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Abstract	
  
  

The goal of this project was to analyze the U.S. Coast Guard's Alternate Compliance 

Program targeted vessel oversight initiatives, and to determine if an effective degree of oversight 

has been realized. We performed archival research and conducted surveys and interviews to 

complete our objectives. Our results indicate that improvements to the program's oversight could 

be achieved by improving the MISLE database, adopting a more sustainable vessel targeting 

matrix, and increasing inspector training opportunities. 
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Executive Summary 
  

The United States Coast Guard (USCG) is responsible for regularly inspecting 

commercial vessels to ensure their compliance with U.S. and international safety and 

environmental regulations. Compliance with these regulations can reduce the risk of vessel 

accidents, and human and environmental harm. With a large shipping fleet to inspect and limited 

USCG resources, achieving sufficient vessel oversight can be a challenge. To help deal with this 

problem, the USCG created the Alternate Compliance Program (ACP). 

s inspection 

responsibilities. The USCG delegates some inspection duties to authorized classification 

societies (ACS) to inspect ACP enrolled vessels, and to issue certain certificates of compliance 

to these vessels. Historically, these classification societies are also contracted by insurance 

companies to inspect ships before they are insured. When inspecting an ACP vessel, the ACS 

must use a supplement to their class rules to be in compliance with the standards set forth by the 

USCG. The USCG conducts annual oversight inspections on all ACP vessels and uses the results 

of these inspections, along with data from the ACS, to develop a ranking of all enrolled vessels. 

The ten percent of ACP-enrolled vessels that are ranked the lowest by the risk-based targeting 

matrix are targeted to receive additional USCG oversight. This means that the USCG will audit 

these vessels through additional targeted oversight examinations to ensure that they are 

complying with the proper safety and environmental standards. target ten 

percent of the ACP-enrolled vessel population in order to reduce the amount of time and 

resources that are required for USCG ACP inspections. 

The goal of our project was to examine and analyze data regarding the USCG ACP 

performance-based monitoring initiatives to determine if an effective degree of oversight has 
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been realized. Furthermore, the project made recommendations regarding how performance-

based monitoring can be improved, including the way the program is administered and risk 

factors used to target vessels. The results of this project may justify a transition to a more 

sustainable strategy for performance-based monitoring and risk analysis.  

 To help us achieve the project goal, we completed the following objectives: 

1. Determined the frequency of targeted vessel oversight exams, and determined if 

the USCG has been able to achieve oversight of 10% of the enrolled ACP 

vessels. 

2. Compared and contrasted the current vessel targeting matrix and the proposed 

vessel targeting matrix and determined which matrix is more sustainable. 

3. Determined where ACP oversight exams have been conducted, and explored 

reasons that certain port-sectors are completing more oversight exams.   

4. Identified any targeted ACP vessels that have received a reduced degree of 

oversight (i.e. vessels that are on the targeted list, but did not receive additional 

in-port or drydock exams during the past 4 targeted list years.)  

In order to achieve these objectives, we reviewed and compiled records of USCG ACP 

inspections, including 

for Safety and Law Enforcement (MISLE) database. The data was compiled using Microsoft 

Excel, and analyzed to determine the frequency and location of these exams. We also used 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping to display information regarding the locations 

of the examinations, the date of each examination, and other vessel specific information. To 

they may have to 

improve it, we sent questionnaires to the 14 Coast Guard sectors with the most ACP 
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involvement. We received 18 responses from 13 ports, and followed up with phone interviews 

with three of the port inspectors who gave interesting answers to the survey questions. We also 

interviewed an ACP administrator to get input from an administrative standpoint. 

After completing our analysis, we found that the USCG has not reached its goal of 10 

percent additional vessel oversight. We found that the USCG conducted additional oversight on 

47% (4.7% overall oversight) of all of the targeted vessels from the 2008 ACP targeted vessel 

list. Over the next four years, the amount of additional oversight diminished to 22% (2.2% 

overall oversight) of the 2011 targeted vessels. We also found that two years, 2009 and 2011, 

had less additional oversight than the other two years. This correlates with the two years that 

MISLE database for ACP targeted vessels. 

From the surveys that we sent to USCG inspectors, we observed that the delegation of 

inspection duties to ACSs in the ACP has the potential to reduce USCG inspector training 

opportunities on deep-draft vessels, and can ultimately hinder new inspectors from getting 

certifications that they need to properly inspect these vessels. 

Our team recommends that the proposed targeting matrix be utilized in the future due to 

its sustainability and automation capabilities. We recommend that all inspection data be input 

into MISLE with standardized naming conventions. We recommend that lookouts be entered into 

MISLE for all targeted vessels, corresponding with when the targeted vessel list is generated. We 

recommend that USCG inspectors receive more training on deep draft vessels so as to become 

and remain proficient in auditing them. 

 

The Results and Conclusions sections of this report have been suppressed at the behest of the United States 

Coast Guard.



  
  

1. Introduction 
  

It is the responsibility of the United States Coast Guard (USCG) to inspect and regulate U.S. 

flag vessels around the world, and foreign flag vessels that are within U.S. waters, to ensure that 

general and environmental safety standards are enforced (USCG, 2012d). To ensure safety, ships 

are inspected based on the USCG general maritime vessel compliance program, which includes 

inspections from both the USCG and an Authorized Classification Society (ACS). This 

inspection procedure requires a significant amount of time and often contains a high degree of 

redundancy. During this lengthy inspection process, merchants may lose income because they 

are out of commission until their inspection has been completed (Homeland Security Institute, 

2009, p. 76). While the USCG believes it is important to ensure that vessels abide by their set of 

compliance standards, they also understand that it is essential for commercial merchants to be 

competitive in the global market. In response to merchant concerns about their own 

competitiveness in the global market (Department of Transportation, 1996), the USCG 

implemented the Alternate Compliance Program (ACP) in 1997. This program was intended to 

reduce the regulatory burden on the maritime industry while maintaining the existing level of 

safety, and to provide increased flexibility in the construction and operation of U.S. flagged 

vessels.  

Fifteen years after its inception, the ACP is considered to be one of the most significant 

y (Homeland Security Institute, 2009, p. 

76). Before the ACP was introduced, ships were inspected for the same criteria twice, once by 

the USCG and a second time by an authorized classification society. This was viewed as an 

inefficient use of time for both the USCG as well as the vessel owners. This program has caused 
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a progressive shift in inspection responsibilities from the USCG inspectors to ACS surveyors. To 

ensure that the ACP complies with USCG standards, the USCG performs yearly inspections on 

ACP enrolled vessels, but these inspections do not overlap with the classification society 

inspections. Instead, the goal of these inspections is to make sure that the classification societies 

are doing a sufficient job in completing safety inspections on the behalf of the USCG. To further 

ensure safety and compliance, the USCG also set a goal to perform additional oversight 

inspections on the bottom ten percent of ACP vessels, which are selected by a risk-based 

targeting matrix. Vessel enrollment in the ACP has recently increased to approximately 325 

vessels, which has caused the number of required yearly inspections to increase. Since the 

 USCG is concerned that they have not been able to maintain their 

targeted level of ACP oversight due strained personnel and monetary resources. 

Currently, there is a great deal of research that has been conducted to ensure that both the 

general and ACP regulatory inspection programs are inspecting vessels according to the high 

standards of the USCG. In the ACP, classification societies use inspection supplements to ensure 

that vessels are inspected in accordance with USCG regulations (American Bureau of Shipping, 

2011). Also, there have been multiple investigations regarding recent maritime disasters where 

inspection reports were used to determine if there was considerable negligence that caused the 

disaster (Republic of the Marshall Islands, 2011; Schapiro, 2004; Sundance Cruises Corporation 

v. American Bureau of Shipping, 1993). Finally, research has also been conducted to determine 

the value of the ACP, in that it saves both the USCG and ACP enrolled vessel owners precious 

time and money (Homeland Security Institute, 2009, p. 76).  

The USCG keeps records of each safety and compliance inspection it performs in a 

central database, but presently the USCG has not completed an internal review of those records 
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to analyze whether or not the USCG has met its annual goal of ten percent additional oversight 

of ACP enrolled vessels. The USCG would like to determine if the desired ACP oversight has 

oversight initiatives. 

The goal of this research project was to examine and analyze data regarding the USCG 

ACP performance based monitoring initiatives to determine if an effective degree of oversight 

has been realized. Furthermore, our report made recommendations regarding how performance 

monitoring can be improved, including the way the program is administered and risk factors. To 

complete this goal we completed the following objectives: 

1. Determined the frequency of targeted vessel oversight exams, and determined if 

the USCG has been able to achieve additional oversight of 10% of the enrolled 

ACP vessels. 

2. Compared and contrasted the current vessel targeting matrix and the proposed 

vessel targeting matrix, and determined which matrix is more sustainable. 

3. Determined where ACP oversight exams have been conducted, and explored 

reasons that certain port-sectors are completing more oversight exams.   

4. Identified any targeted ACP vessels that have received a reduced degree of 

oversight (i.e. vessels that are on the targeted list, but did not receive additional 

in-port or drydock exams during the past 4 targeted list years.)  

 

inspection reports stored in the Marine Information for Safety and Law Enforcement (MISLE) 

argeting matrices, and interviews and surveys with qualified USCG 
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inspections, we found that the USCG has not been able to attain an effective degree of oversight, 

and this may be due to problems relating to targeted vessel list, inspector training, and data 

reporting.  
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2. Background 
  

The Alternate Compliance Program (ACP) is a relatively new program implemented by 

the United States Coast Guard (2006) in 1997. The goal of this program is to reduce the 

inconvenience felt by vessel owners and operators using the standard inspection system, and to 

reduce the regulatory burden on the USCG. We begin this section by introducing the various 

jurisdictions that exist in the marine industry and an explanation of why vessels choose to 

register under various flag states. This section also reviews information regarding what the 

purpose of the ACP is, why it was started, what the enrollment procedures and participation 

conditions are, and what types of ships are eligible for the ACP. Also discussed is the role 

classification societies play in the ACP, which classification societies participate in the ACP, and 

how they are authorized for the ACP.  

2.1 Roles and Relationships of Contracting Governments 
The global nature of the shipping industry makes it one of the least regulated industries in 

with which a population identifies and belongs to as citizens (Heard, 2012). There are, however, 

three governments whose regulation every vessel is subject to: the flag state, the port state, and 

the coastal state, the flag state being the nation whose flag the vessel flies, the port state being the 

state of the port in which a vessel is calling, and the coastal state being the nation whose waters a 

ship is sailing in. Each of these states plays a distinct role in ensuring vessel safety and 

compliance. 

2.1.1 F lag States 
The role of a flag state is to ensure constant compliance of its vessels at sea by 

conducting regular inspections of vessels flying its flag. In most countries, there are registries 
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that deal with enforcing the safety and environmental standards of their ships, including 

determining the standards and inspecting the vessels to ensure safety and compliance. 

Furthermore, the International Convention for Safety of Life at Sea, or SOLAS, permits the 

delegation of surveys and/or inspections to recognized organizations by flag states (International 

Association of Classification Societies, 2011). Some countries do not have the resources to run 

their own registries, and therefore depend solely on classification societies to carry out 

inspections and enforce standards. These countries have limited oversight of their vessels and are 

on 2.1.4. In the U.S., 

however, it is the responsibility of the USCG to set standards and ensure that U.S. flag ships 

comply with these standards. While the USCG has delegated some inspection processes to 

classification societies as part of its ACP, the USCG is still ultimately responsible for the 

condition of its ships, which is a key advantage in maintaining and improving the integrity of the 

U.S. flag. This is why one of the goals of our project is to determine whether or not the USCG 

has achieved its goal of performing targeted additional oversight of ten percent of ACP enrolled 

vessels in addition to their annual exams. The ACP, and thus our project, deals exclusively with 

vessels whose flag state is the U.S. 

2.1.2 Port States 
Historically, flag states prevailed in the enforcement of standards and the sanctioning of 

vessels that failed to comply, with port states simply informing the flag states of any noticed 

deficiencies (Anderson, 1998). However, dissatisfaction with the standards and enforcement 

practices of some flag states has led to port state control taking a more prominent role in 

over that ship, be it foreign or domestically flagged, and they can detain ships in port if certain 

standards are not met. Many international conferences have led to agreed upon terms, called 
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example, the Paris MoU, which includes Canada and most of Europe, set international standards 

that have been adopted by all flag states involved, and now over 24,000 inspections are 

conducted on foreign flagged vessels in Paris MoU (2012) ports each year to ensure compliance. 

The Paris MoU (2012) also produces a list of foreign flags ranked and broken down into three 

port inspections. White is the best, gray is mediocre, and black indicates poor performance. 

Currently, the U.S. resides on the gray list. Another example is the Tokyo MoU, which Canada is 

also a member of along with many Pacific islands and Far East Nations. 

2.1.3 Coastal States 
Historically, the role of coastal states was limited, much like port states. The idea of 

of the sea (Anderson, 1998), and now ships breaking generally accepted rules and regulations in 

-innocent and therefore are subject to arrest 

and detention by coastal states. 

2.1.4 F lags of Convenience 
As stated in section 2.1.1, many nation states do not have the resources to conduct 

oversight of their flag ships and depend solely on the classification societies. Sometimes, these 

nations will even contract out their registries to third parties. Often times commercial vessels 

owned by American companies will regis

Transportation: Maritime Administration, 2011) because it is often much cheaper and easier to 

operate under these flags for a variety of reasons, including no income taxes, ability to change 
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flags with ease, liberal manning requirements, and as previously stated limited government 

inspections.  

 Many flag of convenience nations are what are commonly referred to as open registries 

and do not manage their registries directly through the government. An open registry is 

considered to be any ship registry in which over 90% of its vessels are foreign owned 

(Department of Transportation: Maritime Administration, 2011). For example, the ship registry 

of the Marshall Islands, which is an open registry and is identified as a Flag of Convenience by 

U.S. owned ships are registered (Department of Transportation: Maritime Administration, 2011), 

but it is not run by their government, but rather by International Registries, Inc. (IRI) (2012), 

which is headquartered in Reston, Virginia. For most of these open registries, there are extremely 

limited ties between the vessels and the flag states, and often times the ships will never visit their 

flag state in their lifetime. 

 In 2010, it was estimated that on average it cost over 2.5 times more to operate under a 

U.S. flag as opposed to a foreign one (Department of Transportation: Maritime Administration, 

2011). A main reason for this is the cost of labor. generally 

be entirely made up of American citizens (Merchant Marine Act, 1920), who by nature have 

greater living and wage standards than most other countries, and the vessel is also subject to U.S. 

labor laws, which are stricter than those of a lot of other countries. Crew costs make up an 

estimated 68% of U.S. flag ship operating costs, compared to an average of 35% for foreign 

vessels (Department of Transportation: Maritime Administration, 2011). Furthermore, the tax 

and legal systems of other countries tend to be much more favorable and convenient for ship 

owners and corporations. For example, the IRI advertises that ships should register with the 
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maintain and administer  -

Registries, Inc., 2012, paragraph 1). The relatively relaxed regulations and cheaper operating 

costs are what have attracted a large proportion of U.S. owned vessels to foreign flags. 

 If it is so much cheaper and easier to fly a flag of convenience, why would any ship 

bother registering with the U.S.? One reason is the niche-market that only U.S. flagged ships 

have access to. While foreign flagged vessels can transport goods back and forth between U.S. 

ports and foreign ones, only U.S. flagships can transport directly from one U.S. port to another, 

which creates a small market for ships that must register in the U.S. (Merchant Marine Act, 

1920). Still, there are vessels that fly the U.S. flag that never leave foreign waters. A reason these 

ships register with the U.S. is the Maritime Security Program, which pays vessels over $3 million 

annually in exchange for assurance that the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) will have access 

to their vessels on command when needed, such as in times of war (Department of 

Transportation: Maritime Administration, 2011). These payments act as somewhat of a stipend to 

offset the increased costs associated with flying a U.S. flag. 

2.2 A lternate Compliance Program 
The purpose of the ACP is to provide an alternative method for the U.S. Coast Guard 

(2006) to fulfill the requirements for vessel design, inspection, and certification. The ACP allows 

the USCG to issue a Certificate of Inspection (COI) based upon reports from an ACS that the 

vessel complies with the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, the International 

Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, other applicable international 

conventions, classification society rules, and other specified requirements. The aim of the ACP is 
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to reduce the burden on vessel owners and operators by establishing an alternative to the current 

USCG 

classification society as well as the USCG. Ultimately, the goals of the ACP are to reduce vessel 

downtime and allow greater flexibility in both scheduling inspections and meeting required 

standards. 

