
For the National Maritime Security Advisory Committee 
IN SUPPORT FOR A NEW MARITIME TREATY FOR  

ARMED MERCHANT VESSELS TO DEFEND AGAINST PIRACY AND 

ARMED ROBBERY ON THE HIGH SEAS, AND 

IN SUPPORT FOR THE NATIONAL OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT FOR 

THE TWIC, MMC, AND THE NATIONAL DRIVERS REGISTER 
  

Respecting and Defending the International Human Right and the Sovereign Right to Armed 
Self-Defense Against Piracy and Armed Robbery on the High Seas under the Treaty Clause of 
the Constitution of the United States and the Merchant  Marine Act of 1936 and for Revisions 
to Federal Laws and Regulations of the United States in Accordance with the Constitution of 
the United States and Articles 43, 49, 53, 61, 62, and 64 of the Vienna Convention on the Law 

of Treaties 1969 and the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties between States and 
International Organizations or Between International Organizations 1986 

And 
To Restore the Second Amendment and Ninth Amendment Rights of American Merchant 

Seamen to Openly Keep and Bear Arms in Intrastate and Interstate Travel as a Function of 
the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the Constitution of the United States 

And 
In Support for the Establishment of a Federal Preemption of State and Local Laws Infringing 

or Prohibiting the Right to Travel Intrastate and Interstate While Exercising the Rights 
Protected by the First, Second, Fourth, Fifth, Thirteenth, and Fourteenth Amendments  

PRESENTING EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF THE ABOVE 
The Exchange of Email Messages Between  

Don Hamrick,  
Able Seaman & Advocate for Second Amendment and  

Ninth Amendment Rights of American Merchant Seamen  
and  

Ryan Owens,  
Chief, Industry Outreach Branch, Domestic Ports Division, U.S. Coast Guard HQ, of  

The National Maritime Security Advisory Committee (NMSAC) 

RECOMMENDING THAT NMSAC ADD TO THEIR AGENDA  
THE ABOVE ISSUES AS A MATTER OF UNITED STATES POLICY AS 

AUTHORIZED BY THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES AND 

THE MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936  
 

REVISED JANUARY 24, 2011 
SUBMITTED BY DON HAMRICK 

GEORGE WASHINGTON: “If we are wise, let us prepare for the worst.” 
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SURRENDERING SECOND AMENDMENT AND NINTH AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO  
INTRASTATE AND INTERSTATE TRAVEL WHILE OPENLY ARMED AS A CONDITION 

FOR THE TWIC CARD, THE MERCHANT MARINER’S CREDENTIAL, AND THE 

NATIONAL DRIVER’S REGISTER ESTABLISHES UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS 

FOR EMPLOYMENT AS A MERCHANT SEAMEN IN MARITIME TRAVEL OR AS A 

TRUCK DRIVER IN INTERSTATE TRAVEL UNDER THE JUS TERTII DOCTRINE 
ARE INCIDENCES OF SLAVERY OR INVOLUNTARY SERVITUDE  

IN VIOLATION OF THE THIRTEENTH AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS 

Certa res oportet in judicium deducatur. 
“A certain matter is necessary sometimes to be brought into court for trial.” 

Ronald B. Standler, DOCTRINE OF UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS IN THE USA, (March 4, 2005):1 

Can the federal government, or a state government, in the USA 
require someone to surrender a constitutional right, as a condition of 
receiving some benefit (e.g., employment, contract, grant of money, 
right, privilege, lesser penalty, etc.) from the government? 

The general answer is “no”, according to the doctrine of unconstitutional 
conditions. 

RECOGNITION OF THE DOCTRINE 

The doctrine of unconstitutional conditions can be traced back to Homes Ins. 
Co. of New York v. Morse, 87 U.S. 445, 451 (1874) (“A man may not barter away 
his life or his freedom, or his substantial rights.”). The first mention of the 
phrase “unconstitutional conditions” by the U.S. Supreme Court occurred in 
Doyle v. Continental Ins. Co., 94 U.S. 535, 543 (1876) Bradley, J., dissenting) 
(“Though a State may have the power, if it sees fit to subject its citizens to the 
inconvenience, or prohibiting all foreign corporations from transacting business 
within its jurisdiction, it has no power to impose unconstitutional conditions 
upon their do so.”). 

Frost v. Railroad Commission 

In 1925, the U.S. Supreme Court considered whether the state of California 
could deny the use of public highways to a private company that had a contract 
for the transportation of citrus fruit, unless the private company was licensed as 
a common carrier. The Court held that California could not impose such 
conditions on the private company. 

There is involved in the inquiry not a single power, but two distinct 
powers. One of these, the power to prohibit the use of the public 
highways in proper cases, the state possesses; and the other, the 
power to compel a private carrier to assume against his will the 
duties and burdens of a common carrier, the state does not possess. It 
is clear that any attempt to exert the latter, separately and 
substantively, must fall before the paramount authority of the 

PREFACE Pages 2–4 is my direct rebuttal to 
Ted Thompson’s Email No. 19, Pages 72–73 

                                                      
1 www.rbs2.com/duc.pdf 
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Constitution. May it stand in the conditional form in which it is here 
made? If so, constitutional guaranties, so carefully safeguarded 
against direct assault, are open to destruction by the indirect, but no 
less effective, process of requiring a surrender, which, though in 
form voluntary, in fact lacks none of the elements of compulsion. 
Having regard to form alone, the act here is an offer to the private 
carrier of a privilege, which the state may grant or deny, upon a 
condition which the carrier is free to accept or reject. In reality, the 
carrier is given no choice, except a choice between the rock and the 
whirlpool — an option to forego a privilege which may be vital to his 
livelihood or submit to a requirement which my constitution an 
intolerable burden. 

It would be a palpable incongruity to strike down an act of state 
legislation which, by words of express divestment, seeks to strip the 
citizen of rights guaranteed by the federal Constitution, but to uphold 
an act by which the same result is accomplished under the guise of a 
surrender of a right in exchange for a valuable privilege which the 
state threatens otherwise to withhold. It is not necessary to challenge 
the proposition that, as a general rule, the state, having power to 
deny a privilege altogether, may grant it upon such conditions as it 
sees fit to impose. But the power of the state in that respect is not 
unlimited, and one of the limitations is that it may not impose 
conditions which require the relinquishment, and one of the 
limitations is that it may not impose conditions which require the 
relinquishment of constitutional rights. If the state may compel the 
surrender of one constitutional right as a condition of its favor, it 
may, in like manner, compel a surrender of all. It is inconceivable 
that guaranties embedded in the Constitution of the United States 
may thus be manipulated out of existence. 

Frost v. Railroad Commission, 271 U.S. 583, 593-594 (1925). 

Kathleen M. Sullivan, UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS, 102 Harvard Law Rev. 1413, 
1415 (May 1989): 

The doctrine of unconstitutional conditions holds that the government may not 
grant a benefit on the condition that the beneficiary surrender a constitutional 
right, even if the government on the condition that the beneficiary surrender a 
constitutional right, even if the government may withhold that benefit 
altogether. It reflects the triumph of the view that the greater power to deny a 
benefit includes the lesser power to impose a condition on its receipt. 

Kathleen M. Sullivan, UNCONSTITUTIONAL CONDITIONS, 102 Harvard Law Rev. 1413, 
1480 (May 1989): 

Making constitutional rights inalienable because citizens may undervalue the 
worth of those rights to themselves would be classic paternalism overruling 
individuals’ choices for their own good. Individuals’ choices may diverge from 
their “best” interests for many reasons: for example, because they under-assess 
risk or under-value their long-term interests. Choices to waive constitutional 
rights are no exceptions; invalidating such choices, even if perfectly voluntary, 
compels citizens to hang onto their rights for their own good. 
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THE U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT AND THE U.S. COAST GUARD HAVE  
VINDICATED THE MERITS OF MY CAUSE OF ACTION 

Judge Bates’ fatal flaw with his bigoted dismissal of my latest case Hamrick v. 
United States, et al, District Court/DC, No. 10-857, MEMORANDUM OPINION, August 24, 2010, 
is that the U.S. State Department under the Treaty Clause of Constitution and the U.S. Coast 
Guard in accordance with the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 have vindicated the merits of my 
case for Second Amendment rights of American merchant seamen in regard piracy and armed 
robbery on the high seas.  

On August 18, 2010 just 6 days before Judge Bates’ dismissal of my previous 
Admiralty/RICO Act Complaint on August 24, 20010 John C. Bennett of the MARITIME 
PROTECTION SERVICES’ blog, MARITIME TRANSPORTATION SECURITY NEWS & VIEWS, published his 
article titled: USCG UPDATES INFORMATION ON FOREIGN NATIONS’ POLICIES TOWARDS WEAPONS ON 
US-FLAG COMMERCIAL VESSELS:2 

Last week, [August 10, 2010] the US Coast Guard posted, on its Homeport 
website, an updated Port Information Matrix that summarizes available port 
state responses to a US State Department démarche requesting information on 
port state laws and restrictions on the carriage of self-defense weapons for 
vessels operating in high risk waters.  The new matrix, an attachment to Port 
Security Advisory (PSA) (08-09) “PORT STATE RESPONSES TO REQUEST FOR 
INFORMATION REGARDING CARRIAGE AND TRANSPORT OF SELF-DEFENSE WEAPONS 
ABOARD U.S. COMMERCIAL VESSELS,” replaces a previous version that had been 
updated in May. 

Since I can’t find where I might have saved previous versions of the Matrix, I’m 
relying on a very fallible memory to suggest the latest changes.  I believe the 
listings for Djibouti, Guinea, India, Kenya, Mauritius, Nicaragua, Oman, and 
Tanzania are new.  Of these India and Tanzania allow neither weapons on board 
nor armed transits through the country between airports and vessels.  The other 
countries permit both under conditions, which are summarized in the new 
matrix. 

To access the new matrix, or PSA (08-09), go to Homeport, click on “Counter 
Piracy” under “Featured Homeport Links” at the top of the right side of the page.  
On the Counter Piracy page, scroll down to “PSA (8-09): Port State Response to 
Request for Information Regarding Carriage and Transport of Self-Defense 
Weapons Aboard U.S. Commercial Vessels and Port Information document.”  
Clicking on that will provide a choice of PDF links for the updated Port 
Information Matrix and for  PSA (08-09).  

                                                      

The question here is will NMSAC vindicate my 
Cause of Action in the federal courts by adding 
my proposal to their agenda for the April 2011 

meeting in Washington, DC? 
And will the NRA, GOA, JPFO finally jump in? 

2 http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-
towards-weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/ 

 

http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-towards-weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/
http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-towards-weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/
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THE PURPOSE OF MY ADVOCACY FOR  
AMERICAN SEAMEN’S RIGHTS UNDER THE SECOND AMENDMENT 

 Because no one else is defending the Second Amendment rights of American merchant 
seamen! Not even the NRA! It has long become standard practice of federal agencies to ignore 
the Bill of Rights in the regulatory process of Government Interests. This is especially true 
with the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY, the U.S. COAST GUARD, and the 
TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION and their campaign for perpetually increasing 
security regulations while completely ignoring the rights and freedoms of the American 
people that are supposed to be protected by the Constitution of the United States. 
This  deliberate indifference to constitutional rights and freedoms in the legislative and 
regulatory process, past and present, must cease! 

 What is particularly worse than the U.S. Government stampeding our Bill or Rights in 
the name of security is, for example, national advocacy groups whose mission statements 
dedicate themselves to defending particular constitutional rights under the Bill of Rights but 
become so self-involved with their own political agendas that they too begin to develop an 
institutional self-preservation mentality of protecting only those constitutional rights as 
applied to preferred classes of U.S. citizens. I can safely allege that all Second Amendment 
advocacy groups have fallen victim to this political partisan and social disease because they 
all have refused to assist me in any way with my federal litigation for Second Amendment 
rights of American seamen. I have been pushing my Second Amendment case since 2002! 

 The U.S. Coast Guard MERCHANT MARINE PERSONNEL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (MERPAC) 
also fell victim to this political disease. I attended the April 16-17, 2009 MERPAC meeting at 
Massachusetts Maritime Academy. I emailed my essay supporting Second Amendment rights 
of American merchant seamen on April 16 and the next morning as I entered the conference 
room I was pulled aside and escorted to an empty room by Capt. Joe Murphy (the father of 
Chief Mate Shane Murpy on the M/V MEARSK ALABAMA that was captured by Somali pirates 
and resolved by U.S. Navy Seals killing three Somali pirates), Rear Adm. Gurnon, and the 
Chief of Police for Mass Maritime Academy for questioning on whether I had any firearms in 
my possession.  Since the Massachusetts Maritime Academy is listed as a member of 
THE CAMPAIGN TO KEEP GUNS OFF CAMPUS, http://www.keepgunsoffcampus.org/list.html, it is 
reasonable to presume that Rear Adm. Gurnon was politically motivated to have Capt. 
Murphy question me on whether I had a gun in my possession. But see STUDENTS FOR 
CONCEALED CARRY ON CAMPUS at: http://www.concealedcampus.org/ and OPENCARRY.ORG at 
http://www.opencarry.org  

They accepted my defensively negative answer at face value without searching me or 
my possessions. I was extremely offended by the retaliation of their suspicion and questions. 
WOW! Got to a MERPAC meeting and talk about gun rights for merchant seamen and you are 
immediately suspected of having a gun in your possession. Is this an example of Government 
fear and paranoia over the Second Amendment? This retaliatory behavior simply because I 
advocated Second Amendment rights of American merchant seamen is an extremely serious 
problem for the U.S. Government’s expansion of security. It is as though the law-abiding 
American people are a threat to the United States. 

The Coast Guard letter on the next page represents my 2002 attempt to restore the 
Second Amendment aboard U.S. flag vessels and to interstate travel. But because Capt. 
Brusseau violated his Oath of Office to support and defend the Constitution (the Second 
Amendment) and deny my application by using his own prejudiced judgment he, and the 
U.S. Coast Guard, negligently aided and abetted piracy on the high seas and criminals in the 
United States.  

