personnel may fulfill military needs, it is hinders the marine
industry where our mariners work. We urge Congress to return the Coast Guard’s “Marine Safety”
functions to true civilian control – not of former Coast Guard officers in civilian clothing.]
The Coast Guard Needs to Issue Commandant Decisions on Appeal in a Timely Manner
and Make the Decisions More Accessible to the Public
[Text copied from Report OIG-10-107, pgs 17-18. Emphasis is ours.]
Through CDOAs, the Commandant exercises adjudicative and policy-making authority and creates binding
precedent for ALJs to follow when deciding S&R cases. Because of the important role that CDOAs play in S&R
proceedings, the Coast Guard needs to issue the decisions in a timely and accessible manner, such that parties who
are not represented by counsel can locate Coast Guard case law easily.
The Coast Guard Needs to Issue Commandant Decisions on
Appeal in a Timely Manner
The Commandant exercises considerable adjudicative and policy-making authority with respect to S&R
proceedings through CDOAs. Therefore, it is imperative that the Commandant issue these decisions in a timely
manner. The timely issuance of CDOAs may prevent an ALJ from repeatedly issuing erroneous decisions based on
a single misunderstanding of Coast Guard law and regulations. Timely issuance of CDOAs could ensure that
mariners receive consistent interpretations of maritime regulations across all Coast Guard districts, the judicious
resolution of disputes affecting their livelihood, and due process under the law.
The Commandant has taken up to three years to issue appeals decisions, a fact that could have led to at least one
ALJ making the same errors of law repeatedly. Coast Guard officials cited several reasons for the delays, including
increased demands on the Coast Guard since September 11, 2001, recent lawsuits affecting the ALJ program and
the Office of Maritime and International Law, and other, more pressing matters that often consume the time of the
attorneys who handle Coast Guard appeals. The S&R program represents only a small percentage of the Coast
Guard’s mission-related activities and, accordingly, only a small part of the duties of the attorneys in the Office
of Maritime and International Law and the Office of the Judge Advocate General.
The timeliness of the S&R appeals process and CDOAs will not improve without either making them a higher
priority or dedicating additional resources to prevent recurring backlogs.
[NMA Comment: NMA Report #R-204, Rev.1 cites cases where mariners were denied the opportunity to
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pursue their career for up to eleven (11) years during which time they remained trapped within their
Administrative Law System. While the recommended six-month goal would be an improvement, we note
that the Coast Guard “did not describe in its response what specific steps it has taken or plans to take to
decrease the length of time required to issue a Commandant’s Decision on Appeal.” Leaving this unresolved
is unacceptable!]
[NMA Comment: The Coast Guard under CALJ Ingolia allowed their “small” S&R program free rein to
trample the rights and destroy the careers of merchant mariners. Until the proposed reforms are completed
and steps taken to make our mariners whole, our Association has an obligation to warn those planning to
join or advance in the U.S. merchant marine of these pitfalls by publishing, updating, and distributing NMA
Report #R-204, Rev. 1, The Coast Guard “Injustice” Handbook.]
Recommendation 11: The Coast Guard needs to develop formal procedures governing interaction between
personnel in the ALJ program, the Judge Advocate General’s Office, and the Office of Investigations and
Analysis. The procedures should address (1) training provided by one office to another office; (2) the ability of
investigators, attorneys, and staff involved in the investigation and prosecution of S&R matters to contact the ALJ
program and the Office of Maritime and International Law; and (3) the ability of the ALJ Program and the Judge
Advocate General’s Office to communicate about appropriate issues of concern to each office.
[NMA Comment: Our Association seeks the professional advice of Attorneys who are members of our
Association as well as those with experience in ALJ cases to look into this issue fully.]
WHERE MORE WORK MUST BE DONE
Although briefly touched upon, Coast Guard ALJs also adjudicate cases for other Federal agencies – in
particular for the Department of Commerce, NOAA.
Since our Association represents transport workers and does not follow NMFS regulations, we do not claim to
represent the views of commercial fishermen. Nevertheless, we are fellow mariners and understand their problems.
Our Association received a number of troubling complaints about excessive monetary penalties assessed
commercial fishermen for regulatory violations. Although S&R cases may not apply to commercial fishermen on
not required to hold merchant mariner licenses, most cases involving our mariners, do not involve monetary
penalties even though they often result in lost time and income. However, merchant mariners seldom face five or
six digit monetary penalties deemed “excessive” by commercial fishermen.
In the July 31, 2007 Congressional hearing on the ALJ system, Rep. Walter Jones spoke eloquently on behalf of
commercial fishermen. Mr. Richard Gaines whose series of articles in the Gloucester Times gained national
attention as well as close attention of many members of Congress, recently wrote about assignment and collection
of excessive fines by Coast Guard ALJs who heard cases on behalf of NOAA. As a result of the national uproar,
earlier this year, thousands of fishermen converged on Washington on this matter illustrating the importance of this
issue. One of our Directors attended the rallies on Capitol Hill while several other Directors have considerable
commercial fishing experience.
The Coast Guard clearly regulates uninspected commercial fishing vessels under 46 CFR Part 28 and hosts the
Commercial Fishing Industry Advisory Committee. The Coast Guard also “examines” fishing industry vessels and
licenses officers on the largest vessels and provides search and rescue services for commercial fishermen. Since it
also supplies Administrative Law Judges for NOAA whose conduct and penalties imposed on the industry have
been questioned, their conduct deserves the attention of the Inspector Generals of both DHS and NOAA.
[NMA Comment: The DHS report does not contain information of what appears to be NOAA’s “Rent-aJudge from the Coast Guard” program. Both DHS and Dept. of Commerce Inspectors General should
jointly investigate this matter to “follow the money trail.”]
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NOAA ENFORCEMENT AGENT TRANSFERRED TO WASHINGTON JOB
[Source: By Richard Gaines, Richard Gaines can be reached at 978-283-7000, x3564 or at rgaines@gloucestertimes.com
Refer to NMA File #Mnl72.18M]
[NMA Comment: NOAA uses the same Administrative Law Judges as the Coast Guard although the Department of
Commerce has its own Inspector General.]
Andrew Cohen, federal fisheries' law enforcement agent in charge of the Northeast region, whose efforts to shutdown the
Gloucester Seafood Display Auction sparked an inspector general's probe bringing revelations of an agency without
standards or controls, is reportedly moving to a new position.
Unofficial sources Wednesday said Cohen was being reassigned to the office of Alan Risenhoover, acting director of law
enforcement. Cohen said, "I may be" changing jobs.”
Decorated by NOAA in 2007 with the "Administrator's Award" and quickly promoted up the chain of command, he began
his law enforcement career as a national park ranger, and was a polarizing figure during the years he was in charge of
investigations along much of the Atlantic coast.
Risenhoover, who had no law enforcement experience and instead had been director of sustainable fisheries, was put into
the director's office in March after Dale J. Jones, the longtime chief of fisheries police and Cohen's direct superior, was put on
paid administrative leave – unannounced at the time – after sworn assertions of misuse of the fund of fines from fishing
interests and official document shredding by Jones.
Cohen and his team of roughly a half dozen agents at the Gloucester office remain under scrutiny by investigators for U.S.
Commerce Department Inspector General Todd Zinser.
The Inspector General’s (IG) investigators have been in Gloucester for extended periods this summer assigned to a detailed
re-examination of the campaign waged under Cohen's command against the auction, linchpin of the seaport economy here and
the No. 1 platform for the sale of seafood from the Gulf of Maine.
Risenhoover did not return phone calls, and after giving the semi-confirmation to the Times in a brief telephone
conversation, Cohen did not call back as he had promised to discuss the change further.
For his admitted efforts at "targeting" suspect violators of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and a campaign in June 2009 to
tarnish the reputation of the auction with a public relations attack leaked to The Boston Globe, Cohen became public enemy
No. 1 in Gloucester's fishing community.
In a Globe interview sparked by Cohen's leaked advance notice of an effort to shutdown the auction, he said of the auction:
"They are a problem which is why we are prosecuting them."
Larry Ciulla, president of the auction, declined to comment on Cohen's employment situation. But Rep. Ann-Margaret
Ferrante, who helped launch the industry uprising against NOAA law enforcement excesses, said, "It appears there's now two
ways that NOAA deals with alleged wrongdoing – a paid 'vacation' for Dale Jones and a new assignment for Andy Cohen."
The public relations campaign also earned Cohen a stern lecture from a federal judge, who noted the American legal
tradition of allowing cases to settle before attempting to impose punishment.
At the time, the business owned by the Ciulla family was fighting a shutdown order based on NOAA's interpretation of a
tangled legal struggle dating back nearly a decade. The events included an alleged forced entry to the business, according to a
police report filed by auction employees and a mass raid conducted by Cohen's armed agents weeks later in late 2006.
Months after the leak and the shutdown order, on the eve of a Congressional oversight subcommittee hearing into the
misdeeds of NOAA law enforcement, the auction settled three intertwined cases by paying a small fine but remained clear of
any liability or admissions.
A law enforcement forum in Gloucester at NOAA's regional offices scheduled in the spring to attempt to quell outrage at
the IG's findings was cancelled after Mayor Carolyn Kirk suggested the community boycott the event to protest the announced
featured roles of Cohen and Charles Juliand, who heads the regional Office of General Counsel for Enforcement and Litigation.
Cohen had been in charge of the agents – police investigators – of the northeast division of the Office of Law Enforcement of
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration since 2004.
During that period, according to the IG's January report, fishing interests in the northeast region, Maine through the
Carolinas, were assessed fines five times greater than other regions' charged for similar violations.
An additional IG's report this summer revealed that fines collected into an Asset Forfeiture Fund, close to $100 million
over a 4½ year period through January 2009, were used as if the fund was an uncontrolled debit account. NOAA's Office
of Law Enforcement used the fund to acquire more vehicles than it had agents. According to the IG, the ocean police force
had 202 vehicles and 172 agents. The fund was also used for extensive case-unrelated overseas travel.
Cohen was among the 22 members of the U.S. delegation that spent $109,000 charged to the fund on a five day trip to
Trondheim, Norway, in 2008 that was cited by the IG as an example of travel that was not case related or a justifiable use of
the fund's proceeds.
Cohen has been at NOAA for 23 years and was promoted to agent in charge by Dale Jones, then the director of law
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enforcement. Both Cohen's and Jones' reputations have suffered in the spate of revelations around the national probe into
NOAA law enforcement excesses by the U.S. Commerce Department inspector general.
Jones was put on administrative leave last spring, still paid at the $158,000 a year level.
With the auction appealing the shutdown order trumpeted in a press release distributed by Cohen and given to the Globe
hours before the auction was notified of the attempted action, U.S. District Judge Douglas Woodlock, to whom the matter had
been appealed after the underlying penalty was affirmed by NOAA administrator Jane Lubchenco, saw miscarriage of justice
and demanded sworn statements from Cohen and the agents reporting to him. Woodlock enjoined NOAA from taking any
action against the auction while its appeal was pending.
NOAA issued no follow-up press release updating and correcting the one Cohen slipped to the Globe and later the rest of
the press corps. State Sen. Bruce Tarr, R-Gloucester, described the record created by the affidavits as proving the efforts to
harm the auction were "calculated and intentional."
Kirk said, "It is clear to me upon reading Special Agent Cohen's affidavit that manipulation of the media is an important
part of NOAA's strategy in dealing with the Gloucester Seafood Display Auction. "When I read the Boston Globe stories at the
time, I couldn't believe how one-sided the coverage was," she added. "I applaud the judge for looking into this further."
The IG was called in by Lubchenco shortly after the showdown in federal court that backed the auction. Her hand was also
forced by letters from the Massachusetts legislative leadership and the Congressional and Senate delegations.
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Executive Summary
In October 2008, the United States Coast Guard requested that we
assess the validity of a former Administrative Law Judge’s
allegations of bias and misconduct in the Coast Guard’s
Administrative Law Judge program, particularly in connection
with the adjudication of cases involving the suspension and
revocation of merchant mariner credentials. In January 2009, we
initiated a review to determine whether the Chief Administrative
Law Judge directed subordinate Administrative Law Judges to rule
in favor of the Coast Guard and whether the Chief Administrative
Law Judge’s senior staff engaged in an improper, ex parte meeting
with Coast Guard attorneys and investigating officers. Our report,
Allegations of Misconduct within the Coast Guard’s
Administrative Law Judge Program (OIG-10-108), addressed the
merits of the allegations. It did not contain any recommendations.
While assessing the allegations, we reviewed the Administrative
Law Judge program and the Coast Guard’s suspension and
revocation administrative proceedings, and noted programmatic
issues not directly related to the allegations that warranted
management’s attention. The Administrative Law Judge program
needs to review and update certain policies and procedures
regarding the training, investigation, and discipline of
Administrative Law Judges. The Coast Guard should also train
and provide adequate legal support to its investigating officers.
Commandant Decisions on Appeal need to be issued more timely
and be more accessible to the public. Finally, the Coast Guard
should establish guidelines governing interaction between staff
handling prosecutorial and adjudicative functions. We are making
11 recommendations to address these issues and to improve the
effectiveness, integrity, and efficiency of both the ALJ program
and suspension and revocation administrative proceedings. In its
response to our draft report, the Coast Guard concurred with each
recommendation.
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Background
The Coast Guard’s Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) program is
governed by the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) (5 U.S.C. §
551 et seq.) and Coast Guard regulations. Typically, Coast Guard
administrative proceedings focus on suspension and revocation
(S&R) of merchant mariner credentials (46 U.S.C. Chapter 77);
and assessment of class II civil penalties in accordance with
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C.
§ 1321(b)(6)) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. § 9609(b)).1 The
purpose of the program is to provide a low-cost and timely method
of helping to maintain safety in maritime operations. In general,
the Coast Guard’s administrative proceedings are intended to be
more informal, less expensive, and faster than regular court
proceedings, while still providing fundamental due process to
respondents. Accordingly, S&R proceedings are designed so that
neither the Coast Guard nor the respondent needs legal
representation to resolve the matters in dispute. Historically, S&R
and class II civil penalty hearings represent only a very small
portion of the Coast Guard’s mission-related activities.
Pursuant to the APA and Coast Guard regulations, the Chief ALJ
assigns other ALJs to preside over administrative proceedings.2
An ALJ must be an impartial finder of fact, free from the influence
of the Coast Guard or any other person when hearing and deciding
Coast Guard cases.3 Further, the respondent must be given notice
of the charges against him or her and the opportunity to rebut those
charges in a hearing before an impartial ALJ. When the
administrative proceeding is concluded and the ALJ renders a
decision, that decision becomes the decision of the agency unless
the decision is appealed.4 Either the respondent or Coast Guard
investigating officers may appeal the ALJ’s decision by filing a
notice of appeal with the ALJ program’s docketing center within
30 days of the issuance of the decision, and subsequently filing an
appellate brief with the Coast Guard’s Commandant within 60
days of the issuance of the decision.5
The Coast Guard’s Office of Maritime and International Law
handles the appeal of an ALJ’s initial decision to the Commandant.
1