2.2.1 Why the A CP was started 
When asked for comments regarding regulatory reform, some members of the U.S. 

maritime industry claimed that the continuing economic pressure on the U.S. oceangoing 

merchant fleet and commercial shipbuilding industry put them at a disadvantage compared to 

other international fleets (Department of Transportation, 1996). These individuals were looking 

to reduce the cost disadvantage attributed to the USCG inspection and certification of U.S. 

merchant vessels in the hope of improving the international competitiveness of the U.S. 

merchant fleet. The USCG already had the authority to rely on reports, documents, and 

certificates issued by the American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) to carry out its responsibilities for 

safety, and they could already delegate certain functions of vessel examinations to the ABS. The 

ABS also had the authority to issue certificates required by oceangoing vessels in order to 

engage in trade with foreign countries such as the International Convention for Safety of Life at 

Sea and the Cargo Ship Safety Construction Certificate. Insurance companies require vessels to 

be classed, which meant a classification society must survey a vessel for compliance with its 

class rules, which are rules developed by a particular classification society to cover the design, 

construction, and safety of vessels (Basedow & Wurmnest, 2005). To ensure compliance with 

their class rules and international standards, classification societies perform inspections of 

vessels using qualified marine surveyors. Many of the items examined by the classification 

society surveyors are the same as those examined by USCG marine inspectors. This situation 
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results in a significant overlap in the items being inspected, which increases costs to U.S. vessel 

owners due to the extra time they must spend in port to accommodate both inspections. 

2.2.2 A CP Enrollment Procedures and Participation Conditions 
Enrollment in the ACP is voluntary for U.S. vessels certificated for international 

operation (U.S. Coast Guard, 2006). The request for enrollment must be made by its owner or 

operator, and in the event it is requested for a new construction, both the builder and eventual 

owner/operator of the vessel must apply. The conditions of enrollment for a self-propelled U.S. 

vessel are as follows. The vessel must have a USCG COI, be subject to, and have valid 

applicable international convention certificates for the following:  

 International Load Line Certificate 
 SOLAS Cargo Ship Safety Equipment Certificate 
 SOLAS Cargo Ship Safety Construction Certificate 
 International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate 
 International Air Pollution Prevention Certificate 
 International Tonnage Certificate 
 International Safety Management Document of Compliance for the company and Safety 

Management Certificate for each vessel 
 Continuous Synopsis Record issued by the Coast Guard 
 International Ship Security Certificate issued by the Coast Guard 
 High Speed Craft Certificate (Not applicable to all vessels) 
 Passenger Ship Safety Certificate (Applies only to passenger ships in lieu of the relevant 

Cargo Ship Safety Equipment and Safety Construction Certificates) 
In addition to these certificates, the vessel must be classed by an ACP authorized 

classification society with an approved U.S. Supplement. For new construction, major 

conversions, and reflag enrollments, the vessel owner must provide a detailed list of plans that 

the authorized classification society has or will review and approve on behalf of the USCG. The 

USCG Marine Safety Center must also receive a list of these plans, and reflag enrollments must 

provide a complete suite of international convention certificate copies to the Marine Safety 

Center. In the case of articulated and integrated tugs and barges (ATB and ITB, respectively), the 
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vessel must be inspected using an approved U.S. supplement which specifically addresses the 

barge/tug connection system and NVIC 2-

-81 and are required by their COI to be operated in combined 

configuration may be enrolled in the ACP (U.S. Coast Guard, 2006). The ACP does not apply to 

barges that are not part of an articulated or integrated unit. 

2.2.3 Relevant Certificates and Protocols Explained 
This section will review some of the certificates and protocols relevant to the ACP in 

order to become familiar with the types of regulations that ACP vessels are subject to. These are 

the certificates whose issuance the USCG can delegate to the authorized classification societies. 

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), particularly 46 CFR 69 subparts B, C, and D, 

are used as a guide to determine the registered dimensions of monohull vessels (U.S. Coast 

Guard, 1989; U.S. Coast Guard, 2009). Subpart B focuses on convention measurement, while 

subparts C and D focus on regulatory measurements. Registered dimensions consist of the 

length, breadth, and depth of a vessel, and are used as a basis for applying design standards, 

assigning fees, and a number of other regulatory or commercial purposes. 

The International Load Line Certificate is based upon the Load Line Convention of 1966, 

Article 16, as well as the 1988 Load Line Protocol, Article 18 (International Maritime 

Organization (IMO), 2011d). The purpose of this certificate is to ensure the vessel has been 

marked correctly in regards to determining whether the ship has sufficient freeboard (distance 

between the waterline and the upper deck) to travel safely while loaded with cargo. 

The Passenger Ship Safety Certificate is required for vessels that carry more than 12 

passengers on an international voyage (U.S. Coast Guard, 2010b). To receive this certificate, an 
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Officer in Charge of Marine Inspections must ensure that the vessel complies with all applicable 

SOLAS regulations. 

The International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate applies to all oil tankers 150 gross 

tons and above, as well as all other ships 400 gross tons and above that operate under the 

authority of a country that is party to MARPOL 73/78 (International Maritime Organization 

(IMO), 2011b). This certificate primarily deals with the prevention of oil pollution from 

operational measures and accidental discharges. 

The International Air Pollution Prevention Certificate sets the limit on sulphur oxide and 

nitrogen oxide emissions from ship exhausts and prohibits deliberate emissions of ozone 

depleting substances (International Maritime Organization, 2011b). In 2011, the International 

Maritime Organization (2011b) adopted mandatory technical and operational energy efficiency 

measures that will significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions from ships. These measures are 

expected to be put in place at the beginning of 2013. 

The Cargo Ship Safety Construction Certificate shows that the condition of the structure, 

equipment, and machinery are satisfactory (International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea 

equipment including lifeboats, fire safety systems, radio installations, and a line throwing 

appliance, comply with relevant requirements (International Convention for the Safety of Life at 

Sea (SOLAS, 2010). 

The International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL) is 

an international convention that deals with the prevention of marine pollution by vessels, 

whether intentional or not (International Maritime Organization (IMO), 2011b). It has several 

annexes that each deal with a separate type of pollution. Those are, in order, pollution by oil, 
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pollution by noxious liquid substances, pollution by harmful substances carried in packaged 

form, pollution by sewage, pollution by garbage, and pollution of the air. 

Ships must receive an International Safety Management (ISM) certification if they are 

one of the following: passenger ships, oil and chemical tankers, gas carriers, bulk carriers and 

high-speed cargo craft, and mobile offshore drilling units (Det Norske Veritas, 2012b). 

The International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) is considered the 

most important international treaty pertaining to merchant vessels (International Maritime 

Organization (IMO), 2011c). It was adopted in 1914 and has been updated constantly ever since. 

It contains 12 chapters that detail minimum standards for construction, outfitting, and operation 

of vessels with regard to their safety. 

2.2.4 Types of Ships E ligible for the A lternate Compliance Program 
Enrollment in the ACP is available to a wide variety of vessels, but those it is most 

applicable to include tank vessels, passenger vessels, cargo vessels, mobile offshore drilling 

units, and other miscellaneous vessels such as offshore service and supply vessels (Department 

of Transportation, 1996). Tank vessels, also referred to as tanker ships, are large vessels designed 

to transport liquids such as oil and chemicals, and the capacity of these vessels is often measured 

in the hundreds of tons. Ships that fall under the category of passenger vessels are designed to 

carry passengers between various locations. This is a broad category, but it is primarily 

composed of ocean liners, cruise ships, and ferries. Cargo ships, also known as freighters, are 

designed for the express purpose of moving large quantities of goods and materials between 

ports. A common representation of such a ship is a container ship.  

2.2.5 Activities Retained by the Coast Guard When Vessel is Enrolled in A CP 
While a vessel is enrolled in the ACP, the U.S. Coast Guard (2006) still retains a number 

of responsibilities and activities that it performs on its own. While drydock intervals less than 90 
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days can be extended directly by a classification society, extending it beyond 90 days is 

something only the USCG can do. The USCG also deals with the enrollment of vessels in 

underwater surveys in lieu of drydocking (UWILD) participation. Due to the size of the vessels 

involved in the ACP, drydocking them is often costly and time consuming, so it is common for 

vessels to opt for UWILD participation rather than drydocking when possible. Requests for 

participation in this survey come directly from the class society that oversees the vessel. 

Other instances where the USCG is contacted directly are for international convention 

waivers and exemptions, changes of employment, and marine casualty and personnel 

investigations. The USCG Marine Safety Center is responsible for approving U.S. Vessel 

Security Plans, and the USCG is still responsible for approving safety equipment, materials and 

installations, as well as qualifications for construction personnel. The USCG also retains the 

function of issuing International Ship Security Certificates (ISSC) to vessels enrolled in the ACP. 

COLREGs refers to the Convention on the International Regulations for Preventing 

Collisions at Sea, which deals with vessel traffic separation schemes, lighting requirements, and 

other requirements to increase the visibility and safety of all vessels (International Maritime 

Organization (IMO), 2011a). If a vessel is seeking alternate compliance with COLREGs, the 

local Officer in Charge of Marine Inspections must contact the USCG District Commander.  

The National Vessel Documentation Center must be contacted to receive Continuous 

Synopsis Records (CSR). The purpose of a CSR is to provide an on-board record of the history 

of a ship (Marine Administration, 2003). CSRs contain information such as the ship 

identification number, flag state, date of registration, and port of registry, as well as who the 

owners are and the classification society with which the ship is classed. 

The aforementioned activities are summarized in Table 1 below. 
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Table 1: U .S. Coast Guard Responsibilities (U .S. Coast Guard, 2006, p. 17) 

 
 

2.2.6 When the Coast Guard Should be Contacted Directly 

society, but some things must be brought directly to the U.S. Coast Guard (2006). An example of 

an issue when the USCG should be contacted directly is when a vessel wishes to receive an 

excursion permit, which allows a group of non-paying passengers to ride a vessel for a short trip 

that is close to land, even when the number of guests exceeds the available life saving 

equipment. Other scenarios where the USCG should be consulted include the verification of 

vessel plans and practices for ballast water management, issues regarding vessel security, and 

manning (crew and personnel) issues. When a vessel has enough problems that cause its 

certificate of inspection to be withdrawn, the vessel owner or operator can contact the USCG to 

receive a permit to proceed, which is a temporary permit that allows the vessel to move directly 

to a repair facility, but nowhere else. Large oil tankers should also contact the USCG for Critical 
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Area Inspection Plan (CAIP) Examinations, which deal with tracking fracture problems in the 

tanker. 

The aforementioned activities are explained in Table 2 below. 
 

Table 2: When to Contact the Coast Guard Directly (U .S. Coast Guard, 2006, p. 18) 

 

2.2.7 Coast Guard Inspections 
 While enrolled in the ACP, every ship will be subject to an annual examination 

conducted by the U.S. Coast Guard (Department of Transportation, 2000). This examination 

examination of 

of the vessel that usually will consist of a walk-through. In addition to this, the USCG inspectors 

will examine and test equipment, and conduct operational testing and emergency drills in order 

. 

Occasionally the USCG will conduct a reexamination of a vessel to ensure that both the 

vessel and its crew have remained in compliance with all appropriate U.S. laws and international 
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conventions. The USCG has a goal to examine ten percent of ACP vessels in drydock, at dock, 

or via UWILD (Under Water Inspection in Lieu of Dry-docking) oversight examinations 

(Department of Transportation, 2000). This inspection focuses on ensuring that ACP procedures 

hat the vessel is being held to an equivalent 

safety level as those that undergo traditional USCG inspections, and that the ACP class 

surveyors have been adequately trained to conduct surveys for the USCG.  

Prior to 2006, the USCG relied upon a unit-based targeting scheme to select vessels to be 

targeted for additional oversight (U.S. Coast Guard, 2006). Some of the factors that determined 

whether a vessel would be selected for reexamination are:  

 Vessel type 
 If the vessel owner or operator was considered a targeted owner or operator 
 If the vessel has been detained, subject to operational control, or subject to a violation report 

within the past twelve months 
 If the vessel has been involved in a marine casualty or an oil/hazardous materials incident 

within the past twelve months 
 If the vessel has not been boarded in the past six months  

 
This information can be seen compiled in Table 3 below. Since 2006, the USCG has 

shifted to a centralized system of selecting vessels for oversight. The factors involved in this new 

targeting matrix are not publicly available, but it is one aspect of the program the USCG wishes 

to improve in order to maximize their ability to ensure the safety of vessels enrolled in the ACP. 
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Table 3: A CP Reexamination M atrix (Department of T ransportation, 2000, p. 603) 

 

2.3 C lassification Societies 
Classification societies were initially developed in the 18th century as a way to provide 

marine insurers with a method of obtaining third-party technical assessments of vessels wishing 

to be insured (International Association of Classification Societies, 2011). Even today, their 

objective remains the same, and they develop rules, guidelines, and standards for both the design 

and construction of ships (Sundance Cruises Corporation v. American Bureau of Shipping, 
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1993). Classification societies ensure compliance with these rules throughout the construction of 

a vessel, as well as through periodic inspections of vessels during their service life. The fact that 

these are non-profit organizations allows all money collected from performing their classification 

services to be put towards furthering the training and expertise of their staff, as well as 

expanding their infrastructure to provide their services to vessels worldwide in a more efficient 

and convenient manner. Also, since these are third-party organizations, they can adapt their class 

rules and regulations to regulatory changes in international conventions, such as SOLAS and 

MARPOL, significantly faster than governmental agencies, which are subject to administrative 

procedure laws. 

2.3.1 What C riteria Must a C lassification Society Meet to be E ligible for A CP 
Authorization 

To receive ACP authorization, an Authorized Classification Society (ACS) must be 

International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9000 (or equivalent) compliant, become a 

recognized classification society, be delegated international certificate issuing authority as an 

ACS by the USCG, complete a minimum 2-year probationary period as an ACS, develop a U.S. 

Supplement, obtain a U.S. Supplement evaluation and approval by the Commandant, and be 

authorized as an ACP classification society participant (U.S. Coast Guard, 2006). The ISO 9000 

and that quali  

The ACP is an additional, separate authorization granted to an ACS that has been 

authorized to issue at least all of the following certificates to a U.S. vessel: International Load 

Line Certificate, SOLAS Safety Equipment Certificate, SOLAS Safety Construction Certificate, 

International Oil Pollution Prevention Certificate, and International Tonnage Certificate. ACSs 
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desiring ACP designation must demonstrate (for a minimum of two years) satisfactory 

performance and experience in issuing the aforementioned certificates to U.S. vessels. Obtaining 

final ACP authorization requires a demonstrated commitment by the classification society to 

complete continuous quality and rigorou

with applicable standards. 

2.3.2 What are C lassification Society U .S. Supplements? 
The ACP 

Federal Regulation to a combinati

international standards such as SOLAS and MARPOL, and a Supplement that is specific to each 

classification society (U.S. Coast Guard, 2002). The purpose of the Supplement is to cover the 

sections of the Code of Federal Regulations that are not in either the classification society rules 

or international standards. All classification society Supplements must be reviewed annually, and 

all Supplements must be documented by date and edition number to provide a context to the 

standards a particular vessel was previously built to or presently adheres to. Additions to the 

Supplement are to be minimized, and the intended goal is to reduce the number of items covered 

by the supplement by having them incorporated into the U.S. interpretation of international 

regulations and into classification society rules. For the annual review of each supplement, the 

classification society performs an internal review of their supplement, and the USCG conducts a 

separate review based primarily upon input from Officers in Charge of Marine Inspections. 

2.3.3 A CP Authorized C lassification Societies 
There are currently four classification societies participating in the ACP (U.S. Coast 

Guard, 2011; U.S. Coast Guard, 2012f). The American Bureau of Shipping (ABS), Det Norske 
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oversee vessels enrolled in the ACP. More than four class societies exist, but only the 

aforementioned comply with the requirements for ACP authorization.  

societies originated (International Association of Classification Societies, 2011

reconstituted as a self-standing classification society in 1834. After the adoption of common 

rules of construction by Norwegian insurance companies, the classification society Det Norske 

Veritas was formed in 1864. Similarly, the American Bureau of Shipping was founded in 1862, 

and Germanischer Lloyd originated in 1867. 