 

http://www.keepgunsoffcampus.org/list.html
http://www.concealedcampus.org/
http://www.opencarry.org/
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
 
United States 
Coast Guard 
 
 
 
Mr. Don Hamrick APR  1 9  2002 
5860 Wilburn Road 

[And 7 YEARS LATER pirates 
hijacked MAERSK ALABAMA] 

I TOLD YOU SO!

Wilburn, AR 72179 
 
Dear Mr. Hamrick: 
 
This is to address your appeal of a decision by the Commanding Officer, Coast Guard National 
Maritime Center concerning your Merchant Mariner’s Document. 
 
In your letter of 19 January 2002, you applied to have your Merchant Mariner’s Document 
endorsed “National Open Carry Handgun.” The Commanding Officer, Coast Guard National 
Maritime Center replied to you in his letter of 22 February, denying your application. You 
appealed that decision in your letter of 16 March to Secretary of Transportation Norman Y. 
Mineta, and supplemented your appeal with your letter 29 March, also to Secretary Mineta.  
Your appeal was forwarded to me for final agency action as outlined in 46 CFR 1.03-15(j). 
 
I am impressed with your scholar ship and zeal in formulating arguments in support of your 
application for a “National Open Carry Handgun” endorsement on your Merchant Mariner’s 
Document, but I am not persuaded to agree with you. As you have noted, the laws and 
regulations do not provide for such an endorsement nor do they prohibit it. Instead, the matter is 
left to my judgment. My decision, after considering all the material your have submitted, is that 
it would not be in the best interest of marine safety or security to initiate the endorsement you 
have applied for. Your appeal is therefore denied and the Commanding Officer, National 
Maritime Center is directed not to place any endorsements regarding firearms on any merchant 
mariner’s licenses or documents. 
 
This decision constitutes final agency action as cited above. 
 

Sincerely, 
[signature] 

J. P. Brusseau 
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard 

Director of Field Activities 
Marine Safety, Security and Environmental Protection 

Commandant 
United States Coast Guard 

2100 Second Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20593-0001 
Staff Symbol: G-MO 
Phone: (202) 267-2201 
 

16713 
 

Not the original copy but a reasonably 
accurate graphical representation of the 
original. The text is 100% accurate.  
The Underlined Text is Plaintiff’s emphasis. 

Capt. Brusseau violated his Oath of 
Office to support and defend the 
Constitution of the United States, 
including the Second Amendment 
rights of seamen. 

LESSON LEARNED? 
NEVER DROP YOUR GUARD! 

A WORD ON CIVIL DEFENSE: THE FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ACT OF 1950 was repealed in 1994. And 7 YEARS LATER
in 2001 terrorists attacked the United States: 9/11 is the new slogan!     

GEORGE WASHINGTON: “If we are wise, let us prepare for the worst.” 

HISTORY REPEATED ITSELF!
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THE FEDERAL COURTS’ DELIBERATELY BELLIGERENT IGNORANCE OF 

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS VINDICATING THE MERITS OF MY CIVIL COMPLAINT FOR 

SECOND AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF AMERICAN SEAMEN 
 In 2002 Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle dismissed my Petition for Writ of Mandamus, 
Hamrick v. President George W. Bush, et al, U.S. District Court/DC, No. 02-1435, because 
“[t]he  remedy of mandamus is an extraordinary one, and is reserved for extraordinary 
situations. See Gulfstream Aerospace Corp. v. Mayacamas Corp., 485 U.S. 271, 289 (1988).” 
For the Love of God! On September 11, 2001 the terrorists attacked the World Trade Center, 
the Pentagon, and passengers of American Airlines Flight 93 sacrificed their lives to stop the 
terrorist aboard their flight by crashing the Flight in a Pennsylvania field. President Bush 
subsequently created the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. These were undeniably 
extraordinary situations. Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle that she doesn’t give a damn about the 
rights and freedoms of the American people. 

  Because I included in my Petition for Writ of Mandamus a provision to strike 27 CFR 
§ 178.38, TRANSPORTATION OF FIREARMS and 18 USC 926A, INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION OF 
FIREARMS and other gun control laws for constitutionality as violating the Thirteenth 
Amendment prohibiting slavery and involuntary servitude and as violating the Second and 
Ninth Amendment right to immediate access to firearms in defense of life and liberty Judge 
Huvelle ignorantly and incompetently ruled that: 

“… no court has ever so much as suggested that the Thirteenth Amendment 
confers any right to bear arms, and it is entirely fanciful to suggest that its 
prohibition of involuntary servitude somehow unambiguously requires the 
overturning of a whole variety of gun control legislation.” 

 The above excerpt is undeniable evidence of judicial ignorance on the origin of the 
Thirteenth Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment resting in Dred Scott v. Sandford, 60 U.S. 
(19 How.) 393, 416-417 (1856):  

For if [slaves] were so received, [as citizens] and entitled to the privileges and 
immunities of citizens, it would exempt them from the operation of the special 
laws and from the police regulations which they considered to be necessary for 
their own safety. It would give to persons of the negro race, who were 
recognised as citizens in any one State of the Union, the right to enter every 
other State whenever they pleased, singly or in companies, without pass or 
passport, and without obstruction, to sojourn there as long as they pleased, to go 
where they pleased at every hour of the day or night without molestation, unless 
they committed some violation of law for which a white man would be 
punished; and it would give them the full liberty of speech in public and in 
private upon all subjects upon which its own citizens might speak; to hold 
public meetings upon political affairs, and to keep and carry arms wherever 
they went.  

Every federal judge that has been assigned to my cases from 2002 to 2010 have 
dismissed my cases with and without prejudice simply because I am not represented by an 
attorney. Judge Richard W. Roberts of the DC District Court recommends to the Calendar 
Committee that a judge from another district be assigned to my case the corruption and abuse 
of procedure of the DC District Court results in Judge Reggie B. Walton (Second Amendment 
does not apply to the District of Columbia) of the same court getting assigned to my case who 
subsequently dismisses my case with prejudice! Judicial bigotry against a pro se civil plaintiff 
and their isn’t one damn thing I can do about! All judicial & executive remedies are denied. 
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Demand for a Judge from Another District be Assigned to this Case 

Based on the Preponderance of Evidence of Judicial Bias and Abuse of Procedure against the Plaintiff 

Hamrick v. President George W. Bush 
U.S. District Court for DC, No. 03-2160 (RWR) 

Judge Richard W. Roberts 

ORDER OF RECUSAL 
 JANUARY 13, 2004 

REVISED ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 20, 2004 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action 
against United States Attorney General John 
Ashcroft and others, and the action was 
randomly assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a 
motion for recusal, alleging that an 
appearance of impropriety exists because I 
was appointed by former President Clinton. 
Plaintiff offers no evidence that could 
reasonably call into question my impartiality 
in these proceedings on the basis of my status 
as a Clinton appointee. 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action 
against United States Attorney General John 
Ashcroft and others, and the action was 
randomly assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a 
motion for recusal, alleging that an 
appearance of impropriety exists because I 
was appointed by former President Clinton. 
Plaintiff offers no evidence that could 
reasonably call into question my impartiality 
in these proceedings on the basis of my 
status as a Clinton appointee. Accordingly, 
his motion will be denied. 

However, there is now pending in the United States Court of Federal Claims a class action 
lawsuit filed by a class of present and former Department of Justice attorneys seeking damages 
against the United States for alleged violations of the Federal Employees Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 
5541-97 (1994). See John Doe, et al., on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated v. 
United States, Civil Action No. 98-896C. I am currently a member of that class. Since Canon 
3C(1) of the Code of Conduct for United States Judges requires a judge to “disqualify himself . . . 
in a proceeding in which the judge’s impartiality might reasonably be questioned,” the 
Committee on Codes of Conduct of the Judicial Conference of the United States has opined that 
recusal is required from any proceeding in which the Attorney General appears as a real party in 
interest, unless a waiver of such disqualification pursuant to Canon 3D[1]is submitted by all 
parties involved in the suit. 

Plaintiff’s motion for recusal makes plain that he would not waive my disqualification under 
Canon 3C(1). Thus, my recusal from this case is now appropriate. For the reasons stated above, 
it is therefore  

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal 
[4] be, and hereby is, GRANTED. The Clerk 
of the Court is directed to reassign this 
matter to the Calendar Committee. Because 
United States District Judge Ellen Segal 
Huvelle of this Court is also a named 
defendant in this suit, I recommend to the 
Calendar Committee that it seek to have a 
judge from another district assigned to this 
matter. 

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal 
[4] be, and hereby is, DENIED. However, I 
am recusing myself sua sponte. The Clerk of 
the Court is directed to reassign this matter to 
the Calendar Committee. Because United 
States District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of 
this Court is also a named defendant in this 
suit, I recommend to the Calendar 
Committee that it seek to have a judge from 
another district assigned to this matter.  

[1] When the general provisions of Canon 3C(1) serve as the basis for disqualification, Canon 3D 
permits a judge to continue to participate in a proceeding if all of the parties and lawyers, after 
notice of the basis for the disqualification, agree in writing to waive the disqualification under a 
procedure independent of the judge’s participation.  

 



Preface 
 

 9

CONFLICT BETWEEN FEDERAL LAWS AND  
THE FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE GIVE WIGGLE ROOM FOR 

APPELLATE COURTS TO ABUSE THE RULES  AND OBSTRUCT JUSTICE FOR A 

SEAMAN AS AN UNREPRESENTED CIVIL PLAINTIFF 

Bonum defendentis ex integra causa, malum ex quolibet defectu. 
Good is the result of a person defending from an entire cause, evil results from one defending from any defect. 

 

In maxima potentia minima licentia. 
In the greatest power there is the least liberty.

28 U.S.C. § 1917 IGNORES 28 U.S.C. § 1916 

DISTRICT COURTS; FEE ON FILING NOTICE OF OR PETITION FOR APPEAL 
Upon the filing of any separate or joint notice of appeal or application for appeal or upon 
the receipt of any order allowing, or notice of the allowance of, an appeal or of a writ of 
certiorari $5 shall be paid to the clerk of the district court, by the appellant or petitioner. 

RULE 3(e) WRONGFULLY IGNORES 28 U.S.C. § 1916 

FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 

RULE 3(e) PAYMENT OF FEES. 
Upon filing a notice of appeal, the appellant must pay the district clerk all required 
fees. The district clerk receives the appellate docket fee on behalf of the court of 
appeals. 

PLAINTIFF’S NOTE: No recognition for the seaman’s exemption under 28 U.S.C. § 
1916. 

THE SEAMEN’S SUIT IS A STAND-ALONE 

ENFORCEABLE SUBSTANTIVE RIGHT 

U.S. CODE: 
28 U.S.C. § 1916. SEAMEN’S SUIT 
In all courts of the United States, seamen may institute and prosecute suits and appeals 
in their own names and for their own benefit for wages or salvage or the enforcement of 
laws enacted for their health or safety without prepaying fees or costs or furnishing 
security therefor. 

28 U.S.C. § 2072 DEFENDS 28 U.S.C. § 1916 

28 U.S.C. § 2072. RULES OF PROCEDURE AND EVIDENCE; POWER TO PRESCRIBE 
(b) Such rules shall not abridge, enlarge or modify any substantive right. 
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RULE 24(a)(3)(B) RECOGNIZES  
THE SEAMEN’S SUIT, 28 U.S.C. § 1916  

FEDERAL RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE 
RULE 24. PROCEEDING IN FORMA PAUPERIS 
(a) LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS. 
 (3) Prior Approval. 

A party who was , or who was determined to be financially unable to obtain 
an adequate defense in a criminal case, may proceed on appeal in forma 
pauperis without further authorization, unless: 

(A) the district court—before or after the notice of appeal is filed—
certifies that the appeal is not taken in good faith or finds that the party 
is not otherwise entitled to proceed in forma pauperis and states in 
writing its reasons for the certification or finding; or 
(B) a statute provides otherwise. 
 

Is Mark J. Langer committing prosecutable misconduct by displaying bias against a seaman 
who is an unrepresented civil plaintiff by ignoring Rule 24(a)(3)(B) and its relationship to the 
Seamen’s Suit, 28 U.S.C. § 1916? It is impossible to believe Mark J. Langer is not aware of 
Rule 24(a)(3)(B)! 

 
 

THE U.S. CODE IS LEGAL EVIDENCE OF THE LAW 

ENFORCEABLE UPON THE COURTS OF THE UNITED STATES 

1 U.S.C. § 204. CODES AND SUPPLEMENTS AS EVIDENCE OF THE LAWS OF 

UNITED STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; CITATION OF CODES AND 

SUPPLEMENTS 
In all courts, tribunals, and public offices of the United States, at home or abroad, of the 
District of Columbia, and of each State, Territory, or insular possession of the United 
States— 
(a) United States Code. — The matter set forth in the edition of the Code of Laws of the 
United States current at any time shall, together with the then current supplement, if any, 
establish prima facie the laws of the United States, general and permanent in their 
nature, in force on the day preceding the commencement of the session following the last 
session the legislation of which is included: Provided, however, That whenever titles of 
such Code shall have been enacted into positive law the text thereof shall be legal 
evidence of the laws therein contained, in all the courts of the United States, the several 
States, and the Territories and insular possessions of the United States. 
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JUDICIAL BIAS EMBEDDED IN THE RULES OF COURT 

RULE 8(d)(2) ALTERNATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLAIMS WRONGFULLY DENIED 

Because there is an embedded judicial bias against RULE 8(d)(2) ALTERNATIVE 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIMS as if it didn’t exist every federal judge that has presided over my cases 
from 2002 to 2010 have dismissed my cases with and without prejudice holding me to the 
standards of an attorney RULE 8(a)(2) SHORT AND PLAIN STATEMENTS OF CLAIMS, while giving lip 
service about less stringent pleading standards for to unrepresented civil plaintiffs than those 
applied to formal pleadings drafted by lawyers even though I am a seaman who is supposed to 
have special protections as a ward of the Admiralty Court.  