33 C.F.R. Part 20.
33 C.F.R. § 20.201. See also 5 U.S.C. § 3105.
3
33 C.F.R. § 20.206.
4
5 U.S.C. § 557(b).
5
33 C.F.R. §§ 20.1001 and 20.1003.
2
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It reviews the record of the proceedings along with the appellate
briefs and drafts the Commandant’s Decision on Appeal (CDOA)
for review and signature by the Vice Commandant, who issues the
decisions on the Commandant’s behalf. If an ALJ’s decision has
not been appealed, the Commandant may still review it on his own
initiative if there is a finding that the charge was proved.6 A
respondent who disagrees with the Commandant’s decision may
appeal the decision to the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB).7 An appeal from the NTSB can be made to an
appropriate federal court of appeal.8
The ALJ program, which is funded by but operates independently
of the Coast Guard, has had three Chief ALJs since its inception in
1948. The Chief ALJ has offices at Coast Guard headquarters in
Washington, DC, and at the program’s docketing center in
Baltimore, MD. The program operates field offices in Alameda,
CA; Houston, TX; New Orleans, LA; New York, NY; Houston,
TX; and Seattle, WA. One ALJ is assigned to Baltimore. The
Director of Judicial Administration, also staffed at Coast Guard
headquarters, serves as attorney advisor to the Chief ALJ and has
broad management responsibility for the ALJ program.
Day-to-day management of the ALJ program occurs at the
docketing center. The docketing center, created in 1997, is staffed
by a senior attorney, attorney advisors, paralegal specialists, and
administrative assistants. Paralegal specialists manage the case
docket and all filings associated with Coast Guard administrative
proceedings. In addition, the staff helps parties file documents,
maintains a system for tracking and monitoring the status of
outgoing and archived files, issues ALJ assignments and notices on
behalf of the Chief ALJ, and answers inquiries from parties and the
public. The attorney advisors provide legal support and advice to
ALJs upon request that have questions about rules, regulations,
legal, and policy issues. The docketing center provides an initial
orientation for ALJs; it does not provide any formal training for
new ALJs. The docketing center assists the Chief ALJ and
Director of Judicial Administration in carrying out periodic ALJ
conferences that may include legal and procedural updates.
Since 1999, the docketing center has assigned uncontested cases to
ALJs on a rotational basis. Contested cases are generally assigned
based on the location where the Coast Guard filed the complaint,
i.e., whether a case is filed within an ALJ’s area of geographic
6

46 C.F.R. § 5.801.
46 C.F.R. § 5.713; 49 C.F.R. Part 825; 49 U.S.C. § 1133(3).
8
49 U.S.C. § 1153
7
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responsibility. The docketing center also considers other factors in
the case assignment process, such as whether the ALJ who would
normally be assigned the matter has a particularly heavy workload
or is scheduled for leave.
The Coast Guard’s Office of Investigations and Analysis is
charged with, among other things, policing the Nation’s waterways
and helping to ensure safety at sea. Local investigating officers,
who are generally not attorneys, represent the Coast Guard in S&R
proceedings. Investigating officers are often responsible for
investigating the charges against a mariner, drafting and filing the
resulting complaint, and then prosecuting the matter before the
assigned ALJ.9 Typically, investigating officers have no prior
legal background and serve for only a few years before being
rotated into a new position. Investigating officers have access to
regional Coast Guard attorneys to assist them in the S&R
proceedings when necessary, but as a practical matter,
investigating officers rarely interact with the Coast Guard’s
attorneys. Thus, the Coast Guard often is not represented by
attorneys in contested administrative hearings.

