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OPINION AND ORDER

Appellant, by counsel, seeks review of a decision of the
Vice Commandant (Appeal No. 2664, dated August 7, 2007) affirming
a decision entered by Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge Walter
J. Brudzinski on January 25, 2005, following an evidentiary

hearing that concluded on October 6, 2004.' The law judge

! Copies of the decisions of the Vice Commandant and the law
judge are attached. We note that nearly 3 years elapsed between
the hearing in this matter and the Vice Commandant’s decision on
appeal, and we urge the Commandant to take measures to improve
the timelines of final Coast Guard resolution of mariner appeals.

7985



2

sustained charges of misconduct (46 C.F.R. 8 5.27) and
incompetence (46 C.F.R. 8 5.31) on the basis of appellant
deserting his assigned engineering watch, and his subsequent
medical diagnosis of having manic bipolar disorder. On the basis
of the incompetence charge, the law judge ordered that
appellant’s merchant mariner®s license and his merchant mariner’s
document be revoked with immediate effectiveness. As we find no
valid basis in appellant®s assignments of error for overturning
the Vice Commandant®s affirmance of the law judge®s decision and
order, appellant®s appeal will be denied.

The relevant facts for the purposes of our review of this
appeal are essentially undisputed.? On December 18, 2003,
respondent was serving as second assistant engineer aboard the
S/S EWA as 1t was en route from Long Beach, California, to
Honolulu, Hawaii. 1In the early morning hours, while assigned as
the officer of the watch in the vessel’s engine room, appellant
abandoned his watch without obtaining a relief, or substitute,
and was discovered crawling on his hands and knees on the bridge
wing. When confronted by the chief officer, respondent exhibited
irrational behavior and then fled the bridge wing, grabbed a life
ring with a strobe light attached to 1t, and, shortly thereafter,
the chief officer observed two strobe lights flashing In the
water off the port quarter of the vessel. Appellant was soon
thereafter found again In the engine room, and a replacement

engineering officer was assigned to assume appellant’s watch.

2 A more detailed recitation of the record evidence can be found
in the law judge’s decision and order.
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Appellant was confined to his quarters for the 3 remaining days
of the voyage and placed on a 24-hour suicide watch, because it
was discovered that appellant had filled several large trash bags
with food, water, clothing, and reading material, all of which
were found tethered to an inflatable life raft that he admitted
to having dragged from its proper location and assembled for the
purpose of leaving the ship. Appellant also gave copies of his
medical files to the master. The files iIndicated to the master
that appellant was previously diagnosed with a psychiatric
illness, and likely at that time experiencing a recurrent
episode. In consultation with shore-based medical personnel, the
master administered controlled medication, monitored appellant’s
vital signs, and arranged for hospital treatment upon reaching
Honolulu. At times, appellant was agitated, made threatening
statements, and was restrained for his own safety and the safety
of the crew.

Appellant explained to the master that he was concerned
about some mechanical problems in the engine room, and that the
weather was going to be unfavorable, and, therefore, that he
desired to get off the vessel. When it was discovered that
appellant had again packed bags with water and survival suits, he
was again restrained for his protection, and became very agitated
and demanded that the survival gear be returned to him. Upon
arrival In Honolulu, on or about December 22, 2003, appellant was
admitted to Queen’s Hospital. He received care and medication
from a psychiatrist, Dr. Barry S. Carlton, until his discharge

from the hospital on January 6, 2004. Thereafter, Dr. Carlton
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continued to act as appellant’s treating psychiatrist, and, at
the time of the hearing, was treating appellant on an out-patient
basis. Dr. Carlton’s diagnosis i1s that appellant has bipolar
disorder-manic, and he prescribed the psychotropic medication
Zyprexa, which appellant takes nightly.

At the hearing, Dr. Carlton testified that appellant’s
illness appeared to be iIn remission iIn that appellant had not had
any breakthrough symptoms while in Dr. Carlton’s care. He
explained that appellant appears so far to be able to
successfully manage his disorder with proper control of his
medication, regular meetings with a psychiatrist, complying with
wellness i1ssues having to do with exercise and “most importantly
... maintenance of a normal sleep pattern,” self-awareness of his
disorder, and knowledge of how to recognize onset of breakthrough
symptoms. Tr. at 113. On that basis, and in conjunction with a
review of appellant’s second assistant engineer position
description, Dr. Carlton testified that in his medical opinion
appellant was mentally competent and fit for sea duty. However,
Dr. Carlton also testified that 1t is difficult to estimate what
the chances are that appellant may have a relapse, and that
appellant will always be at greater risk than the general public
of suffering from psychiatric effects associated with his
illness. Tr. at 107-112.

The law judge considered the testimony of Dr. Carlton, and
the prospects for successful medical monitoring and management of
appellant’s medical condition. Specifically, the law judge

reasoned:
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Dr. Carlton ... states that bipolar disorder is a
chronic 1llness that requires long-term management and
could not say with certainty that ... [appellant] ...

would not have breakthrough episodes because i1t is
difficult to judge the i1llness’ course....

Dr. Carlton’s opinion that [appellant] i1s fit for duty
... I1s not unqualified. 1t carries many caveats or
warnings.... The only thing that i1s known for sure is
that despite his iInsight and efforts in lifestyle
management and sleep patterns, [appellant] still
remains at greater risk for breakthrough symptoms than
the general population. Adding to this uncertainty is
the reasonably foreseeable likelithood of emergency
situations arising aboard ship creating stress and
unpredictable sleep patterns. Moreover, the greater
likelihood of other circumstances such as having to
stand additional watches for another engineer ...
inadvertently may place [appellant] at greater risk for
breakdown episodes despite his insight and perceived
ability to adjust his medication.

Decision and Order at 16-20 (record citations omitted).
Accordingly, the law judge concluded that the record evidence
demonstrated appellant to be mentally incompetent to safely
perform the duties associated with his mariner credentials.

We find 1t unnecessary to address iIn detail most of the
arguments renewed here that either the law judge or the Vice
Commandant has previously rejected, for we are not persuaded that
they have incorrectly analyzed any of the primary issues
appellant raised for their consideration. We will, accordingly,
confine our comments only to a few matters that we believe merit
additional discussion.

Appellant’s argument that the return of his license and
document before, and iIn anticipation of, the revocation

proceedings precludes the charge of incompetence is unavailing.?

3 Appellant has attached to his brief a copy of what is purported
to be, and i1In fact appears to be, the Voluntary Deposit Agreement
executed between appellant and the Coast Guard investigating

officer. However, this record was not introduced at the hearing,
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It appears that Coast Guard regulations at 46 C.F.R. 88 5.201,
5.203, and 5.205 provide an adequate basis for the Coast Guard to
retain, pursuant to a voluntary deposit agreement, appellant’s
license and document indefinitely or permanently, in light of his
present disorder. However, although we find no precedent iIn
cases appealed to the Board of the Coast Guard doing so, we
discern no proscription against a Coast Guard investigating
officer abandoning a voluntary deposit agreement, and
simultaneously proceeding with formal charges to be litigated at
a revocation hearing, as the investing officer elected to do iIn
this instance.® We think that appellant’s argument—that the
Coast Guard’s abandonment of the voluntary deposit agreement 1iIn
favor of revocation proceedings somehow constituted an
acknowledgement by the Coast Guard that appellant was at that
time fit for sea duty—improperly attempts to impute a medical
diagnosis to the iInvestigating officer’s procedural decisions.

Appellant’s argument is at odds with the hearing evidence

(. .continued)

and therefore has not been properly authenticated, and appellant
has not filed leave to submit new evidence. Therefore, i1t shall
not be considered. Nonetheless, we note that the agreement
states, In part: *“I understand that while this agreement is In
effect the Coast Guard will not issue a complaint for
incompetence against me.” It also states: ‘1 understand that
this voluntary deposit agreement will remain in effect until 1
present a report from a licensed physician which states that 1 am
fully fit, in all respects, to perform my duties aboard ship....
I understand that the Coast Guard will promptly return my
Credential(s) to me after confirming the physician’s report....”
(emphasis added).

4 We also note that the Coast Guard’s election in this regard is
consistent with precedent. See Appeal Decision 2181 (Burke)
(articulating a “strict policy of requiring revocation of all
licenses and documents when mental iIncompetence is found
proved’).
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regarding appellant”’s actual medical condition and competence to
exercise the privileges of his credentials.

Appellant’s argument that the law judge and the Vice
Commandant erred In not ascertaining whether appellant’s disorder
is capable of being adequately monitored and managed at sea 1is
also unavailing. We find that the Vice Commandant adequately
explained, consistent with precedent and the record evidence,
including Dr. Carlton’s testimony, his agreement with the law
judge’s determination. The Vice Commandant thus properly
determined that reasonably-foreseeable shipboard conditions would
render impractical the necessary monitoring and illness
management measures necessary to ensure that appellant could be
relied upon to competently and safely exercise his duties.

In addition, contrary to appellant’s other arguments, we
find that the law judge did not abuse his discretion to regulate
the admission of competent and relevant hearing evidence. We
discern no error iIn the law judge’s decision to admit copies of
appellant’s medical records from his psychiatric treatment iIn
Canada prior to the events on the S/S EWA.

Finally, we find no precedent that supports appellant’s
argument that his mental illness precludes the charge of
misconduct. See Appeal Decision 1677 (Canjar) (“proof of the
“mental 1ncompetence” charge ... [does] not automatically
necessitate dismissal of the misconduct charges™). Appellant
testified that he was cognizant of his prior psychiatric care in
Canada, and that he had discontinued medical treatment against

the advice of his attending physician, in favor of holistic
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treatment. Appellant also testified that he was fully cognizant
of leaving his watch and of his actions aboard the S/S EWA even
though he now realizes that his thoughts at the time were
“grandiose,” due to his untreated i1llness. In short, although
the charge i1s largely superseded by the revocation for mental
incompetence, we discern no basis to disturb the Vice
Commandant”s decision to sustain the charge of misconduct.

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. Appellant®s appeal i1s denied; and

2. The Vice Commandant®s decision affirming the decision
and order of the law judge is affirmed.
ROSENKER, Chairman, SUMWALT, Vice Chairman, and HERSMAN, HIGGINS,

and CHEALANDER, Members of the Board, concurred in the above
opinion and order.



UNITED STATES:OF AMERICA
DEPARTMENT OF HQMELAND SECURITY
UNITED STAT ES COAST GUARD

TNITED STATES OF AMERICA : DECISION OF THE
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD S
“VICE COMMANDANT
Ve
‘ON.APPEAL
‘MERCHANT MARINER LICENSE & : -
MERCHANT MARINER DOCUMENT : NO2 BG4

Issued to; PATRICK BEAU SHEA

This appeal is taken in accordance with 46 U.S.C. § 7701 et seqs, 45 CFR.
Part 5;ard th»e proceédures set for{h iti 33 C.ER. Part 20.

By a Decision and-Order (hereinafter © D&O”) dated January 25, 2305 -an
Administrative Law Judge (hereinafier “ALJ”) of the United s;gafegsggggz; Giiard at
‘Honolulu, Hawail, issued a decision revoking the merchant mariner cr edéntjials— of
M. Patrick B; S.heae' "@efeiﬂaﬁ'ef “Respondent”) upon finding proved ch%g,esgfbdth

"'Th*‘f?ﬁfstfsﬁéﬁiﬁcafiéh -fouﬁd proved alleged that Rasp‘ofnamffcom%ﬁaéé
Miseondu by:ehandoning his watch statior, ﬁith@nt; arclief, Whi,leundéfway-nn the

SSEWA on December 18,2003, The second specificafion found prgye;i;aﬂgged;mat,

Respondent was incompetent due to his suffering from bipolardisorder which caused him

to‘abandon his watch station onthe SSEWA ot December-18,:2003; a‘n'd:. act inan

placed in restraint§ aiid confined to his j{{ﬁéi’iﬁ{ﬁ until the ¢énd of the vessel's voyage.
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PROCEDURAL HISTORY Z

Cn ;Iuné 3, 2004, the Coast Guard filed a Complaint against Respéjnderit;aliegihg
both. mcempetem:e and miseconduct. The Complaint was. personaﬂy served on.
Res;:ondent and was filed mth the AL Docketing Center on the:same day Respondent
filed his Answer to the Complaint on June 18, 2004, adnuttmg:aﬁjms&rgﬁonal
-allegations but denying several of the factual allegations that supported ﬁte charges.

Thehearing was Teld on 'Oﬁtéh‘;erﬁ,,;:@oz;,_ iri Honolulu, Hawali. Respondent was
représented by professional courisel. During the Hoaring, the Cosst Guard Investigating
Officers (hérsinafter “JOS”) called three witnesscs.and introduced six ex@ibitS-iﬂtO%?he'
record. ‘Respondent introduced one exhibit info evidence and testified onhrs own behalf.

On January 25,2005, the ALT issued the D&O, ﬁndihg-t}ze.chaggés of

i-inccmpe%enc_evand ‘misconduct proved. [D&O at 1] Thereafter, on Bébruary 15,2005 .

Respondent filed his notice-of. appeal in the matter. Respondent perfected his appeal by

"ﬁimg tis Appellate Bnef on. Ma:ch 14, 2005. Therefore; this appedl i properly Bhefore:
APPEARANCE: .John O'Kane, Esq.-and Mark Hemilfon, Esq. ‘-‘fbir{Responaf:iii-
The Coast Guard was represented by Lientenant Michael Pierno and Chzef Warrant
ﬁfﬁcerf@iie'sii;bﬁin-.of U.S: Coast Guard:Sector Command Central Pac:’iﬂic_‘,f_andluiu,
At allitimes relevant herein, Respondent was the holder of the Coast Guard issued

merchant matiner credentials at issue in these'proceedings. [Transoript (hereinafter

“Tr.”yat 12]




‘On December 18,2003, Respondent was acting under the authority of his Coast

Guard issued merchant mariner-credentials when he served.as Second Assistant Engineer
#board the'SS EWA., [Tr. 4131,52) At thattime, the-SS EWA was uﬂdeérWay-_on a
voyage From Long Beaeh Cahforma, to Honelulu, Hawaii. [Tr.at 46,5 i} At or dbout
0630-0n Décember 18 2003, while cn watch i in theengine room of the SS EWA,
Réspondent left his v;*atcfx station without obtaining a relief’ Watsh --standeri [Tr.at 32-33,
[177-178] Shortly after Teaving his watch station, the Chief Mate: obse:rved Respondent
crewling on his hands and knesson the vessel's port bridge wing. [Tr. 31:%32 33, 62 177-
178,10 Exhibit 1]

A aresult ().f‘ﬂ-R’és_’pondeﬁt"_s grratic béhavio;;'he was relieved of B:u:s duties, :glacefci
mrestramtsandkeptconﬁnedto His'statérooin, undera suicide watch, fcé’r-"tﬁria'e days
uitil the 8§ EWAarrived in Honolulu. [Tz 863538, 68-71, 177-178; 10 Exhibit 1] The
Master of the 85 EWA,: C_qptainr;ThoméS-'Staﬁl'éibn,?'ﬁltewiéﬁda Réspondi'e,nﬁ in'his
stateroon in orderto.determine the cause of his-erratichehavior. [Tr. -af';538a6_9 3
10'Exhibit 1] During thisinterview, Rospondent handed-a folder thh his medical
records to Captain Stapleton. {Icf} Thie folder coritained summaries of miedical ﬁeamegf;

'recewed by Respondent at L}.ons Gate Hospztal in Notth Vancouvet, Bnt;sh Columbm

Canadi; from March 3, 2003, to'March 19, 2003, and again from: April 3 2003, to Aprﬂ
22,2003, [Tr. at 65-67; 10 Exhibit 1; 10 Exhibit 2] From these medlcal.,records Captain
Stapleton leamed that Respondént was suffering from a mental illness. [Tr. at 77;

IO Exhibit 1; IO Extibit 2] bnﬁng. the interview, Captain-Stapleton alsol'leamed-tbzit.
Resporident was concemed that*fﬁe-veSSéi'WOuia'not.bomplate-';its voyage to Honolilu

‘and that, asaresult; e had made preparations to abandon ship; which iictuded removing




aliferaft from its cradle -,mi_d. dragpinig it aft approxiniatély fifty feet and stufﬁng frash
bags with food and personal belongings. [Tr. at 71-74; 1O Exhibit 1 ;flo;;%xzaibﬁi;:s]
‘Upon the:SS, EWA's arrival at Honolulu on ‘December 22, 2003, '%eﬁpoﬁmt was
'"_ta'ke‘n to Queen's Medical Center and was treated by Dr. Barry Carlton, thc hospital’s
' Assistant Chief of Psychiatry. [Tr. at60-91; 10 Exhibit 5] Dr. Carlton's diagnosis of

Responderit was that ho was stiffering from bipolar disorder, currentepisode manic.