Therefore, the FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE is an unlawful scheme to deny equal 
rights to justice as applied to unrepresented civil plaintiffs. “Acts in themselves legal lose that 
character when they became part of an unlawful scheme.” Steele v. Bulova Watch Co. 344 U.S. 
280, 287, (1952), citing States v. Bausch & Lomb Optical Co., 321 U.S. 707, 720 (1944); United 
States v. Univis Lens Co., 316 U.S. 241, 254 (1942). 

Citing the conclusion in Stephen J. Choi and G. Mitu Gulati, BIAS IN JUDICIAL CITATIONS: 
A WINDOW INTO THE BEHAVIOR OF JUDGES? 37 Journal of Legal Studies 87 (January 2008): 

[O]ur study reports that judges are more likely to avoid citing judges of the 
opposite political party in opinions dealing with high-stakes subject matter 
(including our categories for campaign finance, rights, government actions, and 
capital punishment). 

My case for the full scope of Second Amendment rights such as the right to 
openly keep and bear arms in intrastate and interstate travel as well as arming merchant 
vessels and crew to defend against pirates on the high seas is a high-stakes subject that draws 
on the political ideology of federal judges. This fact of human and political behavior of 
federal judges supports my claims of judicial bias, extortion, obstructions of justice, and 
racketeering activities. 

Citing the conclusion in Nicola Gennaioli and Andrei Shleifer, JUDICIAL FACT 
DISCRETION, 37 Journal of Legal Studies 1, at 29 (January 2008) 

We have presented two models of judicial fact discretion. In the first, the 
motivation for the exercise of fact discretion is a trial judge’s preference over the 
outcomes of litigation. This model is probably most relevant for politicized or 
otherwise emotionally charged disputes. In the second model, the motivation for 
the exercise of fact discretion is trial judges’ aversion to reversal by appellate 
courts, which leads them to fit the facts of the current dispute into available 
precedents. This model is probably most relevant for new and developing areas 
of law with significant factual complexity and relatively few precedents. For 
both models, we have shown that the outcome of a trial is determined at least in 
part by who the judge is. Fact discretion leads to judicial behavior that is 
unpredictable from the facts of the case but predictable from the knowledge of 
judicial preferences. We have also shown that the exercise of fact discretion 
leads to systematic distortions in individual behavior, excessive and 
acrimonious litigation, and welfare losses. 

In conclusion, we briefly mention some issues suggested by our model that we 
did not analyze. First, the model implies clearly and perhaps significantly that 
summaries of relevant facts that accompany written judicial opinions cannot be 
trusted. As we saw in Garratt v. Dailey and discussed throughout the paper, 
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when judges summarize the facts, they do so to justify their legal conclusions. 
When a judge exercises fact discretion, this summary need not reflect the true 
facts of the case, even as seen and believed by the judge. In some instances, the 
summary of the facts might be possible to check against other available 
documents. Unfortunately, from the viewpoint of a researcher, a journalist, or a 
law student, the judge’s summary is often all that is available. This aspect of 
judicial opinions does not necessarily undermine the study of legal principles 
but may shed only a dim light on the actual facts of any given case. 

This confirms my belief that the perpetual dismissals of my Second Amendment cases 
from 2002 to 2010 were politically motivated for expediency of disposal without any regard to 
the merits of my cases. In essence, blatant obstruction of justice! 

 In my latest dismissal (Hamrick v. United States, et al, DC District Court, No. 10-857, 
MEMORANDUM OPINION, dated August 24, 2010) Judge John D. Bates added insulting 
commentary with his biased selection of case law: 

The Court is mindful that complaints filed by pro se litigants are held to less 
stringent standards than those applied to formal pleadings drafted by lawyers. 
See Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520 (1972). Nonetheless, courts may dismiss 
an action sua sponte under Rule 8(a)(2) where the complaint sets forth “a 
meandering, disorganized, prolix narrative” or is “so verbose, confused and 
redundant that its true substance, if any, is well disguised.” Hamrick v. United 
Nations, 2007 WL 3054817, at *1 (D.D.C. 2007) (quoting Brown, 75 F.R.D. at 
499). Hamrick’s exceedingly lengthy complaint -- utterly confusing, and at times 
indecipherable -- easily meets these standards. Accordingly, the Court will 
dismiss Hamrick’s current complaint without prejudice, as has been done on 
other occasions. See Hamrick v. United States, Civ. A. No. 08-1698 (dismissing 
complaint on identical grounds); Hamrick v. United Nations, 2007 WL 3054817 
(same); Hamrick v. Brewer, Civ. A. No. 05-1993 (D.D.C. Oct. 20, 2005) (same). 
The Court will also deny all pending motions as moot. 

 In the example above because my cases have been consistently dismissed without 
regard to the merits of my complaints Judge Bates has taken to citing the dismissals of my 
previous cases as reason to dismiss my latest case. Because procedural due process carries 
greater weight with federal judges it is the substantive due process that becomes a casualty to 
judicial bigotry against unrepresented civil plaintiffs. 

 

Impunitas semper ad deteriora invitat. 
Impunity always is an inducement to do worse, 

 

Ignorantia judicis est calamitas innocentis. 
The ignorance of a judge is the calamity of the innocent.
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DC CIRCUIT’S FRAUDULENT DOCUMENT 
AS APPLIED TO SEAMEN 

I would be committing PERJURY, 28 U.S.C. § 1621, if I were to complete the 
form below because I would be making a FALSE DECLARATION BEFORE … COURT, 28 U.S.C. 
§ 1623 as applied to the SEAMEN’S SUIT, 28 U.S.C. § 1916.  

 
 
 

United States Court of Appeals 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 

 
_____________________________   USCA No. ____________________ 
 
v. 
_____________________________   USDC No. ____________________ 
 

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED 
 ON APPEAL IN FORMA PAUPERIS* 

 
I, ___________________________________________, declare that I am the 
appellant/petitioner, appellee/respondent in the above-entitled proceeding. In 
support of this motion to proceed on appeal without being required to prepay fees, costs 
or give security therefor, I state that because of my poverty* I am unable to prepay the 
costs of said proceeding or to give security therefor. My affidavit or sworn statement is 
attached. [ *PLAINTIFF DON HAMRICK’S NOTE: The condition of poverty ignores 
28 U.S.C. § 1916 as a statutory right to the Seamen’s Suit exemption from fees and costs. 
Hence the embedded judicial bias against seamen as wards of the Admiralty Court. ] 
 
I believe I am entitled to relief. The issues that I desire to present on appeal/review are 
as follows: (Provide a statement of the issues you will present to the court. You may 
continue on the other side of this sheet if necessary.) 
 
 
Signature ____________________________________________________________ 

Name of Pro Se Litigant (PRINT) __________________________________________ 

Address ______________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Submit original with a certificate of service to: 
 

Clerk of Court 
United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia Circuit 
E. Barrett Prettyman U.S. Courthouse, Room 5523 
333 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001 

 
[USCADC Form 53 (Jul 2007)] 
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THE LIST OF OTHER RECIPIENTS OF THE EXCHANGE OF EMAILS  
BETWEEN DON HAMRICK AND RYAN OWENS 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad <Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell <caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>  

MARITIME BLOGGER 
John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  

 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org> 
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EMAIL NO. 1: TWO VERY IMPORTANT BLOG ARTICLES FOR NMSAC MEETING JAN 19-20 
SENT: Monday, January 10, 2011 at 12:28:44 AM  
FROM: Don Hamrick <ki5ss@yahoo.com>;  
TO: Ryan Owens, NMSAC <Ryan.F.Owens@uscg.mil>; 

Executive Office of the President Searching Blogs for Intel on Second Amendment 
Solution Re: Somali Pirates January 9, 2011 

BAE Systems: Adapting Aviation Laser Weapons System to Maritime Piracy (Green 
Laser), January 9, 2011 

Please print the linked articles and print all the links included in the two articles “that you 
find appropriate to include with the two articles.” 

I have a Statcounter log for my blog and I check it daily to see who visited my blog. 
Occasionally I find very interesting log entries like Sunday’s “Executive Office of the President” 
checking out what FRIDAY, NOV. 12TH, U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT VISITED MY MARITIME TREATY POST 
4 TIMES TOTALING 1 HOUR, 10 MINS DURATION! 3 where I discuss the U.S. State Department in 
SECRETARY OF STATE HILLARY CLINTON SETS THE STAGE FOR NEW MARITIME TREATY ON THE 
HUMAN RIGHT TO ARMED SELF-DEFENSE AGAINST PIRACY ON THE HIGH SEAS.4  

I also had several visits from Djibouti because I have been discussing the Djibouti Code of 
Conduct and how it is not working to solve the Somali piracy problem.  

Emailing the International Maritime Organization, the International Labour Organization, the 
United Nations, and Embassies all over the World seems to have had a BUTTERFLY EFFECT5 with the 
Secretary of State and the Executive Office of the President. I may be a political nobody of an 
individual but I do seem to be having a small influence in the search for a solution for the Somali 
pirates. 

Signed: Don Hamrick 

 

Submitted Supporting  
Information to NMSAC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
3 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-
visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/  
4 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/10/secretary-of-state-hillary-clinton-sets-the-
stage-for-new-maritime-treaty-on-the-human-right-to-armed-self-defense-against-piracy-on-the-high-seas/  
5 http://www.necsi.edu/guide/concepts/butterflyeffect.html  

 

http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/bae-systems-adapting-aviation-laser-weapons-system-to-maritime-piracy/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/10/secretary-of-state-hillary-clinton-sets-the-stage-for-new-maritime-treaty-on-the-human-right-to-armed-self-defense-against-piracy-on-the-high-seas/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/10/secretary-of-state-hillary-clinton-sets-the-stage-for-new-maritime-treaty-on-the-human-right-to-armed-self-defense-against-piracy-on-the-high-seas/
http://www.necsi.edu/guide/concepts/butterflyeffect.html
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EMAIL NO. 2: Need to Know Who Was Blog Visitor from IP 198.137.241.3 
SENT: Monday, January 17, 2011 at 3:53:20 AM 
FROM: Don Hamrick  
TO: Robert Bauer - White House Counsel  

 

Visitor from the White House! 
FROM: DON HAMRICK, 5860 WILBURN ROAD 

WILBURN, ARKANSAS 72179 

MY REQUEST TO PRESIDENT OBAMA 
AND WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL ROBERT BAUER 

I REQUEST A LETTER FROM PRESIDENT OBAMA CONFIRMING A “GOVERNMENT 
INTEREST” IN MY FORTHCOMING LAWSUIT TO PROCEED TO A CIVIL JURY TRIAL 
WITH A COURT APPOINTED CIVIL GIDEON ATTORNEY (ON A CONTINGENCY FEE 
BASIS IF I WIN DAMAGES) COMPETENT IN MARITIME TREATIES, ADMIRALTY 
LAW, CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, RICO ACT, CIVIL RIGHTS, AND HUMAN RIGHTS.  

If White House Counsel and 
President Obama agree with the legal 
principles of my lawsuit described below I 
would like two original copies of a letter from 
President Obama, both with original 
signatures, confirming a “Government 
Interest” in my forthcoming civil complaint 
to proceed to a civil jury trial with the 
President’s recommendation to the 
Court that the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia assign a Court 
Appointed Civil Gideon Attorney as under 
the Safety Clause of the unanimous 
recommended by the ABA House of 
Delegates August 17, 2006 for Civil Gideon 
representation of certain civil plaintiffs.  

Because my blog was 
twice visited by someone 
at the White House that 
gave me the right to email 
Robert Bauer, White House 
Counsel for help with my 
civil cause of action. 

WHY THE REQUEST? 

The merits of my case are absolutely worthy of a civil jury trial and I have tried from 2002 to 
the present to get my case to a civil jury trial but the federal judges of the U.S. District Court for DC, 
for Little Rock, Arkansas, the DC Circuit, the 8th Circuit, and the U.S. Supreme Court (No. 03-145) 
are politically motivated to BLOCK my case from proceeding past the Motion to Dismiss because I 
dare present a Second Amendment case advocating the full scope of Second Amendment rights of 
U.S. merchant seamen under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 and under the link between the 
Second Amendment and the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the Constitution. 
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ABOUT THE BLOG VISITOR FROM  
THE EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT: 

I probably do not need to know the name of the person who visited my blog, AMERICAN 
COMMON DEFENCE REVIEW 6 on January 8, 2010 at 10:10 AM with a IE 8.0 browser on a computer 
with Windows XP, but I do NEED to know why he or she visited my blog. Was the purpose of the 
visit to establish a “Government Interest” in my Second Amendment case (i.e., arming merchant 
vessels and crew to defend against pirates on the high seas)? 

 
Visitors From Washington, DC for January 8-17, 2010 
Reading My Blog, American Common Defence Review 

IP Address Agency Location 
Returning 

Count 
Entries 

12.182.31.130 AT&T Services  Washington, DC 1 1 
143.231.249.138 U.S. House of Representatives Washington, DC 0 1 
149.101.1.116 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 33 1 
149.101.1.118 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 32 3 
149.101.1.119 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 0 6 
149.101.1.120 U.S. Dept. of Justice Washington, DC 34 1 
152.121.18.253 U.S. Coast Guard Washington, DC 0 7 
169.253.4.21 U.S. Dept. of State Washington, DC 0 1 

198.137.241.3 Executive Office of the President 
725 17th Street, NW 

Washington, DC 0 1 

199.107.56.222 Unidentified Washington, DC 0 2 

208.87.107.34 Center for Am. Progress (Progessive 
Organsization) 

Washington, DC 0 1 

  

MY BLOG ARTICLE: 

Executive Office of the President Searching Blogs for Intel on Second Amendment Solution Re: 
Somali Pirates7 

THE 3-PART NATURE OF MY FORTHCOMING CASE: 

(1) TO SUPPRESS PIRACY AND ARMED ROBBERY ON THE HIGH SEAS BY 
RESTORING THE SECOND AMENDMENT RIGHT TO ARMED SELF-DEFENSE BY 
ARMING U.S. MERCHANT VESSELS AND THEIR CREW UNDER THE JURISDICTION 
OF THE MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936, ADMIRALTY LAW, MARITIME LAW, 
FEDERAL LAW, AND FEDERAL PREEMPTION OF STATE AND LOCAL LAW. 