Results of Review
Our report, Allegations of Misconduct Within the Coast Guard’s
Administrative Law Judge Program (OIG-10-108), addressed the
merits of several allegations by a former Coast Guard ALJ. While
conducting our review, we identified certain actions the Coast
Guard can take to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its
S&R proceedings, both at the initial hearing level and when on
appeal. Specifically, both the ALJ program and the Office of
Maritime and International Law, which handles appeals to the
Commandant, need to update and formalize procedures and
policies to increase transparency and to avoid the appearance of
impropriety. In addition, the Coast Guard should improve its
training of its investigating officers. Finally, the Coast Guard must
take steps to isolate staff handling prosecutorial functions from
staff handling adjudicative functions for administrative
proceedings. We are making 11 recommendations to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the Coast Guard’s administrative
proceedings.

9

“Prosecuting” an S&R proceeding is an administrative process, not a criminal process.
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The ALJ Program Needs to Review and Update Certain Policies
and Procedures
In the past few decades, the Coast Guard’s ALJ program has grown from a
very small network of ALJs and support staff to a larger program that
hears cases with an increasing level of complexity on behalf of multiple
agencies. The program has also experienced turnover owing to the
retirement of many more experienced ALJs. As a result, the Coast Guard
should re-evaluate how it administers the program. Specifically, the
program needs to review, update, and, if necessary, formalize its current
policies and procedures, including but not limited to (1) developing a
formal training program for ALJs; (2) developing formal procedures for
investigating allegations of misconduct against an ALJ; (3) developing
written guidance for the Chief ALJ to use when disciplining an ALJ; and
(4) clarifying the extent of the Chief ALJ’s authority to issue policy
guidance to subordinate ALJs and the means by which the Chief ALJ may
do so.
Training Program for Administrative Law Judges
ALJ program officials maintain that because the Coast Guard hires
only experienced ALJs, there is no need to conduct formal training
for ALJs new to its S&R system. The officials believe that the
laws and regulations governing S&R procedures are
straightforward and easy to understand, and an experienced ALJ
should already possess the skills to interpret the laws and to
preside over an S&R hearing. Consequently, the ALJ program
does not have a formal training program. It provides training in an
ad hoc, informal manner upon request.
However, S&R hearings are usually adversarial and neither party is
usually represented by counsel. Over the past few years, the Coast
Guard has employed some ALJs who had no prior maritime law
experience or who were not familiar with the format of S&R
hearings. Most Coast Guard ALJs were hired from the Social
Security Administration’s ALJ program, where the proceedings are
rarely adversarial.
Most of the ALJs believe that formal training is not necessary.
In addition, many experienced Coast Guard ALJs assert that
because both the Coast Guard and the respondent often proceed
without legal representation, the ALJ program expects that a Coast
Guard ALJ has a heightened responsibility to develop the record
and help the parties to the proceeding understand the law. This
expectation according to the ABA Model Code of Judicial Conduct
Recommendations to Improve the Coast Guard’s System for Adjudicating Suspension and Revocation Matters
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(Model Code) which the ALJ program requires its ALJs to follow.
The Model Code allows judges to make “reasonable
accommodations” to ensure that unrepresented litigants are fairly
heard.10 During the informal orientation of new Coast Guard
ALJs, the Chief ALJ’s senior staff explains that an ALJ must
compensate for the fact that the parties in an S&R proceeding are
not required to have legal representation and, therefore, might not
be able to present their case effectively. Coast Guard ALJs
explained that they ask the parties questions to help develop the
record, but they must not become an advocate for either party.
However, the ALJ program does not provide the ALJs with any
guidance regarding the extent to which they are expected to assist
the parties in establishing facts on the record or in identifying the
relevant law.
The ALJ program would benefit from a formal training curriculum
that provides instruction for new Coast Guard ALJs on the basics
of maritime law, the purpose and format of S&R hearings, and the
context of the hearings within the overall operation of the agency.
In addition, to the extent that Coast Guard ALJs are expected to
assist unrepresented parties, they should receive written guidance
on the best way to provide this assistance in an unbiased and
impartial manner.
Investigating Allegations of Misconduct
The Chief ALJ is tasked with investigating allegations of
misconduct levied against ALJs and, although they are rare, the
ALJ program does not have guidance to assist the Chief ALJ in
performing an investigation. As a result, the Chief ALJ has
conducted investigations of ALJs in an informal, ad hoc manner.
In one investigation of an ALJ, the Chief ALJ delegated
responsibility for assessing the initial complaints against the ALJ
to senior staff. After an initial meeting to discuss the complaints,
the Chief ALJ sent members of his senior staff to meet with the
complainants, gather information about the complaints, and report
their findings back to him. Subsequently, and without informing
the Chief ALJ, a senior staff member who attended this meeting
informally discussed the contents of the meeting with the ALJ
under investigation. This could have jeopardized the investigation.
Furthermore, the absence of formal guidance with respect to the
investigation could have caused the ALJ program staff to dismiss
the complaints against this ALJ without ascertaining their validity.
The creation of formal guidelines or an investigating framework
10

Rule 2.2, Comment 4, American Bar Association Model Code of Judicial Conduct (2007).
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would enable the Chief ALJ to: (1) provide the ALJs under
investigation with an opportunity to address the allegations lodged
against them where appropriate; (2) maintain an accurate record of
the fact-finding and decision-making for potential use in a
disciplinary action; or (3) ensure that any and all allegations of
misconduct are handled consistently and in accordance with an
accepted set of guidelines. Moreover, formal guidance can provide
advance notice to personnel about the Chief ALJ’s authority to
investigate allegations against an ALJ and discipline the ALJ
accordingly.
Disciplining an Administrative Law Judge
When the Chief ALJ determines that an ALJ has engaged in
misconduct, the Chief ALJ has considerable discretion. He may
choose to file a complaint against an ALJ before the Merit Systems
Protection Board (MSPB) or he may choose not to initiate a formal
disciplinary action against the ALJ and handle the matter
informally. However, the ALJ program does not have any formal
guidance applicable to this decision making process. A formal
policy should address the rights and responsibilities of the Chief
ALJ in this context and the options available to him.
For example, one former Coast Guard ALJ had significant
performance and misconduct-related issues during that ALJ’s
tenure. However, this ALJ was only reprimanded informally. The
Chief ALJ could have filed a complaint against the ALJ to the
MSPB or formally documented some of the allegations of
misconduct against this ALJ. Guidelines would have helped the
Chief ALJ in the exercise of his discretion in this manner. The
ALJ program should develop guidelines for how one files a
complaint against an ALJ, and for what purposes, and for the Chief
ALJ to follow when deciding whether and how to investigate
complaints against an ALJ or take formal disciplinary action
against an ALJ. These guidelines should enable the Chief ALJ to
determine the propriety of an MSPB or other personnel-related
disciplinary action. Such policies and procedures can make the
factors that the Chief ALJ considers in his decision-making
process more transparent.
Authority of the Chief ALJ in Issuing Policy Guidance to the
ALJs
Pursuant to Coast Guard regulations and the Chief ALJ’s job
description, the Chief ALJ has the authority to issue policy
guidance to the other Coast Guard ALJs. Specifically, the Chief
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ALJ has the authority to ensure “general compliance of
subordinate ALJs’ decisions with agency rules and procedures,” to
ensure that the penalties that ALJs impose are generally consistent
and to develop and implement “policies and other guidance which
has usage throughout the agency-wide ALJ program.”11 In
addition, the Chief ALJ is tasked with training new and incumbent
ALJs,12 reviewing the ALJs’ decisions to ensure that they comply
with applicable law, and generally ensuring that the ALJs are
performing their duties competently.13
A former ALJ expressed concerns about how the Chief ALJ can
and should implement guidance and to what extent Coast Guard
ALJs are bound to follow such guidance. In the past, Chief ALJs
issued guidance through ALJ Internal Procedures and Practices
(ALJIPP). Judges were, and still are, required to follow all
guidance issued in an ALJIPP. However, the ALJ program has not
updated ALJIPPs on a regular basis, as the ALJIPPs have not been
revised for years. Today, ALJ program personnel and several
ALJs consider many ALJIPPs to be either obsolete or irrelevant.
The current Chief ALJ distributes policy guidance primarily
through policy memorandums rather than through ALJIPPs. He
also sends other guidance to the ALJs in the form of memoranda
that are not binding, such as legal updates and other information
useful to ALJs. As a result, personnel must distinguish whether
memorandums are either directive or instructive in nature. Failure
to make the correct distinctions may result in an ALJ confusing
non-binding guidance with binding policy.
The ALJ program should create a single source of definitive policy
guidance by reviewing its ALJIPPs and policy memorandums and
consolidating all that are still relevant and current into a manual for
ALJs. The ALJ program should clarify which ALJIPPs and policy
memoranda are out of date and should no longer be used. The ALJ
program should also state to what extent ALJs are required to
follow each ALJIPP or policy memorandum. Additionally, to the
extent practicable, the ALJ program should publish its policies on
its website to make the S&R process more transparent to the
public. Going forward, the ALJ program should develop a process
for distributing future policy guidance to ALJs that includes a
designated format for the guidance and a clear explanation of
whether and to what extent it binds the ALJs.