2.3.4 Deepwater Horizon: Example of a Compliance Investigation 

maritime regulations is the DEEPWATER HORIZON (IMO #8764597) disaster (The Republic 

of the Marshall Islands, 2011). DEEPWATER HORIZON was a Mobile Offshore Drilling Unit 

(MODU) whose flag state was the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI). DEEPWATER 

HORIZON was located in the Gulf of Mexico, and on April 22, 2010, there was an explosion on 

the unit. The explosion was triggered after the unit operators lost control of the well, allowing 

flammable methane gas to accumulate and combust. According to the Occupational Safety and 

Health Administration (OSHA, 2011) this disaster caused eleven employee deaths and 4.9 

million barrels of oil to spill into the Gulf of Mexico. 

The events of April 22, 2010, prompted a major investigation by all governmental 

agencies who oversee offshore drilling. According to the RMI (2011), the agencies involved in 

the investigation included the RMI flag state, the USCG, and the Bureau of Ocean Energy 

Management, Regulation & 

regulations relating to inspection, certification, safety, security and pollution prevention in 
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records, DEEPWATER HORIZON was inspected annually by contracted inspectors. In 

accordance with , a MODU vessel, like the DEEPWATER 

HORIZON

outer continental shelf.  These records also indicate that the USCG boarded DEEPWATER 

 complete a more 

thorough examination of the MODU, RMI employed a classifications society, which is a 

Recognized Organization (RO), to contribute to vessel inspections. And finally, the BOEMRE 

completed monthly safety inspections in the months of February, March, and April leading up to 

the disaster. None of the three major governmental agencies reported any non-compliance issues 

during their final evaluations. After a thorough investigation, the DEEPWATER HORIZON 

disaster was deemed an accident that did not occur due to non-compliance. 

Although DEEPWATER HORIZON was not actually enrolled in the ACP, and in fact 

was not even a U.S. flag vessel, its destruction and the subsequent investigation provides a good 

example of the role classification societies can play in ensuring vessel compliance and safety. 

This incident also provides insight into how inspection records can be utilized to determine 

where the blame lies in the event of a disaster. 

2.3.5 C lassification Society Accountability: The Prestige 
The case of the Prestige (IMO #7372141) is a prime example of what the classification 

societies can and cannot be held liable for in the court of law. The prestige was a 26 year old 

single-hulled oil tanker that broke in two off the coast of Spain in November of 2002 (Schapiro, 

2004). The Greek owners of the Prestige ran it through a front company in Liberia to reduce 

taxes and liability. On October 30, 2002, the Prestige was loaded with crude oil #4, one of the 

most toxic fuels, in St. Petersburg, Russia, and set out for its final destination. It encountered a 
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winter storm while in the heavily traveled shipping lanes off the coast of Spain. The storm 

caused a hole to be ripped in the starboard side of the vessel, and it started taking on water while 

spilling oil into the ocean and the engines began to shut down. As the coastal state, Spain rescued 

the crew and sent a veteran captain to take control of the vessel and steer it out to sea, away from 

Spain. After arguing with the current captain, he tried to take the Prestige out to sea, but it broke 

in half and released over 20 million gallons of oil, twice the amount that the Exxon Valdez did in 

1989 in  As a result of this environmental disaster, the fishing 

industry in Spain was shut down for 6 months and the cleanup cost two billion dollars. During 

the investigation it was discovered that the Prestige had a different captain in St. Petersburg, but 

he would not sail the vessel because he knew it was not seaworthy. After he sent several 

messages to the owners, they replaced him with someone who would sail the vessel regardless of 

the vesse  

that there were several deficiencies. As the coastal state, Spain had the jurisdiction to sue the 

ocated due to the network of 

front companies that they set up to run the Prestige. 

owner, it then turned to ABS who had inspected the vessel roughly six months before the 

accident and deemed it seaworthy. However, it was determined by the court system that ABS 

could not be held responsible because they did their job, and the accident was due to the vessel 

 when vessel owners are held liable and 

when classification can be held responsible for disregard of international rules and regulations 

for safety and compliance. 

2.3.6 C lassification Society Accountability: The SUND A N C E R 
In 1984, the luxury cruise ship SUNDANCER (IMO #7360186) struck an underwater 

rock and sank (Sundance Cruises Corporation v. American Bureau of Shipping, 1993). The 
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owners of the SUNDANCER, Sundance Cruises Corp. and Sundance Cruises, Inc., filed suit 

duties of inspecting the vessel and issuing safety and classification certificates, ABS had failed to 

detect and advise Sundance that the watertight integrity required of the vessel was compromised 

by holes in one of its bulkheads and by the absence of val -

¶ 2). The SUNDANCER was a two-compartment ship, which meant that of its 

thirteen watertight compartments two could be flooded and the ship would still be safe. When the 

SUNDANCER struck the rock, initially only two compartments flooded, but due to two holes in 

a bulkhead and their unvalved grey-water system, both of which violate SOLAS and ABS rules, 

progressive flooding caused the vessel to eventually sink. The ABS was found to not be at fault 

te, immunized them from any 

liability arising from safety inspections they perform, but it was also concluded that no evidence 

had been produced by Sundance to support their claim despite the ABS inspection occurring just 

weeks prior to the vessels sinking. With this decision, the American courts affirmed that ship 

owners should not rely upon classification societies to ensure vessel safety, and it is ultimately 

the responsibility of the ship owner to ensure that their vessel is seaworthy. 

2.4 Summary 
As it stands, the ACP provides the USCG with a theoretically effective method of 

maintaining existing levels of vessel safety while avoiding a duplication of efforts where both the 

USCG and a classification society review and inspect the same materials. The ACP was created 

proficiency, especially with regard to carrying out critical tasks, and reduces the overall 

regulatory burden experienced by the USCG. Although it is believed an effective level of 
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oversight is realized by the ACP

initial goal of 10% additional annual oversight has been met. 
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3. Methodology  
  

The goal of this project was to determine if the USCG has realized an effective degree of 

risk-based oversight in its Alternate Compliance Program. To achieve this goal we completed the 

following objectives (in no particular order). 

1. Determined the frequency of targeted vessel oversight exams, and determined if 

the USCG has been able to achieve oversight of 10% of the enrolled ACP vessels. 

2. Compared and contrasted the current vessel targeting matrix and the proposed 

vessel targeting matrix, and determined which matrix is more sustainable. 

3. Determined where ACP oversight exams have been conducted, and explored 

reasons that certain port-sectors are completing more oversight exams.   

4. Identified any targeted ACP vessels that have received a reduced degree of 

oversight (i.e. vessels that are on the targeted list, but did not receive additional 

in-port or drydock exams during the past 4 targeted list years.)  

 
In this chapter, we describe the various methods of research that we used to complete our 

four objectives above. This research helped our team formulate suggestions to improve the 

 ACP performance-based monitoring initiatives.  

3.1 Determining the f requency of A CP additional oversight exams 
To determine the frequency of the USCG ACP oversight exams, we 

Marine Information for Safety and Law Enforcement (MISLE) database to obtain inspection 

records dating back to 2007. We looked at vessels that were targeted for additional oversight 

from September of 2007 to February of 2012 and recorded their inspection dates and locations. 

We compiled this data into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and analyzed it to determine the 

frequency of additional oversight exams. To determine the amount of oversight that the USCG 
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completed for each targeted list year, we simply divided the number of ACP targeted oversight 

exams that were observed by the number of exams that were expected to occur in each targeted 

list year.  

Our team also compared the frequency in annual exams to the frequency in targeted 

oversight exams at 24 domestic and international ports. This comparison allowed the team to see 

which ports were completing both ACP annual and targeted oversight exams.  

3.2	
  Identify	
  vessels	
  that	
  received	
  reduced	
  oversight	
  
   Our team utilized the MISLE data from section 3.1 above to identify targeted ACP 

vessels/vessel lines that were given a reduced degree of USCG oversight by the USCG not 

observing additional in-port or drydock exams. After reviewing our compiled targeted ACP 

vessel oversight exam data we were able to isolate those vessels from the ones that did receive 

their targeted oversight.  

3.3 Compare A CP targeting matrices 
Another objective that our team completed was to determine how ACP vessels are 

targeted for additional USCG oversight. For this objective, we used two major research methods. 

First, we looked at the criteria that both the current and proposed targeting matrices use to 

evaluate vessels. Using this information, we were able to make a qualitative evaluation about the 

efficiency and sustainability of each matrix. After determining the efficiency of each, to get an 

idea about the accuracy we asked several USCG Marine Inspectors how they feel about the 

current list and what criteria they would recommend to be included in a new matrix. 

Furthermore, we asked if they would be more likely to reference the targeted list if it were put 

out more regularly, as this would help improve accuracy as well. 

3.4	
  USCG	
  ACP	
  oversight	
  inspection	
  maps	
  
To determine where the USCG targeted vessel oversight exams have been occurring, our 

team used the MISLE database to review each instance of the  oversight of ACP vessels 
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during the 2007  2011 target list years. Using this data, the team generated a master Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet that included the dates as well as the geographic locations of each ACP vessel 

examination. We also specified whether the examination was an annual exam or a targeted vessel 

oversight exam. In order to display the examination data collected from the USCG MISLE 

database in a manner that is both informative and visually appealing, our team utilized 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping. Our team used our master Microsoft Excel 

examination spreadsheet along with the website, Batchgeo.com, to generate data points for each 

oversight examination using the latitude and longitude of the examination locations. Our map 

displays individual vessel examination points, as well as data clusters. These data clusters denote 

areas of high examination densities. This geographical map organized and displayed all of the 

 targeted oversight examinations from the 2007 to 2011 target list years, and it 

allowed the team to have a better understanding of the frequency and geographic locations of the 

 additional oversight examinations that occurred during this time period. These maps 

were instrumental in displaying which USCG sectors around the world complete the majority of 

the targeted oversight examinations, and which ones rarely conduct these examinations. These 

maps will help the USCG have a better understanding of where, geographically, the majority of 

their targeted ACP oversight exams are occurring. For more detailed information regarding the 

examination mapping system that we used, see Appendix C. 

3.5	
  Interviews	
  with	
  USCG	
  ACP	
  Inspectors	
  and	
  Personnel	
  	
  
To obtain the valuable perspectives of the USCG marine inspectors from domestic and 

international sectors, our team surveyed 14 different port-sectors, and received 18 responses 

from 13 different ports. Our team selected these 14 sectors based on the amount of targeted ACP 

oversight that has occurred in these sectors during the 2007  2011 target list years. We chose 

these sectors to survey based on our GIS targeted oversight maps discussed in Section 3.3 above.  
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Using these surveys, our team gathered qualitative data from the USCG marine 

inspectors through surveys their 

 performance monitoring of the 

ACP. From these 18 survey responses we chose to call three ports for follow-up interviews based 

on their interesting responses. These surveys and interviews provided the team with an 

under

feel the ACP is being administered. These interviews with the USCG inspectors also provided 

the team with information that was instrumental in developing suggestions for enhancing future 

performance-based monitoring of the ACP. For more information regarding these interviews see 

Appendix D for the USCG Inspector survey protocol. 

In addition to surveying USCG marine inspectors from 13 port-sectors, we completed an 

interview with an ACP Administrator. This 

perspective about how the ACP works and how it is administered. This information was also 

used to help us make suggestions for the future enhancement of the program. For an interview 

transcription, see Appendix H.  

3.6	
  Vessel	
  Inspection	
  Audit	
  
 To gain a better understanding of the ACP inspection process, our team participated in a 

vessel tour of the USNS Gilliland with our USCG liaison and a USCG Senior Marine Inspector  

Chief Warrant Officer (CWO). This experience gave our team the opportunity to see how the 

USCG ACP inspectors complete their duties, and we were also able to observe how the 

inspectors interact with the vessel operators and crew members. The team was also able to see 

the types of deficiencies that could result in a vessel being placed 

list. As we walked through the different portions of the vessel, the CWO pointed out aspects of 

the vessel inspection that he believes are of the highest priority. This inspector-guided vessel tour 
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aided our group in making suggestions about potential improvements to inspector training and 

inspector relationships with the vessel operators and classification societies. For a more detailed 

summary of the vessel inspection please see Appendix F.    

3.7	
  Summary	
  

Analyzing the USCG ACP performance-based monitoring initiatives was a 

multifaceted process. Archival research and interviews with USCG ACP inspectors and 

personnel were utilized to discover whether the USCG has maintained its overall goal of 10% 

additional oversight of ACP vessels, and if certain vessels have been given a reduced degree of 

oversight. We were also able to make geographical comparisons of targeted ACP oversight in 

international USCG sectors, and we were able to compare the current and proposed ACP 

targeting matrices. In the next chapter we will outline our results that were obtained through 

these research methods.  
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4. Results and Analysis 
  

The goal of this project was to determine if an effective degree of oversight has been 

could be made in the administration and oversight of the program. In this chapter we will present 

our findings regarding the level of targeted oversight that the USCG has achieved, where this 

oversight has occurred, and a qualitative comparison of the current and proposed targeting 

matrices. 

4.1 F requency of USC G A CP Oversight Exams 
Our team found that the USCG has not been conducting enough oversight exams to reach 

their desired 10% additional oversight of all ACP enrolled vessels. To determine this, we used 

the MISLE database to obtain information regarding the frequency of the targeted vessel 

oversight exams. 

We found that the USCG conducted additional oversight on 47% (4.7% overall 

oversight) of all of the targeted vessels from the 2008 list. Over the next four years, the amount 

of additional oversight diminished to 22% (2.2% overall oversight) of the 2011 targeted vessels. 

Figure 1 is a graphical representation of our data that shows the number of targeted oversight 

exams that were and were not observed, and the percentage of targeted oversight that actually 

occurred during each targeting year. For example, of the 43 vessels targeted for oversight in 

2008, 20 ACP oversight exams were observed by the USCG, and 23 were not. This means that 

the USCG had 47% oversight of only the targeted ACP vessels, and thus 4.7% oversight of all of 

the ACP enrolled vessels. 
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Another important finding displayed in Figure 1 is that the 2009 and 2011 targeted list 

years had the lowest percentage of oversight, where both target list years had less than 40 percent 

(4.0% overall oversight) additional oversight of targeted vessels. Our team found that this 

corresponded to the targeting list years when lookouts  were not entered into the MISLE 

of the vessels that are targeted by the USCG for additional oversight. In the next section we will 

outline why this lack of targeted vessel lookouts during these years could have been one of the 

major contributors to the decline in targeted vessel oversight.  

4.1.1 Reasons for Decline in Oversight  
To supplement our MISLE oversight report data, our team interviewed an ACP 

administrator and asked him about the steady decline in USCG oversight of targeted ACP 

vessels. According to an ACP Administrator, the substantial drop in additional oversight exams 

displayed in Figure 1 could be attributed to a number of reasons. First, there have been some 

recent budget cuts that have affected the Commercial Vessel Compliance (CG-CVC-1) unit, 

F igure 1: USC G A CP oversight exam data comparisons from 2008 - 2011 targeting 
years. 
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which has caused the USCG to cut some positions that were instrumental in creating and 

updating the targeted vessel lists, and this could have contributed to the lack of uploaded 

lookouts in MISLE and the backlog of targeted lists (Appendix H).   

An alternative explanation for the decline in oversight is that many of the USCG 

inspectors do not reference the targeted vessel list regularly. Of the 18 survey responses we 

found that 11 inspectors do not reference the targeted vessel list when making decisions about 

what vessels to inspect. We displayed our findings by geographic location of these inspectors; 

the data points or parts of data clusters in red represent the locations of inspectors that do not 

reference the targeted vessel list regularly, while the blue data points are representative of 

inspectors that do utilize the list. This can be seen below in Figure 2.  

An interesting finding from these 18 survey responses was that all 11 of the USCG 

inspectors who do not utilize the targeting matrix were from the continental United States. We 

found those inspectors who do not use the list were not isolated to one U.S. coast or port sector, 

but rather they ranged from Baltimore, MD, all the way west to Puget Sound, WA. This trend 

can be seen in Figure 3 below, where the red data points are the locations of inspectors who do 

not utilize the targeting list. 

F igure 2: G lobal map of USC G usage of the A CP targeting vessel list. 
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The declining use of the ACP targeted list by domestic USCG inspectors may be 

occurring because many inspectors believe that the targeted vessel list is an inaccurate 

representation of the bottom ten percent of the ACP enrolled vessels. During our phone 

interviews (Appendix G), one USCG Chief of Inspections informed us that their sector does not 

reference the targeted vessel list often because they feel uncomfortable with not knowing how 

the vessels were selected. In a phone interview with another USCG Chief of Inspections, we 

were told that their sector also does not reference the targeted vessel list often. Their reasoning 

for not checking the list was that they do not believe any of the vessels that frequent their port 

are targeted. Upon reviewing our data gathered through MISLE, we determined that multiple 

vessels present on the targeted vessel list had received annual ACP examinations within that 

 sector, which indicates it is likely that targeted vessels do call on the sector 

in question. 