(2) TO RESTORE THE SECOND AMENDMENT AND NINTH AMENDMENT RIGHT TO 
OPENLY KEEP AND BEAR ARMS IN INTRASTATE AND INTERSTATE TRAVEL FOR 
U.S. MERCHANT SEAMAN UNDER THE MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936 

                                                      
6 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/  
7 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/executive-office-of-the-president-
searching-blogs-for-intel-on-second-amendment-solution-re-somali-pirates/  

 

http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/executive-office-of-the-president-searching-blogs-for-intel-on-second-amendment-solution-re-somali-pirates/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/executive-office-of-the-president-searching-blogs-for-intel-on-second-amendment-solution-re-somali-pirates/
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ADMIRALTY LAW, MARITIME LAW, FEDERAL LAW, AND FEDERAL PREEMPTION 
OF STATE AND LOCAL LAW. AND FOF U.S. CITIZENS UNDER THE THIRTEENTH 
AND FOURTEENTH AMENDMENTS UNDER THE JUST TERTII DOCTRINE. 

(3) TO PROVE THERE EXISTS A GOVERNMENT INTEREST TO SEE THAT THIS 
CASE PROCEEDS TO A CIVIL JURY TRIAL AGAINST THE PREJUDICE OF FEDERAL 
JUDGES TO BLOCK THIS CASE FROM PROCEEDING TO A CIVIL JURY TRIAL. 

THE FEDERAL JUDICIARY’S WAR AGAINST THE CONSTITUTION 
I place the NATURE OF THE CASE here because previous federal judges have shown gross 

negligence, ignorance, and incompetence in comprehending the global importance of this case to 
the fundamental individual human right of armed self-defense. See David B. Kopel, Paul Gallant & 
Joanne D. Eisen, THE HUMAN RIGHT OF SELF-DEFENSE, 22 BYU Journal of Public Law 43 
(Fall 2007).8 The is a Government Interest in my Second Amendment case from a merchant 
seaman’s point of view to proceed to a civil jury trial and not be block by judicial bias born from a 
political ideology. The merits of my Second Amendment cause of action is vindicated by members 
of the Executive Office of the President (Obama’s staff), the U.S. State Department, the 
U.S. Department of Justice, the U.S. Coast Guard, foreign national from Djibouti reading my article 
on the Djibouti Code of Conduct, the international coalition to fight and suppress Somali pirates. 

From the continuous judicial obstruction of justice of this cause of action from 2002 to the 
present I can safely presume there is an ideological war being waged by the federal judiciary against 
the individual human right to armed-self defending the misguided societal dependency on Federal, 
State, and local law enforcement for safety and security at the expense of freedom and personal 
responsibility. It is NOT the mandate of the Article III federal courts to social engineer society 
according to their political ideologies or to wage a judicial war to defend Judicial Supremacy against 
Popular Constitutionalism. 

PROOF OF U.S. GOVERNMENT INTEREST IN  
MY SECOND AMENDMENT CASE TO PROCEED TO A CIVIL JURY TRIAL 

I present excerpts from my Statcounter.com log entries attached to my online blog, American 
Common Defence Review where I post court documents from my Second Amendment cases and 
my commentary on events related to the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the 
Constitution of the United States so that the federal judge assigned to this Case will see a legitimate 
interest by the U.S. Government and NOT block this Case from proceeding to trial, and maybe even 
be gracious enough to grant my Motion for a Court Appointed Civil Gideon Attorney as qualifying 
under the Safety Clause of the ABA House of Delegates unanimous Recommendation dated 
August 17, 2006 

Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
8th January 
2011 10:10:02 
0 seconds 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
 
 
Exit Page: 
 

0 
Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
Executive Office of the President USA (198.137.241.3)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-
nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-
times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-
nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-
times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 

                                                      
8 http://www.law2.byu.edu/jpl/papers/v22n1_David_Kopel-Paul_Gallant-Joanne_Eisen.pdf 

 

http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
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My blog, American Common Defence Review attracts international by emailing the International 
Maritime Organization (IMO), the International  Labour Organization (ILO), the United Nations 
(U.N), and foreign Embassies all over the world.  Note the country of Djibouti and the possibility of 
the visitors being government officials involved with the Djibouti Code of Conduct for the 
international  coalition to combat Somali pirates. This is my experiment with the Butterfly Effect of 
Chaos Theory to see if I can influent the restoration of the human right to armed self-defense for 
seafarers from all maritime nations as well as Second Amendment rights for U.S. seafarers. 

VISITORS SORTED BY COUNTRIES  

FOR JANUARY 8-17, 2010  

 

Num Perc. Country Name Flag 

319 63.80% United States  
32 6.40% United Kingdom  
21 4.20% Canada  
10 2.00% Djibouti  
9 1.80% Germany  
7 1.40% Philippines  
7 1.40% Sweden  
7 1.40% Satellite Provider  
7 1.40% Turkey  
6 1.20% France  
5 1.00% Mexico  
5 1.00% Norway  
5 1.00% Greece  
4 0.80% Australia  
4 0.80% India  
3 0.60% Netherlands  
3 0.60% Pakistan  
3 0.60% Italy  
3 0.60% Slovakia  
3 0.60% Indonesia  
3 0.60% Iran, Islamic Republic Of  
2 0.40% Ireland  
2 0.40% Denmark  
2 0.40% Vietnam  
2 0.40% United Arab Emirates  
2 0.40% Croatia  

 

http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/
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Num Perc. Country Name Flag 

2 0.40%     
2 0.40% Mauritius  
2 0.40% Luxembourg  
1 0.20% South Africa  
1 0.20% Venezuela  
1 0.20% Belize  
1 0.20% Switzerland  
1 0.20% Iraq  
1 0.20% Kenya  
1 0.20% Belgium  
1 0.20% Nigeria  
1 0.20% Taiwan  
1 0.20% Maldives  
1 0.20% Japan  
1 0.20% Serbia  
1 0.20% Russian Federation  
1 0.20% Malaysia  
1 0.20% Romania  
1 0.20% Spain  
1 0.20% Togo  
1 0.20% Hungary  

  

THE LINK BETWEEN THE SECOND AMENDMENT AND  
THE COMMON DEFENCE CLAUSE 

This case presents a U.S. Merchant Seamen’s point of view on the Second Amendment as a 
vital function of the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the Constitution of the United 
States. If Justice Story can address the Common Defence Clause  then so can I, equal rights under 
the law and all that! I cite U.S. Senate Document No. 106-27, 106th Congress, 2d Session, THE 
CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICAN: ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION, p. 53 (2000): 

PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF THE PREAMBLE 

Although the preamble is not a source of power for any department of the 
Federal Government,9 the Supreme Court has often referred to it as 
evidence of the origin, scope, and purpose of the Constitution.10  “Its true 
office,” wrote Joseph Story in his COMMENTARIES, “is to expound the 
nature and extent and application of the powers actually conferred by the 
Constitution, and not substantively to create them. For example, the 
preamble declares one object to be, ‘to provide for the common defense.’ 
No one can doubt that this does not enlarge the powers of Congress to 

                                                      
9 Jacobson v. Massachusetts, 197 U.S. 11, 22 (1905). 
10 E.g., the Court has read the preamble as bearing witness to the fact that the Constitution emanated from the 
people and was not the act of sovereign and independent States, McCulloch v. Maryland, 4 Wheat. (17 U.S.) 
316, 403 (1819) Chisholm v. Georgia, 2 Dall. (2 U.S.) 419, 471 (1793); Martin v. Hunter’s Lessee, 1 Wheat. 
(14 U.S.) 304, 324 (1816), and that it was made for, and is binding only in, the United States of America. 
Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U.S. 244, 251 (1901); In re Ross, 140 U.S. 453, 464 (1891). 
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pass any measures which they deem useful for the common defence. 
But suppose the terms of a given power admit of two constructions, the 
one more restrictive, the other more liberal, and each of them is 
consistent with the words, but is, and ought to be, governed by 
the intent of the power; if one could promote and the other 
defeat the common defence, ought not the former, upon the 
soundest principles of interpretation, to be adopted?” 11 

The italics and Bold-Underlined text are my emphasis impacting the state of tyranny under 
the federal judiciary in relation to the perpetual dismissals of my Second Amendment cases 
attempting to prove the link to the Common Defence clause of the Preamble to the Constitution. I 
cite Cohens v. Virginia, 19 U.S. 264, at 404 (6 Wheaton 264) (1821): 

It is most true that this Court will not take jurisdiction if it should not; but it 
is equally true that it must take jurisdiction if it should. The judiciary 
cannot, as the legislature may, avoid a measure because it approaches the 
confines of the Constitution. We cannot pass it by because it is doubtful. 
With whatever doubts, with whatever difficulties, a case may be attended, 
we must decide it if it be brought before us. We have no more right to 
decline the exercise of jurisdiction which is given than to usurp that which 
is not given. The one or the other would be treason to the 
Constitution. Questions may occur which we would gladly avoid, but we 
cannot avoid them. All we can do is to exercise our best judgment and 
conscientiously to perform our duty. In doing this on the present occasion, 
we find this tribunal invested with appellate jurisdiction in all cases arising 
under the Constitution and laws of the United States. We find no 
exception to this grant, and we cannot insert one.)  

My cases from 2002 to the present advocating the full scope of Second Amendment rights 
and all those Quo Warranto cases by people more prominent than I in society and government 
affairs challenging President Obama’s eligibility to hold the Office of the President are two 
prominent examples of judicial treason against the Constitution. There is a third judicial war, this 
one is the Article III War against the unrepresented civil plaintiff’s use of ALTERNATIVE STATEMENTS 
OF CLAIMS under Rule 8(d)(2) as opposed to the federal judiciary’s addiction to SHORT AND PLAIN 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIMS under Rule 8(a)(2). My present case fights back for the procedural due 
process right under the FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT to make ALTERNATIVE STATEMENTS OF CLAIMS 
under Rule 8(d)(2), lest the federal courts continue holding unrepresented civil plaintiffs to the 
standards of an attorney under the deceitful guise of leniency.  

I turn now to the specific purpose of my Second Amendment case now before this Court. 

                                                      
11 1 J. STORY, COMMENTARIES ON THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES (Boston: 1833), 
462. For a lengthy exegesis of the preamble phrase by phrase, see M. ADLER & W. GORMAN, THE 
AMERICAN TESTAMENT (New York: 1975), 63–118. 
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THE FOLLOWING TEXT WAS FROM AN EMAIL SENT TO 
THE NATIONAL MARITIME SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
FOR THEIR MEETING SCHEDULED FOR JANUARY 19-20, 2010 

THE FIRST POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is that the Djibouti Code of Conduct in dealing 
with Somali Pirates is NOT WORKING! The international intervention through the Djibouti Code 
of Conduct only drove the Somali pirates further East toward India and South toward Madagascar 
because the International Maritime Organization is pussy-footing around trying every conceivable 
government-centric solution while ignoring the human right to armed self-defenseas if it did not 
exist. BAE Systems is putting a non-lethal Green Laser through the trial phase that is designed to 
deter pirates from attacking merchant vessels at a range of 1,500 meters. Nothing has been said 
about how this Green Laser its will present a hazard to navigation to other merchant vessels in the 
vicinity of targeted pirates or the possibility of pirates adopting counter-measures, i.e., abandoning 
the AK-47 as useless at 1,500 meters in favor of the Russian PKM/PKMS Kalishnikov with a sighting 
range of, whaddaknow!, 1,500 meters! The perfect weapon to take out that Green Laser! Millions, 
perhaps even billions of dollars spent on R & D just because Governments and the IMO have an 
aversion to arming merchant vessels and crew. 

THE SECOND POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is that it is time long overdue to resurrect the 
Second Amendment of American merchant seamen in intrastate and interstate travel under federal 
laws (Federal Preemption Doctrine) and maritime travel under maritime treaties and the Letters of 
Marque and Reprisal to defend against piracy and armed robbery on the high seas to their original 
purpose as a vital function of the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the Constitution of 
the United States. 

THE THIRD POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is that my blog, AMERICAN COMMON DEFENCE 
REVIEW,12 has been visited by the EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT (Obama’s staff) 
(see EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT SEARCHING BLOGS FOR INTEL ON SECOND AMENDMENT 
SOLUTION RE: SOMALI PIRATES)13 reading my article on how I describe the U.S. Department of State 
in my article titled, FRIDAY, NOV. 12TH, U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT VISITING MY MARITIME TREATY 
POST 4 TIMES, TOTALING 1 HOUR, 10 MINS. DURATION,14 titled SECRETARY OF STATE HILLARY 
CLINTON SETS THE STAGE FOR NEW MARITIME TREATY ON THE HUMAN RIGHT TO ARMED SELF-
DEFENSE AGAINST PIRACY ON THE HIGH SEAS; and by visitors from Djibouti reading my article on the 
CONFIDENTIAL DIPLOMATIC CABLE FROM THE AMERICAN EMBASSY IN DJIBOUTI 15 to the Secretary 
of State regarding Blackwater’s anti-pirate operation.  

My blog has also been visited by the U.S. Department of Justice (possibly including the FBI 
and the U.S. Marshals Service, possibly for evidence collection to be better able to secure probable 
cause to arrest me in retaliation for going after federal judges for extortion of exempted filing fees 
from a seaman, (see 28 U.S.C. § 1916 versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 — Something that Dave Heindel of 
the Seafarers International Union should have helped me with back in 2003 but, like the NRA, they 

                                                      
12 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/  
13 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/executive-office-of-the-president-
searching-blogs-for-intel-on-second-amendment-solution-re-somali-pirates/  
14 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-
visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/  
15 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/12/19/wikileaks-confidential-cable-djibouti-
approved-blackwater-for-commercial-counter-piracy-operations/  
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ignored my situation, probably thinking “Second Amendment rights of seamen? What a joke!” Well, 
not such big joke today! Is it, Dave!) and for corruption and obstruction of justice through abuse of 
process twisting the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Appellate Procedure, and the Rules of the 
Supreme Court), the U.S. Coast Guard and most assuredly member nations of the International 
Maritime Organization (IMO), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the United Nations 
(U.N.), and foreign embassies all over the world as a result from my emailing notifications of my 
commentary on the human rights of seamen of the United States and all maritime nations as posted 
at my blog. 

