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United States Coast Guard

Inspector Proficiency Assessment Tool

The optimal Marine Inspector is a competent and confident
member of the marine inspection community who:

e Has an in-depth technical knowledge of the maritime
transportation system including vessel components, policy and
regulations

e Demonstrates thorough understanding and correct application
of regulations, policies. and technical information

e s capable of balanced decisions with consideration of how
they affect commerce, public safety and environmental risk.

o Iscommitted to the Coast Guard marine safety mission

e Promotes self and others in continued professional and
inspector development

o Isrecognized as a leader in the marine inspection community
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The Assessor MUST read and understand MMS Work Instruction

WI-5P-TI-03(A) and the rating scale descriptors prior to use of the
IPAT.

The IPAT is designed to be used by experienced inspectors who, at
a minimum, meet Verifying Officer requirements.

Strict adherence to the rating scales and definitions (p. 10) as well
as the qualification requirements for Assessors are crucial to ensure
the integrity of the data collected and provide a foundation for
overall assessment of the marine inspections program.

The Inspector Proficiency Assessment Tool (IPAT) is a key
component of ISO 9001:2008 implementation as required by
COMDTINST 5200.4 and the Mission Management System. This
tool meets the following ISO 9001 requirements:

1) Clause 6.2.2 regarding the competence, training and
awareness of personnel,

2) Section 8.2.4 regarding product/service monitoring and
measurement, and

3) Clause 8.3 control of non-conforming product/service.

The Assessor will intervene anytime an unsafe
practice is observed or if a serious discrepancy is
not identified by the MI/Examiner. Care should
be used to only intervene if necessary, however,
safety of both Coast Guard personnel, crew
members and the general public is paramount.
Intervention requires written comments.
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General Information

Lead MI/Examiner

Name m

Unit of MI/Examiner

being assessed séC"’@ 4 ST fﬁ et rs é""vﬁf.
Date Completed

(MM/DD/YYYY)

Age of Vessel in Years

2l Moccln 2017

&3

Rank/Rate of Total Time Certified/Qualified in this
MI/Examiner: #5902, | Competency:
Competency Assessed: | Years: A Months: | |

Check Ride (not qualified)
Y or N

Verification of Qualified
MI/Examiner or N

Barge Inspector BI Hull Inspector (Tankship) HT
Drydock Inspector DI K-Boat Inspector KI
Foreign Chem Tank Vsl FCTE Mz}chinery Inspector MI
Examiner (Diesel)

Foreign Freight Vsl VE Machinery Inspector MS
Examiner FF (Steam)

Foreign Gas Carrier FGCE | MODU Inspector MU
Examiner

Foreign Passenger Vsl FPVE | OSV Inspector Ol
Examiner

Foreign Tank Vsl Examiner | FTVE | T-Boat Inspector @
Commercial Fishing Vsl FVSE | UTV Examiner UTVE
Examner

Hull Inspector HI

Assessor Unit Secte ST cf M{le
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1))

2)

3)

4)

S)

Printing directions (for most duplex printers)

These print options should already be pre-selected. If not then
choose the following from the “page setup” settings in MS
Word:

a. Landscape and

b. Book fold.

Select print.

Click the printer “properties” button which should take you to
the printer settings menu. Choose double sided and flip on short
edge.

It should print out in booklet format similar to an 840 book/job
aid.

Staple in the middle.

Current Version

The most current version of this booklet can be found on the
Inspector Proficiency Assessment Tool CG Portal worksite:
https://cgportal2.uscg.mil/communities/ipat/SitePages/Home.as

1.
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Technical Assessment (Lead MI/Examiner)

T1) Opening/Closing Meetings

. Fails | Concerned Good | Excellent | H.Perf
Proficiency l 5 3 4 : N/O
Comments: Gm‘( usls MasTER, W[a-‘n-d §eqpel 05{"

a7, Purpode %é Ypert aic TuspeeTor Assesdret
d'd deys crew vs. ‘xret people oubge

/

. sp(

pleaseit desenor [SEt proper (Ove Cor tuspection

T2) Certificates, Document, Manual, License

. Fails | Concerned Good @ Excellent | H.Perf
Proficiency - l 5 g B 0
Comments: NoTed Missing, FCL $Tetion icewtt, I35 ded-

worak Mmarsy ouner not pro&mmcd
Did not note rMissig

Lo rtviesd Thent by vo.

dw fadi, iss
Mog proceduces consl /ervzﬂ*ﬂq’

add?.