During an interview an ACP Administrator informed us that when he was an inspector, 

he would supplement the targeted vessel list with vessels that he believed to be in inferior shape 

and in need of additional USCG oversight. Our team believes that other USCG inspectors, like 

F igure 3: Domestic map of USC G usage of the A CP vessel targeting list. 
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an ACP Administrator and the two inspectors mentioned above, may have deviated from the list 

entirely, or have supplemented it with vessels that they believe need more USCG attention due to 

their di An ACP Administrator said that he believes that this 

supplementation to the targeting list is not necessarily bad. He believes that if the targeted vessel 

list is not accurate, then the inspectors are using their best judgment to give extra oversight to 

vessels that they believe need it. For more information about our team's interview with an ACP 

Administrator, please see Appendix G.  

4.2 G eographic Locations of USC G A CP Oversight Exams  
Our team utilized the USCG MISLE database to collect and organize data regarding the 

geographic location of every instance of ACP oversight from the targeted vessels lists of 2008 to 

2011. We found that most of the oversight exams were concentrated in certain areas of the globe.  
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In Figure 4 above, our team plotted all of the targeted oversight examination points from 

the 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011 targeted vessel list years. We have the data points grouped by 

targeted vessel list years so that the year of the examinations could be easily distinguished from 

each other. Our oversight examination map is organized by ACP targeted list year, where the red 

data points are from the 2008 list, blue are from the 2009 list, green are from the 2010 list, and 

the yellow are from the 2011 list. 

According to our USCG oversight exam data as shown in Figure 4, our team found that 

of the 64 USCG targeted ACP oversight examinations during the 2008  2011 targeting years, 

25% (16 examinations) of them were executed internationally and the majority of the oversight 

exams were conducted within the United States. Our team found that the targeted oversight 

densities were particularly high in Eastern USCG sectors from Virginia to New Hampshire. 

F igure 4: Geographic locations of USC G A CP oversight exams from targeting list years 2008 - 
2011. 
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These 27 Eastern Coast targeted oversight examinations accounted for 42% of all of the 64 

targeted oversight examinations that occurred during the 2008-2011 targeted list years. This high 

exam density is shown more clearly below in Figure 5. 

There are a few potential explanations for why the Northeast completes more exams. One 

reason is that ACP vessels call on ports like New York, New York, Elizabeth, New Jersey, and 

Somerset, Massachusetts, out of pure convenience to their business activities. According to Tia 

Ghose (2010), from Wired Science, the shipping routes between North America and Europe are 

the most heavily traveled, and this could account for more ACP vessel traffic in those ports (see 

Figure 6). 

F igure 5: Geographic locations of domestic USC G A CP oversight exams from targeting list years 
2008  2011. 
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Another reason why the Northeast may have more oversight examinations could be that 

those port sectors utilize both the ACP targeted vessel list and the USCG MISLE database when 

deciding to board a vessel for additional oversight examinations. From our 18 survey responses 

only 7 sectors said that they reference the ACP targeted vessel list regularly. We also found that 

11 inspectors rely heavily, if not entirely, on the MISLE database and their own knowledge when 

selecting a vessel for targeted oversight. This deviation from using the targeted vessel list could 

have caused the percentage of targeted vessel oversight to decrease tremendously. 

4.2.1 Geographic Comparison of Annual and Targeted Oversight Exams 

examinations, we compared the number of annual ACP exams to the number of targeted 

oversight examinations that occurred in different USCG sectors (Figure 7). We discovered that 

sectors Baltimore and Hampton Roads completed equal numbers of annual exams and targeted 

oversight examinations, while Sectors Seattle, Los Angeles-Long Beach, and Houston-Galveston 

completed many more annual exams than targeted oversight examinations. Some sectors, such as 

Charleston and Mobile, did not complete any oversight exams during those four target list years. 

F igure 6: Shipping routes mapped by GPS (Ghose, T .,2010). 
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This variation in exam volume may be due to a few different reasons. For example, a 

hypothetical case is that two vessels may have come into Sector Mobile for an annual exam, but 

then never returned to that particular port sector again in order to receive an oversight exam. This 

would cause Mobile to have two annual exams, but no oversight exams. Another case is that the 

port inspectors relied solely on the lookouts in the USCG MISLE database, and since lookouts 

were not uploaded to MISLE for the 2009 and 2011 targeted vessels, this could explain the low 

numbers of targeted oversight exams. This may have resulted by the USCG inspectors who 

relied on MISLE to not realizing if a vessel was targeted for additional oversight, which could 

have caused a drop in oversight exams.  

F igure 7: Comparison of the number of annual and targeted additional oversight exams in different 
port sectors globally from 2008  2011 targeted vessel lists. 
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4.3  
sel targeting matrix, we found that it is an 

extremely lengthy and tedious process that has not yielded accurate targeted vessel lists in the 

past four target list years. To obtain this finding, we reviewed the current targeting matrix, as 

well as a new proposed matrix written by USCG CVC-1. We found that the USCG is planning to 

change the way that they target vessels for additional oversight in both the ACP and the 

Maritime Security Program (MSP). We also learned that applying the current matrix to the over 

300 vessels enrolled in the ACP is extremely time consuming due to the nine different in-depth 

criteria that are used to determine the 10% of ACP enrolled vessels that should be targeted for 

additional oversight. The team also interviewed USCG personnel and an ACP Administrator to 

ask about ways to improve the process by which the USCG targets vessels. In this section, we 

will show how and why the new matrix system proposed by CVC-1 will be a much more 

efficient and sustainable way of targeting vessels for ACP oversight.  

4.3.1 Problems with the Cur rent Matrix 
 

Our team found that there are a few problems that have caused the current targeting 

matrix to be inefficient in selecting the lowest performing 10 percent of the ACP-enrolled 

score, some of which are not easily determined. For example, material condition is evaluated by 

a review of classification society reports and CG-835s (deficiency forms) from the past two 

years, which are used by the evaluator to give each ACP enrolled vessel a qualitative score from 

one to four. Since the evaluator must complete this calculation for each and every ACP enrolled 

vessel it can be quite time consuming, and many inspectors believe that this is an ineffective way 

to evaluate which vessels should receive additional oversight. 
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The targeted vessel list has not been sent out annually, as the USCG intended it to be. 

There has been a gap of approximately 14 months between lists since 2007, and there is currently 

no up-to-date list available for 2012. Since the lists have not been kept up to date, it is difficult 

for inspectors to determine if a vessel is targeted for an oversight exam. Also, as stated above in 

section 4.1.1, we found that some ports either do not reference the targeted vessel list, or they 

reference it but also check other vessels that they believe should be targeted that are not on the 

list. This creates inconsistencies from port to port, which is not desirable for the USCG as vessels 

could start avoiding ports that they know are supplementing and/or adding to the targeted list, 

and this could put greater regulatory burden on the ports that examine only target vessels that are 

selected by the USCG HQ for additional oversight.  

4.3.2 Proposed New Matrix 
Under the new program, the targeted vessel list will be produced in a much more efficient 

and sustainable manner for the USCG. The proposed targeting matrix will be based on a 

combination of classification society and USCG data, and will only have four main criteria, 

which are all relatively easily determined based on USCG and classification society data. This 

will make the evaluation of each vessel enrolled much simpler and easier to complete. 

Furthermore, the proposed matrix will be automated, meaning a computer, not a USCG 

employee, will evaluate each ACP-enrolled vessel to determine which ones should be targeted 

for additional oversight. Automating this process will make it much easier for the USCG to keep 

the targeted list up to date and hopefully increase accuracy. This should encourage inspectors to 

reference it more frequently, making ACP examinations more consistent across all ports. Our 

team believes that, overall, the new system will be a much more effective and sustainable way to 

target vessels for additional oversight and will aid in assuring that the program is administered 

consistently in the future. 
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4.4 Targeted A CP Vessels That Did Not Receive Oversight 

We identified a trend of certain companies with targeted ACP vessels, which have 

received a reduced degree of additional  oversight. We discovered that certain ACP groups or 

commercial vessels were targeted multiple times for USCG oversight, but never received the 

oversight. For example, the CANDIES, HORIZON, and the United States Naval Ships (USNS) 

were targeted multiple times, but did not receive the oversight that they were targeted for (Table 

4).  

Our team found that these groups of commercial and military vessels had the greatest 

frequency of not being given oversight even though they were targeted for it. We believe that 

one major reason that these vessels did not receive additional oversight (even though they were 

targeted) may be due to the fact that the governmental USNS vessels were under a Reduced 

Table 4: Company and governmental vessel lines that were repeatedly targeted for USC G 
oversight, but did not receive it. 
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Operating Status (ROS), or that the other vessels do not return to U.S. ports very often to allow 

the USCG to perform these oversight exams. 

4.5 Human Contributions to the E ffectiveness of A CP Oversight 

After analyzing the information gathered from our interviews and questionnaires with 

USCG personnel, we obtained the following results regarding possible human factors that 

contribute to the effectiveness of ACP performance-based monitoring. 

4.5.1 Targeted Vessel L ist Release Date Inconsistencies 

Our findings indicate that the extensive human involvement required to produce and 

release the targeted vessel list has negatively affected the consistency with which the targeted 

vessel list has been released. The first targeted vessel list we reviewed was released in September 

system. Each targeted vessel list is intended to be valid for a year from its release date. Figure 8 

the gaps between the intended release dates and the actual release dates in red. For example, the 

2011 targeted vessel list was valid until February 2012, but as of December 13, 2012, no new 

official targeted vessel list has been released, so the last large red bar denotes the current gap 

between lists. 
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F igure 8: Targeted Vessel L ist Release Dates, 2007-2012 

As Figure 8 indicates, new targeted vessel lists were never released on schedule and their 

release date was further delayed with each new release. This left gaps in the oversight of the 

ACP where USCG Inspectors who check the targeted vessel list regularly were forced to work 

with an outdated list. The irregularity of the release schedule also put doubt in USCG 

minds regarding the validity of the list and the vessels targeted. One USCG Marine Inspector 

directly addressed this issue when responding to our questionnaire with the following suggestion 

 

4.5.2 Inspector Experience 

One potential problem with USCG oversight of vessels enrolled in the ACP is a growing 

lack of Marine Inspector experience. Out of 18 questionnaire responses from USCG Marine 

Inspectors, 9 of them directly stated that Marine Inspector training and amount of examination 

experience has suffered since the implementation of the ACP. Classification Societies have taken 

on the bulk of conventional vessel examination duties; which means that USCG inspectors are no 

longer gaining the experience they previously received by regularly conducting examinations 

akin to those now left to the class society surveyors. In addition to not being able to receive 
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general examination experience, USCG inspectors now find it significantly more difficult to 

obtain qualifications to become Senior Marine Inspectors.  

Although a number of knowledgeable Marine Inspectors still work for the USCG, it 

appears that as these individuals move to other duties, retire, or are promoted out of the inspector 

role, there may exist a lack of experience among USCG inspectors. Newer inspectors have had 

less exposure to a full range of examination practices, which can hinder their ability to efficiently 

conduct oversight of the class societies. One of our interviewees feels that, in general, Marine 

Inspectors no longer have the training necessary to perform the same tasks that are currently 

conducted by the classification societies. We received a similar response from a current USCG 

Marine Inspector, who said,  

What I dislike about the ACP is that the Coast Guard is losing all of its corporate 

knowledge regarding deep draft inspections. We used to do all of the inspections 

allowing us to learn, utilize and retain the knowledge necessary to adequately perform 

our duties  is available to the new inspectors trying to get 

qualified for deep draft vessels. 

Another USCG 

reduces the USCG workload but deprives our inspectors of knowledge and experience, due to 

l

increasingly difficult for the USCG to ensure that Classification Societies do an effective job in 

maintaining vessel safety. 

4.5.3 Philosophy 

Our interview with an ACP Administrator also brought up a potential issue in the 

attitudes of USCG Marine Inspectors. The administrator is particularly concerned that some 
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USCG class society does 

This is a problem if Marine Inspectors board a vessel with the belief that they 

lifesaving equipment, because the class society checks them. In reality, everything the class 

societies inspect is on the USCG USCG is ultimately responsible for all aspects of 

ated to the Class Societies. 

4.5.4 Vessel Owner and C lass Society Issues 

Our team obtained two questionnaire responses that indicated that USCG Inspectors have 

encountered vessel owners and operators who did not completely understand how the ACP 

works. One USCG Marine Inspector said that when he attends an ACP vessel, he is commonly 

told that the vessel he is examining is ACP and inspected by their class society. In addition to 

this, when a deficiency is found, the vessel operators may try to argue that it is a class society 

been checked by them yet. By arguing that something is a class society item, the 

vessel operator is essentially telling the USCG Inspector that they do not need to inspect it, and 

that their classification society will examine it later.  

Similarly, another USCG 

 understand the details/nuances of the ACP program making program administration 

a way to pay to 

get the USCG 

maintain vessel safety. Similarly, if a sense of mistrust develops between the USCG and a 

classification society, or if USCG Inspectors feel a certain class society does not do a sufficient 
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job, it could lead to USCG Inspectors re-checking everything that class urveyors do. 

One USCG Marine Inspector reported this exact situation in his questionnaire response. 

Although we have a great relationship with our [ACS] counter-parts, their 

technical expertise and experience is severely lacking in my opinion.  This is 

primarily due to the fact that most of the [ACS] surveyors in our zone are very 

-hand knowledge of shipboard systems.  In other 

-the-

thus as a marine inspector I still need to double-check most of their work. [sic] 

Another USCG Marine Inspector responded with a similar mistrust of class s

would be that the overall approach by ACSes is that of a business and cannot match the 

stewardship that typical CG inspectors bring. -checking most of a class s

inefficient and directly contradicts some of the primary reasons the ACP was founded: to reduce 

the amount of USCG 

the amount of examination redundancy.  

4.5.5 M ISL E Navigation Difficulties 

oversight examination data. However, we found that MISLE could be difficult to navigate due to 

certain design flaws. 

One major design flaw that our team discovered was that every aspect of the examination 

report had to be entered manually into MISLE. This has caused some discrepancies in the 

nomenclature used to describe the different types of exams and vessel deficiencies. For example, 

we found that it was difficult to distinguish between examinations named annual exam , 

annual oversight , targeted oversight , periodic exam , or periodic oversight . In order to 
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fully understand the exact nature of each exam, our team had to read the entire examination 

report narratives, and even then it was not always clear if the examination was a targeted 

oversight exam, or a routine exam. Figure 9 displays the inconsistencies in the labeling of exam 

reports for the vessel CLAIRE CANDIES. Both of the titles, outlined in red, under the Activity 

Sub Type column do not specify if the oversight is targeted, and the examination labeled 

examination. 

 

ions with the differences in nomenclature used in MISLE. One 

n Annual ACP, MISLE 

issing the annual 

F igure 9
descr ibe an annual A CP exam. 
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exam [s  suing a COI to a ACP vessel, MILSE [sic] asks you if you 

want to put it in your fleet of responsibility. My recommendation is to put all the ACP and MSP 

vessels in CG-CVC-3 fleet of responsibility so HQ can track these vessels e  The 

inspectors believed that this shift in responsibility would be a great area for improvement for the 

USCG examination report keeping. 

Another instance where we found that information was not uniformly uploaded to the 

MISLE database was when the ACP lookouts that designate the targeted vessels were not entered 

into MISLE yearly. Specifically, we found that the ACP lookouts were not uploaded into MISLE 

during the targeting years of 2009 and 2011. As previously stated in Section 4.1.1, this may have 

attributed to the drop in the number of oversight inspections that took place in those years.  

4.6 Summary 
 

In this chapter, we have pointed out many important findings obtained from analyzing the 

 ACP oversight initiatives. We found that the USCG has not achieved 

its desired 10% level of additional ACP oversight, and that the standards of ACP oversight are 

not uniform among the different domestic and international port sectors. We also found that there 

are many personnel and technology-related changes and upgrades that the USCG could 

implement to achieve a greater and more uniform oversight of the ACP. In the next chapter, we 

will outline our conclusions and recommendations for the improvement of the US

performance-based monitoring initiatives.  

  



51  
  

5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Our conclusions and recommendations pertaining to the frequency, geography, and 

detailed below. 

risk-based oversight initiatives 

of the ACP.  