THE FOURTH POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is that I have been pursuing justice since 2002 
for Second Amendment rights of American seamen in the form of a National Open Carry 
endorsement on the Merchant Mariner’s Document (MMD), in response to federally mandated Small 
Arms Qualification in the 9mm Baretta, 12ga shotgun, and the M14 rifle as a pre-requesite for 
employment as an Able Seaman aboard a U.S. Government vessel of the Pre-Position Fleet. Then it 
was the Merchant Mariner’s Credential (MMC) what looks like a red-cover Soviet Union passport 
(who the Hell suggested the RED COVER?). Now it is the TWIC Card!  

My Tenth Amendment question with all this multiple documentation and credentialing make-overs 
why hasn’t the BATFE been brought in to consult on the Second Amendment rights of merchant 
seamen? 

THE FIFTH POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is that their will be a future risk of liability 
for wrongful death lawsuits resulting from compliance with 33 C.F.R., Chapters 101, 103, 104, 
and 105 turning U.S. merchant seamen into unarmed security guards and U.S. merchant vessels 
into deadly ”Gun-Free Zones” which ultimately serve to aid and abet piraites on the high seas. 
The failure of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security and the U.S. Coast Guard to support and 
defend the Second Amendment rights of American merchant seaman as demanded by the Oath of 
Office is the focus of the email especially when their are no federal laws or regulations for or against 
the NATIONAL OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT for the MMD/MMC.  

See the COAST GUARD LETTER (Preface page 6) which is the pivotal cause of action in 
my 8-year pursuit of justice obstructed and blocked by corrupt federal judges.  

GUN-FREE ZONES:16 There is a legal principle that if you create a gun-free zone, you’re liable for 
any harm it causes.” And as to the idea of arming U.S. merchant vessels and restoring the Second 
Amendment to intrastate and interstate travel I give you two versions of a notable quotation: 

“Truth is violently opposed before it is accepted as self evident.” — Arthur 
Schopenhauer  

“All truth passes through three stages: First, it is ridiculed; Second, it is violently 
opposed; Third, it is accepted as self-evident.” — Arthur Schopenhauer  

“Truth is by nature self-evident. As soon as you remove the cobwebs of ignorance 
that surround it, it shines clear.” — Mahatma Gandhi  

“Truth never damages a cause that is just.”— Mahatma Gandhi  

“Truth stands, even if there be no public support. It is self-sustained.”— Mahatma 
Gandhi  

                                                      
16 http://www.gunlaws.com/GFZ/GFZ-BillReview.htm  
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THE SIXTH POINT I MUST STRESS HERE is even though the subject of arming U.S. 
merchant vessels and their crew (not just adding contract security teams aboard merchant vessels) is 
the LOGICAL choice which will cascade into amending federal laws and regulations restoring the 
Second Amendment right to openly keep and bear arms in intrastate and interstate travel not only 
for U.S. merchant seamen for the law-abding U.S. citizens at large, you my be emotionally or 
politically repulsed by the ignore of restoring gun rights to merchant seamen.  

QUESTIONS FOR NMSAC TO ANSWER 

If the Secretary of Homeland Security has general superintendence over the U.S. merchant 
marine and merchant marine personnel under 46 U.S.C. § 2103 then what role do U.S. merchant 
seamen have in homeland security? Wouldn’t the answer be National Open Carry in interstate travel 
for merchant seamen as a federal preemption be the answer to that question?  

Does the Secretary of Homeland Security only want a nation of snitches with no right to 
armed self-defense? If find extremely offensive for the Secretary of Homeland Security to infiltrate 
Walmart with the “See something, say something” snitch program as a policy of economic bigotry 
against the middle to lower income American people. Why no “See something, say something” 
media blitz for Saks, Tiffany, or Bloomingdale in New York City? 

Or does the Common Defence clause of the Preamble imply the right of U.S. Citizes 
to openly keep and be arms in intrastate and interstate travel under the Second, Fourth, Fifth, Ninth, 
Tenth, Thirteenth, and Fourteenth Amendments as the proper interpretation of the Constitution 
under the Four Corners Doctrine? 

MY COMMENT on John C. W. Bennett, Another Small Step for the TWIC Program,17 Maritime 
Transportation Security News & Views, January 14, 2011: 

“The US Coast Guard’s proposed regulation of the TRANSPORTATION WORKER 
IDENTIFICATION CREDENTIAL (TWIC) reader requirements was submitted to the Office 
of Management and Budget for regulatory review on January 12th.” ... “If ultimately 
adopted, the regulation would establish requirements for the use of electronic card 
readers to verify TWICs at US maritime facilities and vessels that are regulated under 
the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 as amended (MTSA). The 
justification for the OMB review process is “to ensure that agencies, to the extent 
permitted by law, comply with the regulatory principles stated in the EXECUTIVE 
ORDER 12866 18 on ‘Regulatory Planning and Review’ and that the President’s 
policies and priorities are reflected in agency rules.” 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12866 
REGULATORY PLAN AND REVIEW 

OCTOBER 4, 1993, 

Here I will apply E.O. 12866 to the NATIONAL OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT on the MMC and 
the TWIC Card as well as arming merchant vessels and crew. The first paragraph of E.O. 12866 
reads: 

The American people deserve a regulatory system that works for them, not against 
them: a regulatory system that protects and improves their* health, safety, 
environment, and well-being and improves the performance of the economy without 

                                                      
17 http://mpsblog.org/2011/01/14/another-small-step-for-the-twic-program/  
18 http://www.archives.gov/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12866.pdf  
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imposing unacceptable or unreasonable costs on society; regulatory policies that 
recognize that the private sector and private markets are the best engine for economic 
growth;** regulatory approaches that respect the role of State, local, and tribal 
governments; and regulations that are effective, consistent, sensible, and 
understandable. We do not have such a regulatory system today. 

*a regulatory system that protects and improves their safety: 33 C.F.R., Chapters 101, 103, 104, 
and 105 is a regulatory system that endangers the crew of U.S. merchant vessels because those 
particular regulations do not include nor accommodate the Second Amendment rights of merchant 
seamen nor the American ship owner.  

**improves the performance of the economy without imposing unacceptable or unreasonable costs 
on society; regulatory policies that recognize that the private sector and private markets are the best 
engine for economic growth: 33 C.F.R., Chapters 101, 103, 104, and 105 damages the 
performance of the economy and imposes unacceptable and unreasonable costs on society and do 
not recognize the fact that private sector and private markets are the best engine for economic 
growth. According to ECOTERRA INTERNATIONAL,19 STATUS OF SEIZED VESSELS AND CREWS IN 
SOMALIA, THE GULF OF ADEN AND THE INDIAN OCEAN,20 dated January 14, 2011, as of January 13, 
2001 ”at least 45 foreign vessels plus two barges are kept in Somali hands against the will of their 
owners, while at least 801 hostages or captives - including a South-African yachting couple - suffer to 
be released.” Allowing the private sector, ship owners, to arm their vessels to defend against pirates 
is historically the proper solution under the Letters of Marque and Reprisal. 

Section 1. Statement of Regulatory Philosophy and Principles. 

(a) The Regulatory Philosophy.  

Federal agencies should promulgate only such regulations as are required by law, are 
necessary to interpret the law, or are made necessary by compelling public need,* 
such as material failures of private markets to protect or improve the health and safety 
of the public, the environment, or the well-being of the American people. In deciding 
whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of 
available regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and 
benefits shall be understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest 
extent that these can be usefully estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and 
benefits that are difficult to quantify, but nevertheless essential to consider. Further, in 
choosing among alternative regulatory approaches, agencies should select those 
approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential economic, environmental, 
public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity), 
unless a statute requires another regulatory approach. 

*made necessary by compelling public need: Armed self-defense is a compelling public need 
because the federal courts have relentless and consistently ruled “that there is no constitutional right 
to be protected by the state against being murdered by criminals or madmen.” Bowers v. DeVito, 
686 F.2d 616, 618 (7th Cir. 1982). The courts have been equally relentless and consistent in ruling 
that the police have no duty to protect the individual citizen. DeShaney v. Winnebago County Dep’t 
of Social Serv., 109 S.Ct. 998, 1004 (1989); South v. Maryland, 59 U.S. 396 (1855). Therefore it is 

                                                      
19 http://www.ecoterra.net/index-x.htm  
20 http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1101/S00235/status-of-seized-vessels-and-crews-in-somalia-and-
more.htm  
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an absolute absurdity and clearly repugnant to Natural Law to accumulate so many federal and state 
gun control laws that in their aggregate effect renders law-abiding citizens primarily defenseless in 
intrastate and interstate travel because the police on land to protect us everywhere at all times. The 
same holds true for naval forces at sea to protect merchant vessels everywhere at all times.  

You get the idea. 

Congressional legislation can be passed into law amending the NATIONAL DRIVERS RECORD, 
codified in 49 U.S.C. § 30301 – 30308 to add a data field on the driver’s license signifying that the 
driver is not prohibited from possessing or owning firearms under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g), et seq.  

This same data field can be added to the MMC and the TWIC Card with cooperation of and 
collaboration with BATFE and in that manner the U.S. merchant seaman will have his/her Second 
Amendment and Ninth Amendment right to openly keep and bear arms in intrastate and interstate 
travel under the FEDERAL PREEMPTION DOCTRINE override State and local laws that obstruction, 
hinders, or prohibits (1) open carry by a U.S. citizen who is an in-State citizen traveling within the 
county of a State or from one county to another within the State; (2) open carry by a U.S. citizen 
who is citizen of one State traveling interstate to another State, whether there be any States in 
between. 

CONCLUSION 

Applying E.O. 12866 to the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen in intrastate and 
interstate travel as well as to piracy and armed robbery on the high seas is NOT a discretionary 
duty but a ministerial duty of the U.S. Departement of Homeland Security and the U.S. Coast 
Guard when you take into account that the Oath of Office compels the application of the Second 
Amendment to the U.S. merchant marine as implied by 46 U.S.C. § 2103. 

I ask all of you to discuss THE NATIONAL OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT on the MMC and TWIC 
Card and also consider arming merchant vessels and crew in order to be in compliance with the 
Constitution of the United States. 

THE FOLLOWING TEXT IS FROM MY FORTH COMING LAWSUIT 

1.       April 19, 2002 Capt. J.P. Brusseau (retired in 2004), then DIRECTOR OF FIELD ACTIVITES, 
MARINE SAFETY, SECURITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, issued a FINAL AGENCY ACTION 
(see annotated version next page) denying my application for a NATIONAL OPEN CARRY 
HANDGUN [4] or a SMALL ARMS AND LIGHT WEAPONS [5] endorsement on the MERCHANT MARINER 
DOCUMENT (MMD), (now in what has become the MERCHANT MARINER CREDENTIAL (MMC)). In the 
second sentence of the third paragraph of the Final Agency Action Capt. Brusseau admits a fact of 
law: “As you have noted, the laws and regulations do not provide for such an endorsement nor do 
they prohibit it.” Capt. Brusseau’s admission of fact of law is the genesis of this 8-year litigious 
journey for justice. THE FEDERAL QUESTION (28 U.S.C. § 1331) here is when a Coast Guard 
Officer is faced with a SECOND AMENDMENT application of seamen’s rights where there are no 
federal laws or regulations available for authoritative guidance does that Coast Guard Officer have 
the discretionary duty (28 U.S.C. § 2680(a) EXCEPTIONS TO TORT CLAIMS) to use his/her own 
judgment (presumptively afflicted with political and/or personal bias favoring the Government’s 
interest and agenda) to deny that application or does the OATH OF OFFICE compel a ministerial duty 
to grant that application? 

 

  

 

http://us.mg6.mail.yahoo.com/dc/blank.html?bn=555&.intl=us&.lang=en-US#_ftn4
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DEMAND FOR A JUDGE FROM ANOTHER DISTRICT BE ASSIGNED TO THIS CASE 
BASED ON THE PREPONDERANCE OF EVIDENCE OF JUDICIAL BIAS AND  

ABUSE OF PROCEDURE AGAINST THE PLAINTIFF 

Hamrick v. President George W. Bush 
U.S. District Court for DC, No. 03-2160 (RWR) 

Judge Richard W. Roberts 

ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 13, 2004 

REVISED ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 20, 2004 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action against 
United States Attorney General John Ashcroft 
and others, and the action was randomly 
assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a motion for 
recusal, alleging that an appearance of 
impropriety exists because I was appointed by 
former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into question 
my impartiality in these proceedings on the basis 
of my status as a Clinton appointee. 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action against 
United States Attorney General John Ashcroft 
and others, and the action was randomly 
assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a motion for 
recusal, alleging that an appearance of 
impropriety exists because I was appointed by 
former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into question 
my impartiality in these proceedings on the basis 
of my status as a Clinton appointee. 
Accordingly, his motion will be denied. 

However, there is now pending in the United States Court of Federal Claims a class action lawsuit filed 
by a class of present and former Department of Justice attorneys seeking damages against the United 
States for alleged violations of the Federal Employees Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 5541-97 (1994). See John 
Doe, et al., on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated v. United States, Civil Action No. 
98-896C. I am currently a member of that class. Since Canon 3C(1) of the Code of Conduct for 
United States Judges requires a judge to “disqualify himself . . . in a proceeding in which the judge’s 
impartiality might reasonably be questioned,” the Committee on Codes of Conduct of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States has opined that recusal is required from any proceeding in which the 
Attorney General appears as a real party in interest, unless a waiver of such disqualification pursuant 
to Canon 3D[1]is submitted by all parties involved in the suit. 

Plaintiff’s motion for recusal makes plain that he would not waive my disqualification under Canon 
3C(1). Thus, my recusal from this case is now appropriate. For the reasons stated above, it is therefore  

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal [4] 
be, and hereby is, GRANTED. The Clerk of 
the Court is directed to reassign this matter to 
the Calendar Committee. Because United 
States District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this 
Court is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter. 