TTr. at 94, 96; FO. Exhibit 6] Dr. Caglion treated Respondent from his ac;nﬁssion to the
‘hospital until his discharge on January 6, 2054-; a,:;ici: reraained 'hifs_,trcat_ingﬁ{ psychiatrist.on
an.out-patient basis through the datg-ofthe hearing, [Tr. at.89-91; L GEthbitSJ On
February 13, 2004, Dr. Carlton declared Respondent “fit for duty” beca,usiie'_his;mental
iliness was in remission and is symptoms were being treated with presr;%ipﬁcn
miedications, [Tr.at:99-101; 'I'»,G..;Exhibitfﬁj

Thedetails of RB@@&Q@& erratic behavior on Decenibier 1 S, 20(33, during the
S8 EWA's voyage, to Honolulu were reported by Captain Stapleton to thfgCOaS’f Gwd
[LO, Exhibit1] Apparently; Respondent then voluntarily deposited msn;ar inef
credentials with the Coast Guard,! On June 3; 2004, the Coast Guard aﬂegedl}' returhed
Respondent’s mercharit mariner credentials to him, On that samte da*y,_fﬂées CoastGuard
jssuied Respondent 4 Complaint, alleging incompetence and misconduct. ; [D&O at 4]
The hearing and D&O that followed tesulted in'Respondent's appeal Wh_‘i-.’ich"i'sﬁﬁwbefdre'

ne.

:

| Réfererics to a voluntary deposit is made i Resporident’s Appellate Brief. “However,thé récord does fiot
contain a copy of any kind of voluntary deposit or voluiitaty surrénder agreement between Respondent and
“the Coast Guard. There is no other mention 6f a voluiiary deposit or voluntary surresider in the record.
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‘BASES OF APPEAL

This appeal is taken:from the ALI's D&O which found the charges of

t

incompetence and misconduct proved. Aftera thorough review of Respondent's.
Agpcliate‘:Briéf,{his multiple assignuierits of error are summarized as follows:
I The ALJ étred in f nding R&sporzdeni incompetent since the Colst

Guard retiormed his yolhmiarily deposited merchant mayiner
credentidls.

i

cona‘zz‘:on 15 manageabfe

1. ThedLy erred infinding Respondent incompetent by: appbzmg an
,erroneaus,standard by misinterpréting Appedl Decision 241 Z_

V. The ALT erredin-admitting Respondent's medical d:scharge
surimaries from Lions GateHospital-into evidence beécause t}:ey Wwere
#ot properly authenticated and constituted only a portion of
Responderit’s velevant. medical history, :

V. The ALT erredin ﬁndmg Re@ondent committed:anact of m;sconducz
because willful Iness is'd mecessary elemérit to u charge of mi ?eandz{ct
 and that element was nof proven by the Coast Guard.

‘OPINION.
1

L3

The ALY erved in finding Respondent incompetent since the Coust Guard: re%umed'f}ii% |
yoluntarily depmz!ed merchan[ MGIriner credenfzafs

On'appeal, Respondent asserts that he voluntarily deposited” his merchant matinict

-credentials with the Coast Guard.and that ﬂa’cser_cre&cnﬁals were later re_tgzmeéﬁ'_tqfrhim.

2 Respcmdsnt S appeal bne,f_ uses the terms “vohintary deposﬂ” and “voluntary surrender inte b
able regulations, | these terms do not have the sanie meanmg ‘ A ‘ol degposit

atiner ledves his mariner erederitial(s) in th

C. 0i. A voluntary sur;ender, on’ ihe oiher hand isthe el qmshmem ofa _armcr s
credential(s) in order o-avoid a suspension atid revocation hsanng 46 C. FR. §: 5. 203 {though the:
record 15 unclear as.te whether—or aven’ 1f—Respondent entered inio a v Y or surrénder
f;agreement with the Coast Guard, viewing the record in the light most favorable to. Rcsp tident, this
decision will assume that Respondent § afgument is referring toa voluntaxy deposit agreement
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[Respondent’s Appeal Briéf at4] Based upon thesc alleged Oﬁméﬁﬁﬁ‘&% Respondent
arguos that the Coast Guard would not have returned his credeéntials to ?Hm unless tiehad
“demonstrated satisfactory rehabilitation of his condition and comphied With the physical
and professional requirements for the:issuance of a license or document,’ ’ [Respondent’s
Appeal Briefat 4] For the reasons discussed ?bel'ow,.R,espgﬂéibnf?gasseﬂiii)n; in this
regard, is:not persuasive.. |

Respondent’s argumient implies that the retamn of a voluntarily ée%:osited'mariner
Gredeitial precludes s Coast Guard from taking s&s;»_.ensi-eﬁ-and:revcé&éon action, This
is siriply not the case. On ifs face, the regulation that authorizes the Qoﬂét Guard to

accept a voluntary deposit in cases-of physical or mental incompeténce doss ot

expressly prohibit the ageney from further action; even when avolunta
mariner oredential is returned {o the maviner. 46 CF.R. § 5201, Accordingto46 CER.

§5.105, the courses of action available to a Coast Guard 'Investigaﬁng' O"fﬁ'cer inchide

refemng ﬁle caseé to others for further action, givinga Wntten warning, and closingthe
case. The. :regulatmn does not make any one course of action mutually exc}uswe of the

others Tior-does it. expressly limit the Investiganng Officerto:only-one: caurse of action.

Accordingly, Respondent’s *a'ssertionsWi’th’.,re's_pect{iof:‘ﬂie.rewm-ﬂf hisz;voluntanly

deposited mariner credentials are wholly unpersuasive.

B

On a_‘ppeél, Respondent argues that the ALJ erred 'in finding him i 1compet_ent

because the recotd contains: substantial evidence to support a conclusion that
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_Reéspondent’s mental condition is medically manageable, To that end, Respondent argues
j@Tihait‘;’z’ae,f:a:;rse_ he was dec'l_aredgﬁt,-for duty by his physician on February 13, 2004, and has
taken his medication as ordered and not suffered any relapses, the ALJ erred in finding
him incompetent. . After afthomu.gh review of the record, T do not find Respondent’s
sssertions in thisTegard persuasive, |

“Pursuant 16 Coast Gua;d---re’ggléﬁ&m,“‘i{icgm‘pzetéﬁce’-"f"isf“Ezé‘i‘nabi ity on —.ﬂia,par{

of aperson toperform réquired dities, Whther due to professional deficiencies, physical

disability, mental incapacity, or any combination thereof” 46 CER. § 531, Apart fom
grgyiding;_a definition ofthe term “incompetence,” Coast 'Guar.d;-xieggliati’én-s donot
address whether medical management of a physical or mental ailment is,an appropriate
factor o be-considered ih vltimately detormining whether a mariniords competent to hold
Coast Guard issued merchant mariner crédentials. However, as Respondent notes in his
appeal, at least one prior Commandaiit Decision oh Appeal has sated that the fessibiity
of management 6f 2 mental or physical conditior: is an appropriate factorito be considered

in determining whether & mariner isincompetent. :See Appeal Decision 2547

{PICCIOLO). Citing Appeal Decision 2547 (PICCIOLO), Respondent aserts that the
AL erred in failing to accord the evidence:that hie presented as.fo the manageability of

his mental condition proper weight. T'disagtee.

1n the Picciolo Sase; Mr, Pieciolo suffered from diabetes and was found by 3
Coast Guard ALJ to be physically incompetent to hold 2 merchant mariner credential due.
to-gpisodes of high blood sugar. ‘Faﬂowmg Mr. Picciolo’s appeal, the Ct;émm_and.ant
r,em@éedfﬁxe case to the ALT because the record facked evidence of-wh'ezther

%

M, Piceciolo’s blood sugat level could bé contrdlieé*thrOugha-perfiodizc:ixfnoniioring'
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?rﬁgfém;,‘#heﬁz_a: such a program was cdmya%ibis with availabiaﬁiédica} services at sea
or ashore, Whether such a program would unduly interfere with Mr. Picciolo’s abiﬁi%yv-tc-
perform his duties, and the level of risk that Mr. Picciolo would poseto fellow
crewimembers and a ship at sea if he failed to follow a prescribed medical program.
Althicugh thie ofiginal record did not contain evidence as to the impact that a-

medical moritoring program would have on the mariner's ability to perfarm the duties

associated with his matiner credential in the Picciolo tase, sich eviderice was admitted 10

the record inthis case. Incleed, a carefiul review of the ALTs DEO show; that he spent

considerable time discussing the efféct that medical monitoring would have on
Respontent’s ability to perform'the dutics associated with his mariner crédentials:

[Respondent] ias been taking Zy;arexa a: psychotropm ding, and
‘ageording: to Dr- “arlton his illness is currently inTemission. Assuch, Dr.

; Responﬂent isx _ew cempetent and ﬁt for d‘nty _
ﬂmess

that. .?,{Respmdent] would ﬂot have breakthmugh epzsedes because it is
difficult: tojudge. the:illness’ eourse, Dr. Carlton ¢xpects a sustained

1€ . even so, ongwhois 1 remission stillhas a greater risk of
‘breakthrough: epxsedes than someone who does not bave blpolar &:sorder
‘Moreovet, it is not certain that Respondent will remain symptom friee even
ifheds comphant andtakes the medication because the course of the

‘illness is }nghly variable.

* & *
Dr. Carftori’s. opinion that Respondent is- ﬁt for duty.. s not
‘uniquatified. Tt carries many caveats or warninigs: Dr. Carlton anticipates
atleastfive years of asymptonatic condition before he would even
consider recc;mmendmg discontinuing the medication. The course of
‘Respondent’s remission and the chances that he will have ‘breakthrough
episodes cannot be. predwted and it cannet be:said with-certainty that he
‘will nothdve a breakthrongh episode. The medicines are helpﬁ.ﬂ in
o prevenimg breakthrou ghs butit (a‘insence of breakﬂuough epzsodes) cannot
be guaranteed ‘There is always an ongoing risk. Rﬁsponéent wﬂl not be
cured but will-remain in remission because Bipolar disorder is [a] chronic
_{cendmon} that reqmres long-term management. . EBvenif Respondent
temains in réthissiots; that is symptoi free, for five yeats and cenﬂnues to
‘take’ Zyprexa for that period of time; he sfill remains at greater nsk than
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ithe: (general) pepulaﬁon for an exacerbation of illness. The inference from-
‘Dt Catltor’s caveats is that no mattef how compliant Respondent is with

© his régzmen of medication and hfe:sty}e practices, at best, his illness stifl

[D&O at 16-20, citations tortranscript omitted]

festimony, evidence, and arguments presented by Respandent regarding the

puts him at greater fisk than the general popilation for breakthrough

;medication:;

episodes. z

In rewemng Respondent’s course of treatment starting wﬁh the
;dxscharge summaries from Lions Gate Hospital. . through his mjgatient

?tr aﬂn&nt at Queen s Medma] Cemer. «:41id the preseit autpat;ent

Carlton’s treatment is responszble
s~} favarable pregnesxs and it dppears that. R.espc;md{:nt

for [Rcspé‘

may well continue to remain: symptom frée as long as ‘heis compliant with
This medication:and properly manages hislifestyle issues, ineluding weight

‘control andiormal sleep'patterns. Or; he diay riot. The only’ thmf that s

‘known for sure is that despite his mszght and efforts in lifestyle

d'sleep patters, he- ‘still remairis af greater figkfor |
sym;atems than the general populataon Adding to: tf;ns
is the reasonably foreséeable likelihood of & emargency
arigingabodrd a ship treating stress. and unpredxctable sisep

A‘pattems ‘Moreover, the-greater likelibood. . [that]...other ezrcumstances
-such.as ig'to stemd add;tmnal Watches for anoiher

br 0’ epzsedes dcspxte Ins ms;ght and percelved abﬂzty to acL;ust his

The'keyissue presented here, thergfore, is whether the-ALJ considared the

manageability of his'mental condition and whether the ALT gave that-evidence the

appropriate:weight invreaching his determination. Numerous prior Comgandant

Decisions-on Appeal make clear that, in evaluating the evidence presented at a’hearing,

the ALY isin the best pesmon to both weigh the testimony of withesses a

credibility of evidence: See, é g Appeal Decisions 2584 ( SHAKESFEARE}, 2421,

nd'asses‘s' the

{RADER), 23-};9](}’-AVEL'IC}, 2589 (MEYER}, 2592 (MASON), and 25928{ CATTON),

In:addition, iprior:(femmandam Decisions on Ap;_;_aeal show that the ALJ I“fas ‘broad

discretion i making determinations regarding the credibility of witnes.seé:and_ in




CLIFTON),
2492 (RATH), 2598 (CATTON),

resalving inconsistencies in evidence. See, £.g., Appeal Degisionts 2560

[OULDS)

©ON), 2516 (ESTRADA), 2503 (A

SEN), 2365 (EASTMAN), 2302 (FRAPPIER

¥

and 2290 (DUGGINS).
'Mofeaveg;,_ the ALJ's decision is not subject to reversal on appeal unless his findings are
arbitrazy, capricious, clearly erroneous, or based-on inherentlyincredible evidence. See,

4.2, Appeal Deeisions 2584 (SHAKESPEARE), 2570 (HARRIS), affd NTSB Order No

H

EM-182, 2390 (PURSER), 2363 (MANN), 2344 (KOHAJTA), 2333 (AYALA),

DRIGGERS), 2474 [CARMIENKE), 2589 (MEYER), 2592 (MASON), 2i1d 2560

:

(CLIFTON).