11

Chief ALJ Job Description.
46 C.F.R. § 1.01-20(c)(3).
13
See 46 C.F.R. § 1.01-20(c)(4).
12
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Recommendations
We recommend that the Chief Administrative Law Judge:
Recommendation 1: Evaluate current procedures for training
ALJs and create a formal training program.
Recommendation 2: Develop formal written procedures for
investigating allegations of misconduct against an ALJ.
Recommendation 3: Create formal guidelines for the Chief ALJ
to follow when deciding how or whether to discipline an ALJ.
Recommendation 4: Revoke any obsolete policy guidance and
consolidate current policy guidance into a manual.
Recommendation 5: Develop a standard format for the issuance
of policy guidance that establishes to what extent an ALJ is
required to follow the guidance.

Management Comments and OIG Analysis
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 1:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The Coast
Guard acknowledged that many of these areas of law are complex
and very specialized and many attorneys, even maritime attorneys,
may not have had much exposure to the intricacies of the law and
regulations. Currently, a copy of the ALJ Process Guide is
provided to all ALJs and is posted on the website,
Homeport.uscg.mil. The ALJ Program will create training aids
and checklists that are consistent with Coast Guard statutes,
regulations, Commandant Decisions on Appeal, and the
Administrative Procedures Act, all of which will supplement the
existing ALJ Process Guide.
The curriculum will include general legal issues arising in
administrative law practice and maritime law as enforced by the
Coast Guard. Specifically, this includes vessel manning
requirements, issuance of merchant mariner credentials, vessel
operating requirements, drug and alcohol testing and fundamental
navigation rules. The Coast Guard estimates completing new
training aids and checklists by the end of 2010.
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OIG Analysis:
We concur with Coast Guard’s response. Although our
recommendation is fairly broad, our results of review included two
paragraphs dealing with unrepresented parties. While the Coast
Guard addressed the matter of an ALJ’s maritime law experience,
it did not address expectations of an ALJ with respect to
unrepresented parties. The curriculum should include these
matters.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.

USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 2:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The ALJ
program will create formal written guidance for the
Chief ALJ to follow when investigating an ALJ. The ALJ
Program published procedures for filing a complaint against an
ALJ on Homeport (homeport.uscg.mil) and follows the Coast
Guard's Administrative Investigations Manual. The Coast Guard
will consider both when implementing this recommendation. The
Coast Guard estimates completing new written procedures by
Spring 2011.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. Currently, the
homeport website includes a mailing address for complaints, but
does not explain the procedures the Coast Guard uses to investigate
those complaints. The Coast Guard responded that it will consider
its service-wide investigations manual as it creates formal written
guidance to address this recommendation. The investigation
manual is a comprehensive guide for administrative and formal
investigations that should provide a suitable foundation for ALJspecific procedures.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 3:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. It pointed
out that other than a minor reprimand or minimal suspension, the
Chief ALJ does not directly discipline an ALJ, but can only
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recommend a sanction to the MSPB. The degree of discipline
(suspension or termination) is a matter for MSPB to decide. The
Coast Guard’s formal guidelines will address "whether"
an ALJ should be disciplined. The Coast Guard estimates
completing the guidelines by Spring 2011.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its response, the
Coast Guard explained how the Chief ALJ has limited authority to
discipline and how he can only recommend a sanction to the
MSPB. Nevertheless, the Coast Guard also explained how it can
issue a minor reprimand or minimal suspension. We do not assert
that the Chief ALJ or Coast Guard can take action that is within the
authority of the MSPB. Instead, the Coast Guard should describe
the process and options available to the Chief ALJ when a series of
facts may lead to action against an ALJ. A minor reprimand or
suspension do not require MSPB action, but are still forms of
discipline and should be included in the guidelines. The process
could identify certain benchmarks or decision points during or at
the conclusion of an investigation. Those decisions could include
a minor reprimand, referral to the MSPB, or closure of the
investigation in appropriate circumstances.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 4:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The Coast
Guard commented that the ALJ program initiated this task in 2008
and it is partially complete. It cancelled the majority of obsolete
policy documents and guidelines in 2009. It will update,
consolidate, cancel, revoke or replace remaining policy documents
using the new method proposed for issuing new policy guidance.
The Coast Guard estimates completing this task by the end of
2010.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its action plan, the
Coast Guard should update the OIG on its progress in updating
policies.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 5:
Recommendations to Improve the Coast Guard’s System for Adjudicating Suspension and Revocation Matters

Page 11

The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. It
commented that the ALJ program is already in the process of
developing a standard format for issuing of policy guidance to the
ALJ s and staff that is consistent with OMB Guidance Policy. The
Coast Guard estimates it will implement this recommendation by
the end of 2010.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its response, the
Coast Guard did not distinguish between mandatory policy and
“guidance” but should make this distinction. For example, the ALJ
Program could define mandatory guidance/policy as matters
involving judicial administration, management, personal conduct,
and ethics. Each of these subjects may be within the Chief ALJ’s
discretion. It could distinguish such mandatory guidance or policy
from memoranda that provide legal updates and developments or
procedural guides which summarize the law. Most important:
when guidance from the Chief ALJ is never truly binding, and only
guidance by the Commandant is, then the Coast Guard should
make that fact clear.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.