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal [4] 
be, and hereby is, DENIED. However, I am 
recusing myself sua sponte. The Clerk of the 
Court is directed to reassign this matter to the 
Calendar Committee. Because United States 
District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this Court 
is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter.  

[1] When the general provisions of Canon 3C(1) serve as the basis for disqualification, Canon 3D 
permits a judge to continue to participate in a proceeding if all of the parties and lawyers, after notice 
of the basis for the disqualification, agree in writing to waive the disqualification under a procedure 
independent of the judge’s participation.  
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Complaint ex dolo malo  
(Complaint out of fraud)  

For deprivation of rights, extortion, corruption of office, obstructions of justice, and racketeering 
activities against the Plaintiff’s Second Amendment right, an Intangible Property Right of 
U.S. seamen under RULE E(4)(c) as an ANALOGOUS PROCEEDING TO AN ACTION IN REM under 
RULE C(1)(b) of the SUPPLEMENTAL RULES FOR ADMIRALTY OR MARITIME CLAIMS and against the 
COMMON DEFENCE CLAUSE of the Preamble to the Constitution 

DIRECT RELEVANT EVIDENCE VINDICATING 
MY CIVIL COMPLAINT AS ACHIEVING  
RIPENESS FOR A CIVIL JURY TRIAL: 

August 18, 2010. PROCEEDINGS IN VINDICATION OF CIVIL RIGHTS (42 U.S.C. § 
1988). On August 18, 2010 just 6 days before Judge Bates’ dismissal of my previous 
Admiralty/RICO Act Complaint on August 24, 20010 the MARITIME PROTECTION SERVICES’ blog, 
MARITIME TRANSPORTATION SECURITY NEWS & VIEWS, published online their article, USCG UPDATES 
INFORMATION ON FOREIGN NATIONS’ POLICIES TOWARDS WEAPONS ON US-FLAG COMMERCIAL 
VESSELS:21 

Last week, [August 10, 2010] the US Coast Guard posted, on its Homeport 
website, an updated Port Information Matrix that summarizes available port state 
responses to a US State Department démarche requesting information on 
port state laws and restrictions on the carriage of self-defense weapons 
for vessels operating in high risk waters.  The new matrix, an attachment to 
Port Security Advisory (PSA) (08-09) “PORT STATE RESPONSES TO REQUEST FOR 
INFORMATION REGARDING CARRIAGE AND TRANSPORT OF SELF-DEFENSE WEAPONS 
ABOARD U.S. COMMERCIAL VESSELS,” replaces a previous version that had been 
updated in May. 

Since I can’t find where I might have saved previous versions of the Matrix, I’m 
relying on a very fallible memory to suggest the latest changes.  I believe the 
listings for Djibouti, Guinea, India, Kenya, Mauritius, Nicaragua, Oman, and 
Tanzania are new.  Of these India and Tanzania allow neither weapons on board 
nor armed transits through the country between airports and vessels.  The other 
countries permit both under conditions, which are summarized in the new matrix. 

To access the new matrix, or PSA (08-09), go to Homeport, click on “Counter 
Piracy” under “Featured Homeport Links” at the top of the right side of the page.  
On the Counter Piracy page, scroll down to “PSA (8-09): Port State Response to 
Request for Information Regarding Carriage and Transport of Self-Defense 
Weapons Aboard U.S. Commercial Vessels and Port Information document.”  
Clicking on that will provide a choice of PDF links for the updated Port 
Information Matrix and for  PSA (08-09).  

Between the FINAL AGENCY ACTION denying my SECOND AMENDMENT application for the 
NATIONAL OPEN CARRY HANDGUN endorsement on the MERCHANT MARINER’S DOCUMENT in 2002 

                                                      
21 http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-towards-
weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/ 
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and the U.S. Department of State’s demarche and the U.S. Coast Guard Port Security Advisory 
(PSA) (08-09) “PORT STATE RESPONSES TO REQUEST FOR INFORMATION REGARDING CARRIAGE AND 
TRANSPORT OF SELF-DEFENSE WEAPONS ABOARD U.S. COMMERCIAL VESSELS,” vindicating the 
principle of armed merchant seamen under federal and admiralty/maritime law with my 
SECOND AMENDMENT application for the NATIONAL OPEN CARRY HANDGUN endorsement on the 
MERCHANT MARINER’S DOCUMENT there has been an inter-department and/or an inter-agency 
CONSPIRACY TO INTERFERE WITH CIVIL RIGHTS (42 U.S.C. § 1985) between the U.S. Coast Guard, 
the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, the U.S. Department of Transportation, the U.S. 
Department of Justice, the U.S. Marshals Service, and the FBI or independently amongst themselves 
which constitutes RACKETEERING ACTIVITIES against the SECOND AMENDMENT right of U.S. merchant 
seamen to keep and bear arms and the SEVENTH AMENDMENT right to a civil jury trial for U.S. 
merchant seamen especially when federal judges perpetually dismiss complaints and ignore 
preliminary procedural motions by an unrepresented civil plaintiff/merchant seaman for 8 years 
while granting everything to the Government as though the Federal Court is now the new Praetorian 
Guard for the United States against its own people. 

The Ripeness Doctrine 

Nat’l Park Hospitality Ass’n v. Dep’t of the Interior, 538 U.S. 803, 808 (2003) (internal 
citation and quotation omitted) (The ripeness doctrine is drawn both from Article III limitations on 
judicial power and from prudential reasons for refusing to exercise jurisdiction, but, even in a case 
raising only prudential concerns, the question of ripeness may be considered on a court’s own 
motion.) In performing the ripeness inquiry, we must weigh three factors when deciding whether to 
address the issues presented for review:  

RIPENESS FACTOR (1) of (3) the likelihood that the harm alleged by the plaintiff 
will ever come to pass  

Harm has already come to pass. (1) The U.S. COAST GUARD and the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION and in the piling on offense (football offense) federal law enforcement have 
retaliated for my exercising constitutional rights against government wrongdoing; and (2) Somali 
pirates attacked, boarded, and hijacked MAERSK ALABAMA. That crisis was resolved by 
intervention of a U.S. Navy Seal Team Snipers fatally shooting the three Somali pirates holding the 
captain of MAERSK ALABAMA hostage.  

RIPENESS FACTOR (2) of (3) whether the factual record is sufficiently developed 
to produce a fair adjudication of the merits of the parties’ respective claims 

The present case is more than sufficiently developed and is long overdue for a fair civil jury 
trial on the merits of my claims.  

Three U.S. Supreme Court opinions and one Ninth Circuit opinion provides the causal effect 
ripening my case. Those four opinions are briefly presente here to help prove RIPENESS:  

CAUSE 1:  Justice Thomas, with whom the Chief Justice [Rhenquist] joins, 
dissenting in Saenz v. Roe 526 US 489 (1999), (a right to travel case under the 
Fourteenth Amendment), wrote:  

As The Chief Justice points out, ante at 1, it comes as quite a 
surprise that the majority relies on the Privileges or Immunities 
Clause at all in this case. That is because, as I have explained 
supra, at 1-2, The Slaughter-House Cases sapped the Clause of any 
meaning. Although the majority appears to breathe new life into the 
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Clause today, it fails to address its historical underpinnings or its 
place in our constitutional jurisprudence. Because I believe that the 
demise of the Privileges or Immunities Clause has contributed in no 
small part to the current disarray of our Fourteenth Amendment 
jurisprudence, I would be open to reevaluating its meaning in 
an appropriate case. Before invoking the Clause, however, we 
should endeavor to understand what the framers of the Fourteenth 
Amendment thought that it meant. We should also consider 
whether the Clause should displace, rather than augment, portions 
of our equal protection and substantive due process jurisprudence. 
The majority’s failure to consider these important questions raises 
the specter that the Privileges or Immunities Clause will become yet 
another convenient tool for inventing new rights, limited solely 
by the predilections of those who happen at the time to be Members 
of this Court. Moore v. East Cleveland , 431 U. S. 494, 502 (1977).  

CAUSE 2: Justice Thomas, Printz v. United States 521 U.S. 898 (1997) wrote:  

. . . If, however, the Second Amendment is read to confer a 
personal right to keep and bear arms, a colorable argument exists 
that the Federal Government’s regulatory scheme, at least as it 
pertains to the purely intrastate sale or possession of firearms, runs 
afoul of that Amendment’s protections. As the parties did not raise 
this argument, however, we need not consider it here. Perhaps, at 
some future date, this Court will have the opportunity to 
determine whether Justice Story was correct when he 
wrote that the right to bear arms has justly been 
considered, as the palladium of the liberties of a republic. 3 
J. Story, Commentaries § 1890, p. 746 (1833).  

CAUSE 3: Justice Scalia, in District of Columbia v. Heller, No. 07-290, 554 
U.S. 290; 478 F. 3d 370 (2008), wrote:  

JUSTICE BREYER chides us for leaving so many applications of 
the right to keep and bear arms in doubt, and for not providing 
extensive historical justification for those regulations of the right that 
we describe as permissible. See post, at 42–43. But since this case 
represents this Court’s first in-depth examination of the Second 
Amendment, one should not expect it to clarify the entire field, any 
more than Reynolds v. United States, 98 U. S. 145 (1879), our first 
in-depth Free Exercise Clause case, left that area in a state of utter 
certainty. And there will be time enough to expound upon 
the historical justifications for the exceptions we have 
mentioned if and when those exceptions come before us.  

CAUSE 4: Judge O’Scannlain, in Nordyke v. King, 563 F.3d 439 (9th Cir. 
April 20, 2009),22 was vacated and the case was remanded to that panel for 
further consideration in light of McDonald v. City of Chicago, No. 08-1521, slip 
op. (U.S. June 28, 2010) (Oral arguments scheduled for October 19, 2010) 

                                                      
22 www.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/opinions/2009/04/20/0715763.pdf.  
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In Nordyke the Second Amendment is incorporated through the Due Process 
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Nordyke opinion under remand is: 

We therefore conclude that the right to keep and bear arms is 
deeply rooted in this Nation’s history and tradition. Colonial 
revolutionaries, the Founders, and a host of commentators and 
lawmakers living during the first one hundred years of the Republic 
all insisted on the fundamental nature of the right. It has long been 
regarded as the true palladium of liberty. Colonists relied on it to 
assert and to win their independence, and the victorious Union 
sought to prevent a recalcitrant South from abridging it less than a 
century later. The crucial role this deeply rooted right has played in 
our birth and history compels us to recognize that it is indeed 
fundamental, that it is necessary to the Anglo-American conception 
of ordered liberty that we have inherited.23  We are therefore 
persuaded that the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment incorporates the Second Amendment and 
applies it against the states and local governments.24, 25 

. . . we concluded that the Second Amendment is indeed 
incorporated against the states, . . .  

RIPENESS FACTOR (3) of (3) the hardship to the parties if judicial relief is denied 
at this stage in the proceedings.  

I will be severely at risk of arrest and prosecution if I visit any headquarter buildings of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, the FAA, and the U.S. Coast 
Guard as either a U.S. merchant seaman on maritime business or as a U.S. citizen on non-maritime 
business because the U.S. Department of Transportation’s wrongful Bar Notices of 2004 and 2006 
will remain in effect. 

I will also be severely at imminent risk of arrest and prosecution by the U.S. Marshals Service, 
the U.S. Supreme Court Police, and the Capitol Police if I pursue my common law right of citizen’s 
arrest of federal judges and federal court clerks on probable cause evidence of felony extortion of 
filing fees (28 U.S.C. § 1916 SEAMEN’S SUIT versus 18 U.S.C. § 872 EXTORTION BY OFFICERS OR 
EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES) as been ignored by the federal courts establishing a 
presumption that federal judges and court clerks are above the law, untouchable by the checks and 
balance protections of the Constitution or the due process of law. 

                                                      
23 By speaking of the two parts of the incorporation inquiry separately—deeply rooted in this Nation’s history 
and tradition and necessary to an Anglo-American regime of ordered liberty—we do not mean to imply a 
distinct two-pronged test. The incorporation cases and the substantive due process cases both treat these two 
phrases as aspects of a holistic inquiry.  
24 The County and its amici point out that, however universal its earlier support, the right to keep and bear 
arms has now become controversial. See generally Sanford Levinson, THE EMBARRASSING SECOND 
AMENDMENT, 99 Yale L.J. 637 (1989). But we do not measure the protection the Constitution affords a right 
by the values of our own times. If contemporary desuetude sufficed to read rights out of the Constitution, then 
there would be little benefit to a written statement of them. Some may disagree with the decision of the 
Founders to enshrine a given right in the Constitution. If so, then the people can amend the document. But 
such amendments are not for the courts to ordain. 
25 Available online at www.ca9.uscourts.gov/datastore/opinions/2009/04/20/0715763.pdf. 
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EMAIL NO. 3: NEWS FOR NMSAC MEETING TOMORROW! MARITIME TRENDING TOWARD 
ARMING VESSELS & CREW 
SENT: Tuesday, January 18, 2011 9:28:50 AM 
FROM: Don Hamrick  
TO: Ryan Owens (and others) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  

Foreign Ship Owners are 
Beginning to Adopt the Idea 

of Arming Their Merchant 
Vessels as a Necessity 

Owen Doherty 
<owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad 
<Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell 
<caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  
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Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>  

MARITIME BLOGGER 
John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  

 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org>  

 

Norwegian Ship Owners Up Stakes Against Somali Hijackers 
by Ramona Tancau 
The Foreigner (Norwegian News in English)26 
January 18, 2010 

Somali pirates are facing increased resistance from Norwegian ship owners in the 
battle to prevent the growing number of hijackings. 

Missing 

“When there are convoys or patrol boats in the area we hire armed guards from Yemen’s navy. We 
have no choice. The only language terrorists understand is an armed response,” Stolt 
Nielsen CEO Niels G. Stolt Nielsen tells Dagens Næringsliv (DN).  

In the latest attack, the Norwegian-owned tanker MV Samho Jewelry sailing under Maltese flag was 
pirated with its cargo of chemicals on Saturday in the waters of Oman, approximately 350 nautical 
miles South East of the port of Muscat, EU NAVFOR reports. 