T3) Machinery

Proficiency

|

Fails

Concerned

Good

Excellent

H.Perf |

-

J

4

5

N/O

Comments: Dz n.-:b
shukoff ~ S (ed i
Cotrertom bebore 5a-

vent closure

coperly address :‘@sk&/{ ~fo
goq?fw’g« noosail 6’35'1*?“:«4
livg. D:d not T £+

anid M;‘.ﬂfﬂ‘,} trold back 2L

T4) Deck Walk/Structure
. Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent . H.Perf
Proficiency - ] 5 3 @ 5 o
Comments:
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T5) Nav Safety/Bridge T9) Health & General Safety
, Fails | Concemned | Good | Excellent | H.Perf (includes accommodations, ILO, galley, hospitals, etc)
Proficiency 1 2 3 @ 5 N/O Profici " | Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | H.Perf
roficienc
Comments: Sgo, naote F?A/dn‘? paLitraes neded ! YT 3 4 5 N/O
undec (7'-1;) Comments: Ssrteetd Condined 3p0 w IThanf ‘-l-otﬂ-&
: o P, t | meder as reJum( y wnsth Soke Worle Puisops,
‘d -
T6) Lifesaving , - T10) ISM
) Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | H.Perf | , Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | HPerf | __
Proficiency 1 > @) 4 5 N/O Proficiency 0 > 3 a 5 N/O
Comments:m, m c{e“'ﬁw ?m\, { ‘we Om rg‘va_ Luq) Comments:
a'-vda la‘n(, Corrected i)mc'v.f’ 9 Compledion ¥mﬁf :
- - ‘ T11) Security
- L) Flreﬁghtmg Profici Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | H.Perf ~_
Proficiency Fallls Conczemed G(;od Exnt H.l;erf s roficiency N > 3 2 5 N/O
Comments:
Comments: pooyed, Lrrcorrect- Ste -?-a.h@)v defa’ls en
fox ,u{ﬂ‘){b‘ .ts_ufpncu* thmd aqd, M’vdtd
oz o propecly reklect veps. Beguired Ieplacemat]
ofo Porvanic Gt e aybtrgecisher bracket in. eagive |
r00m prior 4o Comple i o wxam, - T12) Pollution Prevention
T8) Drills ' Profici Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | H.Perf
i roficiency
5 N/O
Proficiency Fails Concemed Good Ex'gmant H.Perf 1 2 3 Q
1 2 3 (4/ 5 N/O .
Comments: Moyped e Scue P(a%m wonld not f"M’ . Comments: w??ﬂaxéd i lrei M c"l“"ﬁ as vil,
‘A i mted pi cedures
Mouh'b. WS MM:IQA. L:‘ iy o/o’ ONP'C"?‘ PW
AP bd dischage

Prevent west g pOIlUTIon Koom Oy
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Professionalism Assessment

P1) MI/PSCO Confidence Level

_Fails | Concerned |  Good | Excellent | Highest

Proficiency

S U B Th @ 4 | s

Comments Propecly Tds potential _Pt&b‘emt but Gxles
add:ttsnal Lime +o defermiae rtlaveme 2§ ts5ul.,

P2) MI/PSCO/Crew Interaction

Fails Concerned Good Excellent | Highest
Proficiency
1 2 3 4 @
Comments:
P3) Problem Resolution
Fails | ™ | Good Excelle | Highest | N0
Proficiency e n
1 2 3 O, 5
Comments:
P4) Decision Making
Proficienc Fails | Concerned | Good | Excellent | SME
rofici
Y1 2 | ) [ 4 5 N/O

Comments: ¢, e Wm_( wm‘{wfﬁh o A
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Inspection/Examination Results

Defs corrected on-the spot: Tc}gl #

Defs outstanding: Tg;al #

Exam Length (hours):

835’s/Form B IAW Policy? s Y) N N/A
Insp/Exam IAW Safety v @ N/A
Policies?