The S&R Program Needs to Improve Training and Provide
Consistent and Effective Legal Support to Investigating Officers
In addition to executing the Coast Guard’s mission of policing the
Nation’s waterways, some Coast Guard officers perform the temporary
duty of investigating officers. Investigating officers draft and file
complaints against mariners and represent the Coast Guard in S&R
proceedings. Most investigating officers are not attorneys and may not
receive sufficient formal training to navigate more complex regulations
and proceedings adequately. Further, the investigating officers may not
have sufficient legal support in situations where it would be useful or
necessary, such as in complex cases or in cases wherein the respondent is
represented by counsel. Moreover, because the investigating officers are
rotated out of their positions after only a few years, very few have either
the opportunity or the incentive to gain a high level of expertise in
prosecuting S&R cases.
In 2008, the Coast Guard established the Suspension and Revocation
National Center of Expertise to alleviate some of these problems by,
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among other methods, providing investigating officers with training and
legal support. Given the scope of our review, we did not examine whether
the Center has sufficient resources to meet the investigating officers’
needs. Moreover, several investigating officers told us that they were
unaware of the resources available to them from the Center.
Investigating Officers Need More Training in Their
Prosecutorial Role
The initial orientation and formal training for investigating officers
consists of an approximately 3-week course that not all
investigating officers complete before they begin representing the
Coast Guard in S&R proceedings. An investigating officer told us
that it was common for new investigating officers to begin
handling S&R matters before they attended the formal orientation
and training program. As a result, the Coast Guard relies on onthe-job training to prepare some investigating officers. The
content and quality of this training varies from district to district,
which could cause the Coast Guard’s S&R program to be enforced
inconsistently. In addition, there are few advanced training
courses in S&R litigation skills for senior or more experienced
investigating officers seeking to refine or refresh their skills.
Investigating Officers Should Have Access to Additional Legal
Support
Most investigating officers are not licensed attorneys and thus
cannot be expected to handle all legal issues that arise. Even with
sufficient training in S&R proceedings, investigating officers may
not be able to represent the Coast Guard at S&R hearings
effectively, enter evidence into the record competently, and argue
points of law correctly or persuasively in every case. For the
purposes of its marine safety operations, the Coast Guard divides
the country into nine geographic districts. These districts are
further divided into sectors, which are further divided into smaller
geographic areas under the jurisdiction of marine safety units.
S&R matters are prosecuted by the investigating officers at the
marine safety units. However, legal support for these matters is
only available at the district level. While investigating officers
have access to the Coast Guard’s attorneys, these attorneys are
often too far removed from the investigating officers, both
geographically and in the Coast Guard hierarchy. Thus, the
investigating officers may not always seek attorney assistance,
either because they are not aware of when to ask for legal support
or because they do not feel comfortable seeking assistance outside
of their chain of command. In addition, S&R proceedings
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represent a small percentage of the Coast Guard attorneys’
responsibilities, both on the district level and in headquarters.
Therefore, attorneys may not always be able to give investigating
officers the assistance they need, particularly in cases involving
complex factual or legal issues or in which the mariner is
represented by counsel.
Although the Center is designed, in part, to provide additional legal
support to the investigating officers, the officers told us they were
not aware of the resources available to them through the Center.
The Coast Guard should make better use of the Center to provide
investigating officers additional legal support. With sufficient
available staff, the Center could help ensure that investigating
officers interpret Coast Guard law and policy and implement the
S&R program consistently throughout the Nation. It could also
help meet some of the investigating officers’ training needs. The
Center could generate training materials, such as manuals and
courses, to ensure that investigating officers nationwide have
access to uniform and consistent guidance and legal advice.
The Coast Guard’s sectors and marine safety units should
encourage investigating officers to interact with the Center as
needed, and the Center should initiate communication with the
senior investigating officers in each district to assess the legal
needs of the investigating officers. It should work to meet those
needs and increase its staff as necessary to provide effective
support.
The Coast Guard rotates investigating officers out of the S&R
program every few years, just as they are gaining the expertise to
represent the Coast Guard effectively at S&R hearings. Although
we have not fully studied the effect of the loss of qualified
investigating officers on S&R proceedings, this issue warrants
attention.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Commandant instruct the Office of
Investigations and Analysis to:
Recommendation 6: Administer a formal orientation and training
course that investigating officers complete before handling S&R
cases.
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Recommendation 7: Make available or require, if necessary,
ongoing or advanced skills training for investigating officers who
seek or need to improve their prosecutorial skills.
Recommendation 8: Promote the use of the Center of Expertise
to ensure that investigating officers have access to training and
legal support.

Management Comments and OIG Analysis
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 6:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. It plans to
modify its policy to ensure investigating officers that present cases
before an ALJ have completed the S&R Hearing Personnel
Qualification Standard (which requires attendance of the existing
S&R course), or are directly assisted by an investigating officer
with such qualification who is sitting second chair at the S&R
hearing.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its action plan, the
Coast Guard should update the OIG on the implementation of this
policy.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.

USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 7:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The Office
of Investigations & Casualty Analysis will work with the S&R
National Center of Excellence to assess needs of the program. The
Coast Guard expects to complete this assessment in 24 months.
The Marine Investigations program is in the last year of a multi
year effort to add civilian and military billets to ensure that there
are enough investigating officers in the field to handle the
workload. Until this is complete, the Coast Guard is focusing on
providing basic training to the officers. The S&R National Center
of Excellence is almost fully operational and will provide the
specialized expertise for complex cases.
OIG Analysis:
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We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its action plan and
subsequent updates, the Coast Guard should keep the OIG apprised
of the status of its assessment of the Marine Investigations
program.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 8:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. It noted
that the Center is now fully functioning and assisting investigating
officers with S&R proceedings. The staff is well-versed in the
laws, regulations and Coast Guard policy which govern the S&R
process and administrative hearing proceedings. More
importantly, they are a dedicated resource to assist Investigating
Officers with the S&R process and administrative hearing
procedures. There are currently four members on staff at the
Center, including one attorney and they are in the process of
bringing on three additional staff (to include an additional
attorney). To ensure investigating officers are aware of this
resource, the Office of Investigations & Analysis has published
multiple announcements regarding the availability and functions of
the Center. Center staff present briefings at all investigating
officer, S&R and Sector Department Head courses located at the
Coast Guard Training Center Yorktown, VA. The staff also
provides instruction to investigating officers on the S&R process
and hearing procedures during all S&R courses.
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response.
This recommendation is Resolved – Closed.

The Coast Guard Needs to Issue Commandant Decisions on
Appeal in a Timely Manner and Make the Decisions More
Accessible to the Public
Through CDOAs, the Commandant exercises adjudicative and policymaking authority and creates binding precedent for ALJs to follow when
deciding S&R cases. Because of the important role that CDOAs play in
S&R proceedings, the Coast Guard needs to issue the decisions in a timely
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and accessible manner, such that parties who are not represented by
counsel can locate Coast Guard case law easily.
The Coast Guard Needs to Issue Commandant Decisions on
Appeal in a Timely Manner
The Commandant exercises considerable adjudicative and policymaking authority with respect to S&R proceedings through
CDOAs. Therefore, it is imperative that the Commandant issue
these decisions in a timely manner. The timely issuance of
CDOAs may prevent an ALJ from repeatedly issuing erroneous
decisions based on a single misunderstanding of Coast Guard law
and regulations. Timely issuance of CDOAs could ensure that
mariners receive consistent interpretations of maritime regulations
across all Coast Guard districts, the judicious resolution of disputes
affecting their livelihood, and due process under the law.
The Commandant has taken up to three years to issue appeals
decisions, a fact that could have led to at least one ALJ making the
same errors of law repeatedly. Coast Guard officials cited several
reasons for the delays, including increased demands on the Coast
Guard since September 11, 2001, recent lawsuits affecting the ALJ
program and the Office of Maritime and International Law, and
other, more pressing matters that often consume the time of the
attorneys who handle Coast Guard appeals. The S&R program
represents only a small percentage of the Coast Guard’s missionrelated activities and, accordingly, only a small part of the duties of
the attorneys in the Office of Maritime and International Law and
the Office of the Judge Advocate General.
The timeliness of the S&R appeals process and CDOAs will not
improve without either making them a higher priority or dedicating
additional resources to prevent recurring backlogs.
Commandant Decisions on Appeal Should Be Readily
Accessible to the Public
Although the Coast Guard’s S&R proceedings are designed such
that the parties do not need the assistance of counsel, as a practical
matter, unrepresented mariners cannot easily access CDOAs,
which are binding Coast Guard case law. Given the increasing
complexity of S&R proceedings and the fact that mariner’s
livelihoods are at stake, CDOAs should be readily accessible to the
public.
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The CDOAs are accessible through Westlaw, an online legal
research service used primarily by attorneys and legal
practitioners, and through the Coast Guard’s website,
“Homeport.”14 The Coast Guard publishes both ALJ decisions and
CDOAs on its website. However, the decisions are organized only
by the year of issuance and identified by the respondent’s last
name or an assigned number. As a result, to find relevant legal
precedent, a respondent must already know the date the decision
was issued, its case name, and—because it is not provided on the
Coast Guard’s website—the subject matter of the opinion. The
Coast Guard’s website does not allow users to search all decisions
by topic, keyword, or phrase. The website is ineffectual as a
means for providing access to Coast Guard decisions to
unrepresented mariners. The Coast Guard should create a publicly
available database of ALJ decisions and CDOAs that is organized
or searchable by topic or keywords.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Commandant:
Recommendation 9: Take steps to decrease the length of time
required to issue CDOAs.
Recommendation 10: Create a database of CDOAs and ALJ
decisions in which the public can use a topic or key word to locate
relevant Coast Guard precedent.