News agency AP reports South Korea’s Foreign Ministry confirms the ship is operated by the South 
Korean firm Samho Shipping and has a crew of 21. Eight are South Koreans, two Indonesian, and 
the rest Burmese. 

The incident brought the number of vessels attacked by Somali pirates to 29, with a total of 693 
hostages, and came just three days after the Danish cargo ship MV Leopard was hijacked in the 
Arabian Sea. The crew of 4 Filipinos and 2 Danes has yet to be found. 

Fruitless expense? 

Norwegian ship owners are determined to employ measures they consider fit to protect their ships 
and cargoes from the Somali pirates. At least one ship owner carries arms on board, 
according to DN, several others say this may be a future safety option. 

“We have taken some measures but do not have armed guards on board. I’m not discounting we 
may have them soon,” says Olav Eikrem, technical director at bulk shipping company Frontline. 

Nonetheless, onboard weapons are a controversial matter, as critics believe they 
encourage violent behavior.  

[MY COMMENT: This criticism is bullshit! It is a delusion of a those advocate a gun-
free world on the false belief that non-violence is the solution to all of mankind’s 
problems. Just be nice and the bad guys of the world will treat you nice. Nothing can 
be further the the truth of human nature. There is an old Latin axiom for this: “Via 
antique via est tuta.” (The old way is the safe way.) Armed self-defence is a fundamental 

                                                      
26 http://theforeigner.no/pages/news/norwegian-ship-owners-up-stakes-against-somali-hijackers/  
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human right and it is a part of Natural Law. FOR THE LOVE OF GOD! ARMING 
MERCHANT VESSELS AND THEIR CREW IS THE RIGHT THING TO DO!] 

Such safety measures are also highly expensive. Stolt Nielsen says it pays up to approximately one 
million dollars per month for its 150 vessels that travel in pirate areas. 

“We have had several attempts that we have managed to deflect or stop due to armed guards, 
barbed wire and hosing the pirates down with hot water,” according to Mr. Nielsen. 

Onboard weapons do not to deter the pirates, however. They seem fearless, confident 
that they “own” the seas. 

“The Navy cannot stop us. How would they manage? We have more than 200 groups 
and we are growing all the time, said Somali pirate Mohammed Garaad, allegedly the 
fourth most influential person in the shipping world, in an interview with shipping 
publication Lloyd’s List in 2009.  

[MY COMMENT: What better reason than that said above to consider the two 
options: (1) Declare a military war on Somalia or (2) Congress to begin issuing 
Letters of Marque and Reprisal to owners of shipping companies in the private sector 
under Admiralty Law to combat Somali pirates. REMEMBER?  “Via antique via est 
tuta.” (The old way is the safe way.) Just because the world population is advancing 
through time does not mean that we have to put away our common sense for a false 
sense of security through pacification and political correctness or abandon the old 
ways that worked in supressing piracy and armed robbery on the high seas. The flip-
side to this restoration of the old ways is the restortion of the Second Amendment 
right to openly keep and bear arms in intrastate and interstate travel in the United 
States for U.S. merchant seamen as a reward for being a law-abiding citizen, what 
with all the security makeovers with the Merchant Mariner’s Document being made 
obselete for the Merchant Mariner’s Credential that looks more like a Soviet Union 
Passport from the “Your Papers Please” communist era of the Soviet Union. Oh! But 
we are now the Soviet United States of America is a proverbial roll reversal: 

FIRST TIME ANYONE HAS EVERY BEEN ARRESTED BY TSA FOR NOT SHOWING 
IDENTIFICATION AT AN AIRPORT: INTRODUCING THE SOVIET UNION ERA OF “YOUR 
PAPERS PLEASE!” FOR INTERSTATE TRAVEL. 
Phil Mocek, November 17, 2009 - Arrested for not showing identification to TSA at airport. 
http://www.pixiq.com/article/man-arrested-after-refusing-to-show-tsa-his-identification  

Phil Mocek’s trial postponed until January 20, 2010 

http://bungalowbillscw.blogspot.com/2011/01/seattle-man-phil-mocek-arrested-for-not.html  

QUESTIONS: 

How about saying the U.S. Government needs to restore rights and freedoms of American citizens 
for a change? The Constitution of the United States was never intended to inslave the People to the 
scrutiny of Government security that we have today. How far can the U.S. Government take 
“security” before the People realize that the Government has gone too far? 

 

 

 

http://www.pixiq.com/article/man-arrested-after-refusing-to-show-tsa-his-identification
http://bungalowbillscw.blogspot.com/2011/01/seattle-man-phil-mocek-arrested-for-not.html
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EMAIL NO. 4: OBAMA EXECUTIVE ORDER JANUARY 18, 2011 IMPROVING REGULATION 
AND REGULATORY REVIEW 
SENT: Tuesday, January 18, 2011 at 10:46:42 AM 
FROM: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ryan Owens 
 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 

President Obama’s 
Executive Order of 
January 18, 2011 

Improving Regulation 
and Regulatory Review 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Capt. Robert Ford 
<robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad <Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell <caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>   

 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  
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SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 
Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org>  

 

See ATTACHMENT. 

Reference: Jonathan H. Adler, President Obama Calls for Regulatory Review, Volokh 
Conspiracy (blog), January 18, 2011. 

If the American People must suffer under a President who has and continues to refuse to prove his 
eligibility to be president under the “natural born citizen” clause of the Constituion until the unlikely 
event of his impeachment for ineligibility then we must deal with what is heaped upon us. So it is 
with Obama’s Executive Order of January 18, 2011 titled Improving Regulation and Regulatory 
Review. Excerpts from the Executive Order: 

Section 1.  General Principles of Regulation.   

(a)  Our regulatory system must protect public health, welfare, safety, and our 
environment while promoting economic growth, innovation, competitiveness, and job 
creation.  It must be based on the best available science.  It must allow for public 
participation and an open exchange of ideas.  It must promote predictability 
and reduce uncertainty.  It must identify and use the best, most innovative, 
and least burdensome tools for achieving regulatory ends.  It must take into 
account benefits and costs, both quantitative and qualitative.  It must ensure that 
regulations are accessible, consistent, written in plain language, and easy to 
understand.  It must measure, and seek to improve, the actual results of 
regulatory requirements. 

Sec. 6.  Retrospective Analyses of Existing Rules.   

(a)  To facilitate the periodic review of existing significant regulations, agencies shall 
consider how best to promote retrospective analysis of rules that may be outmoded, 
ineffective, insufficient, or excessively burdensome, and to modify, 
streamline, expand, or repeal them in accordance with what has been 
learned.  Such retrospective analyses, including supporting data, should be released 
online whenever possible. 

Therefore, applying that Executive Order that reaffirms Executive Order 12866 dated 
September 30, 1993, to NMSAC’s meeting tomorrow, January 19-20, 2011, for “public safety” I 
submit my “demand” that NMSAC review and amend through the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
the Coast Guard federal regulations of Parts 101, 103, 104, and 105 of Chapter I of Title 33 
of the Code of Federal Regulations for all regulations concerning the restoration of Second 
Amendment rights of U.S. seafarers whether it applies to piracy and armed robbery on the high seas 
or intrastate and interstate travel within the United States because under the present quantity of 
federal laws and regulations anyone can be arrested and prosecuted for anything, anytime, 
anywhere by anyone in federal, state, or local law enforcement in the Unted States. Under this level 
quantity of federal laws and regulations NONE dare call it freedom in the United States. 

I would also “demand” that NMSAC bring in BATFE to facilitate the National Open Carry 
endorsement on the TWIC Card and the MMC through the National Drivers Register as I 
previously discussed and established a Federal Preemption over State gun control laws that prohibit 
interstate travel with firearms for personal safety and security.  

 

http://volokh.com/2011/01/18/president-obama-calls-for-regulatory-review/
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The attachment to this email is an excerpt from a previous lawsuit supporting that fact that 
gun control, whether it is the United Nations global gun control agenda or the gun control agenda of 
those in the United States, proves that gun control is a delusion. Gun control is a tool of 
enslavement to Government security that historically always leads to genocide. It is human nature of 
those in Government to push the campaign of threats to security until there is no rights or freedom 
left but permission by Government to do anything. There is nothing new or strange about 
this political theory or philosophy. Ayn Rand said it herself: “We are fast approaching the stage of 
the ultimate inversion: the stage where the government is free to do anything it pleases, while the 
citizens may act only by permission; which is the stage of the darkest periods of human history, the 
stage of rule by brute force.”  

Signed: Don Hamrick 

 

THIS IS PAGE 25. 
SEE ATTACHMENT AT PAGES 26–29 
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UNITED NATIONS RESEARCH PROVES  
MORE GUNS MEANS LESS CRIME! 

 
Citing Howard Nemerov, MEXICO’S GUN LAWS RESPONSIBLE FOR VIOLENT HOLOCAUST?, at 

www.examiner.com, March 5, 2009: 27 

Research from the United Nations (UN) indicates that it may be Mexico’s own 
restrictive gun control laws which contribute to the country’s rising murder rates.  

In Mexico,28 possession of firearms above .22 caliber is practically prohibited, though 
there is a second set of rules for the wealthy. Mexico also requires registration for all 
civilian gun owners, and federal and state governments actively discourage firearms 
ownership.  

Nevertheless, over 6,000 Mexicans have been murdered in the last year––700 in the 
past month––due to the battle over the drug trade. The Daily Mail reports:  

Every day, gun battles rage along Triumph of the Republic Boulevard, the 
[Ciudad Juarez] main thoroughfare, and the heads of enemies of the drug 
lords have been impaled on spikes in parks once popular with picnicking 
families. Hospitals treating victims regularly come under machine-gun fire. 
Radios used by emergency services are interrupted by the drugs gangs, who 
warn paramedics they will be killed if they treat any wounded.  

As noted in the reference to Mexico’s civilian gun laws above, corruption also plays a 
part in the murder rate. National Public Radioreports:  

Mexican authorities arrested the chief of police in Cancun in connection with 
the brutal kidnapping, torture and murder of retired army Brig. Gen. Enrique 
Tello.  

United Nations research  

The United Nations SMALL ARMS SURVEY (SAS) is an internationally-respected 
organization on gun violence research, often working with the United Nations:  

The Small Arms Survey undertakes joint research projects with independent 
researchers, international organizations, UN agencies, research organizations, 
NGOs, and partner institutions.  

As a United Nations resource, SAS explains their perspective on firearms:29  

The proliferation of small arms and light weapons represents a grave threat 
to human security. The unchecked spread of these weapons has exacerbated 
inter-and intra-state conflicts, contributed to human rights violations, 
undermined political and economic development, destabilized communities, 
and devastated the lives of millions of people.  

                                                      
27 http://www.examiner.com/x-2879-Austin-Gun-Rights-Examiner~y2009m3d5-Mexicos-gun-laws-
responsible-for-violent-holocaust 
28 http://www.davekopel.com/espanol/Mexican-Gun-Laws.htm 
29 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/about/mission.html 
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It’s safe to say that SAS supports gun control.  

In 1999, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan stated:  

Even in societies not beset by civil war, the easy availability of small arms has 
in many cases contributed to violence and political instability. These, in turn, 
have damaged development prospects and imperiled human security in 
every way.30104  

It’s also safe to say the United Nations supports gun control. Therefore, it seems 
reasonable to conclude that these international players have data showing a 
correlation between increased civilian firearms inventory and a violent crime 
indicator such as homicide rates. So let’s see what their data tells us.  

Between 2003 and 2007, SMALL ARMS SURVEY31 compiled civilian firearms 
inventories for various countries around the world. THE EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK OF 
CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS – 2006,32 published under the auspices of 
the Council of Europe, compiled crime data for the greater European region for the 
years 2000-2003. This research group “included several members involved in recent 
UN [crime] surveys.” The latest (2003) values appear in the table below, in order to 
best correlate firearms ownership with murder rates (expressed as offenses per 
100,000 population).  

 

                                                      
30 Kofi Annan, STATEMENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL, Sept. 24, 1999, UN Press Release SG/SM/7145, 
SC/6733. 
31 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/publications/yearb2008.html 
32 http://www.europeansourcebook.org/esb3_Full.pdf 
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The top quartile is comprised of developed western economies. These data 
contradict Annan’s assertion that firearms “damaged development prospects and 
imperiled human security” and the SAS assertion that firearms availability 
“undermined political and economic development.” The UN’s own reports prove 
that other factors besides gun control play a larger role in homicide rates.  

Returning to Mexico, the UN Office on Drugs and Crime reported that in 2000 (latest 
UN data), Mexico’s homicide rate was 14.11, over 2.5 times the U.S. rate, and 
Mexico’s violent crime increased 68% through mid-2007.  

Why aren’t the “experts” acknowledging their own data?  

References: 

Civilian firearms ownership data can be retrieved by downloading Chapter 2 from 
SAS Yearbooks for years 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2007 at the SAS Publications 
page.33 

For in-depth analysis of the United Nations civilian disarmament program, read Four 
Hundred Years of Gun Control: Why Isn’t It Working?, which deconstructs the gun 
control agenda and motivates more people to support our civil right of self-defense. 

MY COMMENT 

The data proves the inverse relationship between the greater the number of firearms ownership and 
possession and the reduced homicide rate. Therefore, federal judges exhibiting the political ideology 
that more gun control, or defending gun control laws already on the books in the belief that they 
reduce homicide rates are themselves delusional. Judge Sullivan’s proves the example of “the pot 
calling the kettle black.” Extrapolating that data to propose that “National Open Carry” of a semi-
automatic handgun in intrastate, interstate, nautical, and even in maritime travel will further reduce 
the homicide rate and other violent crimes.  