I this case, the ALY found that “[bjecause Respondent remains at greaterrigk
thian the general population for having breakthrough-episodes evenlfﬁﬂly complaint”
with the miedical regiimen presciibed by his physician, he could not accept Dr. Carlton’s'
opiiior thit Respondetit was fit for duty. [D&O at17] Thetecord shows that,

iréspective:of the finding of *“fit for duty,” Respondent's physician testified: 1) thathe

could not state to a reasonable degree of medical certainty :’ti,i:a'% Respohdent would remain
-asyrgp_mmaﬁﬁfev‘en if he continued taiéih_glhis_ ‘medication, 2) that 5mepr§zséc_ri9tion drug
that Respondent i taking hiad the potential to impair Respondent’s Judgmentand fnﬁqto,r .
‘skills, and 3) that Respondetit-would havete remain :asymptomatic;fo::ﬁ:re years before
contemplating cessation of fiis medication. [Tk at'105, 107, 109, 120, 135-135]

As is discussed above, areview of the: ALI’s D&O shows that he carefully

iconsidered the eyidéncé ‘pres‘an'ted_ asto the manageability of Respondent’s condition,
Although thie ALJ reached a different conclusion than Respondent’s _physzician, after

reviewing that evidence, given the' ALT’s broad authority o weigh the evidence and to

10




make credibility determinations, and the fact that at least one pxior'i}gm_réandaﬁi
Decision on Appeal supports the notion that-the ALJ s not bound bythe
recommendations 6f a psychiatrist in these proceedings, T find that the ALT did noterr in

finding Respondent fncompetent. See Appeal Decision 2192 (BOYKIN), Accordingly 1

amm'not persuaded by Responderit’s secord basis of appeal.

L.

The AlTerred in finding Respondentincompetent by applying an erroneaus standard by
miisintérpreting Appeal Détision 24’1‘7 (YOUNG).

“Respondert next arjues that the ALJ abused his discretion bymcmectiy basirig
his finding that Respondent wiis incompetent on Resporident’s risk ¢ offuture
ingompetenice, rather: than the ewdence presented which showeéd that Respondent Was
competent and able to-safely perform his:duties as-a ship’s f:ng,meer at thje time gf the
hearing, [Respondent’s Appeal Brief at 7] To that end, .Rssgond'ent,-a:gige_s;thatfﬁ:@
ALDs D&O “etroneously concluded. . [that Respondeiit]....was incompefent becausehe
was more of arisk of incomipetende ﬂl'a;'_l‘fﬁf;:f;gfé_:f_iergi?f)ﬁpﬁaﬁeﬁ,fﬁﬁtfﬁﬁai he was. unabze to
perfonn required disties.” Aftera thorough review of 11,1%: record, 1 am aogjp‘e.‘rsﬁéii?é by

Respondent’s assertions in-this regard.

.As Respondent nofes in- his appeal, Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG“} states that a

finding of mental incoripetence “must rest upon substantial evidence of '@;;rel-_iablc_;and

probative character showing that the person charged suffers from:4 m'eﬁté'l—-in‘lpaimmnt’of
sufficient disabling chatacter fo'sipport a finding that he is not competent to perform
safely his duties aboard a merchant vessel.” Respondent argués that the AL did not find,

in accordance with Young, that Respondent currently suffers from 4 nental Tmpaitméent

that precludes him from holding merchant mariner o edentials, but ratherthat the ALJ
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found that Respondent could, at: some pointin the future, suffer such an affliction.

disagree.

condition that would affect adversely his. 3biligy' to serve at sea” [D&O at 16, Emphasis
added] Tn so-finding, thie ALJ disregarded 4 finding of “fit for d'u‘ﬁr” ﬁanéxfzﬁespond-éni’-s-
phivsician because he deteriitied that the finding wiis “based on the prem ise that
;Résiioﬁdmt'ﬁﬂ coritrol i symptoms by béing conipliant with his medication and
properly manages lifestyle isstiés” actions Which the ALY determined would be uncertain
given the “reasonably foresceable likelihood of emergency situations ammg aboard”
merchant vessels. [D‘&Or.;ai 19] Although Respondent argues the contrary,
ackiiowledging and mitigating the tisk of a future mental breakdown stemming from:a
Cotitemipotaneous affliction is not without precedent'in these proceedings.

In Appeal Decigion 2181 (BURKE), an ALT's decision 10 tévoke & mariner's

Hicénse e to:mental incompetence was affirmed. In Burke, the ALY GXPfeﬁbly found
that “the risk that Appellant will again suffer another debilitating ‘psycholic episade™is
of suchsi g;‘ﬁﬁi:ancefésim preciude a finding that Appellant can be expected fo perform
Gutiesaboard a merchantvessel of the United States without substanitially endangering
the lives rﬁfﬂioserabq;str'f_i,:iﬂid't_he've‘sfsei;itséif;—” The Buirke dedision was subsequently

uphéld by the National Transportation Safety Board which expressly found that although

the marinér’s cufrent-mental sfatas was, asdn this case, satisfactory, his history of

*smotional difficulties’ caused him to present a tisk-of afuture ‘emotioiial difficulty” that

disgualified hitn for work ina supervisory capacity.” Commandant v. Bi}fkg., NTSB

Order No. EM<83, 3'N.T.S.B. 4441 (1980).

12
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Although Respondent’s physician determined that he was “fit for duty,” the AL

d’i'smgarded?thatﬁnéing'B‘fccauw the physician’s:decision, in that regard, Was:

..based onithe premise that Respondent will control symptems by being
;cemphant with hig medications and properly manage hfestyle 1ssues afid
sleep patterns ‘because he has sufficient ms‘g‘_nt to identify symptoms and
take: apprapnate action, Althotgh Dr. Carltons’s fit Tor duty opinion is
‘hased on 2 teview of Matson’s Second Assistant Engineer job description,
‘itis reasonableto ‘infer that prolenged exposure to hieat, rotating shifis fhat
--dasrupt sieep-pattems and erftergency situations, are unpredac’table and
-to impact adversely.on Regpondent ‘s ability to- manage
Tifestyle issués. This greater risk for breakthmugh eplsodes is sufficient
evidence subsequeﬂt torhis treating psychlainst finding: i fitfor dutyto

-find'the Incompetence charge proved.

As I'stated shove, the decision of the ALJ may onlybe overtumed if his findings

are arbiteary, capricious, clearly erfoncous, or based on inherently incrfedi ble evidence.

See, & g Apped] Decisions 2584 (SHAKES?EARE) 2570 (HARRIS), aff’d NTSB:Order

No. EM-182,2390{PURSER}, 2363 (MANN) 2344 (KOHAJTA); 2333

}, 2592 (MASON), and 2560

2581 ( DRIGGERS), 2474 (CARMIENKE), 2589 (MEYER

(CLIFTON), The'exhaustive testimony of Dr. Carlton, shows that Respondent suffers
from a chronic neital illness that will requi.re the administration of psychotropic-dmgs
For the foresecable furirs, [D&O at 18; Tr. at 105-110) While Dr. Carlton declared
Respondent “fit for duty,” the record §hGWs that the physician:could not quantify the risk
of temission posed by Respondent's condition,even with regilar doses O.Eprescﬁpﬁen-

medication being taken to conirol Respondent's symptoms. [D&O0at 18; Tr. af 107, 1091

Furthermore, Dr. Carlionstated thatione of the prescription drgs heinguﬁsed_ to treat
Respondent's condition carries with it a risk of impaired judgment and in*ipaire& motor

skills, s Well ay a-warhifig against operating hazardous-macihiﬁéry, [’E‘rat 120] Based

13




upon this evidence, the record contains substantidl evidence to support th

coticlusion that the visk that Respondent could suffer another manic.episo

finding that he 15 competent to perform his duties. Assuch,the ALY’s fin

e ALT's

de while

standing watdh o a merchant vessel while at sea is significant enough fopreclude:a

ding, in this

vegard, was ot arbitrary, capricious, clearly erfoneous, or based or inhicrently incredible

evidence aid-will tiot now be dishurbed.
.

The AL erred in admitting Respordent's medical
Haspital into evidence hecausé they were vigt praperly aw‘kem‘zcated énd:
- @ portioniof Re: spondent's relevant medical history:

dischargesummuries from: Lions Gate

constituted only

‘Respondent asserts that it was error to allow the medicdl discharge sumimaties

 hiot.

fron Liohs Gate Hospital to'bie admitted into evidenes because thiey Werg

H
3

' guthenticated‘in accordance with Federal Rule of Bvidence 901 and they didnot represent

‘Res_pondeﬁt’:s. com;ale’temedical record, [App. Br. at.13] ‘I:glisfjég"rge.,
 puthority to'admit any evidence that he O'r:-:s}rexdems...mi,evant, See33°C:!

and Appeal Dedision 2657 (BARNETT). Relevant evidence is defined

ms"br{}'ad .
F.R.§ 20:802

s Yevidence

fendingto make the existenice-of any miaterial fact more, pmbable o less pro’bable thaw it

would be withouf the evidence.” 33 CF.R.§ 20,802 Inaddition, the Ccast Guard's

procedural rules require that the ALJ “regulate and conduct the heamlgrs

4ll relevant and material facts.and to-ensure a fair and impartial hearing

Y a&.tg;bmnz, out

* Seed6 C.ER.

§5.501 and Appeal Decision 2657 (BARNETT). Clearly, the medical discharge

‘sumimaties fromjLio_’r’_ls'lG_ajie'_H'ospit_aI were rélevant.to the issu¢ of Respondent's all'e_ged

inconipetence aid were thus admissible.
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Respondent's reiiance on Federal Rule-of Evidence 901 is. tinavailing. Federal

agencics arenot bound by thesstrict rules o‘f evidence that govern jury-trials, Gallagherv,

" Nationa! Transportation Safety Board, 953 F.2d 1214, 1218 (10th Cir. 1992) ¢iting

| Sorensonv; National. Transportation Safety Board, 684 F.24:683, 688 (10th Cir..1982).

Instead, the admissibility of evidence before executive agéncies is:governed by the

Administrative Procsdure Act, which allows aby documentary of oral evideice to be.

received, See’SU:S.C. § 556(d), Gallapher arid Sorenson. Only irrelevant, imnaterial or

" unduly.repefitious evidence need be excluded. /4. “Under this standard,

in order to'be

admissibleifor consideration inan administrative proceeding, the evi-dénc% need not be

authenticated with the precision demanded by the Fedeszﬂ Rules of vadencc » Gallagher

4t1218. Authenitication of RCSpondent‘s imedical récords under Federal Ruic of Bvidence

3

901 wasHiot:a nécessary predicate to their admission‘into evidence:

‘Resporident's further argiiment that the, medical discharge: summal

i
i

ies from ‘Lions

Gate Hospltal wvere not his complete redical record and were! ‘therefore prejudm;al ta him

fails for the same reasons. [Respondent’sAppeal Breif at 15] Since thes

e procéedings

are not: smctly bound by: the Federal Rules of Bvidence, Respondent’s. rehanc&on Federal

Rule of Bvidenice 106 s also miisplaced:and without raerit. Gallagher v. Naﬁon&l

Transportation Safety Board, 953 B.2d 1214, 1218 (10th Cir: 1992) citing §

Sorenson v.

Nabional Transportation Safety Boatd, 684 F.2d 683, 688:(L0th Cir. 1982). Therefore;

because R8§p0ndenf’_s medical discharge summaries were rélevant to the Oharge of

incompetense, the ALJ did not err in admitting them into the record,

15




The AL errved in finding Resportdent comm;tted an actof misconduct be¢
Is-anedessary-element to & charge of misconduct and that element s0as 1

Coasy Guard,

Resporidént drgues that the ALJ erted fin-jﬁndin:gi:thati.an act.of mis

ause willfulness
1t proven by the

conduct was

committed biecause the Coast-Guard failed to prove Respondert's willfulness, & necessary

elémment of the charge of misconduct. [Respondént’s Appeal Briefat-12}

. assértion, in this:fepard, is without merit.

| Réspondent’s

46 CFR 5.27 states that “misconduct” is,

3

‘human behavior which violates some formaE duly-establishied mle Such
rules are founid in, among othér places, statqtes, regulations, the common
law, the: general maritime law; a Shlp s'regulation or order, ot shlppmg

mliar sotu‘ces It ig-an act-which is forbidden-ora faﬁnre 16

Thie misconduct for which Respendentwascharged was his departire from His watch

station‘in the engine room aboard the SS EWA whiledt was undérway. [D&O 2t21]

Respondent lefl his walclrstation without a proper relief and later had to be relieved of all

ditfes and confined to his quarters. [Jd.] Respondent.does not éeﬂyﬁthis-gbandu_c;;;xath%

he asserts thiat because he was suffering from a debilitating iltness when the condact -

occhired and bicase the conduct was riot due to negligence or callous disregard for the

cofiseqiencés, the ALJ efved in finding the misconduct charge proved. I disagree.

i

Itis well.established that “willfulness” isnot-a hecessary elementiof a charge of

miisconductin these proceedings. See, e.g., Appeal Decisions 2490 (PALMER), 2286

(SPRAGUE), 2447 (HODNET), 2445 {MATHISON), 2248 (FREEMAN), 2136

(DILLON), and 922 (WILSON). Indeed, when a misconduct charge'is based upon a

16
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violatioirof a duty imposed by formual rule or regulatios, as in this case, theredis fio

Fequirement that misconduct be willful; Appeal Decision 2445 (MATHISON).

Trrespective of Respondent’s mental state at the fime of the incident, there s

relidble, probative and substantial evidence in the récord to support the ALT's conclusion
that Respondeant commitied misconduct by departing his wach stafion whtiouta poper
relief and, thereafier, having to berelieved of all dﬁﬁﬂs and Cﬁﬂﬁn@d--t‘ﬁ%s quarters,
Agcordingly; the ALY’s finding that Respondent committed miscosiduct é’aswf arbitrary;
<pricious, clearly erroneous, or based on inherently incredible evidence 3‘1‘* s affirmed.

i

CONCLUSION

“The actions of the ALJ had:a Jegally sufficient ba_Sisand.his‘;,dcciSEiQn was 10t
:afhiﬁa;zg*t:&gﬁﬁﬂﬁsa or clearly erroneous, 3'CQR1.?,¢§E;1’E, =£¢31$b-fﬁs Pl?ﬂbﬂﬁvé-ané ‘substantial
wvidenice existed to support the iihdiﬂg_s and order of the ALJ. Thcrf:fdré; Respondent’s
‘basés of #ppeal-are without merit.

The ofder of e ALY, dsted fasiuiry 25, 2005, at New York, New York, is AFFIRMED.

Signed at Washington, D.C. tis T of_#MGY o007
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

In discharge of its duty to promote the safety of life and property at sea, the United States
Coast Guard at Honolulu, Hawaii (“Coast Guard” or “Agency”) initiated this administrative
action on June 3, 2004 against Respondent Patrick Beau Shea seeking to revoke his Merchant
Mariners license and document. Inits Complai'nt, the Coast Guard charged Respondent with one
count of Misconduct and one count of Incompetence arising out of incidents occurring on
December 18, 2003 while serving as Second Assistant Engineer onboard the SS EWA while
underway from Long Beach, California to Honolulu, Hawaii.

Specifically, the Complaint, as amended at the hearing and by the undersigned for clarity
and to conform to the testimony that the vessel involved is a steamship that was transiting from
Long Beach, California to Honolulu, Hawaii, reads as follows:

Misconduct

“]. The Coast Guard alleges that on or about December 18, 2003, Respondent was
employed as Second Assistant Engineer on the SS EWA.

2. The Respondent did abandon his watch in the engine room, and was observed crawling
on his hands and knees on the bridge wing, while the vessel was underway.

3. Respondent was relieved of his duties for failure to maintain his watch.”

Incompetence

1. The Coast Guard alleges that on or about Décember 18, 2003, the Respondent had to
be relieved-o_f his duties, placed in restraints, and confined to quarters after displaying irrational
behavior.