5.1 M ISL E Database 

We recommend a general standardization of the protocols for entering ACP inspection 

data into the MISLE database. We suggest that the USCG create uniform selection menus for 

entering all of the searchable data entered into MISLE i.e. inspection purpose, location, etc. This 

change will help to reduce the inconsistencies in the nomenclature used in MISLE. For example, 

the USCG inspectors previously manually entered additional oversight exam reports into MISLE 

doubt about whether the exam was targeted or not. A system should be implemented where the 

USCG inspector must select one of a few pre-approved options from a drop-down box, such as, 

ACP Targeted Oversight or ACP Periodic Oversight. This will help to avoid future confusion as 

to what the purpose of an inspection was, and will allow anyone looking for specific types of 

inspections to find them more easily. 

We recommend that the targeting lookouts for vessels on the ACP targeted vessel list be 

entered into MISLE on a routine basis, and that it should coincide with when the targeted vessel 

list is generated in order to keep them up to date and relevant. When analyzing the frequency of 

additional oversight exams, we found that, of the four years we analyzed, there were two in 

which no lookouts were issued. These two years, 2009 and 2011, also had the lowest percentage 

of additional oversight exams. 
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5.2 Targeting Matrix 

We recommend that the proposed targeting matrix be adopted because the risk-based 

targeting scheme that is currently employed by the USCG is ineffective and unsustainable. It also 

impedes the effective and consistent administration of the program as a whole, since marine 

inspectors do not trust the targeted list because it is not released regularly due to the 

inefficiencies of the current matrix. 

Provided that the new matrix attains a higher level of accuracy, which we believe it will 

based on our contact with qualified marine inspectors, we support the shift in targeting schemes. 

The new matrix will be much more sustainable and easier to keep up to date, which, along with 

function in a much more effective manner. We also suggest that the USCG continues to research 

this subject further after the new matrix has been implemented to ensure accuracy and 

sustainability. 

5.2.1 Remove Reduced Operating Status (R OS) Vessels f rom Additional Oversight 

ROS vessels are government vessels that stay in port but keep up the maintenance of the 

vessel with a small crew so that it can be ready to deploy on short notice. These vessels do not 

leave port unless activated, and before they embark, the USCG regularly attends the vessel to 

ensure it is in compliance with USCG manning standards. We believe that targeting resources 

should not be used on these vessels and should instead be used on more active vessels. Our team 

suggests that these vessels are removed from the targeted vessel list once they are given an ROS 

classification so that other vessels that are not operating at a reduced status could be given 

additional oversight that they may need. One potential problem with our suggestion is that the 
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t is created. One way to 

counter act this is to keep the MISLE databases lookouts as up-to-date as possible. Our team 

found that many USCG inspectors rely heavily on the MISLE lookouts, so we believe that it 

would be beneficial to revise the vessel lookouts as frequently as possible. 

5.3 G eographic F actors 

After mapping the locations of the targeted ACP oversight exams entered into MISLE, 

using the 2008  2011 targeted vessel data, we found that the majority of these exams are 

concentrated in the Northeastern sectors of the United States. We have concluded that, while 

there are inconsistencies in how many additional oversight exams certain sectors are carrying 

out, geographic differences in ACP oversight may not pose a serious concern for the USCG due 

to the following factors. 

1. Ports cannot control how often an ACP vessel docks there, so if ACP 

vessels are not calling on a port for anything other than its annual exam, 

the port cannot be faulted. 

2. If the targeted lookouts are not entered into MISLE, then inspectors who 

do not reference the targeted vessel list may not know which vessels are 

targeted. As a result, a targeted vessel could dock and the inspectors 

would not be aware of its targeted status. 

3. ACP additional oversight exams have a very low priority in regards to 

emergency situations and mandatory exams. If a port is dealing with a 

natural disaster or marine casualty, or just has several mandatory exams 

that day, then the additional ACP oversight may not occur. 

 

5.4 USC G Inspector Inexper ience 

During our analysis we found that several inspectors felt that the ACP has hurt the USCG 

as a whole  ability to attain the level of experience required for 
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obtaining qualifications relevant to deep draft vessels. Inspectors are no longer performing full 

inspections of these vessels, and therefore are missing out on a large number of training 

opportunities. 

In order to help correct this, some inspectors suggested that USCG and an ACS be 

present at all inspections. This goes against the core principles of the ACP, and could lead to 

redundancy and wasted human and monetary resources. Two inspectors even suggested that the 

ACP be eliminated, but the number of inspectors that believe the program can be successful is 

greater that the number that want to eliminate it. Most of the inspectors who brought up this 

point thought that cross training USCG inspectors and ACS surveyors together would allow the 

USCG inspectors to gain the experience they need.  

5.4.1 Inspector T raining 

We recommend that the USCG inspectors receive more training, specifically cross-

training with the class society surveyors. Several Sectors expressed concerns with regard to the 

quality of USCG are not able to get the exposure they need to 

properly examine deep-draft vessels. They stated that new USCG inspectors are not afforded the 

opportunity to conduct certain aspects of inspections that the classification societies conduct, and 

thus are not getting the experience they need in order to attain the qualifications necessary to 

become full inspectors. Many USCG personnel feel that the ACP has become a necessity due to 

the fact that USCG inspectors no longer have the training to perform the aspects of the inspection 

process that the classification societies regularly conduct. Furthermore, the more experienced 

USCG inspectors have not conducted many full, in-depth inspections on ACP vessels recently. It 

is because of this that our team recommends increased training of USCG inspectors, ideally 

working out a system where they are trained to the same level as classification society inspectors. 
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One possibility would be to implement a program where the USCG inspectors are trained 

alongside classification society surveyors, to ensure equivalent levels of understanding and 

experience. Also, increased training and experience of USCG inspectors would enhance the 

quality of inspections and allow the USCG to become even more proficient in auditing ACP 

vessels. 

5.5 Vessel Owner Education and Marine Inspector Communication 

We recommend that vessel owners who have a vessel enrolled in the ACP should receive 

more education about the policies and procedures of the ACP and the principles behind the 

program. Some inspectors have found that certain vessel owners feel they are being harassed by 

the USCG, when the USCG inspectors are simply doing their jobs. Vessel owners should be 

made aware that the USCG, not the class society, is ultimately responsible for ensuring the 

. In order to do this correctly, the inspector may perform a more expanded 

inspection depending on what he or she sees on the vessel. 

Also, we recommend that the USCG make it more clear to the marine inspectors that as a 

part of their authorizations the classification societies must give the USCG access to their 

databases. We found that some marine inspectors are unaware that they can obtain access to 

these databases through USCG Headquarters, and have relied on verbal reports from 

classification societies, which is inefficient and impedes the effective administration of the 

program.  

We also recommend that USCG Marine Inspectors be educated regarding how to deal 

with classification societies who have substandard performance in their sectors or ports. We 

recommend that USCG in

surveyor for their sector or port, and inform that individual of the issues they are encountering. If 
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corrective action is not taken, we recommend that the USCG inspectors contact USCG 

Headquarters so that the issue can be addressed from a corporate level. A system such as this 

would also coincide with the wishes of the USCG inspectors who indicated in their questionnaire 

responses a desire for class societies to be held more accountable when not performing 

sufficiently. 

5.6 Summary 

Through our research, we found that the USCG has not been achieving its goal of 10% 

additional oversight on ACP vessels. A majority, 11 out of 18, of our survey responses indicated 

that the inspector did not reference the targeted list due to a lack of faith in the accuracy of the 

list and an inconsistency in the release date of the list. Through an analysis of the current 

targeting scheme we found that it is not released regularly because it is difficult to generate. In 

addition, some of the criteria are subjective, and could cause inaccuracies. We believe that the 

ACP will be greatly improved and will be able to reach its goal of 10% additional oversight if the 

USCG implements some or all of our suggestions. We believe that these improvements can help 

the USCG

the vessel personnel, the environment, and ultimately increase the U.S.

worldwide. 
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Appendix A : Sponsor Descr iption 
The United States Coast Guard is one of the five branches of the U.S. Military, however 

it is the only branch that does not fall under the umbrella of the Department of Defense. Instead, 

the Coast Guard is a part of the Department of Homeland Security, having been shifted there 

from the Department of Transportation in 2003. There still exists a tie to the Department of 

Defense, however; during wartime or when directed by the President, the Coast Guard operates 

as a part of the Department of the Navy. The Coast Guard legally has 11 missions that 

encompass maritime safety, security, & stewardship: Ports, Waterways, & Coastal Security; 

Drug Interdiction; Aids to Navigation; Search & Rescue; Living Marine Resources; Marine 

Safety; Defense Readiness; Migrant Interdiction; Marine Environmental Protection; Ice 

Operations; and Other Law Enforcement (U.S. Coast Guard, 2012a).   

  In 2011, the Coast Guard employed 43,000 active duty members, 7,800 reservists, 33,000 

volunteer auxiliarists, and over 8,300 civilian employees (U.S. Coast Guard, 2012e). Our project 

will deal with the Office of Commercial Vessel Compliance, specifically the Domestic Vessels 

division. The Office of Commercial Vessel Compliance falls under the Director of Inspections 

and Compliance, which is part of the Coast Guards Prevention Policy division, and is ultimately 

under the purview of the Deputy Commandant for Operations. A breakdown of the U.S. Coast 

Guard Hierarchy can be found in Figure 10, with the chain of command for the ACP outlined in 

red. For fiscal year 2013, the U.S. Coast Guard (2012c) has been allotted $54.2 million for 

critical investment and programs such as the ACP.  

  Foreign administrations around the globe must ensure the safety of their vessels, just as 

the USCG does. It is clear that Greece, Japan, Germany, and China have the largest shipping 

fleets and therefore would have systems of inspection most closely related to those employed by 

the USCG, although the ACP is a rather unique program to the USCG at this time.  
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F igure 10: The U .S. Coast Guard's (2012b) Deputy Commandant for Operations (D C O) O rganizational 
Chart 
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Appendix B: How This Project Qualifies as an I QP 
a 

nine-credit-hour interdisciplinary requirement involving applied research that connects science 

paragraph 2). Our project with the United States Coast Guard (USCG) is to examine and evaluate 

the ef

goal of our research will be to determine whether or not the ACP, which relies heavily on 

classification society inspections, has reached an effective level of oversight. Our research will 

help to determine whether or not ACP vessels obtain standards for safety and other aspects 

desired for U.S. Flagship vessels. By using data analysis methods such as GIS Mapping to 

achieve our goal, our project will connect science and technology with the social issues related to 

adequate safety and environmental standards for large commercial vessels that fly the flag of the 

United States. 
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Appendix C : Geographic Modeling of USC G Audited A CP Inspections 
In this section our team will explain how we geographically mapped all of the USCG 

ACP targeted oversight inspections that have occurred during the 2009 to 2011 targeting list 

years. This will help the USCG gain perspective of where, geographically, these oversight exams 

are occurring.  

First, we reviewed all of the inspection records and compiled all of the relevant data in a 

master Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The spreadsheet included information pertained to the name 

of the vessel,  

the Port Sector that it was inspected in, the coordinates of that location, and finally the day and 

year that the inspection took place. Table 4 is a small selection of what our team  master 

oversight data spreadsheet looked like. To view the entire master spreadsheet please see the 

attached material. 

 Table  5:  Organized  data  from  USCG  audited  ACP  inspections.  
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After the all of the examination data was added to the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, it was 

ready to be uploaded to a GIS mapping software. Our team found that the simplest way to upload 

the data from a Microsoft Excel document to Google Maps was to use Batchgeo software at 

batchgeo.com. Below is the step-by-step process that the team will follow to map the inspection 

points. 

  

Figure  11: Displays the homepage for batchgeo.com (Batchgeo, 2012). 

The first step the team took in creating the map of inspection points using Batchgeo was 

headings because they will become the searchable titles on the map. When this is completed 
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Next, Batchgeo asked the team for data display options. The team selected 

n, the team will choose the following 

options:  

1. Region: International 
2. Group By/Thematic Value: Year 
3. Title: Ship Name 
4. Marker Description: All Columns 
5. URL: Use Google Maps 
6. Latitude: Latitude 
7. Longitude: Longitude  
8.  
9.  

After the above options are selected, then select Update  

Figure  12:  Displays  the  advanced  options  for  data  points  (Batchgeo,  2012). 
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After that step, t  oversight inspection maps were generated, and 

they were one final step away from finalization. The map below in Figure 14 shows the 

geographic maps locations of the USCG ACP oversight exams that occurred during the 2008  

2009 targeting list year.   This locked all of 

the inspection data points in place so that they could no longer be edited in this viewing mode. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure  13:  USCG  ACP  oversight  exam  map  just  before  finalization. 
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At this point the group chose a title, wrote a map description, and selected the map 

-mail for later map revisions. 

so that only people with the maps exact URL could access it. This step can be viewed below in 

Figure 14.   

 

After our map was saved, it showed up on the screen, but the data points are no longer 

able to be manually moved. This is shown in Figure 15 below.  

Figure  14   
(Batchgeo,  2012). 

Figure  15: Saved map USC G audited A CP inspection data clusters in viewing mode. 
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Once the map is in view mode, the team was then able to zoom in any port sectors to be 

able to visually display inspection data to the USCG. Figure 16 and Figure 17 show some of the 

map capabilities.  

The first picture Figure 16, shows all of the inspections that have taken place in Sector 

Hampton Roads since the 2008 targeted list. It is even possible to select one of the data points, 

and it will display all of the information about that inspection that was uploaded from the Excel 

document.     

Figure  16: C lose-up view of Sector Hampton Roads, V A USC G A CP oversight exams.  
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This second picture, in Figure 17, displays only USCG audited ACP inspections from 

2008 target year in domestic. Our map  different viewing options were useful to our team and 

the USCG when trying to view data from a specific targeting list year. To do this we selected one 

of the color coordinated icons that can be found on the bottom left corner of the map. In Figure 

17 below we selected the 2008 targeting list year icon.  

Also, once we were zoomed in enough to be able to select the a singular data point then 

information regarding that particular inspection is shown, ie: the vessel name, VIN, 

Classification Society, inspection port, and date of inspection. This can also be seen in Figure 18.  

 
 

 

 

 

Figure  17:  Domestic  USCG  ACP  oversight  exams  from  the  2008  targeted  vessel  list. 
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Our group realizes that this map must be able to be edited and changed in accordance 

with new and updated USCG audited ACP inspection records. The Batchgeo website makes it 

extremely easy to make changes to the data and map. When the map was first saved, an e-mail 

was sent to the e-mail address of the person creating the map, and it will look like Figure 18 

below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure  18:  Zoomed  in  view  of  cargo  vessels  in  the  port  of  Hampton  Roads,  VA.  Also  shows  the  maps  
capabilities  in  displaying  vessel  inspection  information. 
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To edit any of our previously created maps, we selected 

This brought us to s 12, 13, and 14. 

From that point we were able use any new data to our map that had been added to our master 

spreadsheet.  

  

  

Figure  19: E-mail from Batchgeo that allows the user to edit any maps we have created. 

 



73  
  

Appendix D: USC G Inspector Interview Protocol 
Introduction: We have requested an interview with you today because we believe you are 

someone with considerable knowledge that could help us with our project. Our project aims to 

achieved an effective degree of risk-based oversight. Throughout the project we will be 

conducting interviews with professionals like yourself as well as collecting and reviewing data in 

order to complete our goal. 

Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: ________________________________ 
Duties:  ________________________________ 
USCG Unit: ________________________________ 
Rank/Rate: ________________________________ 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please indicate N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship   
Tank Ship   
Offshore Supply Vessel   
MODU   
Passenger Vessel   
Research Vessel   

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  
b. LR   
c. GL  
d. DNV   
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9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the ACS? (1-10 where 1= bad 10=excellent) 
11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 

vessels? Is it comparable to the U.S. flagged vessels that are not in the ACP? 
12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
13.  If you could change anything about the program what would it be? 
14. What do you think is the best aspect of the ACP? 
15. How do you feel about the ACP becoming the standard regulatory process for U.S. flagged 

vessels that are greater than 500 gross tons? 
16. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
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Appendix E : USNS G illiland Tour 
 

USNS Gilliland, 1 November 2012 

Our team toured the USNS Gilliland, a 956-foot, medium-speed Roll-on/Roll-off vessel 

ACP. On the tour we learned about the different types of deficiencies that vessels of this 

magnitude commonly encounter. For example, one common deficiency is in the deployment of 

the life rafts. The CWO who accompanied us on the tour said that life raft components often rust 

because of the saltwater and their lack of usage.  Furthermore, a lot of deficiencies are found in 

the fire safety and prevention gear, such as misplaced fire extinguishers, or other fire equipment 

that is not easily accessible.  The CWO also said that many deficiencies that he finds on vessels 

are in the lighting of ships as well as in the engines and oil-water separators. We toured the ship, 

including the six cargo decks, the engine room, which housed the main and two auxiliary 

engines, the bridge (where the captain steers the vessel),the diesel generator, and the main 

control room, which is located in the engine room and is where the main computer system is 

operated and the functions of the ship, including the engines and the bilges, are controlled.  