Management Comments and OIG Analysis
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 9:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The Coast
Guard noted that in 2007 it had a backlog of 20 cases which took
an average of 28 months to resolve. Presently, the Coast Guard
has 9 cases, with an average resolution of 16 months. The Coast
Guard is working to reduce its inventory and the time required to
resolve cases. With the exception of extremely complex and
unusual cases, its goal is to process every appeal in 6 months or
less.
OIG Analysis:
14
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We acknowledge the Coast Guard’s progress in reducing the
backlog of cases and the time to resolve them. The Coast Guard
endeavors to process cases in 6 months—a reasonable goal—but it
did not describe in its response what specific steps it has taken or
plans to take to decrease the length of time required to issue
CDOAs. In its action plan, the Coast Guard should describe how it
is working to improve the processing of CDOAs.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 10:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. The Coast
Guard continues to explore additional methods to provide the
public more meaningful access to CDOA and ALJ decisions,
subject to the availability of resources. Currently, the Coast Guard
is actively exploring resources and computer technology that is
available or required to implement the functionality of key word or
topic search of CDOAs and ALJ decisions. Given the multi
faceted legal review process coupled with the complexity of
computer technology options available, the Coast Guard expects to
implement this recommendation in 24 months (June 2012).
OIG Analysis:
We concur with the Coast Guard’s response. In its action plan and
subsequent updates, the Coast Guard should keep the OIG apprised
of its progress in developing the database with this search
capability.
This recommendation is Resolved – Open.
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The Coast Guard Needs to Develop Formal Protocols to Prevent
Improper Contacts Among Personnel in the ALJ Program, the
Office of Maritime and International Law, and the Office of
Investigations and Analysis
The APA prohibits certain contacts between agency employees who
perform adjudicative functions, such as ALJs, and those who perform
either investigating or prosecutorial functions, such as investigating
officers. Specifically, “an employee or agent engaged in the performance
of investigative or prosecuting functions for an agency in a case may not,
in that or a factually related case, participate or advise in the decision,
recommended decision, or agency review, except as witness or counsel in
public proceedings.”15
With regard to its S&R proceedings, the Coast Guard has no formal rules
or procedures governing interaction between staff responsible for
adjudicative functions i.e., the ALJ program and the appellate staff in the
Coast Guard’s Office of Maritime and International Law i.e., and staff
responsible for investigating and prosecutorial functions (the Office of
Investigations and Analysis). Nor does the Coast Guard have any formal
rules concerning contact between the ALJ program and the appellate staff
at the Office of Maritime and International Law. As a result, the Coast
Guard has no policies to ensure that no improper contacts, i.e., contacts
that either violate the APA or create an appearance of impropriety within
its S&R adjudication process, take place among personnel in the ALJ
program, the Office of Maritime and International Law, and the Office of
Investigations and Analysis. Although we are unaware of any intentional
improper contact between members of these offices, the absence of formal
rules might lead to unintentional improper contacts and allow appearances
of impropriety even where none exists.
For example, on February 24, 2005, a meeting was held in New Orleans to
hear allegations by local investigating officers that an ALJ was engaging
in judicial misconduct. In attendance were members of the Chief ALJ’s
senior staff, who were charged with investigating the allegations; members
of the Office of Investigations and Analysis, including local Coast Guard
attorneys and investigating officers, who had cases pending before the
ALJ; and an appellate attorney from the Office of Maritime and
International Law, who was there, among other reasons, to act as a subject
matter expert on S&R rules and procedures. Although the participants
agreed not to talk about pending cases by name and to focus merely on the
issues, as a practical matter, they knew that they were talking about a
particular ALJ and a limited number of cases. The appellate attorney
15
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might have been able to identify a particular case in the future, had it
reached the Office of Maritime and International Law on appeal.
In addition, one of the members of the Chief ALJ’s senior staff reported to
the ALJ who was the subject of the misconduct allegations about the
matters discussed at the meeting. This conversation between the senior
staff member and the ALJ caused the ALJ to believe that the investigating
officers (1) discussed issues in the ALJ’s pending cases and (2) were
seeking to have the ALJ disciplined because of her rulings in those cases.
Formal procedures governing interaction between the Chief ALJ, the
Office of Investigations and Analysis, and the Office of Maritime and
International Law likely would have prevented this inadvertent improper
contact and would have given the ALJ guidance to assess the propriety of
any such contact.
In addition, the Office of Maritime and International Law did not have any
formal procedures or rules that would have prevented the appellate
attorney from attending the meeting—at which the Office of
Investigations and Analysis complained about the ALJ’s rulings and
conduct, but not the merits or names of cases—and from further
participating in the appeals of the ALJ’s decisions. The attorney’s further
participation in this ALJ’s decisions on appeal was problematic. The
Coast Guard asserts that because each CDOA underwent multiple levels of
review after the attorney’s initial involvement in drafting the decisions,
her attendance at the meeting had no effect on the outcome of the CDOAs.
The attorney stated that she did not recognize the matters discussed when
they appeared before her on appeal, because only general issues were
discussed at the meeting and no specific cases were identified. Although
There was no evidence that the appellate attorney’s attendance at the
meeting changed the outcome of the CDOAs with respect to any
respondent, the attorney’s participation in drafting the CDOAs, at a
minimum, created an appearance of impropriety.
Although not improper, Office of Maritime and International Law also has
provided training to the Office of Investigations and Analysis.
Specifically, the appellate attorney who attended the February 24, 2005
meeting also provided training on S&R procedures to the investigating
officers as part of a class taught at the Coast Guard Training Center in
Yorktown, VA. The Coast Guard has since stopped the practice of
allowing Office of Maritime and International Law attorneys who work on
CDOAs to train investigating officers at Yorktown.
However, the Office of Maritime and International Law staff’s dual role as
experts who provide legal advice to various Coast Guard components and
appellate attorneys who draft opinions for the Commandant is such that an
improper contact could occur. For example, without clear guidance to the
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contrary, an employee who serves in an investigating or prosecutorial
function could solicit advice from an Office of Maritime and International
Law attorney who might eventually be involved on the same matter in an
adjudicative function. Although CDOAs are a means for the Commandant
to issue policy and, as such, the Coast Guard may need to involve its
policy experts in drafting CDOAs, formal rules are needed to prevent
Office of Maritime and International Law attorneys who serve in this dual
function from engaging in improper contacts with the Coast Guard’s
investigating and prosecutorial staff.
The ALJ program, the Office of Maritime and International Law, and the
Office of Investigations and Analysis should create formal procedures that
govern their staff’s interaction with each other with regard to pending
matters or matters that are likely to be appealed. The procedures should
address (1) the permissibility of a member of one office providing training
to another office and (2) the ability of staff in the Office of Investigations
and Analysis to have contact with either the ALJ program or the appellate
attorneys at the Office of Maritime and International Law relating to
matters pending or likely to be pending before either an ALJ or the
Commandant, respectively.
In May 2008, in response to a lawsuit in federal district court alleging that
ex parte contacts took place in conjunction with the February 24, 2005,
meeting, the Office of Maritime and International Law created and
implemented “Business Rules for Coast Guard Suspension and Revocation
and Civil Penalty Appeal Programs.” The goal of the rules is “to
maximize the ability of appeal opinion drafters and decision makers to
remain as impartial as possible while ensuring Coast Guard program
offices are able to seek and receive timely, comprehensive and pertinent
legal advice.”
We concur with both the intent and content of the rules. Had they been in
existence earlier, many of the allegations of the former ALJ would have
been mitigated. These or related rules should be implemented through
established Coast Guard procedures to cover all offices involved in the
adjudication and prosecution of S&R matters and distributed to all
relevant staff, including but not limited to employees in the Judge
Advocate General’s Office, the Office of Maritime and International Law,
the ALJ program, and the Office of Investigation and Analysis. The
establishment, expansion, and dissemination of the rules would facilitate
better understanding among the various components of the S&R program
and provide clear guidance on permitted contacts and interactions.
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Recommendations
We recommend that the Commandant:
Recommendation 11: Develop formal procedures governing
interaction between personnel in the ALJ program, the Judge
Advocate General’s Office, and the Office of Investigations and
Analysis. The procedures should address (1) training provided by
one office to another office; (2) the ability of investigators,
attorneys, and staff involved in the investigation and prosecution of
S&R matters to contact the ALJ program and the Office of
Maritime and International Law; and (3) the ability of the ALJ
Program and the Judge Advocate General’s Office to communicate
about appropriate issues of concern to each office.

Management Comments and OIG Analysis
USCG’s Comments to Recommendation 11:
The Coast Guard concurred with the recommendation. In its
response, the Coast Guard stated it believes that the Office of
Maritime and International Law's business rules put in place in
May 2008 address much of this concern and will prevent situations
that would create any appearance of impropriety. However, the
Coast Guard intends to pursue transferring the function of drafting
CDOAs from the Office of Maritime and International Law to
another, neutral office with little or no responsibilities in advising
the S & R program. We expect this transfer of responsibility to
occur within 12 months.
OIG Analysis:
We support the Coast Guard’s plans to transfer the responsibility
of drafting CDOAs from the Office of Maritime and International
Law. However, we do not concur that the Business Rules, as
constituted, sufficiently address our recommendation. Our
recommendation seeks more formal, binding guidelines that affect
the Office of Maritime and International Law, the S&R program,
and the ALJ program and specifically prescribe their respective
roles and their ability to share information.
The Business Rules provide a good foundation for the Office of the
Judge Advocate General and, consistent with the law, they attempt
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to prohibit discussions about active cases. For example, Rule 2
prohibits discussions about active cases and facts. Rule 3 prohibits
covered attorneys from providing guidance to the Staff Judge
Advocate, field level attorneys and program staff with regard to a
specific case. Rule 5 attempts to limit contact with ALJs to avoid
the appearance of impropriety.
However, the Business Rules do not apply to all offices involved in
the adjudication and prosecution of S&R matters. The Business
Rules state that they are “best practices” and are applicable solely
to the Office of Maritime and International Law. They do not
serve to address any of the three criteria we explicitly mentioned in
the recommendation related to training, the ability to contact the
ALJ program, and the ALJ program and the Judge Advocate
General’s Office ability to communicate about appropriate issues
of concern to each office.
Although everyone has an obligation to avoid impropriety and ex
parte contacts, a more formal and carefully crafted policy could
prevent larger problems.
This recommendation is Unresolved – Open.
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Appendix A
Purpose, Scope, and Methodology