2. The Respondent had packed bags with survival equipment and made it known that he

intended to leave the ship, while it was underway between Long Beach, CA and Honoluly, HL




3. The Respondent was admitted to Queen’s Medical Centér upon arrival in Honélulu oﬁ
or about December 22, 2003 fof a psychiaﬁic evaiuation. |

4. On a letter dated March 22, 2004, Dr. Barry Carlton, MD diagnosed the Respondent
with having Bipolar disorder - manic. |

5. The Respondent had also been diagnosed with Schizopherniform disorder, incipient
and Bipolar mood disorder, mixed mood state with catatonic features, after he was admitted to
Lions Gate Hospital on March 3, 2003.”

The p@ose of Coast Guard suspension and revocation proceedings is to ensure the

safety of life and property at sea.' There is strong public policy embodied in Coast Guard law

and regulations to remove incompetent mariners from serving aboard vessels.? The regulations
authorize the Coast; Guard to investigate and issue a complaint if reasonable grounds _exist to
believe that the holder of a license may have committed an act of incompetence, misconduct, or
negligence while acting the authqﬂty of his license or document.® The regulations also authorize
a mariner to voluntarily deposit a license or document with the Coast. Guard when there 1s
evidence of mental or physical incompetence.4

The hearing was held on October 6, 2004 at Honolulu, Hawaii. The parties were given
30 days after receipt of the hearing transcript to file post-hearing briefs and proposed findings.
The undersigned received the Coast Guard’s proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law on
November 20, 2004 and the Respondent’s post hearing brief and proposed ﬁndings of fact and
conclusions of law on November 29th and December 2, 2004 respectively. This matter is now

ripe for decision.

L 46 U.S.C. 7701(a).

2 46 U.8.C. 7703{1)(B) authorizing proceedings against a license or document if the holder commits an act of incompetence,
misconduct, or negligence.

45 CFR 5.101(a), 5.105(2).

* 46 CFR 5.201.




FINDINGS OF FACT

_ That at all times relevant, Patrick Beau Shea (also referred to as “Respondent”) has been
the holder of U.S. Coast Guard license number 979580 and a Merchant Mariner’s
Document bearing his Social Security Number. (Tr. at 12).
. That Respondent graduated from the United States Merchant Marine Academy in 1994
with a class standing of 22 out of 222. (Tr. at 150). ’ |
. That on December 18, 2003, Patrick Beau Shea was employed as Second Assistant
Engineer on board the Steamship (“SS”) EWA in charge of the 0400 to 0800 engine
room watch during the EWA’s voyage from Long Beach, California to Honoluly,
Hawaii. (Tr. at 2, 46, 51, 52).
. Respondent’s working environment requires him to work around heavy machinery and
temperatures in excess of aone fmndred twenty degrees Fahrenheit. (VO Ex. A; Tr. at 52-
54.172-175). |
_ That while on watch in the engine room at ot around 0630 on December 18, 2003 and
acting under the aufhority of his license and document, Respondent left his Watch_station
with no relief and was observed crawling on his hands and knees on the bridge wing
while the vessel was underway. (O Ex. 1; Tr. at 20, 32,33, 177-178).
_ That after the Chief Officer asked him to come into the wheelhouse so someone could be
called to resume his engine room watch, Respondent immediately ran down the outside
ladder from the bridge wmg deck, grabbed a life ring with a strobe light attached to it,
threw it over his shoulder, and then continued down the next ladder Shortly afterwards,
the Chief Officer saw two strobe lights flashing in the water off the port quarter of the
ship. The Chief Officer ultimately had the 3% Assistant Engineer assume Respondent’s

watch. (Tr. at35; Ex 1,p. 1.




7.

10.

11.

12,

That Respondent had to be relieved of his dutics, placed in restraints, and under a 24-hour
suicide watch for the rerﬁaining three days of the 4 v, day voyage from Long Beach,
California to Honoluhu, Hawaii because he had filled a couple of large trash bags with his
clothing and personal items, along with food, watér, and reading maﬁerial_, all of which
was found attached to the life raft that he admitted to dragging ‘and assembling for the
purpose of leaving the ship. (Tr. at 36, 37, 38, 42, 46, 51, 70; VO Ex. 1, p. 1, 2; Ex 3).
That in the discharge of his duty to ensure the safety of the vessel, cargo, and crew,
Captain T homas M. Stapleton, Master of the SS EWA, interviewed Respondent in
Respondent’.s stateroom. (Tr. at 64, 69, 78). |

That Respondent told Captain Stapleton he was concerned about some of the mechanical
problems in the engine room and that the weather was not going to be very favorable en
route to Hawaii. As a result of these concerns, Respondent told Captain Stapleton that he
wanted to get off thé vessel. (Tr. at 64, 65, 71, 73, 74).

That in further response to Captain Stapleton’s questions, Respondent voluntarily handed
over a folder containing his medical records (discharge summaﬁes) for treatment
received at Lions Gate Hospital in North Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada March 3™
through the 19" and April 3" through April 22™ of 2003 saying, “Here, you could hold
onto these” or words to that effect. (Tr. at 65, 68, 69; VO Ex 1, p. 1, VO Ex. 2).

That Captain Stapleton learned shortly after reading the discharge summaries from Lions
Gate Hospital that Respondent suffered from mental illness. (Tr. at 77).

That Respondent told Captain Stapleton he had taken the life raft out of its cradle and

dragged it 50 to 60 feet aft and lefi it in the position where it was found when Captain

Stapleton pﬁotographed it. (Ex. 3; Tr. at 74).




13.

That Respondent became very hostile and belligerent towards Captain Stapléton,

" demanding to have his packed bags and survival suit returned immediately. He then

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

thre.atened Captain Stapleton whereupon Captain Stapleton handcuffed Respondent to his
bunk rail. Respondent continued his rants and threats, locking himself to the toilet
railing. (Ex. 1, p. 3).

That after Captain Stapleton briefed the company’s contract doctor at Health Force
Medical conéeming Respondent’s condition, the contract doctor advised that Respondent
be administered Diazepam (Valium) (10 mgs) every 6 hours for its calming effect.

(Ex. 1,p.2; Tr. at 77, 78, 83).

That Captain Stapleton maintained contact with the coppany’s contract doctor who
ordered adjustments to Respondent’s medications. The Matson (owner) répresentative in
Honolulu told Captain Stapleton to forward Respondent’s discharge summary medical
records to the attending physician upon arrival Honolulu. (Ex. 1, pp. 3, 4).

That prior to these incidents, Respondent had been a very alert and responsible officer.
(Tr. at 81).

That Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD was Respondent’s attending psychiatrist upon his
admission to Queen’s Hospital in Honolulu on or about December 22, 2003 until his
discharge on January 6, 2004 and has remained his treating psychiatrist on an out-patient
basis through the date of this hearing. (Tr. at 89-91; 10 Ex. S at 2).

That Dr. Carlton received the discharge summaries from Respondent’s two
hospitalizations at Lions Gate Hospital in Canada in March and April of 2003, (Tr. at 95).
That upon admission to Queen’s Medical Center on or about Decembe_r 21,2003, Dr.

Barry S. Carlton, MD diagnosed Respondent with Bipolar Disorder, current episode




20.

21.

22,

23.

matic, based on the information that was provided both frém the emergency
department’s review of records from the hospitalizations in Canada (I/O Ex. 2) as well as
from information provided by the ship’s master (Captain Stapleton). (Tr. at 94).

That Dr. Carlton prescribed Olanzapine -(generic name for Zyprexa) for treatment of
acute mania as well as for the prevention of manic or a prophylaxis (iarevention) of
bipolar disorder symptoms. He also prescribed Lorazepam, (Ativan), an anti-anxiety
agent, and briefly, Fluoxetine (Prozac), an antidepressant. Respondent was discharged on
Zyprexa. Upon discharge, and on February 13, 2004, Dr. Carlton declared that
Respondent was fit for duty because his illness was in remission. (Tr. at 98-100; /O Ex.
5; VO Ex 6).

That Dr. Carlton saw Mr. Shea at various intervals from twice each week to bi-weekly
except when Respéndent was out of town or at sea. In September 2004, Dr. Carlton saw
Respondent twice and found no signs of mood disturbance or thought disorder. (TT. at
102).

That Dr. Carlton opined there is no literature to suggest how- long medication
management should be but he anticipates at least a two (2) year, if not a five (5) year
period of medication management and at least five (5) years of asymptomatic condition
before he would rgcommend discontinuing the medication. (Tr. at 105:, 106).

That Dr. Carlton opined Zyprexa has been approved by the Federal Drug Administration
for treatment of acute mania as well as long-term management with prophylaxis and that
the medication at this point is used to prevent the onset of future episodes of illness. (Tr.

at 106, 107).




24. That Dr. Carlton further opined “[t]here are patients who go on to maintain remission,

' that is, absence of symptoms for many years. And then there are also those who, despite
medication, do have breakthrough symptoms. There is no science to suggest what the
prognosis will be, or whether I could predict a remiséion. ... (Tr. at 107). |

25. That Dr. Carlton opined, “[tJhe medicines are helpful. They prevent breakthroughs, but
you can’t guarantee it...there is always an ongoing risk... there is no evidence at this
point from Mr. Shea’s either (sic) presentation or current clinical status that
he.. .has...frequenf episode; of illness. ..he is on 15 milligrams of Zyprexa ...(has) good
mood stability, good thought stability, and absence of daytime sedation. At one point he -
was on .a higher dose...and the side effect would be daytime sedation. He does have
sufficient insight...that should there be breakthrough symptoms, he would...increase the
medicine.” (Tr. at 108, 109).

26. That Dr. Carlton opined Respondent will more ot less remain in remission and not ever
be _“cured” because “...bipolar disorder is a chronic iliness that requires long-term
management. And so I could not say...with certainty that he would not have a
breakthrough episode.” (Tr. at 109).

27. That Dr. Catlton opined a patient taking Zyprexa and symptom free for five years
remains at greater risk for breakdown episodes than one who does not havé the illness.
(Tr. at 112).

28. That Dr. Carlton opined Respondent has more insight and control of these symptoms
since he has been taking Zyprexa because it stabilizes his mood. (Tr. at 115-116).

29. That Dr. Carlton opined Respondent would be more of a threat to himself rather than to

others in the event of a relapse. (Tr. at 117).

10




30.

31

32.

That Dr. Carlton opined Zyprexa is a psychotropic medication. (Tr. at 118).

That the Physician’s Desk Reference (PDR) sfates “Somnolence was a commonly
repdrted adverse event associated with Olanzapine (Zyprexa), occurring at an incidence
of 26 per ceﬁt in Olanzapine patients compared to 15 per cent in placebo. This adverse
event was also "dose related” and somnolence led to continuation in 0.4 percent of
patients. Since Olanzapine (Zyprexa) has the potential to impair judgment, thinking, or
motor skills, patients should be cautioned about operating hazardous machjﬁery,
including automobiles, until they were reasonably certain that Olanzapine therapy does
not affect them adversely.” (Tr. at 120).

That in his March 3-19, 2003 discharge summary at Lions Gate Hospital in North
Vancouver, Canada, Dr. Christian H. Schenk, MD diagnosed Respondent with
Schizophreniform disorder, incipient, and Bipolar mood disorder, mixed mood state with

catatonic features. On his April 4-22, 2003 discharge summary at Lions Gate, Dr.

- Schenk diagnosed Respondent with Bipolar mood disorder, rule out Schizophreniform

33.

34.

psychosis. (Ex. 2, p. 6 and p. 9).

Dr. Carlton ruled out Schizophrenia. “[H]is itotal absence of the symptoms, return of
mood stability... his very good social functioning, (and) interpersonal skills, would make
the diagnosis a Bipolar disorder rather than Schizophrenia.” (Tr. at 128, 129).

That Dr. Carlton opined Respondent is able to understand the symptoms and what to do
about them and that “thefe is no reason to expect that he would have an exacerbation of
illness...he also has lto use common sense. . .assure the proper sleep, no drugs or alcohol,

and to monitor for symptoms.” (Tr. at 130-131).

i1




35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

That Dr. Carlton opined to a reasonable degree of medical certainty, Respondent is fit for
duty at the present time to perform his job as described by the Matson (owner) job
deseription in Respondent’s Exhibit “A.” Dr. Carlton previously found Respondent ﬁt for
duty on February 13, 2004. (Tr. at 133, 134, 135; 10 Ex. 5; Respondent’s Ex. “A”).

That Dr. Carlton opined it is not certain that Respondent will remain symptoin free, even
if he takes his medication because the course of the iliness is highly variable; however,
one can expect a sustained remission. (Tr. at 134, 135).

That Dr. Carlton opined a side effect (of Zyprexa) is sedation, which Respondent
cuﬁ‘ently does not ilave and weight gain, which.he manages well. Further, there is no
evidence of cognitive impairment. (Tr. at 141, 1.42).

That Dr. Carlton opined heat (in the. engine room) should not be a problem assuming that
Respondent hydrates properly. However, rotating shifts could be a problem because he
needs stability of shifts to maintain a normal sleep pattem. (Tr. at 142-144).

Since being ﬁnder the care of Dr, Carlton, and retuminé to work on June 3, 2004,
Respondent has taken only those jobs that would .allow his sleeping patterns to rema.in
normal. (Tr. at 158, 159, 161).

That Respondent believes he is capable of performing the duties as a second assistant.
engineer for Matson. (I1. at 164).

The position and work that the Respondent performs on board a vessel requires him to be
able to perform during unexpected emergency situatioﬁs that caﬁ occur at any time, day
or night on any merchant lvessel. These unexpected emergency situations inherently carry
a certain level of stress and can affect the level of sieep that the Respondent is able to get

when having to address any emergency situation. (Tr. at 173, 174).

12




ULTIMATE FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

. That Respondent, Patrick Beau Shea and the subject matter of this hearing are within
the jurisdiction vésted in the Coast Guard under 46 U.S.C. 7703.

. The Coast Guard is not precluded from issuing a complaint following a period of
voluntary deposit of license or document and it's return.

. That Exhibit 2, hospitalization discharge summaries and laboratory reimrts from
Respondent’s hospitalization at Lions Gate March 3 — 19, 2003 and April 4 - 22, 2003
arc admissible as part of Respondent’s medical history.

. That Respondent’s argument thatrhe should not have his license and docunﬁent
revoked for alleged misconduct that was the result of an illness, and not willful or

" negligent, or even an error in judgment, 1s rejected. “[W]illfulness isnot a ﬁecessary

element of cach and every allegation of ‘misconduct,” and 10 special willfulness was

an element of the offense charged here.” Appeal Decision 2136 (DILLON) (1978).
Therefore, the undersigned cannot find as a conclusion of law that the Respéndent’s
iliness cither diminished his capacity to form specific intent or rendered him not
legally responsible for his acts that gave rise to the Misconduct charge. Appeal

Decision 1677 (CANJAR) (1968).

. That the Coast Guard did not violate Chapter 2, Section C, Paragraph 9 of the Marine

Safety Manual. The above-referenced Marine Safety Manual section deals with

procedures in lieu of a hearing that are to be followed only if the Coast Guard chooses
not to initiate suspension and revocation proceedings. That section of the Marine

Safety is not applicable to suspension and revocation hearings.