 The experience of touring an ACP enrolled vessel was extremely helpful to our 

understanding of our project and the ACP. It helped us to actually see the types of deficiencies 

vessels can have, the interaction between a vessel captain and a marine inspector, and just to 

realize the enormous size of the vessels our project deals with. 
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Appendix F : USC G Inspector Survey Responses [sic] 
  

Interviewee Background: 
Current Title:  Marine Inspector  
Duties:   ACP Officer 
USCG Unit: Activities Europe (ACTEUR) 
Rank/Rate: LT 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in?  Oil/Gas/Offshore 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? - Yes 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? - Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in?  

Oil/Gas/Offshore 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 

2012  20 Y T D 
2011 - 28 

d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 
No  - A C T E UR only conducts A CP inspections overseas and therefore is not 
involved in the domestic A N O A process. However , domestic C G units (Sectors) 
should be screening A CP vessel A N O A submissions.  

2. Do you have a hull qualification? - Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? - Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  3  4 hours  
Tank Ship   4- 5 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel  4-5 hours 
MODU   n/a 
Passenger Vessel   n/a  
Research Vessel   n/a  

 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
Recordkeeping er rors  missing/inaccurate paperwork . 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
Structural failures, inoperable equipment (generators, steering pump, etc) 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 
Yes 

8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 
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a. ABS  yes 
b. LR   no 
c. GL  yes 
d. DNV   yes 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  Yes 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent)  8  G enerally, my experience w/ class societies has been positive.  
However , it does take active engagement by both sides to maintain a positive working 
relationship.   

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? 
In my opinion I think that A CP is a good program.  L ike any other program, it has 
challenges, however , if both the USC G Inspectors/Class societies work together , share 
information, etc - I believe it works well.  

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
See above  

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? 
L ike - I believe that the active engagement of class societies helps to ensure a 
standard/universal approach to vessel inspections.  Within the USC G structure, 

requirements.  This discretion is necessary for the successful management of a port 
given that each has a unique set of variables that present thei r own challenges.  
However ,  I believe such discretion can lead to inconsistent enforcement of the 

zone that may be more favorable to   a particular set of ci rcumstances.  In my opinion, 
class societies help to provide a more consistent approach to vessel inspections.   
Dislike  he 
details/nuances of the A CP program making program administration difficult at times.  

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
1. Take more active enforcement measures against companies who violate the terms of 

thei r C O I or enrollment in the A CP Program (L etters of Warning, Notices of 
V iolation, C ivil Penalties, etc). 

2. A more seamless integration of data systems (class data bases, M ISL E , etc) would 
significantly enhance the effectiveness/efficiency of the program.   

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
The vessel should be fit for its intended route and service and the C O I should be 
accurate and er ror free.  
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Assistant Chief of Inspections 
Duties:  Conducting, supervising and reviewing inspections in Far East 
USCG Unit: USCG Activities Far East 
Rank/Rate: LT 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) Y ES 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Activities Far East marine 
inspection zone 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year?  Avg 10 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels?  A N O As are not applicable for this 

overseas unit 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 inspectors 8-9 hours 
Tank Ship   2 inspectors 9 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel   1 inspector 6 hours, 2 inspectors 3-4 
MODU   (N/A) 
Passenger Vessel   (Small Passenger Vsl about 3 hours  
Research Vessel    2 inspectors 8-9 hours 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
Maintenance, Recordkeeping  

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Failure to maintain  firefighting and 
lifesaving appliances appropriately 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? Yes 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS Y  
b. LR  Y 
c. GL Y 
d. DNV  Y  

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  Yes
we get them all since we only know what we receive, sometimes, we discover there are 
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10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?  Good with A BS, and good with all the field surveyors, less good 
with DN V , and no standing relationships with G L and L R 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  Pretty good. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?  Good 
 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  Makes our life easier , since we leverage 

we have a designated surveyor and A CS to manage instead of engaging with 
occasionally contentious owners ourselves.   Dislikes would be that the overall approach 
by A CSes is that of a business and cannot match the stewardship that typical C G 
inspectors bring.   

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP?  W e 
must be timely with the Targeting L ist.   

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  
The C O I is a primary indicator that the vessel is fit for service and route.  My 

unreasonable r isk to the mariners, the public, and the environment.   
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Rank-Title: Captain  Chief of the Prevention Department 
Duties:   In charge of marine inspections, COIs, and Letters of Deviation 
USCG Sector:  Baltimore 
 
Current Rank-Title: Chief Warrant Officer  Senior Marine Inspector 
Duties:   Inspect ACP vessels for compliance 
USCG Sector:  Baltimore 
 
Questions: 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? 

No, mostly oversee the inspectors and the inspections. Responsible for signing inspection 
certificates and Letters of Deviation. 
Yes, ACP vessels. 

2. Historically, what sector(s) have you conducted these inspections in? 
 Sectors New York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore. 
 Sector Baltimore. 
3. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 
 Officially none, may tag along if another USCG inspector is completing an inspection. 

 
  
5. How would you rate your relationship with the ACS? (1=bad, 10=excellent) 
 8+ Overall good relationship, recently had a round table meeting with ACSs. 
6. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities? 
 No, something would have to be catastrophic for ACS to contact me. 
 Sometimes, usually informal e-mail from surveyors. 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 

No, am notified if and when a vessel is coming into sector Baltimore and if it has 
outstanding requirements. Then will send inspectors out for oversight. 

 No, is notified and goes to the vessel to inspect deficiency repairs. 
8. Do you have a hull qualification? 
 Yes. 
9. Do you have a machinery qualification? 
 No. 
 Yes. 
10. In your experience, what is the average time duration for an annual ACP inspection? 

As long as it takes. Certain parts are broken down and performed on different days. 2-3 
days for regular COI, 1 full day for ACP inspection. 

11. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
 Life saving equipment usually has many deficiencies because it is rarely used and 

saltwater can erode machinery to lower and raise lifeboats, also inspectors usually find 
that the rations are expired. Anti-fire systems can have many deficiencies. Not enough 
fire hoses, broken/not working fire hose stations, malfunctioning anti-fire foam system. 
Erosion from saltwater and general uncleanliness. 

12. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
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 Malfunctioning navigation gear, life saving boats, valves (steam hazard). Safety is of the 
upmost importance. 1. Passengers 2. Crew 3. Port 4. Vessel 5. Enviroment. 

13. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
      vessels? Is it comparable to non-ACP vessels that are U.S. flagged? 
 Most if not all vessels that call here that are over 500 gross tons are already ACP. MSP 

vessels are in lesser condition because they are allowed to complete commercial trading 
when they are not transporting military goods. They are used much more frequently than 
some ACP vessels and have a higher risk. 

14. How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
 

inspectors found their niche in the ACP they were able to do their jobs and make sure that 
the people are not doing anything wrong to hurt people and the environment. 

15. If you could change anything about the program what would it be? 
 Make more training or more in-depth training for inspectors, both old and new, because a 

lot of experience comes from on-the-job learning. 
 Place more emphasis on keeping vessels U.S. flag. 
16. What do you believe is the best aspect of the ACP? 
 It provides incentive to keep vessels U.S. flag. Government contracted/owned or vessels 

that want to trade in multiple U.S. ports (Jones Act). 
17. How do you feel if the ACP were to become the standard regulatory process for all U.S. 
      flagged vessels over 500 gross tons? 
 All vessels in sector Baltimore that are over 500 gross tons are already ACP. 
18. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
 More cross-training of USCG inspectors so that they are more qualified and proficient in 

inspecting vessels. (ABS and other ACSs have a better training program because they are 
businesses and have the resources to spend on additional training.) 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Domestic Vessels: Off-Shore Compliance 
USCG Unit: USCG Sector Corpus Christi, TX 
Rank/Rate: CWO-3 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP?  Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
U .S. Coast Guard Sector Corpus Christi, T X 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year?  Two (2); we 

have both the USNS F ISH E R (O .N . 053433) and the USNS B E N A V ID ES (O .N . 
2496) home-ported here in Corpus Christi, T X .  Both of these vessels are 
enrolled under the Military Sealift Command (MSC).  Additionally, we used to 
inspect the USNS SO D E R M A N (O .N . 9232254). 

d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? No 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? No 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  One (1) full work day with three (3) qualified inspectors; approx. 24 man-
hours (total) for a typical, annual C O I exam. 
Tank Ship   
Offshore Supply Vessel   
MODU   
Passenger Vessel   
Research Vessel   

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
W e routinely find a whole range of problems; both the USNS F ISH E R and USNS 
B E N A V ID ES are minimally-manned (civilian work-force) and are in a Reduced 
Operating Status.  (RS-4).   
***I will include some deficiency examples at the end of this survey. 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies?  Anything dealing with firefighting, stability, 
lifesaving, etc. 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N)  

acronym refers to.  (Assistant Chief Surveyor?) 
a. ABS  
b. LR   
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c. GL  
d. DNV   

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  No 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?  
we have a great relationship with our A BS counter-parts, thei r technical expertise and 
experience is severely lacking in my opinion.  This is primarily due to the fact that most 
of th -hand 
knowledge of shipboard systems.  In other words our classification society counterparts 

-the-job, and thus as a marine inspector I still need to double-check 
most of thei r work .  

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  

a respective vessel maintains an 
existing level of safety and environmental protection equivalent to the corresponding 
federal regulations which govern the inspection of U .S. vessels.  This may work in some 

ation society, as pointed out in question No. 

-
inspected and certified in accordance with the standards applicable to the Military 
Sealift Command (MSC) needs a U .S. Coast Guard Certificate of Inspection (C O I). 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?  
been exposed to this program for less 
how the program has performed since its inception. 
(L C DR J.W . Jacobs, Chief, Inspection Division  I have inspected A CP vessels since 
2002 and I would say that the quality of the inspections has decreased drastically over 
time. As A BS surveyors become more junior overall, the experience and skill levels 
suffer . A CP has also taken away the opportunity for USC G inspectors to gain 
experience in hull and machinery inspections.)  

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  Answered in question No. 11; not enough 
accountability. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
(L C DR J.W . Jacobs  Disestablish A CP and let the C G do its job. This will expose 
USC G inspectors to the deep-draft fleet and allow them to get qualifications that are 
extremely difficult to attain otherwise.) 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  
Ensuring that the vessel will safely be able to carry its crew and cargo if/when it is 
called up.  Our emphasis is primarily on the lifesaving, firefighting, stability, 
construction/load-line type items.  Since these vessels very rarely leave the dock , we 
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-
often defer red until the vessel is activated and the whole crew compliment is aboard. 

 
 
As per question No. 5, below are some examples of the common deficiencies that we run 
across on the two (2) A CP vessels that are pre-positioned in Corpus Christi, T X . 
 

1.  Operations  Vessel must complete satisfactory fire and abandon ship drills prior to 
being activated. 

2. F ire fighting  Vessel must crop and renew wasted fire-main piping. 
3. Engineering  Vessel must install flame screens on all fuel oil vent piping. 
4. Stability  Vessel must prove proper operation of sliding water-tight doors (W T D) 

in accordance with AST M F 1197. 
5. Construction/Loadline  Vessel must seal/plug bulkhead penetrations of the water-

tight bulkhead in aft-steering compartment. 
6. Pollution Prevention  Vessel must prove proper operation of the O ily Water 

Separator (O WS) prior to activation. 
7. E lectrical  V essel must repair intermittent power failures of its Power 

Management System (PMS); caused loss-of-power on the vessel. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Assistant Chief of Inspections 
Duties:  Conducting, supervising and reviewing inspections in Far East 
USCG Unit: USCG Activities Far East 
Rank/Rate: LT 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) Y ES 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Activities Far East marine 
inspection zone 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year?  Avg 10 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels?  A N O As are not applicable for this 

overseas unit 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 inspectors 8-9 hours 
Tank Ship   2 inspectors 9 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel   1 inspector 6 hours, 2 inspectors 3-4 
MODU   (N/A) 
Passenger Vessel   (Small Passenger Vsl about 3 hours  
Research Vessel    2 inspectors 8-9 hours 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
Maintenance, Recordkeeping  

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Failure to maintain  firefighting and 
lifesaving appliances appropriately 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? Yes 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS Y  
b. LR  Y  
c. GL Y  
d. DNV  Y 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  Yes
we get them all since we only know what we receive, sometimes, we discover there are 

 



86  
  

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?  Good with A BS, and good with all the field surveyors, less good 
with DN V , and no standing relationships with G L and L R 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  Pretty good. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?  Good 
 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  Makes our life easier , since we leverage 
sier to obtain correction since 

we have a designated surveyor and A CS to manage instead of engaging with 
occasionally contentious owners ourselves.   Dislikes would be that the overall approach 
by A CSes is that of a business and cannot match the stewardship that typical C G 
inspectors bring.   

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP?  W e 
must be timely with the Targeting L ist.   

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  
The C O I is a primary indicator that the vessel is fit for service and route.  My 

unreasonable r isk to the mariners, the public, and the environment.   
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Civilian Marine Inspector 
Duties:  All US flagged Deep Draft and Barges, Foreign Tanker and Passenger   
USCG Unit: Sector Charleston Prevention 
Rank/Rate:  GS-12 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N)  

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Sector Charleston 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 30-40 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? No 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  4 hours (1-2 inspectors) 
Tank Ship  4-6 hours (1-2 inspectors) 
Offshore Supply Vessel  2 hours (1-2 inspectors) 
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  4 hours (1-2 inspectors) 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
  

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR   No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Yes 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 10 for A BS and DN V  

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Very Good  

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? Very 
Good 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? Less redundancy between the two entities.  
14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? No 
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15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? To 

that the Coast Guard ensures that the personnel on board the vessel have the capability 
to sail it. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Domestic Inspections   
USCG Unit: Sector Charleston 
Rank/Rate: GS-11 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP?  Yes (as a trainee) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Sector Hampton Roads 
and Sector Charleston 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? No 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? No 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection?  

Freight Ship  3 hrs (2 inspectors)  
Tank Ship  N/A  
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
L ifesaving equipment 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? N/A 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  No 
b. LR  No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? No 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 8, the attitude of the USC G inspector and A BS surveyor greatly 
effect the relationship with each individual inspection.  In my experience it has been an 
efficient relationship. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? I feel it provides an equivalent oversight of safety and environmental 
regulations. 



90  
  

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? N/A 
(experience: 3 yrs) 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  T raining for USC G inspectors is lacking 
due to number of A CP vessels.  But, I believe it provides a more efficient method of 
ensuring that vessels comply with all safety regulations. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP?  No 
15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  

Abbreviated inspection and fire/security/abandon ship drills. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Greg Mosko 
Duties:  Chief of Inspections 
USCG Unit: Marine Safety Unit Houma, LA 
Rank/Rate: O-3 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? USC G Sector N O L A . 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? USC G 

Sector N O L A  
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? > 10 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? Rarely see advance notice of 

 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Typical time to complete is 1.5 hours. 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
F ire fighting, life saving, pollution prevention. 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 

follow established allowances found in SO L AS, C lass or Supplement. 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 

Rarely, difficu  
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS   Yes 
b. LR   N O  
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? 
Yes 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 
Dependent on the C lass Society, more time is spent with certain societies so the 
relationship is better established. 
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11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? 
Overall condition of the vessels is usually better than those not enrolled. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
I feel the program has met the expected results with its original concept intact and is a 
worthwhile program to continue. 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? 
Establishes allowances that place more responsibility on the Owner in dealing with 
C lass. Both parties are being held responsible so both are working equally to ensure 
compliance. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
Better flow of information with specific oversight on particularly parts of build or 
install. 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
Provided that no other documents other than the limited C O I and the ISSC is being 
endorsed by me. I am comfortable. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Senior Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Domestic Vessel Inspector/Port State Standby 
USCG Unit: Sector Houston/Galveston 
Rank/Rate: GS-12 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N)-Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in?Houston/Galveston 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

Houston/St. Petersburg 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 15 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? Some 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship   4-6 H rs 
Tank Ship   4-7 H rs 
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel   N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
L ifesaving/M A RPO L / 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? None really critical, life boat davit brake 
probably most critical. 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? yes 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) Yes-all 

a. ABS  
b. LR   
c. GL  
d. DNV   

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Some 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 10-most classes represented in Houston. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Very good. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
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It has gotten a lot better , better compliance by the ships and all know what to expect. 
13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  
14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 

No, everything has settled since the early inception and everyone involved knows thei r 
duties and what to expect. 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? To 
insure the ship meets SO L AS and Coast Guard standards, manning is met as well as all 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Chief, Domestic Branch 
Duties:  In charge of US Flag vessel inspections 
USCG Unit: Sector Los Angeles  Long Beach, CA 
Rank/Rate: GS-13 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in?  Sector L A-L B 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 15 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels?  No 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  4 hours w/two inspectors 
Tank Ship  6-8 hours w/two inspectors 
Offshore Supply Vessel  3-4 Hours w/two inspectors 
MODU  Unknown   
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  Unknown 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
L ifeboat or rescue boat deficiencies 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies?  Generator issues 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently?  No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR   Yes 
c. GL  Yes 
d. DNV  Yes 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Yes 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? With A BS  8, with DN V - 4 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  The compliance of regulations seems the same in most instances.  However 
there have been substandard vessels due to the company. 
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12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?  It has 
reduced the man hours in conducting examinations, however it has also hurt our 
training program.   