Our review of allegations by a former Coast Guard ALJ resulted in
two reports. Our first report, Allegations of Misconduct Within the
Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge Program, OIG-10-108,
addressed the merits of the allegations and did not contain any
recommendations. During the course of that review, we reviewed
the ALJ program and the Coast Guard’s S&R administrative
proceedings, and noted issues not directly related to the allegations
that warranted management’s attention. This report makes
recommendations to address those issues and improve the
effectiveness, integrity, and efficiency of both the program and
S&R administrative proceedings.
We evaluated the ALJ program’s methods and procedures and
certain aspects of how the Coast Guard prosecutes S&R matters
and handles appeals to the Commandant. We reviewed many
CDOAs, including all CDOAs on the former ALJ’s cases. We also
reviewed documents, case law, email messages, internal
memoranda, and other documents. We interviewed current and
former ALJs, ALJ program staff, and a number of Coast Guard
personnel who were involved in the S&R administrative process.
We also spoke with members of the mariner community and
related legal practitioners. Those conversations and our review of
documents enabled us to understand aspects of the Coast Guard’s
S&R administrative proceedings and supplied a context in which
to make recommendations for its improvement. However, we did
not conduct a full inspection of the S&R adjudication system or
evaluate its overall performance.
We acknowledge that each sector is composed of unique
demographics and mariner communities, and that some S&R
programmatic policies and procedures affect sectors differently.
Because this report grew out of our review of the former ALJ’s
allegations, our scope was limited. We focused much of our
attention on evidence derived from Sector New Orleans and the
Marine Safety Unit in Morgan City, Louisiana. Sector New
Orleans processes more S&R matters than any other region. Our
recommendations are intended to enhance the Coast Guard’s
system for adjudicating S&R matters regardless of location.
We conducted fieldwork from January 2009 to March 2010. We
conducted our review under the authority of the Inspector General
Act of 1978, as amended, and according to the Quality Standards
for Inspections issued by the President’s Council on Integrity and
Efficiency.
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Appendix A
Purpose, Scope, and Methodology

We appreciate the efforts by USCG management and staff who
provide the information and access necessary to accomplish this
review.
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~

CAPT~..,.>

MAY 14 2Dla

From:

T. W.l0NES,
COMDT (CO.82)

Reply to Audit Manager,
Attn of: Mark Kulwicki
(202) 372-3533

To:

Carlton I. Mann
Assistant Inspector General for Inspections

Subj:

RESPONSE TO DHS OIG DRAFT REPORT: "RECOMMENDAnONS TO
IMPROVE THE COAST GUARD'S SYSTEM FOR ADJUDICATING SUSPENSION
AND REVOCATION MATTERS"

"Ref:

(a) Department of Homeland Security Inspector General (DHS OlO) Report ofApril 30,

2010

of

1. This letter transmits Coast Guard's response to the Department Homeland SecuritY
Inspector General (DHS DIG) findings and recorrunendations in reference (a) and describes
progress in implementing the recommendations.
2.

The COBSt Guard concurs with all the recommendations listed in the report.

3. lfyou have any questions, my point ofcontact is Mr. Mark Kulwicki at (202) 372-3533 .

•
Enclosure: (I) USCG Comments
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Ui''ITED STATES COAST GUARD RESPONSE
ON THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
INSPECTOR GENERAL DRAFT REPORT
TITLE: "Recommendations to Improve the Coast Guard's System for Adjudicating
Suspension and Revocation Matters"
COAST GUARD'S GEi'o'ERAL COl\1MENTS ON DUS OlG FINDINGS;
The Coast Guard concurs with all eleven recommendations to improve the effectiveness,
integrity and efficiency of the Administrative Law Judge (AU) Program and the
Suspension and Revocation (S&R) administrative proceedings. Implementation of the
DHS OIG Recommendations will be a priority and we hope adoption of these
recommendations further ensure public trust in the fairness of the Coast Guard S & R
p~edings.

Some of the recommendations in the report were previously identified by an internal
Working Group and are already in progress. Completed efforts demonstrating decisive
action by the Working Group include: publishing all decision and orders issued by AUs
from 1999 to current on Homeport, publishing all AU guidance documents; establishing
the S & R National Center of Expertise (S & R NCOE); securing alternative locations for
hearings so Coast Guard facilities are not used and Federal courthouse usage is
maximized, establishing a program to make available the use of pro bono and law school
legal assistance programs for mariner representation and implementing electronic filing
for mariners.
The Coast Guard concurs with the recommendations which are aimed at improving the
competency of the investigating Officers that are presenting S&R cases before AUs.
Over the past three years, the Coast Guard has implemented the Marine Safety
Enhancement Plan, which contains elements to improve the competency of the
investigating Officers in the field. Specifically, the plan includes the following elements
to improve the competency and professionalism of investigating Officers appearing
before AUs by:
1. Establishing pre-requisite training requirements for officers that are assigned as an
investigating Officer. While these requirements do not entail legal training in S&R
proceedings, they do ensure that investigating Officers are well-seasoned Marine Safety
professionals who are well-versed in the Marine Safety mission, as well as, the relevant
laws, regulations and Coast Guard policy. By establishing this base of Marine Safety
expertise, the Investigating Officers are better prepared to maintain maritime standards
for competence, conduct and enhancement of safety at sea through the S&R process.
2. Establishing the S&R National Centcr o(Exoer!ise (S&R NCOEl. As the DHS ora
report was being developed, the S&R NCOE was still being stood up. It is now fully
functioning and assisting investigating Officcrs with S&R proceedings. The staff at the
NCOE is well-versed in the Jaws, regulations and Coast Guard poHcy which govern the
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S&R process and administrative hearing proceedings. More importantly, they are a
dedicated resource to assist Investigating Officers with the S&R process and
administrative hearing procedures. There are currently four members on staff at the
NCOE, including one attorney and they are in the process of bringing on three additional
staff (to include an additional attorney). To ensure Investigating Officers are aware of .
this resource: the Office of Investigations & Analysis has published multiple
announcements regarding the availability and functions of the NCOE; staff attends and
presents a brief on NCOE functions at all investigating officer, S&R and Sector
Department Head courses located at the Coast Guard Training Center Yorktown, VA;
and staffprovides instruction to investigating officers on the S&R process and hearing
procedures during all S&R course~.
RECOMMENDAll0NS:
OIG Recommendation Nt: Evaluate current procedures for training AUs and create a
formal training program.
USCG ResPQDse: Concur. Currently, a copy of the AU Process Guide is provided to
all AUs and is posted on the Homeport website (www.Homeoortuscg.mil)thereby
increasing transparency to stakeholders (including the public). The AU Program will
create training aids and checklists that are consistent with Coast Guard statutes,
regulations, Commandant Decisions on Appeal (CDOA) and the Administrative
Procedures Act (APA); all of which will supplement the existing AU Process Guide.
Further, when drafting the training aids, the AU program will refer to the Office of
Management and Budget Final Bulletin for Agency Good Guidance Practices which is
intended to increase the quality and transparency of agency guidance and practices.
The curriculum wiII include generallegai issues arising in administrative law practice an d
maritime law as enforced by the Coast Guard. Specifically, this includes vessel manning
requirements, issuance ofmecchant mariner credentials, vessel operating requirements,
drug and alcohol testing and fundamental navigation rules. We recognize that many of
these areas oflaw are complex and very specialized and many attorneys (even maritime
attorneys) may not have had much exposure to the intricacies of the law and regulations.
Estimated oompletion dale is end ofCY 2010.
OIG Recommendation #2: Develop formal written procedures for investigating
allegations of misconduct'against an AU.
USCG Response: Concur. The AU Program will create fonnal written guidance for the
Chief AU to follow when investigating an AU. The AU Program published procedures
for filing a complaint against an AU on' Homeport (www.Homeoort.uscg.mil) and
follows the Coast Guard's Administrative [nvestigations Manual; both will be considered
when implementing this recommendation. Estimated completion date is spring 2011.
OIG Recommendation #3: Create fonnal guidelines for the Chief AU to follow when
deciding how or whether to discipline an AU.