13




6. That Respondent was operating under the authority of his license and document at the
time of these charges.

7. That by the preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence, the
Misconduct charge is found proved in that at or about 0630 on December 18, 2003,
Respondent left his watch station in the engine room of the SS EWA while underway
transiting from Long Beach, California to Honolulu, Hawaii without a relief and was
seen c;rawling on his hands and knees on the bridge wing. Respondent had to be
relieved of his .duties for failure to maintain his watch. (I0 Ex. 1; Tr. at 20, 32, 33,
177-178). |

8. That by the preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence, the
Incompetence charge is found proved in that Respondent had to be relieved of his
duties, placed in restraints, and confined to his quarters after displaying irrational
behavior by packing bags with survival equipment and making it known that he
intended to leave the ship while the ship was underway. Having been previously
diagnosed with Schizopherniform disorder, incipient, and Bipolar mood disorder,
mixed mood state with catatonic features, Respondent was diagnosed with Bipolar
Disorder,. current episode manic, upon admission to Queens Medical Center on or
about December 22, 2003. Therefore, he was incompetent at the time of the incident
on December 18, 2003. Currently takiﬁg Zypréxa, a psychotropic medication, his
treating psychiatrist found him found fit for duty on February 13, 2004 and at the time
of the hearing because his bipolar disorder was in remission. However, heisstill a
greater risk than the general population for breakdown symptoms. Therefore,

Respondent is presently suffering from a mental impairment of sufficient disabling
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character to support a finding that he is not competent to perform safely his duties
aboard a merchant vessel. |

. That Respondent is not conipetent and fit for duty. Although Dr. Carlton opined that
Mr. Shea’s is competent and fit for dﬁty because, among other things, his mental
illness is in remission, that opinion is based on Respondent continuing his
psychotropic medication for at least 5 years, maintaining normal sleep patterns,
controlling his weight, continuing regular contact with a psychiatrist, avoiding drug
and alcohol abuse, using common sense, and monitoring for symptoms. Further,
Respondent is not cured. These factors, plus the fact that Respondent still remains at
greater risk than the general population, comprise sufficient evidence of incompetence

subsequent to his fit for duty declaration.
DISCUSSION

“Incompetence is the inability on the part of a person to perform required duties, whether

due to professional deficiencies, physical disability, mental incapacity, or any combination

thereof” ¥ “No one who is suffering from a psychiatric disability should be permitted to serve

aboard any vessel...in a capacity in which he could cause serious harm to himself, to others, or

the vessel itself.”® Dr. Carlton opined that Respondent would be more of a threat to himself than

to others in the event of a relapse. However, judging from Respondent’s acts aboard EWA on

December 18, 2003, his acts of attempting to abandon ship and disturbing the ship’s safety gear

also present potential danger to the vessel and its crew.

546 CFR 5.31.

¢ Appeal Decision 2417 ( YOUNJ (1985) citing Appeal Decision 2181 (BURKE) (1980), modified sub-nom,
Commandant v. Burke, 2 NTSB 2784 (Order EM-83, (1980). _
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The regulations authorize the Coast Guard to investigate and issue a complaint if
reasonable grounds exist to believe that the holder of a license may have committed an act. of
“incompetence while acting under the authority of the holder’s license or document.” At a
" hearing, a finding of mental incompetence must rest upon substantial evidence of a reliable and
probative nature_ that the person charged suffers from a mental jmpairment of sufficient disabling
character which renders the person unable to safely perform his duties aboard a merchant vessel.®
At arevocation he_aring, “ordinarily, any allegation of incompetence must be based on :";ufﬁcient
evidence subsequent to any fit for duty declaration by the USPHS (U.S. Public Héalth Serﬁce)
or it should not be proved.”g- “The only proper order for a charge of incompetence if found
proved (by the preponderance of the evidence) is revocation,”'
Decision
By the preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence I find that the
Incompetence and Misconduct charges are proved. It is clear from the evidence in this case that
the Respondent, Patrick Beau Shea, currently suffers from a psychiatric condition that would
affect adversely his ability to serve at sea. Subsequent to the incidents that gave rise to the
incompetence charge, Mr. Shea was hospitalized and diagnoséd with Bi-polar Disorder — current
episode manic.
He has been taking Zyprexa, a psychotropic drug, and according to Dr. Carlton his illness
is currently in remission. As such, Dr. Carlton opines that Respondent is now competent and fit

for duty. However, Dr. Carlton also states that bipolar disorder is a chronic illness that requires

long-term management and could not say with certainty that Mr. Shea would not have

7 46 CFR 5.101(a)(1) and 5.105(a).

8 Appeal Decision 2417 {YOUNG) (1985).

9 Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing Appeal Decision 2280 {ARNOLD) (1982).
1844 CFR 5.569(d); 46 CFR 5.61()(%); 33 CFR 20.701).
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breakthrough episodes because it is difficult to judge the iliness” course. Dr. Carlton expects é
sustained remission but, even so, one who is in remission still has a greater risk of breakthrough
episodes than someone who does not have bipolar disorder. Moreover, it is not certain that
Respondent will remain symptomrfree even if he is compliant and takes his medication because
the course of the illness is highly variable. In accordance with 46 CFR 5.569(d), 5.61(a)(9) and
33 CFR 20.701, the only proper order for a charge of incompetence if found proved (by the
preponderance of the evidence) is revocation.

The credible testimony of the SS EWA’s Chief Officer J eff Hood and the Master,
Captain Thomas M. Stapleton, together with his log,11 comprises the preponderance of reliable,
probative, and substantial evidence to prove the factual incidents of the Misconduct and
Incompetence charges. Also, the credible testimony of Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD, plus the
exhibits, comprise the preponderance of medical evidence to prove that Respondent currently
suffers from a ﬁlental impairment of sufficient disabling character that rendefs him unable to
perform his duties safely aboard a merchant vessel. Morcover, Dr. Carlton’s prognosis that
Respondeﬁt sill poses a greater risk for breakthrough episodes than the general population
comprises sufficient evidence of incompetence subsequent fo his finding Mr. Shea fit for duty.

Because Respondent remains at greater risk than the .general population for having
breakthrough episodes even if fully compliant, I cannot accept Dr. Carlton’s opinion that
Respondent i8 éompetent and fit for duty. “[T]he administ;‘ative law judge is not bound by the
recommendations of the psychiatrist or even the medical findings and opinion...the ultimate

finding as to fitness of the person is a function of the Administrative Law Judge.”"

Y0 Ex. 1).
12 Anpeal Decision (2191) BOYKIN (1980},
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Dr. Carlton’s opinion that Respondent is fit for duty opinion is not unqualified. It carries
many caveats dr warnings: Dr. Carlton anticipates at least five years of asymptomatic condition '
before he would even consider recommending discdntinuing the medication.”” The course of
Respondent’s remission and the chances that he will have breakthrough episodes cannot be
predicted and it cannét be said with certainty that he will not have a breakthrough épisode.  The
medicines are helpful in preventing breakthroughs but it (absence of breakthrough episodes)
cannot be guaranteed. There is always an ongoing risk.!® Respondent will not be cured but will
remain in remission because Bipolar disbrder is chronic that requires long-term :r'nan'cigament..16
The National Institutes of Mental Health recommend medication maintenance and ongoing
regular psychotherapeutic contact. In addition, he must avoid substance and alcohol abuse and
focus on wellness (exercise and weight control), plus he must use comrhon' sense stress

management.’’ Maintenance of normal sleep patterns is also important in symptom

management.'® Even if Respondent remains in remission; that is, symptom free, for five years

and continues to take Zyprexa for that period of time, he still remains at greater risk than the
(general) population for an exacerbation of illness. The inference from Dr. Carlton’s caveats 18
that no matter how compliant Respondent is with his regimen of medication and lifestyle
practices, at best, his illness still puts him at greater risk than the general population for
breakthrough episodes.

Dr. Carlton testified that there are patients who maintain remission for many years'® and,

to that extent, there is no evidence from Mr. Shea of rapid cycling or frequent episodes of illness.

3 Tr. at 105.

1 Tr. at 107, 109.
'* Tr. at 108.

16 1t at 109.

7 Tr. at 110.

¥ T at 113,

1 Tr. at 107.
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Dr. Carlton says Mr. Shea has good mood stability, good thought stability, and absence of
daytime sedation (sleepiness). There is no evidence of abnormal thinking, either logic or odd
ideas, and no evidence of abnormal mood stability, elevation, or depression that cause problems
with behavior. Further, Dr. Carlton says that with Mr. Shea’s insight and medication
management, Mr. Shea can increase the medicine himself if he has breakthrough symptonrls.20
His opinion on Respondent’s insight is based on when Mr. Shea was initially discharged from
Queen’s Medical Center, he was able to report symptoms and he sought advice as to how to
manage them. Respondent believes he has the ability to self medicate if necessary. Further, he
must keep track to make sure that he doesn’t have any odd ideas or odd behaviors that would
signal the beginning of another illness episode, plus he must manage his weight since weight
gain is one of the side effects of Zyprexa X!
In reviewing Respondent’s course of treatment starting with the discharge summaries
from Lions Gate Hospital in March and April of 2003 through his inpatient treatment at Queen’s
Medical Center from on or about December 22, 2003 through January 6, 2004 and the present
outpatient treatment, there is no questioﬁ that Dr. Carlton’s treatment is responsible for Mr.
Shea’s favorable prognosis and it appears that Respondent may very well continue to remain
symptom free as long as he is compliant with his medication and properly manages lifestyle
issues, including weight control and normal sleep patterns. Or, he may not. The only thing that
is known for sure is that despite his insight and efforts in lifestyle management and sleep
patterns,'he still remains at greater risk for breakthrough symptoms than the general population.

Adding to this uncertainty is the reasonably foreseeable likelihood of emergency situations

arising aboard ship creating stress and unprédictable sleep patterns. Moreover, the greater

2 7r at 108, 109.
2 Tr a1 113-115, 162
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likelihood of other circumstances such as having to stand additional watches for another
engineer, as when the Third Assistant Engineer had to také over Respondent’s watches,
inadverténtly may place Respondent at greater risk for breakdown episodes despite his insight
and perceived ability to adjust his medication. It is no reflection on this Respendent, but all
other qualifications being equal, his illness lea‘ves him less than fully qualified compared to his
peers who do not have Bipolar disorder.

I find Dr. Carlton a very credible witness and accord great weight to his opinions except
for his opinion that Respondent is competent and fit for duty. Less weight is accorded that
opinion because it is based on the premise that Respondent will control his symptoms by being
compliant With his medications and properly manage lifestyle issues and sleep patterns because
he has sufficient insight to identify symptoms and take appropriate and timely action. Although
Dr. Carlton’s fit for duty opinion is based on a review of Matson’s Second Assistant Engineer
job description,” it is reasonable to infer that prolonged exposure to heat,?” rotating shifts that
disrupt sleep patterns,24 and emergency sitnations,” are unpredictable and would tend to impact
adversely on Respondent’s ability to manage lifestyle issues. This greater risk for breakthrough |
episodes is sufficient evidence subsequent to his treating psychiatrist finding him fit for duty to
find the Incompetence charge proved. As noted above, the only sanction for a proved finding of
Incompetence is revocation.

“Misconduct 1s hum.an behavior which violates some formal, duly established rule. Such

rules are found in, among other places, statutes, regulations, the corhmon law, the general

22 Respondent’s Ex. “A”
BTy oat 142

2 e at 143, 158, 159.
2 Tr, at 172-174.
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maritime law, a ship’s regulation or order, or shipping articles and similar sources. Itis an act
" which is forbidde_ﬁ or a failure to do that which is required.” 2

Abandoning his watch station in the engine room at 0630 without a relief on December
18, 2003, being observed crawling on his hands and knees on the bridge Wing. of the SS EWA
while it was underway, and having to be relieved of his duties for failure to maintain his watch
comprises the preponderance of reliable, probative, and substantial evidence to find the
Misconduct charge proved. Respondent’s inability to resume his watch created a situation on
EWA in which the Third Assistant Engineer took over Mr. Shea’s duties, in addition to his own,
thereby reducing the mumber of qualified personnel available for other shipboérd duties as well
as reducing the ship’s ability to adequately respond to emergencies.

Affirming a hearing examiner’s (now ALJ) finding of guilt on three counts of
Misconduct involving failure to stand watch and Unauthorized Absence, the Commandant held
that “[w]hen an able bodied seaman wrongfully fails or is unable to perform his duties there is
‘harm done.” The ship’s organization and operations are affected. Someone else must be used to
perform his duties. In the event that the master is forced to use a less qualified person, or an
equally qualified person who is overtired, the additional, potential danger is great.” T With the
exception of Misconduct for wrongful possession, use, sale, or association with dangerous drugs,
revocation is not a mandatory sanction if Misconduct is found proved. “When the finding (of
Misconduct) is proved, the Administrative Law Judge -may order an admonition, suspension with

or without probation, or revocation.” 2

%46 CFR 5.27.
2 Appeal Decision 1731 MILLS (1968).
3 46 CFR 5.567
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Pre-Hearing Brief

On September 30, 2004 counsel for Respondent ﬁled a pre-hearing brief. Since there was
not sufficient time for the Coast Guard to respond in writing and for the undersignea to issuc a
writte'n Order prior to convening the October 6" hearing, the issues raised in counsel’s pre-
hearing brief, except item “C”, were_argued and ruled on at the beginning of the hearing. Item
“C” could not be ruled on pge-hearing because testimony from Respondent’s treating psychiatrist
‘had not yet been heard. Initem “C”, Respondent argués that if there is sufficient evidence
subséquent to the “fit for duty” declaration that the mariner is competent and can safely perform
his duties aboard a merchant vessel; the mariner should retain his license and document.

Post-Hearing Brief

In his post hearing brief, Respondent made the following arguments: that he was
competent when his voluntarily deposited documents were returned to him by the Coast Guard;
that he was competent subsequent to the fit for duty declaration; that the Misconduct charge
should be dismissed; that there is 1ack of authenticétion and/or certification {on the discharge
summaries from Lions Gate Hospital); and that admitting only a portion of the unauthenticated
discharge summary records from Lions Gate Hospifal is pfejudicial.

The item “C” argument in Respondent’s pre-hearing brief in which he argues that if there
is sufficient evidence subsequent to the “fit for duty” declaration that the mariner is competent |
" and can safely perform his duties aboard a merchant vessel, the mariner should retain his license
and document, will be discussed together with the post-hearing brief argument that he was
competent when his voluntarily deposited documents were returned to him and that he was

competent subsequent to the fit for duty declaration.
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Incompetence Subsequent to the Fit for Duty Declaration

“[A] finding of incorﬁpetence due to mental incapacity must rest upon substantial
evidence of a reliable and probaﬁve character showing that the person charged suffers from a
mental impairment of sufficient disabling character to support a finding that he is not competent
to perform safely his duties aboard. a merchant vessel.”? “[O]rdinarily, any allegation of
incompetence must be based on sufficient evidence subsequent to any fit for duty declaration by
the USPHS (United State Public Healtﬁ Service) or it should be found not proved.”® Respondent
argue's'that if subsequent to the fit for duty declaration there is sufficient evidence that the
mariner is competent and can safely perform his duties aboard a merchant vessel, the mariner
should retain his license and document. Respondent also argues that since being declared fit for
duty, he has ably and safely performed his duties aboard the vessels to which he has been
assigned. In addition, he has taken his medications as ordered and has not suffered a relapse.
Clearly, Respondent adds, when the /O returned his documents he must have reasonably
believed that Shea was fit for duty; otherwise returning his license and document was
irresponsible and a dereliction of duty. Respondent urges that when a seaman has shown that he
is fit for sea duty at the tiine of the heé,n'ng, he should be allowed to resume his duties.