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  T ime saving 
14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  

Ensuring vessel meets all domestic and international regulations. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Marine Inspections 
USCG Unit: SECTOR New Orleans 
Rank/Rate: GS-12 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N)  (Y ES) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? (SE C T O R New O rleans) 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? (6 to 10) 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? (N O , vessels are stationed in the 

Port of New O rleans) 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N)  (Y ES) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) (Y ES) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 Inspectors 4 hours 
Tank Ship  2 Inspectors 4 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel N/A   
Research Vessel  N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
(Major Housekeeping issues onboard the M A R A D Vessels) 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies?  (Fuel L eaks) 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently?(N O) 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS Y ES 
b. LR  N O  
c. GL N O  
d. DNV  N O  

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?(N O) 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?(5)(Thei r inspections go on for a longer period of time) 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?(Satisfactory with no major problems reported) 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?(I t works, 
but our oversight on R OS Vessels in the A CP program is somewhat useless) 
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13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?(Conducting A CP oversight on a R OS 
M A R A D or MSC vessel with hardly no crew on board) 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP?(Drop 
the M A R A D and MSC Vessels) 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a 
COI?(Making sure the vessel complies with all the US rules and Regulations, and to 
ensure that the C lass is conducting proper inspections on our behalf.) 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Conduct domestic vessel inspections 
USCG Unit: Sector New Orleans 
Rank/Rate: MSSE4 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Sector N O L A  
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? MSU 

Houma, Sector Portland, Sector N O L A  
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 50 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? No 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 inspectors/3-4 hours 
Tank Ship  2 inspectors/3-4 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel  1 inspector/3 hours 
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
L ifesaving and firefighting deficiencies 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Expired hydro-static release mechanisms 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? Yes 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR  No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Yes f rom A BS 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 
cross training inspectors and surveyors. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Sub-par for those vessels working overseas and not too much better for those 
here in the states. 
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12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
part of it 15 years ago, but in the past 11 years things have gotten worse due to the 
relation between A BS and the C G , in some zones, is sometimes non-existent and with 

 
13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? It would be fine if all zones would follow 

the program and if the C G would hold class accountable. Right now it is viewed as a 
. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
Improve relations by cross-training the inspectors and surveyors and each zone hold 
quarterly/semi-annual meetings with the inspectors and class. 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
Have the warm and fuzzy about the safety of the crew and the materiel condition of the 
vessel. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Marine Inspections 
USCG Unit: Sector New Orleans 
Rank/Rate: GS-13 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Yes) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? New O rleans 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? Yes 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? New 

O rleans 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 3 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? No 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (No) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Yes) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  4hrs, 2 Inspectors 
Tank Ship  4hrs, 2 Inspectors 
Offshore Supply Vessel  4hrs, 2 Inspectors 
MODU   Unknown 
Passenger Vessel  Unknown 
Research Vessel     

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
L ifesaving, F irefighting 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Non approved rescue boats 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR  No 
c. GL No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Yes but not consistently 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 5  Overseas in foreign countries it is hard to establish relationships 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  About the same as Non A CP vessels 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
Satisfactory 
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13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  I like it because it relieves some of the 
burden off the Coast Guard 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? No 
15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  

That is safe to continue sailing under the terms of its C O I. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector  
Duties:  Domestic Vessel Inspection 
USCG Unit: Sector new Orleans 
Rank/Rate: GS 13 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) Y ES 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? New O rleans 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 25 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels?  What is A N O A? 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Y ES 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship   8 H RS 1INSP 
Tank Ship      8 H O URS 1 INSP 
Offshore Supply Vessel   4 H O URS 1 INSP 
Passenger Vessel   UN K  
Research Vessel   UN K  
MODU  UN K  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
L A C K O F M A IN T E N A N C E  

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies?  L I F ESA V IN G F IR E F I G H T IN G  
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? Y ES 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS Y 
b. LR  Y  
c. GL Y  
d. DNV  Y  

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? SO M E T I M ES 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 6, SO M E A R E G O O D , SO M E A R E N O T SO G O O D 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  N O T G O O D 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? B A D L Y 
13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?  L E A V ES N O W A Y T O T R A IN N E W 

INSPE C T O RS, L E V E L O F C A R E A M O N G O W N E RS IR T C G R E Q UIR E M E N TS, 
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IS V E R Y L O W , T H E Y T H IN K C G R E Q UIR E M E N TS/R E G U L A T I O NS A R E N O T 
I MPO R T A N T 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
C O MPL E T E O V E R H A U L R E Q UIR E D .  R E W RI T E T H E SUPPL E M E N TS T O 
B E C O M E M E A NIN G F U L , E NSUR E C L ASS SUR V E Y O RS H A V E PR OPE R 
T R A ININ G .  H A V E C G A T T E ND A N C E A T A L L DR Y D O C K IN GS 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
E NSUR E V ESSE L IS SA F E   
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Senior Marine Inspector Civilian 
Duties:  Inspections 
USCG Unit: Sector New York 
Rank/Rate: GS12 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in?  Sector New York 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 10 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? Yes Venting Duty Officer checks 

for overdue deficiencies 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) No 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship   5 hours with 3 inspectors  
Tank Ship  NA 
Offshore Supply Vessel  N A  
MODU  N A  
Passenger Vessel  N A  
Research Vessel  N A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
Housekeeping, structural integrity and engineering housekeeping 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? structural integrity and 
cleanliness/housekeeping 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently?  Monthly 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR   No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV   No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Yes just ISM Audits, damage 
reports and major non-conformities. 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 10  Can easily call them up and speak with them. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  All the companies are devoted to protecting the environment and look out for 
the safety of the crew.  However , many of the ships enrolled in A CP are older and 
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want to put much money into them. 
12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 

I have only been doing A CP for about 8 and I have seen no improvement  
13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? 

Likes ---  
Dislikes ---- or only a 
few hours and we are rushed to get the job done. 
Seems like we are a thorn in thei r side as they always remind us the vessel is A CP and 
inspected under C lass, 

yet, 

and they, C lass is not there to explain why it is what we find 
There is a gap between C lass Rules and US Regulations. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
Make C lass be in attendance during our exam. 

 

recognize it, so when a data call is done the vessel will show up as missing the annual 
exam. 
When issuing a C O I to a A CP vessel M I LSE asks you if you want to put it in your fleet 
of responsibility.  My recommendation is to put all the A CP and MSP vessels in C G-
C V C-3 fleet of responsibility so H Q can track these vessel easily.  

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
Safety of the crew, safety of the port and safety of the environment 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Officer In Charge, Marine Inspection 
Duties:  Direct vessel and facility inspection programs. 
USCG Unit: Sector Puget Sound 
Rank/Rate: GS14 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Yes) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? My staff does 
about 20-25. 

d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels?  Yes 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Yes) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Yes) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  5 hours 
Tank Ship  5 hours 
Offshore Supply Vessel  2 hours 
MODU   unknown 
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  unknown 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
E lectrical, firefighting 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Missing/inoperative extinguishers, expired 
lifesaving supplies, watertight integrity (hull problems) 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR  No 
c. GL No 
d. DNV  No 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? Sometimes 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why? 7.  Interact well but not frequently. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Newer vessels are not problematic, but older A CP vessels tend to have 
mechanical breakdowns, especially a concern with propulsion systems. 
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12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?  
13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? 

condition of US flag vessels, reduces needed training opportunities for new inspectors, 
and enables some US flag vessels to operate with only marginal compliance.  

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
E liminate it.  

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
Conduct all lifesaving/firefighting/watertight integrity inspections, and engage strongly 
with vessel crew to ascertain overall condition of vessel. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Domestic Vessel Inspections 
USCG Unit: Sector San Francisco 
Rank/Rate: MSSE4  
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Yes) 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in?  
Sector San F rancisco 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? San 
F rancisco only. 

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? (14) 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? Not in my Department. 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Yes) 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Yes) 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  5 hours  4 Inspectors- 2 being T rainees. 
Tank Ship  7 hours - 4 Inspectors- 2 being T rainees. 
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel   N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
Marad Ready Reserve- Expired L ife Saving Equipment 
Active Vessels- Usually none 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? Expired lifeboat rations & radio batteries.  
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 

a. ABS Yes 
b. LR   No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  Yes 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? A BS-yes. DN V-No. 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?  A BS-10, very good rapport with the local surveyors.   
DN V-4  Failure to notify the Inspections office when issues arise with DN V C lass 
vessels inport. 
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11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? A BS -10,  DN V- 5. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
The new blood of local A BS surveyors are holding vessels accountable.  
Question quality of surveys being conducted overseas. V essels ar rive inport from 
overseas with issues that should have been identified.  Such as inoperative lifeboat 
engines and malfunctioning fire pumps.. 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? I dislike the A CP due to the fact that 
Domestic Vessel Inspectors both Hull and Machinery are missing out detailed 
inspection types that they need to be proficient at the job.  A CP reduces the USC G 
workload but deprives our inspectors of knowledge and experience, due to lack of 
exposure on the vessels. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
USC G Inspectors would have to attend vessel along with the C lass Surveyors during the 
class surveys in order to become and stay proficient with inspections. 

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  
K now  that C lass Surveyors have done thei r job and that the vessel is safe to operate 
and conduct cargo operations.  
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Program Manager for ACP 
Duties:  Not #1 Job. Works mostly in anti-piracy and security. Provisional enrollment 
(companies that want to build a ship under ACP rules need a Letter of Building) 
USCG Unit: HQ-CVC 
Rank/Rate: 04-LCDR 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) N . 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? Y . 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Y . 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in?  Puget 

Sound (A K A Seattle), Guam, Activity Europe-Holland, Anchorage, 
A laska.  

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Y . 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Y . 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please indicate N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
Tank Ship   2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
Offshore Supply Vessel  2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  Cannot guess, depends on the number of inspectors. Some cruise 
liners use 6 inspectors. Should have quarterly inspection  
Research Vessel  Should be the same as a deep draft vessel, 1-2 days 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
Depends on what the inspector focuses on. Engineering, automation, reduced manning, 
rel
problems, if the crew cannot complete a drill correctly or in a timely manner .  L ife 
saving equipment deficiency. Security, security plans are not fully implemented. 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
See above answer . 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 
Not that often. Does not believe that it is accurate. When he was an inspector he did 
look at it, but he did supplement it and add vessels that he thought needed addition 
oversight. 

8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 
a. ABS   Y . 
b. LR  Y . 
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c. GL  Y . 
d. DNV  Y . 

Uses them all. 
9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 

surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? 
Some. H e is not the O fficer in Charge of Marine Inspection (O C M I) so he does not get 
all of the information, but he does get information regarding the biggest and most 
important inspections and A CP activities. 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the ACS? (1-10 where 1= bad 10=excellent) 
5. H e had different experiences depending on the A CS and the sector of the world. H e 
said that L R and DN V for cruise liners were good, but the A CS in Africa was really 
bad. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Is it comparable to the U.S. flagged vessels that are not in the ACP? 
Yes, it is comparable. Most every ship is already A CP or MSP if it is over 500 gross 
tons. A CP works because the USC G A CP inspectors do not have the expertise that the 
A CSs have. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
Poorly, it is administered poorly. The targeted vessel list is not accurate or kept up-to-
date. Mistakes are made in A CS plan review. USC G has faults on philosophy*. 
 

for me [the USC G inspector] and how should I audit it to ensure that they are doing 
thei r job cor rectly and not just do another general compliance inspection.   

13.  If you could change anything about the program what would it be? 
Revise the targeting matrix and raise the bar to make US flagged vessels as good as we 
[USC G] says they are. USC G Marine Inspectors need to be more savvy in auditing A CS 
inspections. 
 
Targeting matrix is not kept as up-to-date as possible or is accurate due to recent 
budget cuts the personnel in charge of the list were let go and are no longer working on 
it. 

14. What do you think is the best aspect of the ACP? 
The A CP is a good program if it is implemented properly.   

15. How do you feel about the ACP becoming the standard regulatory process for U.S. flagged 
vessels that are greater than 500 gross tons? 
No problem with it, but as stated above, most vessels >500 gross tons are either A CP or 
MSP already. 

16. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 



113  
  

Target vessel properly and smarter . Hold vessel owners and A CS more accountable for 
incidents where they did a poor job or documenting and fixing a deficiency. The USC G 
should be the final safety net that a vessel goes through before setting out. Therefore it 
should not be finding blatant deficiencies; this should be up to owner , captain, crew, 
and the A CS inspector . 
 
Ideas to improve interview questions and report: 
1. 

that occurred before it? How you could audit this inspection to ensure the ACS inspector 
 

2. Add section in background about the Transatlantic from the Transatlantic Line that was 
thrown out from the ACP due to poor and sketchy performance.  Also the Transatlantic 

most/all ACSs do not talk to each other they had no idea that the Transatlantic Line had 
not only 1 bad vessel, but multiple. 
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Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: T raining Coordinator / Senior Marine Inspector 
Duties:  Provides technical expertise and training leadership in the compliance duties 
of marine safety, vessel inspection, pollution prevention, vessel manning laws, regulations, 

 for 
continuity of training, qualification and record management for unit personnel marine 
safety training, inspection policies, technical issues, special program support activity and a 
primary inspection representative with the maritime industry responsible for commercial 

attached to the unit. Manages training files, develops unit training and qualification boards 
and documentation. 
USCG Unit: Sector Charleston 
Rank/Rate: GS-13 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP?  Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
Sector Charleston 

b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 
i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? 

ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year?  5   
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? No 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? Yes 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? Yes 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  3 hours w/ 2 inspectors 
Tank Ship  N/A  
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  N/A  
Research Vessel  N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections? 
Drills (F ire and boat) 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies?  Structure Failure 
7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? No 
8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N)   

a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR  No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV  No 
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9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  Infrequently 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent) Why?  8  

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels?  I feel that the classification societies hold the vessels to the same level of 
compliance as Coast Guard Marine Inspectors. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago?   
I would feel safe saying that it has been efficient in regards to fleet compliance for about 
8 years. 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP?   
I dislike the fact that the classification societies perform a majority of the inspection 
and the Coast Guard inspectors perform basic oversight. The problem with such is that 
it creates a shallow knowledge base with C G inspectors. With the hiring of civilian 
marine inspectors under the Marine Safety Performance Plan (MSPP 2007), deep draft 
vessel inspections could and should produce more H I and M I qualified inspectors. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
The C G should initiate all inspections. Any vessel requiring an A CP inspection should 
contact the local inspection office and then the inspection process begins. The C G would 
decide on what the classification should inspect. This would help C G inspectors become 
more proficient by enabling them to inspect and/or train on vessel systems. The A CP 
program has had a huge impact on the ability to produce qualified inspectors. Establish 
training and qualification standards for Prevention personnel and create a sufficient 
prevention training budget.  

15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI?  I 
endorse only after I feel the core responsibilities of the marine inspector have been met. 
Safety of life, impact to the environment and that the vessel is fit for the route and 
service it was intended. 
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Interviewee Background:  
Current Title:  Marine Inspector   
Duties:  Marine Inspection  
USCG Unit: Sector Honolulu  
Rank/Rate: GS-12  
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? Yes 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? Honolulu 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Yes 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in? 