2
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USCG RespoDse: Concur. It should be noted that other than a minor reprimand or
minimal suspension, the Chief AU does not directly discipline an AU rather can only
recommend a sanction to the MSPB. The degree of discipline (suspension or
tennination) is a matter for MSPB to decide. Therefore, the recommendation of how to
discipline will be decided by the MSPB and our formal guidelines will address ''whether''
an AU should be disciplined. Estimated completion date is spring 201 1.

ole Recommendation #4: Revoke any obsolete policy guidance and consolidate
current policy guidance into a manual.
USCG Response: Concur. This is a partially completed task initiated by the AU
Program in 2008. A majority of obsolete policy docwnents and guidelines were
cancelled in 2009. These remaining policy documents will be updated, consolidated,
cancelled, revoked or replaced using the new method recommended for issuanee of
policy guidance (see recommendation #5 below). Estimated completion date is end of
CY201O.
OIG R~ommendation#5: Develop a standard fonnat for the issuance of policy
guidance that established to what extent an AU is required to follow the guidance.
USCG Response: Concur. The AU program is already in the process of developing a
standard fonnat for issuing of policy guidance to the AUs and staff that is consistent
with OMS Guidance Policy. Estimated completion date is end ofCY 2010.
OIG Recommendation 1M: Administer a formal orientation and training course that
investigating officers complete before handling S&R cases.
USCG Response: Concur. Future Coast Guard policy will be changed to ensure
Investigating Officers that present cases before an AU have completed the S&R Hearing
Personnel Qualification Standard (which requires attendance of the existing S&R course),
or are directly assisted by an Investigating Officer with such qualification who is sitting
second chair al the S&R Hearing.
OIG Recommendation #7: Make available or require, if necessary, ongoing or advanced
skills training for investigating officers who seek or need to improve their prosecutorial
skills.
USCG Response: Concur. The Office of Investigations & Casualty Analysis will
work with the S&R NCOE to assess needs of the program. Expect this assessment to be
completed in twenty-four months, as the Marine Investigations program is currently in
the last year (of a multi-year effort) of adding additional civilian and military billets to
ensure there are enough investigating officers (lOs) in the field to handle the workload.
Until this is complete. the current emphasis is on the basic training of lOs. In the mean
time, the S&R NCOR is transitioning to full operating capacity and will be relied. upon to
provide the specialized expertise for complex cases.
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OIG Recommendation #8: Promote the use of the Center of Expertise to ensure that
investigating officers have access to training and legal support.
USCG Response: Concur. On September 30, 2008, the Coast Guard authorized the
establishment of the S & R NCOE. Promoting and enhancing the use of the S & R
NCOE is an ongoing endeavor.

OIG Recommendation #9: Take steps to decrease the length of time required to issue
CDOAs.
USCG Response: Concur. In 2007 the Coast Guard had a backlog of20 cases with an
average length of time for resolution of2S months. Today we have cut that in half, with
only 9 cases on hand and with an average resolution of 16 months. While significant
progress has been made, we are still working to improve; the ultimate goal being that,
with the exception ofextremely complex and unusual cases, no appeal should take more
than 6 months to process.
OIG Recommendation #10: ~ate a database ofCDOAs and AU decisions in which
the public can use a topic or key word to locate relevant Coast Guard Precedent.
USCG Response: Concur. The Coast Guard continues to explore additional methods t o
provide the public more meaningful access to CDOA and AU decisions, subject to the
availability ofresourees. Currently;the Coast Guard is actively exploring resources and
computer technology that is available or required to implement the functionality of key
word or topic search ofCDOAs and AU decisions. Given the multifaceted legal review
process coupled with the complcxity of computer technology options available, the goal
of completion is approximately twenty-four months.

OIG Recommendation #11: Develop formal procedures governing interaction between
personnel in the AU Program, the Judge Advocate General's Office, and the Office of
Investigation and Analysis. The procedures should address (I) training provided by one
office to another office; (2) the ability of investigators, attorneys, and staff involved in the
investigation and prosecution of S & R matters to contact the AU program and the
Office of Maritime and International Law; and (3) the ability of the AU Program and the
Judge Advocate General's Office to communicate about appropriate issues ofconcern to
each office.
USCG Response: Concur. The Coast Guard believes that the Office of Maritime and
International Law's business rules put in place in May 2008 address much of this concern
and will prevent situations that would create any appearance of impropriety. Howevcr,
the Coast Guard intends to pursue transferring the function ofdrafting CDOAs from the
OffiCe of Maritime International Law to another, neutral office with little or no
responsibilities in advising the S & R program. We expect this transfer of responsibility
to occur within 12 months.

,
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Coast Guard Headquarters
U.S. Coast Guard

News Release

Date: September 14, 2010
Contact: Media Relations
(202) 372-4620

DHS Inspector General reports clear Coast Guard judges of misconduct, issue
recommendations for improvements
WASHINGTON — The U.S. Coast Guard announced Tuesday publication of two, Department of
Homeland Security Inspector General reports that clear Coast Guard Administrative Law Judges of
misconduct or bias while also making 11 recommendations to improve the service’s handling of
suspension and revocation matters.
The reports, OIG-10-107 and OIG-10-108, stem from an October 2008 request by the Coast Guard’s
Vice Commandant for a review of allegations made May 9, 2007, by former ALJ Jeffie Massey.
Report OIG-10-107 details recommendations made to address programmatic issues that while not
directly related to Massey’s allegations, were noted during the review of those allegations.
Report OIG-10-108, focused on the review of Massey’s allegations, reveals that DHS OIG inspectors
found there “is no evidence supporting ALJ Massey’s claim that the Chief ALJ held improper
conversations with other ALJs about desired outcomes in specific cases or otherwise deprived
mariners of due process in administrative proceedings.”
The report also states that the Office of Inspector General:
· Found that Massey repeatedly failed to follow Coast Guard regulations;
· Found that Massey had in one instance, openly refused to follow Coast Guard precedent;
· Was not able to substantiate Massey’s allegations;
· Did not determine that the Chief ALJ (Judge Joseph Ingolia) and others made remarks alleged by Massey;
· Did not identify any evidence that the Chief ALJ told subordinates how to rule or attempted to control case
outcomes;
· Did not uncover evidence that the Chief ALJ expects ALJs to rule in favor of the Coast Guard or directed them to
do so.
· Found no evidence supporting Massey’s allegation that the Chief ALJ directed a subordinate ALJ how to rule.

“The Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge Program welcomed this independent and thorough
investigation which exonerates the ALJ program of alleged misconduct,” said Rear Adm. Karl
Schultz, director of governmental and public affairs for the U.S. Coast Guard. “These current
findings are consistent with an earlier GAO auditwhich found the ALJ program to be unbiased and
that Coast Guard ALJs fairly adjudicate the interests of those who come before them.”
Report OIG-10-107 provides the service with 11 recommendations on how to improve the Coast
Guard’s handling of merchant mariner suspension and revocation matters. The Coast Guard concurs
with each of the following recommendations:

1.Evaluate current procedures for training ALJs and create a formal training program.
2.Develop formal written procedures for investigating allegations of misconduct against an ALJ.
3.Create formal guidelines for the Chief ALJ to follow when deciding how or whether to discipline an ALJ.
4.Revoke any obsolete policy guidance and consolidate current policy guidance into a manual.
5.Develop a standard format for the issuance of policy guidance that establishes to what extent an ALJ is required to
follow the guidance.
6.Administer a formal orientation and training course that investigating officers complete before handling suspension
and revocation cases.
7.Make available or require, if necessary, ongoing or advanced skills training for investigating officers who seek or
need to improve their prosecutorial skills.
8.Promote the use of the Center of Expertise to ensure that investigating officers have access to training and legal
support.
9.Take steps to decrease the length of time required to issue Commandant’s Decision on Appeals.
10. Create a database of Commandant’s Decision on Appeals and ALJ decisions in which the public can use a topic
or key word to locate relevant Coast Guard precedents.
11. Develop formal procedures governing interactions between personnel in the ALJ program, the Judge Advocate
General’s Office and the Office of Investigations and Analysis.

“The swift implementation of the DHS IG recommendations, which is already underway, is beneficial
to all participants of the adjudication system,” said Schultz. “This investigation is in fact the second
independent review of the Coast Guard ALJ Program within a 12-month period. These reports
provide the facts that help our merchant mariners and the American public to confidently place their
trust in the fairness and integrity of the Coast Guard’s suspension and revocation program, our
Administrative Law Judges and the staff who administer a program that is vital to maritime safety.”
Massey’s allegations were reported in a series of Baltimore Sun articles and repeated during
Congressional testimony. The allegations were also relied upon in three, civil lawsuits seeking to
reverse Coast Guard actions and up to $31 million in alleged damages from ALJs and others. The
lawsuits were dismissed, and the dismissals were affirmed on appeal. Two plaintiffs re-filed their
suits which were again dismissed. Those dismissals are on appeal before the 5th Circuit, U.S. Court
of Appeals.
Visit http://www.dhs.gov/xoig/assets/mgmtrpts/OIG_10-107_Aug10.pdf to download or view report
OIG-10-107 or visit http://www.dhs.gov/xoig/assets/mgmtrpts/OIG_10-108_Aug10.pdf to download
or view report OIG-10-108.