Respondent’s argument that when the I/O returned his license énd document he must
have believed Shea was fit for duty; otherwise returning them was irresponsible and a dereliction
sounds compelling but it is misplaced. When the /O returned Mr. Shea’s license and document,
that act did not constitute a belief that the Coast Guard agreed with Dr. Carlton’s opinion that
Respondent was fit for duty because Respondent was simultaneously served with the instant

Complaint. After a Complaint is served and the Respondent requests a hearing, the decision on

2 Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing 46 CFR 5.31; Aﬁpeal Decision 2181 (BURKE) (1980). .
30 Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing Appeal Decision 2280 (ARNOLD) (1982).
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fitness to hold a license rests with the administrative law judge and until Respondent is .
his full due process rights, his license and document cannot be involuntarily taken away from
him.

‘Respondent’s argument that if subsequent to the fit for duty declaration there is sufficient
evidence fhat the mariner is competent and can safely perform his duties aboard a merchant
vessel, the mariner should retain his license and document is also misplaced. The légal standard,

as set forth in Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing Appeal Decision 2280 (ARNOLD)

(1982) is that “ordinarily, any allegation of incompetence must be based on sufficient evidence
subsequent to any fit for duty declaration by the USPHS or it should be found not proved.” The

standard in YOUNG and ARNOLD is different from what Respondent is arguing. Respondent

seems to be saying that all he needs to show is that he has been compliant with his medication
management and has not had any breakdown symptoms; therefore, it must be inferred that he is
corripetent and can safely perform his duties aboard a mercﬁant vessel. As stated in ARNOLD
and YOUNG, the standard is that there mﬁst be sufficient evidence (of incompetence)
subsequent to any fit for duty declaration. If Respondent’s argument were the legal standard,’
evidence of a seaman’s mental illness in remission could ne\}er prevail over a showing that there
have not yet havé been any breakdown symptoms since the incident because one who isin |
remission experiences an absence of symptoms. As a result, any mental illness for which one is
taking psychotropié medication to maintain remission would not be disqualifying unless and
until the seaman has breakdown symptbms.

While Respondent is free to “prove” that since the fit for duty declaration he has been

compliant and has not had any breakthrough symptoms, “any allegation of incompetence must be
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based on sufficient evidence subsequent to any fit for duty declaration .. .31 In response to

counsel’s question, “[i]f he continues to take his medication, to a reasonable degree of medical

certainty, will he remain symptom free?” Dr. Carlton replied, “I could not say with certainty.” 3

As stated, T find Dr. Carlton’s opinion expressing qualifiers and caveats on his fit for duty

declaration to comprise “sufficient evidence” of incompetence at the time of the hearing,.

Dismissal of the Misconduct Charge

The undersigned -rej ected Respondent’s argument made at the beginning of the hearing
and in part “B” of his pre-hearing brief that he should not have his license and document revoked
for alleged misconduct that was the result of an illness, and not willful or negligent, or even an

error in judgment. The same argument is made in part B of his post hearing brief. As cited and

argued by the /O, Appeal Decision 1677 (CANJAR) (1968) stands for the proposition that a
misconduct charge need not be dismissed merely because the examiner finds that at the time of
the act’s omission, the party was not mentally competent to hold the seaman’s license or
document. In CANJAR the Commandant stated, “[t]hat a condition of mental incompetence,
such as to disqualify a person from holding a seaman’s license or document, is not ‘equatable’ to
a state of legal insanity, which is to constitute a defense against a criminal charge incident. The
tests are entirely different...that I so wish to make it clear that there is no compulsion on an
examiner to dismiss a charge of misconduct merely because he finds that at the time of
commission of the act the party was not mentally competent to hold the seaman’s license or

~ document.” > After acknowledging the holding in CANJAR concerning legal insanity and

31 Appeal Decision 2280 (ARNOLD) (1982).
32 Tr. at 134, 135.
3 Tr. at 15, 16 quoting CANJAR).
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further stating that these are not specific intent type crimes, (wherein a defense of diminished
capacity could be used to negate intent), I denied the motion to dismiss the Misconduct charge.*

In Appeal Decision 1466 (SMITH) (1964), the Coast Guard charged Respondent with

Misconduct and Incompetence for killing another member of the ship’s crew while in Africa. A
Congolese court had previously found that the homicide was proved but that it was excusable by
reason of insanity. The Examiner found both the misconduct and the incompetence charges
proved but on appeal, the Commandant opined that the findings of Examiner were inconsistent
and the misconduct charge must yield to the incompetence charge because the Examiner
specifically found that the homicide was committed during the period of mental insanity. Inthe -
instant case, there was no evidence presented that Respondent was insane. In SMITH, the
Commandant recognized “that in proceedings looking to the preservation of safety at sea the test
of incompetence is not such és is required to establish a defense to a criminal charge. In many
instances one act may be an act of misconduct for which the party is responsible and may also

demonstrate a degree of incompetence for sea service.” Applying SMITII and CANJAR to the

instant case, absent a finding by a court of competent jurisdiction that Respondent was insane at
the time of the incidents and remainéd so at the time of the hearing, there is no legal basis to
dismiss an otherwise proved misconduct charge.

Respondent also argues that like his mental iliness, diabetes is a chronic, incurable
disease but symptoms can be ameliorated by proper therapy, medication, and diet. He cites

Appeal Decision (2547) (PICCIOLO) (1992) in which the Commandant remanded the ALJ’s

decision directing the ALJ to permit evidence of the mariner’s recent medical condition,
prognosis, and impact that any medical monitoring program will have on his ability to perform

his job. Implicit in this argument is that some sort of accommodation should be made for the

¥ Ty at 18.
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fnariner to minimize the effects of diabetes. While this might be true for physical illness, the
Commandant has made it clear that “no one who is sﬁffering from a psychiatric disability should
be permitted to serve aboard any vessel...in a capacity in which he could cause serious harm to
himself, to others, or the vessel itself ”>* Dr. Carlton has opined that even with proper
medication management and adherence to lifestyle issues, Respondent is still vulnerable to
breakdown symptoms more so than the genéral population.

Lack of Authentication on the Discharge Summaries

In considering whether the photocopies of the Lions Gate medical records were authentic,
[ used the framework of Federal Rule of Evidence (FRE) 901 “Requirement of Authentication
and Identification” which states in paragraph (a) “The requirement of authentication or
identification as a condition to admissibility is satisfied by evidence sufficient to support a
finding that the matter in question is what its propoﬁent claims.” Section (b)(1) of FRE 901 .
provides that by way of illustration only, and not by way of limitation, testimony of a witness
with knowledge that the matter is what it is claimed to be is an example of | authentication or
identification conforming with the requirement of this rule. The records were in Respondent’s
possession and were relied upon by Respondent in support of his claim to MEBA.*® An
examination of the discharge records reveals that they were dictated and accepted by Dr.
Christian H. Schenk, MD, Respondent’s treating psychiatrist at Lions Gate. At the top of each
page is the name, “Lions Gate — Health Record,” a machine made printing consistent with a
facsimile machine stamp of origin. Additionally, the lab reports attached to the discharge
records also carry the name, “Lions Gate Hospital.” Attached to the records is a cover letter with

the letterhead reading, “C.H. Schenck, MD, PRCP(C) Psychiatry.” The subject line reads “Re:

3% Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing BURKE.
¥ LOEx. 2 at4.
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Patrick Shea.” It also contains a signature block reading, “Dr. Chris Schenck, MD” and a
 signature that clearly reads, “C Schenck.” The letter is addressed “Dear Colleague” and
summzes Respoﬁdent’s course of treatment. The summary in the letter is consistent with the
contents of the attached discharge records. Attached to the cover letter is a letter from MEBA
Medical & Benefits Plan statingradditional information is reqtﬁred to process Respondent’s claim
for medical care payment for treatment provided from March 3, 2003 to April 16, 2004 (the start
and end dates of Respondent’s medical care received at Lions Gate Hospital). The letter asks
four questions and contains a notation in the above right hand corner that reads, “Called Nancy
@ 10:35 AM 8/19/03 Gave Requirements 1-4.” Respondent also handed these discharge
summaries to Captain Stapleton on December 18, 2003 as an explanation of his conduct.
Additionally, Captain Stapleton, the compaﬁy’s doctor, and Respondent’s current treafing
psychiatrist, relied upon these documents.

In his post-hearing brief, Respondent cites Appeal Decision 903 MAHOOD (1956) that

the records must be certified or authenticated as true and accurate copies before being introduced
into evidence. In MAHOOD, the Respondent was charged with Misconduct based on assault
and battery with a knife. Failing to appear for his hearing, Mahood was tried in absentié and the
charges were found proved based largely on entries made in the master’s logbook. On appeal,
Mahood argued, among other things, that the logbook evidence submitted was entirely hearsay
and therefore not sufficient to support the findings. The Commandant found that the log entry
was made in the regular course of business and is admissible as an exception to the hearsay rule
on the principle of necessity and in accordance with the Official Records Statute (28 U.S8.C.
1733) as an official document since it is an entry required by law. The Commandant went on to

say that, “[i]t has been the consistent position of the Commandant that copies of such documents,
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when certified in proper form by Coast Guard officers performing investigatii_lg duties under the
delegated authority of the Commandant, meet the requirements of authentication for the
admission of copies in evidence in these administrative proceedings whére the technical rules of
evidence are not strictly applied.” Unlike the records in MAHOOD, the discharge records in
question came into possession of the .govemment through Respondent. He used these them in his
request to MEBA that the hospital bill be paid and he afso tendered them to Captain Stapleton as
his implicit explénation for his conduct during the incidents that gave rise to these charges.
Captain Stapleton did not question the authenticity of these medical records in his conversations
with the company doctor. Finally, neither the emergency room personnel nor Respondent’s
treating psychiatrist questioned the records’ authenticity in the course of providing medical care
to Respondent. These records were an integral part of Respondent’s medical history and were
relied upon by him and others in the course‘ of his illness. In MAHOOD, the log entries
comprised the only direct evidence used in finding the charge proved. In this case, the Lions
Gate discharge summaries help form an integral part in the longitudinal history of Respondent’s
illness and are not relied upon solely as the basis for proving the charges, as was the case in

MAHOOD.

Respondent also cites Appeal Decision 1579 (HARRISON) (1966) that evidence received
in lieu of witness testimony, which cannot be authenticated by a witness as records kept in the |
regular course of business, cannot provide the sole basié for findings of fact. Asin MAHOOD
above, Ham’son failed to appear and the hearing prqceeded with Respondent in absentia. Also,
as in MAHOOD, all of the evidence was documentary. On appeal, the Commandant found that
“[t}he evidence which was received by the Examiner in lieu of testimony of witnesses,

documents which are not part of the official Log Book and which, while not identified in any
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way by any competent witness, do not purport to be records kept in the regular course of
business, is pure hearsay. As such it cannot be the sole predicate for findings of fact.” Unlike

MAHOOD and HARRISON, the records in the instant case do not comprise the sole predicate

for findings of fact. Everyone having anything to with Respondent’s treatment since the incidents
on December 18, .2003, has referred to or relied upon these records. They form the necessary

background and starting point for Respondent’s medical history and do not constitute the sole,

dispositive evidence on the charges as in MAHOOD and HARRISON, above.

Prejudicial Effect

Respondent argues that the discharge summaries are incomplete and that there must be
relevant records still extant that should accompany Ath(}se introduced. Further, he urges that the
missing records would help explain the conclusions and assertions made in the discharge
summaries. In addition, he cites FRE 106 as authority. FRE 106 states “[w]hen a writing or
recorded statement or part thereof is introduced by a party, an adverse party my require the
introduction at that time of any other parf or any other writing or recorded statement which ought
in fairess to be considered contemporaneously with it.” Respondent states that FRE 106 was
drafted because of concern that the court not be misled because portions of a statement are taken
out of context thereby creating prejudice.

I reject these argumer_lts.3 ? 1 found no evidence to question to accuracy, authenticity, or
completeness of the discharge summaries. They are clear and unambiguous on their face. There
is no evidenbe that any of medical personnel involved in Respondent’s treatment who referred to

these records requested the underlying treatment notes. In addition, Respondent never

3 To meet the FRE 106 standard, the other writings must be relevant to the issues and must be necessary to (1)
explain the admitted portion, (2) place the admitted portion in context, (3) avoid misleading the trier of fact, or (4)
insure a fair and impartial understanding. United States v. Soures, 736 F.2d 87, 91 (3" Cir, 1984), cert. denied, 469
U.S. 1161, 105 S. Ct. 914, 83 L.Ed, 2d 927 (1985). Accord, United States v. Glover, 101 F.3d 1183, 1190 (7™ Cir.
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questioned these records. The addition of the underlying treatment notes absent a compelling

reason to question the discharge summaries’ accuracy amounts to a needless presentation of

cumulative evidence. 40

SANCTION
There is no evidence that Respondent has any previous disciplinary actions. The_Master-
of the SS EWA testified that that prior to these incidents, Respondent had been a very alert and
responsible officer. (Tr. at 81). Regardless of Respondent’s prior history, however, the only

proper order for a proved charge of Incompetence is Revocatlon 46 CFR 5.569(d), 5. 61(a)(9)

and 33 CFR 20.701.

1996); United States v. Branch, 91 F.3" 699, 727-29 (5tll Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 520 U.S. 1185, 117 S.Ct. 1467,

137 L.Ed.2d 681 (1997).
433 CFR 20.802(b).

31




ORDER
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the license and document issued to Respondent, Patrick
Beau Shea, be and hereby is, REVOKED. Respondent is to turn over his license and document
to the Investigating Officer at Coast Guard Séctor Honolulu, Hawaii immediately.
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that service of this Decision on the parties and/or parties’
representative(s) serves as notice of appeal rights set forth in 33 CFR 20.1001 — 20.1004.

(Attachment A).

Done and dated January 25, 2005
New York, New York

N Bl

WALTE J BRUDZINSKI
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
U.S. COAST GUARD
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ATTACHMENT A

NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL RIGHTS

33 CFR 20.1001 General.

(a) Any party may appeal the ALJ's decision by filing a notice of appeal. The party
shall file the notice with the U. S. Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge Docketing
Center; Attention: Hearing Docket Clerk; Room 412; 40 S. Gay Street; Baltimore,
MD 21201-4022, The party shall file the notice 30 days or less after issuance of the
decision, and shall serve a copy of it on the other party and each interested person.

(b) No party may appeal except on the following issues:
(1) Whether each finding of fact is supported by substantial evidence.
(2) Whether each conclusion of law accords with applicable law, precedent, and
public policy.
(3) Whether the ALJ abused his or her discretion.
(4) The ALJT's denial of a motion for disqualification.

(c) No interested person may appeal a summary decision except on the issue that no
hearing was held or that in the issuance of the decision the ALJ did not consider

evidence that that person would have presented.

(d) The appeal must follow the procedural requirements of this subpart.

33 CFR 20.1002 Records on appeal.

(a) The record of the proceeding constitutes the record for decision on appeal.

(b} If the respondent requests a copy of the transcript of the hearing as part of the record
of proceeding, then, -- _ ' '
(1) If the hearing was recorded at Federal expense, the Coast Guard will provide
the transcript on payment of the fees prescribed in 49 CFR 7.45; but,
(2) If the hearing was recorded by a Federal contractor, the contractor will
provide the transcript on the terms prescribed in 49 CFR 7.45.