L A/Honolulu/F E A C T  
c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 

10  15 per year 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 

No. 
2. Do you have a hull qualification? Yes, F reight and Tankship 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? Yes, Diesel and Steam 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please also indicate the number of inspectors, or N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  3  4 hours (2 inspectors) 
Tank Ship   4- 6 hours (2 inspectors) 
Offshore Supply Vessel  N/A  
MODU   N/A  
Passenger Vessel   U .S. certified, U .S. flagged cruise ships industry requires 1 week per 
year plus quarterly exams 
Research Vessel  N/A  

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
Recordkeeping er rors  missing/inaccurate paperwork . 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
Structural failures, inoperable equipment (generators, steering pump, etc) 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 
Yes, it is not updated very often 

8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 
a. ABS  Yes 
b. LR   No 
c. GL  No 
d. DNV   Yes 

9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 
surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)?  Office is  not me personally 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the classification societies? (1-10 where 1= bad 
10=excellent)  8   
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11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? 
I feel as A BS receives a monetary consideration for thei r work and need the vessels to 
stay in class to make money. There is a possibility that compliance may in rare 
instances be compromised or delayed for expediency. 

12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 
The program has been good for industry but very bad for the coast guard in general 
and the marine inspection program specifically. 

13. What do you like and/or dislike about the ACP? 
What I dislike about the A CP is that the Coast Guard is losing all of its corporate 
knowledge regarding deep draft inspections. W e used to do all of the inspections 
allowing us to learn, utilize and retain the knowledge necessary to adequately perform 
our duties  
qualified for deep draft vessels. 

14. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
15. What do you feel your responsibilities are as a USCG inspector before endorsing a COI? 
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Appendix	
  G:	
  Follow-­‐up	
  Interviews	
  
  

Sector I Phone Interview 
12/4/2012  9:00 A M  9:20A M 
 
Q: Could you please elaborate on the inspection time of 1.5 hours you indicated in your 
questionnaire response? 
A: 1.5 hours is with 1 inspector and possibly a break-in. This timeframe is for large Offshore 
Service Vessels, generally 2000 gross tons or more. Many of these vessels are dual certificated, 
and this inspection consists of a verification of licenses and the crew, also a walkthrough. 
 
Q: What do you feel is the best aspect in regards to the ACP? 
A: For the Coast Guard, a normal inspection would take twice as long as an ACP inspection. 
 
Q: What do you not like, or feel could be improved about the ACP? 
A: Has talked with LCDR DeLury and CMDR Keel about this previously. 
Physical provisional enrollment process should be changed. Coast Guard should receive a 
finalized version of the request for Class. This will allow OCMIs and CVC to have a clear 
picture of what vessels are asking for. Sometimes vessels install systems they did not receive 
Class notations for. 
 
Q: Which Class Societies are represented in your sector? 

has no involvement with Germanischer Lloyd. 
A: DNV and Lloyds: Houma / this individual have no access to their databases, and this is 
considered a problem. Coast Guard in that sector have no idea what has been submitted 
regarding those vessels or what their status is, information must be requested via a Class 
Surveyor. Feels that CG inspectors should definitely have access to the databases, and that Class 
Societies should be held responsible for doing everything contained in NVIC 2-95, specifically 
enclosure 3 chapter 2. It is not currently being done, and it must be enforced by Coast Guard 
CVC (Commercial Vessel Compliance). 
 
Q: Your response stated that you rarely check the targeted vessel list, why is that? And do you 
add any vessels of your own choosing? 
A: Feels uncomfortable with not knowing how vessels have been targeted. The list is hard to find 
and out of date. The method for targeting vessels should be changed to include comments from 
Class Surveyors. Specifically, it should take into account what Class Surveyors have seen, and 
incorporate major nonconformities.  
 
Q: Do you overlap with Class Societies? 
A: Yes. When going through documents on the bridge, they also check the conditions of the 
bridge. Also overlaps during their walkthrough of the vessel, especially when they expand upon 
a problem they have observed. 
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Other Comments / Suggestions: 
Vessel construction oversight 
Should have access to class information 
Information should be forwarded directly to the Coast Guard, it should not need to be requested 
Class Surveyors should identify potential issues they feel need additional review. A lot of 
inspections and issues are dealt with in hindsight, and the Coast Guard / Class is catching up with 
the problem, not stopping it before it begins. 
 
Final ACP Enrollment 
Requirement for all plans to be submitted to the marine safety center. 
There is no clear person to send these to. 
Need to identify who is responsible for these plans. 
 
Maintaining ACP Allowance 
There should be a class requirement for reporting major nonconformities to the Coast Guard and 
CVC. 
Often is not aware of or notified about major nonconformities 
 
The disenrollment process seems to be lengthy. 
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Sector I I Phone Interview 
12/4/2012  10:00 A M  10:15A M 
 
Q: In your questionnaire you mentioned that vessel owners feel the Coast Guard is a thorn in 
their side; could you please elaborate on this? 
A: Often when the Coast Guard finds a problem, the vessel owners will become defensive and 

the Coast Guard? 
 
Q: Do you feel educating vessel owners about the ACP, and that the Coast Guard is ultimately 
responsible for endorsing their COI (Certificate of Inspection)? 
A: Yes, that might help with some vessel captains / engineers. Occasionally they explain that the 
Coast Guard provides oversight for the program, and that sometimes the Coast Guard may find 

general, more particular. When doing their walkthrough, Coast Guard inspectors will look at 
everything, and if there are grounds for expanding their inspection, they will. When a Class 
Society comes on board, they may be instructed to only inspect one specific thing at the time, for 
instance life boats, and woul
attendance with the Coast Guard during their oversight would help a lot, but they are also very 
busy. Vessel owners and operators could also not want both to be on board at the same time. 
Recently we offered to come on board a vessel the same day as a Class Society for their annual 
they were due for, this way we could inspect some things while relying on the Class Society to 
look into others, and would have saved the Coast Guard, Class, and the vessel crew a lot of time, 
but the vessel captain opted against it. 
 
Q: In your response you also mentioned some ways that MISLE could be improved, could you 
expand on this? 
A: Yes. When issuing a vessel COI MISLE will ask you to put in a fleet of responsibility. If 
there is not currently one, then you must add it to your own fleet of responsibility. Now that it is 
in your fleet of responsibility it will show up in CGBI and you will receive notifications 
regarding it even when it is not at your port. He feels that all ACP vessels should go into the 
Coast Guard Commercial Vessel Compliance (CVC) fleet of responsibility. Another issue is that 
ACP Annual Oversight inspections in MISLE are not recognized as actual annual exams, so they 
will have to create more than one inspection in MISLE to indicate it as a normal annual exam. 
 
Q: Which Class Societies are most represented in your area? 

e access to ABS database. Having access to the 
databases will help clear up a lot of things. 
 
Q: How accurate do you feel the Targeted Vessel List is? 
A: Some vessels are right on, while other vessels should be removed by now or are not 
necessary.  
 
Q: Do you conduct any oversight of vessels not on the Targeted Vessel List? 
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A: No, they do not conduct excess oversight unless they are notified of a problem on a vessel. 
Part of this is due to the limited number of people with the proper qualifications to conduct 
oversight. 
 
Other Comments / Suggestions 
Some vessels are reaching their shelf-life and are starting to become a nuisance. 
 
Vessel owners / operators need to realize that the Coast Guard has the final say on the Certificate 
of Inspection. 
 
Also feels that vessels have the same level of compliance as standard vessels would have, but 
they are not held to a higher standard. 
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Sector I I I Phone Interview 
12/4/2012  4:00 PM  4:15PM 
 
Q: In your questionnaire response you indicated that you wanted the ACP to be eliminated, could 
you please elaborate on that? 

that the Class Societies are not as well staffed as they need to be in order to conduct the ACP. 
 
Q: Would improving the method for targeting vessels for additional oversight change your 
opinion at all? 
A: Somewhat, but you would have to rely on information from the Class Societies, and it could 
be difficult to assess. 
 
Q: Which Classification Societies do you deal with on a regular basis? 
A: DNV and ABS, Germanischer Lloyd third most. Does not have access to all of the databases, 
feels better access is needed. 
 
Q: If the program was actually eliminated, how would you suggest the Coast Guard proceed with 
maintaining vessel safety? 
A: Would switch back to the traditional method of Coast Guard inspection. Feels that a third 
party is needed to effectively conduct these inspections. Class Societies being businesses can 
affect the outcome. 
Example: An anchor that was constructed with substandard materials was on a vessel, and issues 
were encountered with it. This anchor was from a company located in another country, and other 
vessels had these anchors on them. When the Class Society was asked how many of the 
substand
the vessel owner to participate in that matter. The Class Society not being able to initiate action 
is and can be a problem. 
Example: One Class Society enforced a requirement for the replacement of fire extinguishers on 
a vessel. The Coast Guard was in agreement on this matter, and the vessel was forced to replace 
the fire extinguishers. Within the next year that vessel had switched to a different Classification 
Society. 
 
Q: Any other issues or dislikes? 
A: The ACP reduces training opportunities for the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard will be on a 
vessel for hours, but the Class Society could be on for days. This is a missed opportunity for 
training, and the development of qua  
 
Q: How would you feel about cross training Coast Guard inspectors with Classification Society 
surveyors? 
A: It could help, but it could also lead to individuals defaulting away from actual work. 
 
Q: Any other suggestions for improving training? 
A: Develop MITO (Marine Inspection Training Office), and expand on the program as a whole. 
Due to budget cuts, training may need to be further reduced. MITO in Seattle has performed 
efficiently. This Coast Guard sector also has 30 subchapter 8 vessels that are fully Coast Guard 
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inspected, which provide training opportunities for individuals in that sector. There have also 
been significant results when inspectors have been sent overseas for a short duration. There are 
significantly more deep draft vessels there, and the program has been suspended, but it should be 
resumed. The Coast Guard should really build on the importance of qualifications. 
 
Q: Any other comments on the ACP? 
A: It can allow vessels to operate with marginal compliance. Class Surveyors can sometimes 
allow vessels to continue operating with known issues for longer than a Coast Guard inspector 
would have. 
 
Feels the Coast Guard should evaluate why they moved to the ACP, and why the vessel owners 
moved to the ACP. Feels there is increased cost to the vessel owners, and they perceive there is 
less Coast Guard contact, which is good. There is also the possibility that vessel owners and 
operators feel they can push the Classification Societies around. Also, Class Society inspectors 
are always on call whereas most Coast Guard inspectors are only on call when they are in the 
office. 
 
Q: Do you believe there is sufficient staffing and experience within the Coast Guard to move 
back to a full inspection regime for all of these vessels? Do you feel the Coast Guard might 
struggle with maintaining the numerous changes that occur to international conventions? 
A: Their sector could definitely handle it. They have the experience, and they have vessels that 
go to Canada so they are already aware of the international certificates and capable of keeping up 
with them. 
 
Q: You stated you did not check the targeted vessel list, is there any particular reason for that? 
A: Vessels in that area are not on the targeted vessel list. 
 
Q: If the targeting scheme was overhauled, do you think you would begin checking the list 
again? 
A: Yes, they would take advantage of it. 
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Appendix	
  H:	
  Program	
  Administrator	
  Interview	
  
Interviewee Background: 
Current Title: Program Manager for ACP 
Duties:  dsfadsf 
USCG Unit: HQ-CVC 
Rank/Rate: 04-LCDR 
 
1. Do you currently inspect vessels enrolled in the ACP? (Y/N) N . 

a. If Y. What sector(s) do you conduct these inspections in? 
b. If N. Have you ever been a USCG vessel inspector? Y . 

i. If Y. Were you ever an inspector of ACP vessels? Y . 
ii. If Y. Historically, which sectors did you conduct these inspections in?  Puget 

Sound (A K A Seattle), Guam, Activity Europe-Holland, Anchorage, 
A laska.  

c. If Y. Approximately how many ACP vessels do you inspect per year? 
d. If Y. Do you evaluate ANOAs for ACP vessels? 

2. Do you have a hull qualification? (Y/N) Y . 
3. Do you have a machinery qualification? (Y/N) Y . 
4. In your experience, what is the average duration of time for an annual ACP inspection? 

(Please indicate N/A if not applicable) 
Freight Ship  2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
Tank Ship   2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
Offshore Supply Vessel  2 long days (for 2 inspectors 1-2 days) 
MODU  N/A  
Passenger Vessel  Cannot guess, depends on the number of inspectors. Some cruise 
liners use 6 inspectors. Should have quarterly inspection  
Research Vessel  Should be the same as a deep draft vessel, 1-2 days 
 
Non-U .S. inspections generally uses 1 inspector , companies must pay for 
travel. Stateside, often more than 2 inspectors can or will be used to complete 
inspections much quicker . 

5. In your experience, what types of deficiencies are most commonly found during inspections?  
Depends on what the inspector focuses on. Engineering, automation, reduced manning, 

problems, if the crew cannot complete a drill correctly or in a timely manner .  L ife 
saving equipment deficiency. Security, security plans are not fully implemented.  
 
C O I will not be endorsed when there are issues with drills, whereas some other 
deficiencies can be taken care of at next port call or later time. 

6. What are some types of critical deficiencies? 
See above answer . 

7. Do you reference the ACP targeted vessel list frequently? 
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Not that often. Does not believe that it is accurate. When he was an inspector he did 
look at it, but he did supplement it and add vessels that he thought needed addition 
oversight. 

8. Do you have access to the ACS databases? (Y/N) 
a. ABS   Y . 
b. LR  Y . 
c. GL  Y . 
d. DNV  Y . 

Uses them all. 
9. Do you receive ACS notifications concerning ACP related activities (i.e. scheduled 

surveys/audits, damage reports, major non-conformities)? 
Some. H e is not the O fficer in Charge of Marine Inspection (O C M I) so he does not get 
all of the information, but he does get information regarding the biggest and most 
important inspections and A CP activities. Ie. ISM nonconformity 

10. How do you rate your relationship with the ACS? (1-10 where 1= bad 10=excellent) 
5. H e had different experiences depending on the A CS and the sector of the world. H e 
said that L R and DN V for cruise liners were good, but the A BS in A frica was really bad 
but Dubai was good. 
 
Said that this question will be more relevant with individuals in specific sectors who 
deal with the same C lass Society individuals regularly ie. Baltimore. 

11. In your opinion, how do you feel about the safety and environmental compliance of ACP 
vessels? Is it comparable to the U.S. flagged vessels that are not in the ACP? 
Yes, it is comparable. Most every ship is already A CP or MSP if it is over 500 gross 
tons. A CP works because the USC G A CP inspectors do not have the expertise that the 
A CSs have. 
 
Marine Inspectors no longer have the experience necessary to perform what the C lass 

C lass Society. 
12.  How do you feel the program has performed since its inception fifteen years ago? 

Poorly, it is administered poorly. The targeted vessel list is not accurate or kept up-to-
date. Mistakes are made in A CS plan review. USC G has faults on philosophy*. 
 

for me [the USC G inspector] and how should I audit it to ensure that they are doing 
thei r job cor rectly and not just do another general compliance inspection.   
 

realize that C lass Societies do it on thei r behalf, not for them. The C G should still look 
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at those things, and is ultimately responsible for it even when delegated to C lass 
Societies  

13.  If you could change anything about the program what would it be? 
Revise the targeting matrix and raise the bar to make US flagged vessels as good as we 
[USC G] says they are. USC G Marine Inspectors need to be more savvy in auditing A CS 
inspections. 
 
C G Inspectors should feel responsible. The targeted vessels should be released 
quarterly, looking into those vessels with problems should not be delayed by a year 

14. What do you think is the best aspect of the ACP? 
The A CP is a good program if it is implemented properly.   

 
USC G Marine Inspectors need to be more savvy in auditing A CS inspections.  

15. How do you feel about the ACP becoming the standard regulatory process for U.S. flagged 
vessels that are greater than 500 gross tons? 
No problem with it, but as stated above, most vessels >500 gross tons are either A CP or 
MSP already. 

16. Do you have any suggestions for how the USCG could improve or enhance the ACP? 
Target vessel properly and smarter . Hold vessel owners and A CS more accountable for 
incidents where they did a poor job or documenting and fixing a deficiency. The USC G 
should be the final safety net that a vessel goes through before setting out. Therefore it 
should not be finding blatant deficiencies; this should be up to owner , captain, crew, 
and the A CS inspector . 
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