Cohesive CG Team? Y N @/A )
Scope of Exam? Too little ‘ Just right ) Too much

Comments:

At I posiesses tle abi -y 4o covduct an

ey‘amh»efaq q&oan( an SWN, Toteachon wimh e
estw, personal conSidence 'pro-f,e.wanallsm are abosl
“Vemaﬂ-- f/ﬂweveo hes rétu lato~y kumlny andd .
C{w:o‘ofl malksvy 715 +lat a-‘r a Seasored aﬁr&«lﬂcc
bk s not deweloped the level ol compelency
aud pro‘h%e»cy befpml H atial ur"v‘ng"'"m onl
would ‘eypwl' Seom a4 j’ourneyﬁdn Magrine z:«goeol-vr
who should be a'pfpoa-c‘af'ﬁ. the lesel o «
\/&:-97:'5_ o&ficer,
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Rating Scale Descriptions

Ml/crew interaction '

Description

Mi Confidence

Rating

Description

Fails

No-confidence; easily intimidated
OR the opposite, too confident;
confidence creates a barrier to
inspection

1 .| Fails Profane, abusive or insulting OR all of the
following: 1) poor interpersonal skills; 2)
left negative impression of CG when within
MI/PSCO control; 3) no rapport with crew
when within MI/PSCO control; 4)
MI/PSCO actions clearly impeded

examination

Concerned

Between rating of land 3

2 Concerned | Did not meet criteria for rating of 1, but did

not meet BOTH criteria for a rating of 3

W

Good

Demonstrated expected

confidence level for qualified
MI/PSCO | '

3 Good Left positive impression of CG when
possible; established rapport w/ crew when

possible

Excellent

Between rating of 3 and 5

(9]

Highest
performer

Confidence was clear and without
‘question; greatly enhanced
interactions and outcome of

4 Excellent Ability to overcome distrust; rapport
enabled deeper inspection and ID/resolution
. of deficiencies; outstanding ambassador for

US/USCG

5 Highest
performer

Left best image of CG w/ crew or
demonstrated ability to overcome highest
level of distrust/antipathy toward US/USCG

examination

10
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! Rating is of MI/PSCO’s execution of attempt to establish rapport, at times it will
not be possible for an MI to develop rapport (eg, you can lead a horse to water);
at times (very rarely) it is not possible for a MI to pacify hostile
crew/owner/officers. Examples could include a detention or no-sail result, when
the Master’s or Crew’s job is on the line, initiation of a MARPOL investigation
or when crew has strong anti-American/USCG sentiment.

11
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Problem/Conflict Resolution*

Rating

Description

Fails

Inability to reach resolution on
testing or inspection
procedures/items or deficiencies

when possible (see MMS work
instruction for elaboration)

Concerned

Resolution not consensus based
when possible; USCG dictated
outcome was less effective than
industry proposal; didn’t use
appropriate “level of force”
possible to achieve required
outcomes

Good

Engendered cooperation and
arrived at mutually agreeable
resolution when possible

Excellent

Resolved challenging
deficiency/testing challenges
through outstanding cooperation

Highest
performer

Best of the best, brought
outstanding interpersonal and
technical skills to bear on
problems; diffused tense situations
and achieved results not normally
obtainable

2 This includes resolution of disagreements over testing procedures and extent or é

scope of examination as well as resolution of deficiencies.

12
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Decision Making

Description

Fails

No consideration of risk
(probability & consequences) when
making decisions

Concerned

Could not integrate systems and
risk management

Good

Applied risk based decision
making and understanding of
vessel systems to determine
courses of action and resolve
problems

Excellent

Able to integrate not only
ship/system specific
considerations, but broad
understanding of the Maritime
Transportation System

Highest
performer

Meets all of rating of 4 and ability
to make nuanced decisions or
develop novel solutions based on
risk

13
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Technical Proficiency Assessment

Rating

Description

Fails

Missed or highly probable that
detainable items would be
missed; lacked knowledge or
ability to apply knowledge to
vital system(s)

Concerned

Missed serious but not no-sail or
detainable defs; did not
adequately inspect item/system;
identified, but did not adequately
resolve major problems/
deficiencies identified

Good

Demonstrated application of
required knowledge, carried out
applicable tasks and steps per
policy; identified (if present) and
adequately resolved
deficiencies; no unresolved defs

Excellent

Meets all of requirements for
rating of 3, but does not warrant
a rating of 5

Highest Performer

Displayed advanced knowledge
& ability to apply it; identified
subtle deficiencies that other
inspectors may have missed,
expertly identified and resolved
all deficiencies through superior
knowledge and understanding of
vessel and vessel systems

14
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