33 CFR 20.1003 Procedures for appeal.

(a) Bach party appealing the ALJ's decision or ruling shall file an appellate brief with the
Commandant at the following address: U.S. Coast Guard Administrative Law Judge
Docketing Center; Attention: Hearing Docket Clerk; Room 412; 40 S. Gay Street;
Baltimore, MD 21201-4022, and shall serve a copy of the brief on every other party.

(1) The appellate brief must set forth the appellant's specific objections to the
decision or ruling, The brief must set forth, in detail, the --
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(i) Basis for the appeal;
(i) Reasons supporting the appeal; and
(iii) Relief requested in the appeal.

(2) When the appellant relies on material contained in the récord, the appellate
brief must specifically refer to the pertinent parts of the record.

(3) The appellate brief must reach the Docketing Center 60 days or less after
service of the ALJ's decision. Unless filed within this time, or within another
time period authorized in writing by the Docketing Center, the brief will be

untimely.

(b) Any party may file a reply brief with the Docketing Center 35 days or less after
service of the appellate brief. Each such party shall serve a copy on every other party.
If the party filing the reply brief relies on evidence contained in the record for the
appeal, that brief must specifically refer to the pertinent parts of the record.

(¢) No party may file more than one appellate brief or reply brief, unless --
(1) The party has petitioned the Commandant in writing; and
(2) The Commandant has granted leave to file an added brief, in which event the
Commandant will allow a reasonable time for the party to file that brief.

(d) The Commandant may accept an amicus curiae brief from any person in an appeal of
an ALJ's decision. :

33 CFR 20.1004 Decisions on appeal.

(2) The Commandant shall review the record on appeal to determine whether the ALJ
committed error in the proceedings, and whether the Commandant should affirm,
modify, or reverse the ALJ's decision or should remand the case for further

proceedings.

(b) The Commandant shall issue a decision on every appeal in writing and shall serve a
copy of the decision on each party and interested person.
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ATTACHMENT B

WITNESS AND EXHIBIT LISTS

WITNESS LIST

COMPLAINANT’S WITNESSES
1. Jeff Hood, Chief Officer, SS EWA. (Tr. 28-50).
2. Captain ThomasM. Stépleton, Master, SS EWA. (Tr.'51-89).

3. Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD, Respondent’s treating psychiatrist. (Tr. 89— 148).

RESPONDENT’S WITNESSES
1. Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD, Respondent’s treatinglps'ychiatrist (Tr. 89 — 148).
(Judicial economy and convenience of the witness necessitated Respondent examining

Dr. Carlton during I/O’s case in chief).

2. Patrick Beau Shea, Respondent (Tr. at 148 — 180). |

EXHIBIT LIST

COMPLAINANT’S EXHIBITS
1/0 Ex. 1 Statement of Captain Thomas M. Stapleton, Master, SS EWA. 4 pages. (Tr. at 61)

/O Ex. 2 Discharge Summaries from Lions Gate Hospital, North Vancouver, British Columbia,
Canada handed to Captain Stapleton by Respondent. 21 pages. (Tr. at 68).

I/O Ex. 3 Photograph of a life raft and two bags dragged aft by Respondent. Photo taken by
Captain Stapleton. 1 page. (Tr. at 75).

/O Ex. 4 Resume/CV of Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD. 6 pages. (Tr. at 93).

I/O Ex. 5 Counsel for R_eépondent’s letterhead and handwritten “fit for duty” letter from Dr.
Carlton. 2 pages. (Tr. at 100).

1/0 Ex. 6 Counsel for Respondént’s letterhead and “diagnosis” and prognosis by Dr. Carlton. 2
pages, (Tr. at 104). '
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_RESPONDENT’S EXHIBITS

Respondent Ex. “A” Second Engineer Job Description from Respondent’s employer — Matson.

JUDGE’S EXHIBITS
None. However, official notice was taken of the following:

Appeal Decision (1677) CANJAR (1968) during the hearing. (Tr. at 16).

Chapter 2, Section C, Paragraph 9 of the Marine Safety Manual. (Tr. at 17).

The Physician’s Desk Reference — used by the O when questioning Dr. Barry S. Carlton, MD.
(Tr. at 119). :

The undersigned took official notice of all the cases cited by the parties, in addition to the
regulations found at 33 CFR Part 20 as well as 46 CFR Part 5.
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ATTACHMENT C

RULINGS ON PROPOSED FINDiNGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

COMPLAINANT’S PROPOSED FINDINGS

1.

On December 18, 2003, Patrick Beau Shea was employed on board the Steamship
EWA as the Second Assistant Engineer. (Tr. at 31). (Accepted and incorporated).
The Respondent did leave his station in the engine room, and was observed crawling
on his hands and knees on the bridge wing, while the vessel was underway {L.O.
Exhibit 1, Statement by Captain Tom Stapleton, Master of the SS EWA; Statement by
Mr. Hood). (Accepted and incorporated).

Respondent' was relieved of duty and confined to quarters during the remainder of the
vessel’s voyage. (1.0. Exhibit 1, Statement by Captain Tom Stapleton and Chief Mate
Hood). (Accepted and incorporated).

The Respondent had packed bags with survival equipment and made it known that he
intended to leave the ship while it was ﬁnderway between Los Angeles, CA and
Honoluhy, HI (L.O. Exhibit 1, Statement of Captain Stapleton; 1.0. Exhibit 3 Picture
of life raft and bags of _survival equipment found; Mr. Hood’s statefnent). (Accepted
and incorporated).

During the time that the Respondent was first confined to quarters, he gave Captain
Stapleton, Master of the S§ EWA, a copy of discharge summaries from Lion’s Gate
Hospital, Vancouver, Canada. These discharge summaries showed that the

Respondent had been admitted in March and again in April of 203. During which
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time he had been diagnosed with bipolar mood disorder (1.O. Exhibit 1, Statement of
Captain Stapleton; 1.0. Exhibit 2, Discharge summaries from Lion’s Gate Hospital;
(Captain Stapleton’s testimony). (Accepted and incorporated).

After the SS EWA docked in Honolulu, HI, the Respondent was admitted to Queen’s
Medical Center from December 21, 2003 and was discharged on January 6, 2004.
While at Queen’s Medical Center, Baﬁ'y S. Carlton, M.D. evaluated the Respondent
and diagnosed him with bipolar disorder — manic (Exhibit 4, Curriculum Vitae of
Barry Stuart Carlton, M.D.; LO. Exhibit 5 Handwritten letter from Dr. Carlton; LO.
(Exhibit 6 Letter from Mr. O’Kane with notes from Dr. Carlton; Dr Barry S.
Carlton’s testimony). (Accepted and incorporated).

The respondeﬁt’s bipolaf disorder is a chronic disorder that requires long-term
management. Dr. Carlton couldn’t be certain that the Respondent wouldn’t have a
breakthrough episode. (Dr. Carlton’s testimony). (Accepted and incorporated}

Dr. Carlton prescribed the Respondent Zyprexa, a psychotropic drug, with no
indication as fo if or when it would be discontinued. He also anticipated a five-year
medication management and follow-up evalua-tion. This will aid in keeping the
Respondent’s disorder in remission but there is no cure for this disorder. It is also
difficult to judge the course of the illness. “There are'patients who go on to maintain
remission; that is, absence of .symptoms for many years. And then there are also those
who, despite medication, do have breakthrough symptoms.” (Dr. Barry S. Carlton’s
testimony). {(Accepted and incorporated).

The Respondent is also required to self-monitor and maintéin a life style that requires

exercise, stress management and a normal sleep pattern. Dr. Carlton should monitor
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10.

11.

12.

the Respondent on a regular basis to ensure that there is no relapse. During times
when Dr. Carlton cannot monitor the Respondent, the Respondent will have to rely on
self-monitoring to try and idéntify any possible relapse symptoms. (Dr. Carlton’s
tesﬂmony; Patrick Shea’s testimony). (Accepted and incorporated).

The position and work that the Réspondent performs on board a vessel requires hirﬁ
to be able to perform during unexpected emergency situations that caﬁ occur at any
time, day or ni ght on any merchant vessel. These unexpected emergency situations
inherently carry a certain level of stress and can effect the level of sleeﬁ that the
Respondent is able to get when having to address any emergency situation. (Patrick
Shea’s testimony). (Accepted and incorporated).

There are certain side effects associated with Zyprexa, such as the potential to impair
judgment, thinking, or motor skills. Patients are cautioned about operating hazardous
machinery. Pafients taking this medication are also advised about exposure to extreme
heat and being exposed to dehy;iration. (Physicians Desk Reference; Dr. Carﬁon’s
testimony). (Accepted but not incorporated. Dr. Carlton opined that Respondent has
taken Zyprexa for a sufficient period of time that those side effects would have
manifested by now; howevet, Dr. Carlton opined that extreme heat is managed with
proper hydration and that was inCorporated).

The Respondent’s working environment requires him to work around heavy
machinery and temperatures in excess of a one hundred twenty degrees Fahrenheit.
(Captain Stapletoﬁ’s testimony; Patrick Shea’s testimony). (Accepted and

incorporated).
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13.  Should Respondent remain symptom free and continue to take Zyprexa for five years,
he remains at a greater risk than the population for an exacerbation of illness. (Dr.
Carlton’s testimony). (AéCepted and incorporated).

14.  Psychiatric illﬁess has a patfem of behavior, making it possible to anticipate that the
Respondent would display the same type of thinking and behavior during a relapse.
(Dr. Carlton’s testimony). (Accepted to the extent that Dr. Carlton opined that
Respondent has had this pattern — odd ideas about religiosity and about being

anointed. He would now recognize these behaviors).

Ultimate Findings

1. Patrick Beau Shea, being the holder of U.S. Coast Guard license number 879580 and
merchant mariner’s document number [REDACTED], on December 18, 2003, was
working on board the S8 EWA as the Second Assistant Engineer. While on board Mr.
Shea abandoned his post in the engine room and was witnessed crawling on his hands
and knees around the vessel’s bridge. Concern for Mr. Shea’s behavior and crew
safety that day caused him to be restrained by the crew and confined to quarters for
the remainder of the vessel’s voyage. (Accepted a_nd incorporated).

2. After the SS EWA docked in Honolulu, Hawaii, Mr. Shea was removed from the
vessel and admitted to Queen’s Medical Center in Honolulu, Hawaii. Mr. Shea was
psychiatrically evaluated by Dr. Barry S. Carlton, M.D. Dr. Carlton diagnosed Mr.
Shea with Bipolar disorder, and subsequently prescribed Zyprexa, a psychotropic
drug, with cont_inﬁed psychiatric monitoring and life-long maintenance. (Accepted

and incorporated).
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Conclusions of Law

The United States Department of Transport.ation (DOT) and the Coast Guard is
charged with enforcing the United States Law or regulations intended to promote
marine Safety or to protect navi igable waters agamst the holder of a license or
merchant mariner’s document, if the holder is found to have “committed an act of
incompetence.” (46 U.S.C. 7703). (Accepted and incorporated to the extent that the
Coast Guard is now under the Department of Homeland Security).

The Coast Guard met its burden of proof by reliable, probative and substantial
evidence as required under 33 CFR 20.702, that the Respondent is incompetent o hold
any Coast Guard issued Merchant Mariner’s Credentials (i.e. Coast Guard issued
License and Coast Guard issued merchant mariner’s Document). (Accepted and
incorporated by the preponderance or reliable, probative, and substantial evidence).
An order of revocation wés affirmed in Commandant’s Decision on Appeal (CDOA)
BURKE 2182, when it was “established that the Appellant has suffered what
apparently were “psychotic breaks,” severe enough to require hospitalization on two
occasions and to require his relief from duty aboard a vessel...” Also it was

~ determined that, “the diagnosis of cufrent remission is said to mean “that the psychotic
state is inactive at the present time, but the psychotic episodes have a tendency to
recur in this pétient. [Appellant’s] risk of a future psychotic break cannot be stated n
percentage form but it can be said to be greater than that of a person who has no
history of mental illness.” (Accepted and incorporated).

The Commandant affirmed an order of revocation for incompetence in CDOA

BOYKIN 2191, Whereby'the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), “concludéd that
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Appellant was mentaliy incompetent at the time of the assault. He additioﬁélly
concluded that Appellant was not fit for duty because he was required to remain on
medica_tion.” It was also noted that, “appellaﬁt’s psychiatrist opined that while
Appellant was mentally incompetent during .the alleged assault, he is fit for duty as a
merchant seaman.” With (sic) the Commandant acknowledged that ALI, “concluded
that Appellant was not fit for duty” and that the ALJ, “is not bound by the
recommendaﬁons of the psychiatrist or even by the medical findings and opinion.”
(Accepted and incorporated).

Commandant noted in CDOA WILLIAMS 1502 the following, “T am convinced that
Appeilant’s failure to do his job properly was due to his mental illness which cannot
be blamed on other conditions on the ship. Appellant’s fears, suspicions and other
signé of his emotionally disturbed state of mind were symptoms of this mental
illness.” The Commandant concludes, “...in the absence of any showing his condition
has been cured, Appellant is mentally incompetent to perform duties on a vessel at
sea.” (Accepted and incorporated to the extent that in the absence of any showing that
Mr. Shea’s condition has been cured, he is mentally incompetent to perform duties on
a vessel at sea).

The Coast Guard is séeking revocation of the Reépondent’s U.S. Coast Guard license
number 879580 and merchant mariner’s document number 394869310, the oniy

available sanction for incompetence under 46 CFR 5.569. (Accepted and

incorporated).
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RESPONDENT’S PROPOSED FINDINGS

1. Shea is the holder of U.S. Coast Guard (“USCG™) license number 879580 and
Merchant Mariner’s Document number (Redacted). (Accepted and incorporated).

2. On December 18, 2003, Shea was working as Second Assistant Engineer aboard
the SS EWA, (Tr. at 31, 51-52). (Accepted and incorporated).

3. While on duty, Shea suffered the onset of a debilitating iliness that caused him to
aba_‘ndon his post in the engine room. (Tr. at 32, 33, and 178). (Rejected).

4, Prior to the incident aboard the M/V EWA, Shea received advice from a
naturopathic physician that he could treat his illness through naturop athic therapy.
(Tr. at 133-34, 153-56). (Accepted but not incorporated as irrelevant on the issue
of competency).

5. The initial results were encouraging. Consequently, Shea belicved his illness was
under control. (Tr. at 133-34, 153-56). (Accepted but not incorporated).

6. Around 0630, Shea was seen crawling on his hands and knees near the vessel’s
bridge. (Tr. at 32-33, and 178). -(Accepted and incorporated).

7. Later, it was discovered Shea had packed bags with survival equipment and was
preparing to abandon ship because he believed the vessel was in danger. (Ex. 1, 3;
Tr. at 71, 75, 76, and 178). (Accepted and incorporated).

g. Because of his behavior, Shea was put under restraints and conﬁnéd to his quarters
for the remainder of the voyage. (Ex. 1 Tr. at 46, 70). (Accepted and

incorporated).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

]
{

On December 22, 2003, after the EWA docke& in Honolulu, Hawati, Sl@ea was
taken to Queens Medical Center where he was examined by Barry S. Carlton, M.D.
(Tr. at 91). (Accepted and incorporated).

Dr. Carlton diagnosed Shea as having bi-polar disorder, and treated Shea through
psychotherapy and medication. (Tr. at 94). (Acéepted and incorporated but with
the addition of the term “Manic.”)

Bi-polar disorder is a chronic illness that requires long-term management. (Tr. at
109. (Accépted and incorporated).

Naturopathic medicines cannot treat bipolar disorder. (Tr. at 133-34, 153-56).
(Accepted but not incorporated as irrelevant on the issue of competency).

On December 22, 2003, the day he was admitied to Queen’s-Medical Center, Shea
voluntarily surrendered his merchant mariner’s documents and license to the-
USCG invgstigating officers. (Tr. at 101). (Accepted with the exception that

Respondent actually voluntarily deposited his license and document in accordance

with 46 CFR 5.201. A voluntary surrender under 46 CFR 5.203 is made in

preference to appearing at a hearing. Unlike a voluntary deposit, a voluntary
surrender permanently relinquishes all rights to thellicense, certificate or
document).

Dr. Carlton was Shea’s physician while he was inpatient in Queen’s Medical
Center, and after his discharge on or around January 6, 2004, continued to see Shea

on an outpatient basis. (Tr. at 91). (Accepted and incorporated).
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

At the current time, Shea is taking Zyprexa, a medication approved by the FDA for
treatments of bi-polar disorder and as a prophylaxis to prevent future episodes. (Tr.
at 99). (Accepted and incorporated).

Sedation is a side effect of Zypfexa. Shea, as an outpaﬁent, iniﬁaﬂ}; reported-some

sedation at the .20 milligram dose, but at this current dosage of 15 milligrams, he

has not reported sedation. (Tr. at 212). (Accepted and incorporated).

Shea has been on Zyprexa long enough that the side effects should be predictable.

Shea’s initial difficulty with sedation has not been a recent problem and he as

managed the larger side effect of weight gain quite well. (Tr. at 139-40).

{Accepted and incorporated).

Dr. Carlton has not seen any clinical evidence of co gnitive impairment or excessive

sedation resulting from the medication. (Tr. at 141), (Accepted and incorporated).

In Dr. Carlton’s medical opinion, the heat of the engine room should not be a

problem if Shea hydrates properly. (Tr. at 142-43). (Accepted and incorporated).

Although Zyprexa acts as a prophylaxis to prévent future episodes, Shea could

suffer a relapse, even while taking his medication. (Tr. at 106-07). (Accepted and

incorporated).

However, provided proper medical medication management, Shea has sufficient
insight to increase his medication as needed should there be breakthrough
symptoms. (Tr. at 109). (Accepted only to the extent that it is Dr. Carlton’s
opinion. To accept Dr. Carlton’s opinion as an ultimate fact is to conclude that

Respondent possesses the ability to control any future breakdown symptoms).
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

There is a medical officer on board the vessels trained to a level slightly higher
than that of anr emergency medical technician. (Tr. at 84). (Accepted only to the
extent that it applies to the SS EWA énd that the rﬁedical officer, who is not a
trained physician, may distribute non-controlled medications. There is no
evidence that there are medical officers on board other vessels on which
Respondent might serve or that said medical officers actually have received
training greater than emergency medical technicians).

The medical officer could administer Shea’s medication and help monitor his
condition. (Tr. at 86). (Accepted, to the extent that there is ﬁprocess aboard the
Matson vessels where the medical office or some person, maybe the master, could
control (the medication) and ensure that it (the dosage) was followed, but not
incorporated).

If Shea remains asymptomatic for a period of five years, he could possibly
discontinue medication. (Tr. at 105). (Accepted to the extent that Dr. Carlton
would anticipate at least five years of asymptomatic condition before he would
even consider recommending discontinuing the medication).

Early treatment, good return to function, continued insight would help predict that
Shea would have a good outcome. (Tr. at 108). (Accepted as Dr. Carlton’s
opinion).

Dr. Carlton has stated that given Shea’s course of illness you would expect a
sustained remission. .(Tr. at 135). (Accepted as Dr. Carlton’s opinion).

On February 13, 2004, based on his examination and treatment of Shea, and after

reviewing a job description of the Second Assistant Engineer’s position provided

46




by Matson navigation, Shea’s employer, Dr. Carlton declared Shea “fit-for-duty.”
(No reference providéd but tﬁis evidence is found in 1.O. Exhibit 5 and the
transcript at 133). (Aécepted as Dr. Carlton’s opinion).

28. On June 3, 2004, the USCG met with Dr. Carlton and Patrick Shea, questio’néd
them extensively, and returned Shea’s ddcuments without restrictions. (Tr. at 13,
158). (Accepted and incorporated).

29. Since being declared fit for duty, Shea has taken his Iﬂedications as ordered and
has not suffered a relapse. Shea has returned to work as a sﬁip’s engineer and has
ably and competently performed his duties aboard the vessels to which he has
been assigned. (Tr. at 161). (Accepted to the extent that Respondent testified that
had has had no problems at al with his illness since he returned to work June 3,
2003). | |

30. At the October 6, 2004 hearing, Dr. Carlton reaffirmed his belief Shea is fit for
duty and stated that to a reasonable degree of medical certainty, Shea is able fo
perform the job of ship’s engineer without difﬁculty. (Tr. at 133). (Accepted only
as Dr. Carlton’s opinion). |

Conclusions of Law

1. Ordinarily, an allegation of incompetence must be based on sufficient evidence
subsequent to any fit for duty declaration or it should be found not proved. Appeal

Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985) citing Appeal Decision 2280 (ARNOLD) (1982). Since

being placed under the care of Dr. Carlton and declared fit for duty, Shea has taken his
medications as ordered, has not suffered a relapse, and has safely and competently

performed his duties aboard the vessels to which he has been assigned, At the October 6,
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2004 hearing, Dr. Carlton confirmed that Shea is fit for duty. There is not sufficient
evidence subsequent to either fit for duty declaration to find Shea incompetent. (Rejected
as per discussion above. The sufficient evidence is that Respondent Bipolar disorder -
manic is currently in remission and is therefore subject to breakdown symptoms).

. Although “[a] n Administrative Lavs} .T udge is not bound by the recommenaations of the

psychiatrist or even by the medical findings and opinion[.]” he or she should carefully

consider the expert’s medical opinion. Appeal decision 2191 (BOYKIN) (citing Appeal

Decision 2021 (BURKE) (1975). Dr. Carlton is an expert in the field of psychiatry, and

has repeatedly examined Shea and declared him competent. (Accepted to the extent that
Dr. Carlton’s opinion has been given thoughtful consideration; however, as noted above,

the Administrative Law Judge is not bound by medical findings and opinions. The

ultimate finding as to fitness is his alone. Appeal Decision 2547 (PICCIOLQ) (1992)

citing Appeal Decisions 2191 (BOYKIN) (1980), 1720 (HOWELL) (1968) (aff’d 1

NTSB 2165); 1466 (SMITH) (1964)).

. In Appeal Deeision 2191 (BOYKIN) (1980), the seaman was diagnosed with acute
paranoia. Shea suffers from bipolar disorder, one of the most treatable of psychic
disorders and has demonstrated his ability to self-monitor his illness and competently
handled the responsibilities of the ship’s engineers since his license and documents were
returned. (Rejected. There is no evidence that bipolar disorder is the most treatable of
psychic disorders. Dr. Carton has opined, “[I]t is difﬁcult to judge the course of the
illness. There are patients who remain in remission, that is, absence of symptoms for
many years. And then ﬂ_lere are also those who, despite medication, do have Breakthrough

symptoms. “(Tr. at 107). It is not a fact that Respondent will always remain in remission).
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4. Appeal Decision 2021 (BURKE) (1975) was modified by 2 NTSB 2784 (1976) and

rémanded to the Administrative Law J udge (“ALI”) for a re-hearing. Appeal Decision

2181 (BURKE) (1980) is the Commandant’s decision on the appeal filed after the ALT"s

decision on remand. (Ac.cepted. On February 11, 1980 the remanded 2181 (BURKE)

Decision on Appeal was issued. That decision held that,

“I'The record contains evidence sufficient to establish that Appellant currently
suffers from what is diagnosed as “paranoid schizophrenia, in remission.” It is
further established that Appellant has suffered what apparently were ‘psychotic
breaks,’ severe enough to require hospitalization on two occasions and to require
his relief from duty aboard a vessel on a third occasion. Lastly, the diagnosis of
current remission is said to mean ‘that the psychotic state is inactive at the present
time, but the psychotic episodes have a tendency to recur in this patient.
[Appellant’s] risk of a future psychotic break cannot be stated in percentage form
but it can be said to be greater than that of a person who has no history of mental
illness.”).

5. Tn Appeal Decision 2181 (BURKE) (1980) the psychiatrist’s opinion was that the seaman

“was not fit for service at sea.” Unlike the seaman in Appeal Decision 2181, Shea has

been declared fit for duty. Moreover, the seaman in Appeal Decision 2181 ( BURKE)

(1980) was diagnosed with paranoid schizophrenia, a far more serious illness than Shea’s

bipolar disorder. (Accepted to the extent that it was Appeal Decision 2021 (BURKE)

(1975) that reférences the psychiatrist letter declaring Respondent Burke unfit. The
assertion that paranoid schizophrenia is a far more serious illness than Shea’s bipolar
disorder is rejected because Dr. Carlton did not discuss the diffefences between the two
illnesses in his testimony. The possibilities that Respondent can have another breakdown
are greater than those of the general population. Therefore, I am not prepared to findasa
fact that the conduct displayed by Respondent is less a threat to maritime safety than

conduct that might obtain from a schizophrenic breakdown).
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6. In Appeal Decision 1502 (WILLIAMS) (1965), the Cgmmandant ordered “[tlhe
suspension of all licenses and other documents issued to the Appellant by the United
States Cooast Guard shall remain in effect until such time as Appellant produces a
certiﬁcate issued by the United States Public Health Service stating that Appellant’s past '
medical history has been studied and that he is mentally fit to (sic) sea duty, but the final -
determination as to whether or not Appellant is considered to be cured and fit for sea duty

shall rest with the Commandant.” Unlike the mariner in Appeal Decision 1502

(WILLIAMS) (1965), Shea has been ‘declared fit for duty and there has been no evidence
of incompetence since Dr. Carlton declared him fit for duty on February 13, 2004.
(Rejected because it would require the trier of fact to give controlling weight to the
opinion of Respondent’s treating psychiatrist on the ultimate issue — incompetence when
the issue of competence is for the administrative law judge to make).

. Tn Appeal Decision 2417 (YOUNG) (1985), the Commandant found the charges were not

supported by the evidence because there was no diagnosis of the Appellant’s mental
condition at the time of the hearing, and remanded the case to the ALJ to order a
psychiatric evaluation of the mariner. Shea was evaluated by Dr. Carlton on September
30, 2004, six days before the hearing, and at the October 6, 2004 hearing, he was
declared competent.‘ (Rejected. To accept Dr. Carlton’s opinion that Respondent is

competent is contrary to Commandant policy as stated in the Appeal Decisions 1502

WILLIAMS (1965) and 2547 (PICCIOLO) (1992) line of cases that a mariner’s fitness is

determined by the Commandant as delegated to the administrative law judge).
_ The ultimate issue is whether the mariner can perform the functions expected of him.

Appeal Decision 2547 (PICCIOLO) (1992). Shea has proven that he can. (Rejected. The
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10.

11.

ultimate issue is whether Respondent suffers from an impairment of sufficiently disabling
character to support a finding that he is not competent to perform safély duties aboard a
merchant vessel of the United States. If the answer to this question is “yes,’ then

revocation of all licenses and documents is the only proper sanction. (Appeal Decision

2118 (BURKE) (1980)).

The USCG has not met its burden of proof as required under 33 CFR 20.702. Therefore,
Patrick Beau Shea is competent to hold his Merchant Mariner’s Credentials and continue

his career as a shop’s engineer. (Rejected. The burden is not to rebut or to disprove a

treating psychiatrist’s opinion that a mariner is fit for duty, as fitness is the final decision

of the Commandant. The burden of proof is to establish that-Respondent suffers from an
impairment of sufficiently disabﬁng character to support a finding that he is not
competent to perform safely duties aboard a merchant vessel of the United States. If the
answer to this question is “yes,” then revocation of all licenses and documents is the only

proper sanction. (Appeal Decision 2181 (BURKE) (1 980)).

46 CFR 5.27 (2004) states that ‘[m]isconduct is human behavior Whiéh violates some
formal, duly established rule. Such rules are found in, among other places, statues,
regulations, the common law, the general maritime law, a ship’s regulation or order, or

shipping articles and similar sources. It is an act 'which is forbidden or a failure to do an

act which is required.” (Accepted and incorporated).

Although 46 CFR 5.27 (2004) does not require willful intent to violate a duly established
rule, or reckless disregard of or even knowled ge of a rule, courts have interpreted similar
statutes to require willful or negligent acts or omissions. See €. g. Rechany v. Rowland,

235 F. Supp. 79, 84 (S.D.N.Y. 1964) (defining misconduct under 46 CFR 137.05-
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12.

20(a)(1), the statute replaced by 46 CFR 5.27, as a willful or negligent act or omission, an
act or omission beyond a mere error during judgment). (Rejected for the reasons

discussed above. The standard for finding a seaman not competent to hold a merchant

mariners license is not the same as finding a criminal defendant not legally responsible

for the crime. The evidence shows that Respondént intended to leave his v_vétch. He
acknowledged as much when he told the Chief Officer that it was “stuffy down there” or
words to that effect).

“[Plroof of the ‘mental incompetence’ charge...[d]oes not automatically necessitate
dismissal of the misconduct charge,” however, an ALJ may dismiss a misconduct charge

because of the particular circumstances of a case. Appeal Decision 1677 ( CANJAR)

(1968). An ALJ should consider the events surrounding the misconduct charge and make
a decision based on whether a preponderance of thé evidence shows the respondent’s
incompetence caused an isolated incident of misconduct for which he was not legally
responsible. In this case, Shea sought treatment to correct his illness and unfortunately
chose the wrong therapeutic remedies. Althoﬁgh Shea left his workstation as alleged, his
actions were nét willful or negligent, or even an error in judgment. Shea did not
knowingly neglect his duty to the vessel, its Master or his .feliow crewmembers. He
should not be penaliied for an incorrect assessment of the nature of his illness and for the
resulting actioﬁs that eventually led to his receiving the care and help he needed. The

misconduct charge is dismissed. (Rejected for the reasons discussed above).
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Shaniqua G. Jenkins, hereby certify that the foregoing DECISION AND ORDER was sent to
the following parties and limited participants by following methods indicated:

USCG Sector Honolulu

Attn: LT Michael R. Pierno, USCG
433 Ala Moana Blvd.

Honolulu, HI 27813-4999
Telephone: ~ (808) 522-8266

Via First Class Mail

John O’Kane, Esquire

Frame, Formby and O’Hare

Four Waterfront Plaza, Suite 4-575
500 Ala Moana Blvd.

Honoluly, HI 82813

Telephone:  (808) 545-3043
Via First Class Mail

ALJT Docketing Center

40 8. Gay Street, Room 412
Baltimore, MD 2122-4022
Telephone: (410} 962-7434
VIA FACSIMILE

lParaleg,ral peofalist, Assistant to the
Administragife Law Judge
Telephone;f  (212) 668-2970
Facsimile: (212) 825-1230

Done and dated January 25, 2005
New York, NY
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