Citing David B. Kopel, Paul Gallant & Joanne D. Eisen, THE HUMAN RIGHT OF SELF-
DEFENSE, 22 BYU J. Pub. L. 43, at 57 (No. 1, Fall, 2007-2008):  

D. No Right of Self-Defense  

The most startling of the claims in the Frey/HRC report is that there is no human 
right of self-defense. She states:  

No international human right of self-defence is expressly set forth in the primary 
sources of international law: treaties, customary law, or general principles. While the 
right to life is recognized in virtually every major international human rights treaty, 
the principle of self-defence is expressly recognized in only one, the CONVENTION FOR 
THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS (EUROPEAN 
CONVENTION ON HUMAN RIGHTS), article 2.57  

Citing Niels Petersen, CUSTOMARY LAW WITHOUT CUSTOM? RULES, PRINCIPLES, AND THE ROLE OF 
STATE PRACTICE IN INTERNATIONAL NORM CREATION, 23 Am. U. Int’l L. Rev. 275, 300-301 (2008)  

THE ROLE OF STATE PRACTICE 

The insight that state practice is a constituent element of customary law because the 
corresponding rule of recognition requires it to be does not explain the normative 

                                                      
33 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/publications/yearb2008.html 
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reason for a requirement of state practice.34 If we want to analyze the distinctive 
characteristics of custom and general principles, we have to determine the function 
of state practice as an element for proving the existence of the law. As we have seen, 
the classical theory of international custom perceived state practice not as a 
normative requirement, but only as a means of proving the existence of consent 
between the states.  

The inductive method for determining customary law can be traced back to the 
sociological positivism of Auguste Comte.35 According to this school, science had to 
be based on facts.36 Awareness could only be attained through experience.37 The 
prevailing method was thus an inductive one, deriving patterns of behavior by an 
abstraction from facts. However, as law is per definition not descriptive, but always 
prescriptive,38 the sociological methodology cannot be transferred to the legal 
sciences without reflection. The reason for introducing practice as a constituent 
element of customary law is rather a more modest one: law should not consist of 
abstract, utopian norms, but rather be affiliated with social reality.39 Behavior is thus 
not a normative reason itself. Its consideration is just a means to reconcile law and 
reality.  

The reconciliation of law and reality by consideration of state practice is particularly 
important for norms that have a coordinative function in bilateral situations.40 Such 
norms are of a directly reciprocal character; in other words, any state can react to 
non-compliance by denying the fulfillment of the corresponding obligation.41 If 
coordinative norms are thus not supported by a basically consistent state practice, 
they would lose their conduct guiding function.42 State practice is thus a formal 
requirement that encourages the stability of norms.  

                                                      
34 See Andrew T. Guzman, SAVING CUSTOMARY INTERNATIONAL LAW, 27 Mich. J. Int’l L. 115, at 122 (2005) 
(denigrating state practice as having no direct contribution to the existence of customary norms, while 
conceding that it may influence state conduct). 
35 See Oscar Schachter, International Law in Theory and Practice, in 178 RECUEIL DES COURS 9, 60 (1982) 
(Fr.) (noting the influence of Comte’s sociological positivism on legal thinkers). 
36 Auguste Comte, DISCOURS SUR L’ESPRIT POSITIF [Discourse on the Positive Spirit] (1844). 
37 Id. 
38 See Craig Haney, PSYCHOLOGICAL AND LEGAL CHANGE: ON THE LIMITS OF A FACTUAL JURISPRUDENCE, 4 L. 
& Hum. Behav. 147, 163 (1980) (distinguishing between prescriptive and descriptive disciplines). 
39 See id. at 148 (describing the emergence in the nineteenth century of a concept of law whereby the law was 
viewed as an instrument for achieving positive goals). 
40 See Joost Pauwelyn, A TYPOLOGY OF MULTILATERAL TREATY OBLIGATIONS: ARE WTO OBLIGATIONS 
BILATERAL OR COLLECTIVE IN NATURE?, 14 Eur. J. Int’l L. 907, 908 (2003) (suggesting that multilateral, as 
contrasted with bilateral, obligations presuppose a collective interest of states above and beyond the particular 
interests of each state participating in the obligation). 
41 See id. (introducing the concept of suspending obligations as a countermeasure for breach). 
42 See Frederic L. Kirgis, Jr., CUSTOM ON A SLIDING SCALE, 81 AM. J. INT’L L. 146, at 148-149 (1987) 
(discussing the relationship between conduct, consistency, and state practice); see also Daniel Bodansky, 
CUSTOMARY (AND NOT SO CUSTOMARY) INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, 3 Ind. J. Global Legal Stud. 105, 
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EMAIL NO. 5: RE: OBAMA EXECUTIVE ORDER JANUARY 18, 2011 IMPROVING 
REGULATION AND REGULATORY REVIEW 
SENT: Tuesday, January 18, 2011 4:44:36 PM  
FROM: “Ryan Owens”  
TO: Don Hamrick (and others) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad <Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell <caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

This is the first sign of 
procedural resistance 
from Ryan Owens as he 
is attempting to play the 
Standard psychological 
game, “Why don’t we…” 
“Yes, but …” 

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

                                                                                                                                                                           
111 (1995) (discussing transboundary pollution and claiming that consistent, uniform state practice is 
emphasized in traditional customary law). 
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Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>   

 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  
 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc:  
Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org>  
 

Mr. Hamrick, 

Since our agenda is full this will have to be brought forth during the public comment period. 

As a matter of procedure, you should 
understand that NMSAC is an 
advisory body and has no 
authority to create or amend 
regulations.  Your “demands” are 
beyond the scope of NMSAC. 

 “NMSAC has no authority to create or 
amend regulations” is misleading by 
deflection, a variation of a lie. NMSAC does 
have the authority to recommend new 
regulations to the Secretary of Homeland 
Security. See 46 U.S.C. § 70112(e) MARITIME 
SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
CONSIDERATION OF VIEWS: “The 
Secretary [of Homeland Security] shall 
consider the information, advice, and 
recommendations of the Committee in 
formulating policy regarding matters 
affecting maritime security.”  

 

Ryan F. Owens 
Chief, Industry Outreach Branch 
Domestic Ports Division (CG-5441) 
United States Coast Guard HQ 
Tel (202) 372-1108 
Cell (202) 302-6565 
Fax (202)372-1905 

 

 

 

 

EMAIL NO. 6: Re: OBAMA EXECUTIVE ORDER JANUARY 18, 2011 IMPROVING 
REGULATION AND REGULATORY REVIEW 
SENT: Tuesday, January 18, 2011 7:14:36 PM 
FROM: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ryan Owens (and others) 

Presenting my Points 
of Argument for my 
proposal for Second 
Amendment rights of 
merchant seamen. 

 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection 
<bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  
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U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad <Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell <caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>  

MARITIME BLOGGER 
John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  

 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org> 
 

I hope copies of my emails are distributed to the members of NMSAC? 

My intent with the word “demand” was to “insist” the Committee discuss the subjects of (1) 
Second Amendment rights of U.S. seamen; and (2) Arming of U.S. flag merchant vessels and crew 
as provided by federal law, 10 U.S.C. § 351.  You say your agenda is “full” and that 
my ”demands” are beyond the scope of NMSAC. REALLY? 

According to the U.S. COAST GUARD’S HOMEPORT WEBSITE for NMSAC, the purpose 
for NMSAC is stated to be: 

The National Maritime Security Advisory Committee (NMSAC) will provide advice to the 
Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security via the Commandant of the U.S. 

 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode10/usc_sec_10_00000351----000-.html
http://homeport.uscg.mil/mycg/portal/ep/contentView.do?contentTypeId=2&channelId=-26462&contentId=71302&programId=71294&programPage=%2Fep%2Fprogram%2Feditorial.jsp&pageTypeId=13489&BV_SessionID=@@@@0096827985.1295393707@@@@&BV_EngineID=cccdademhhfjjdhcfjgcfgfdffhdghl.0
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Coast Guard on matters such as national security strategy and policy, actions required to meet 
current and future security threats, international cooperation on security issues, and 
security concerns of the maritime transportation industry.  

The National Maritime Security Advisory Committee (NMSAC) was established under 
authority of the Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-295), and 
shall operate in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) (5 
U.S.C. App. 2).  

POINT OF ARGUMENT: Somali pirates are a security concern of the maritime 
transportation inndustry. TRUE? OR FALSE? 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: Shipping companies of other nations are considering arming 
their merchant vessels and their crew to combat Somali pirates. TRUE? OR FALSE? 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: Arming U.S. merchant vessels is a choice for the President of 
the United States during war or threat to national security (See 10 U.S.C. § 351). TRUE! 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: The Secretary of Homeland Security has general 
superintendence over the merchant marine and merchant marine personnel (See 46 U.S.C. § 2103) 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (46 U.S.C. Appendix § 1101 
FOSTERING DEVELOPMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF MERCHANT MARINE: It is necessary for the 
national defense and development of its foreign and domestic commerce that the United States shall 
have a merchant marine (b) capable of serving as a naval and military auxiliary in time of war or 
national emergency, and (d) composed of the best-equipped, safest, and most suitable types of 
vessels, constructed in the United States and manned with a trained and efficient citizen personnel.) 
TRUE! 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 (46 U.S.C. Appendix § 1295 
CONGRESSIONAL DECLARATION OF POLICY: It is the policy of the United States that merchant 
marine vessels of the United States should be operated by highly trained and efficient citizens 
of the United States and that the United States Navy and the merchant marine of the United 
States should work closely together to promote the maximum integration of the total 
seapower forces of the United States. In furtherance of this policy— (1) the Secretary of 
Transportation is authorized to take the steps necessary to provide for the education and 
training of citizens of the United States who are capable of providing for the safe and 
efficient operation of the merchant marine of the United States at all times and as a 
naval and military auxiliary in time of war or national emergency; and (2) the Secretary of 
Navy, in cooperation with the Maritime Administrator and the head of each State maritime 
academy, shall assure that the training of future merchant marine officers at the United States 
Merchant Marine Academy and at the State maritime academies includes programs for naval 
science training in the operation of merchant marine vessels as a naval and military auxiliary and 
that naval officer training programs for the training of future officers, insofar as possible, be 
maintained at designated maritime academies consistent with United States Navy standards and 
needs.) TRUE! 

POINT OF ARGUMENT: Training does not exclude small arms and light weapons for 
personal security or security of the vessel itself, i.e. anyh caliber up to .50 cal or maybe larger 
suitable to defense against pirates on the high seas. TRUE! 

*POINT OF ARGUMENT: THE MERCHANT MARINE ACT OF 1936 (46 U.S.C. Appendix § 
1295d Additional Training: (a) In general: The Secretary may provide additional training on 

 

http://www.tsa.gov/assets/pdf/MTSA.pdf
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode10/usc_sec_10_00000351----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00002103----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46a/usc_sec_46a_00001101----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46a/usc_sec_46a_00001295----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46a/usc_sec_46a_00001295---d000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46a/usc_sec_46a_00001295---d000-.html
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maritime subjects, as the Secretary deems necessary, to supplement other training opportunities and 
may make any such training available to the personnel of the merchant marine of the United States 
and to individuals preparing for a career in the merchant marine of the United States.) 

*POINT OF ARGUMENT: 46 U.S.C. § § 7306. General Requirements and 
Classifications for Able Seamen: (a) To qualify for an endorsement as able seaman authorized 
by this section, an applicant must provide satisfactory proof that the applicant—(3) is qualified 
professionally as demonstrated by an applicable examination or educational requirements. 

*POINT OF ARGUMENT: 46 U.S.C. § 70112. Maritime Security Advisory 
Committee: (a) Establishment of Committees.— (1) The Secretary shall establish a National 
Maritime Security Advisory Committee. The Committee— (A) may advise, consult with, report 
to, and make recommendations to the Secretary on matters relating to national 
maritime security matters; (B) may make available to the Congress recommendations 
that the Committee makes to the Secretary; 

*NOTE THE SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE THREE *POINTS OF ARGUMENT ABOVE!  

NMSAC has a duty under federal law to advise, consult with, report to, and make 
recommendations to the Secretary of Homeland Security (see 46 U.S.C. § 70101(5) Definition of 
Secretary) about the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen, i.e. the National Open 
Carry endorsement on the TWIC Card and the MMC. TRUE!  

And it is your Oath of Office to support and defend the Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant 
seamen!  TRUE! 

All the POINTS OF ARGUMENTS above with citations to federal laws cooroborate my 
proposal for the National Open Carry Endorsement for the TWIC Card and the Merchant 
Marine Credential. There are no federal laws or regulations prohibiting the endorsement.  TRUE? 
OR FALSE? (YOUR DECISION ON THAT POINT BUT THE U.S. COAST GUARD IN 2002 
ADMITTED TO THAT FACT!). 

From the Federal Register Notice: 

Agenda of Public Meeting 

The agenda for the Committee meeting is as follows: 

(1) Port Security Grants. 

(2) Global Supply Chain Security Policy Efforts. 

(3) Update to the Maritime Infrastructure Recovery Plan and the Maritime 
Transportation System Security Recommendations. 

(4) Results of Maritime Transportation Security Act Tasking 

QUESTION: If Somali pirates are a threat to Global Supply Chain Security, Maritime 
Transportation System Security, how can the subject of arming U.S. flag merchant vessels and their 
crew and the National Open Carry endorsement on TWIC’s and MMC’s for interstate travel while 
openly armed as a U.S. merchant seaman be beyond the scope of NMSAC? 

QUESTION: Has copies of my emails and supported documents attached to those emails 
been presented to the NMSAC members?  

 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00007306----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00070112----000-.html
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00070101----000-.html
http://origin.www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-12-29/pdf/2010-32717.pdf
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QUESTION: Do I infer correctly that by you telling  that your agenda is full and that the 
subjects I discussed by email ”will have to be brought forth during the public comment period” 
mean that that the copies of my emails were NOT delivered to the members of the Committee?  

If this is the case then I will submit my complaint to the U.S. House 
Subcommittee on the Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation that I was not properly 
heard by the Committee because the subject matter I presented is far too complex to 
be adequately discussed during the Online Public Comment Period. 

 

 

EMAIL NO. 7: RE: OBAMA EXECUTIVE ORDER JANUARY 18, 2011 IMPROVING 
REGULATION AND REGULATORY REVIEW 
SENT: Tue, January 18, 2011 8:18:39 PM 
FROM: Ryan Owens 
TO: Don Hamrick (and others)  

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 

This is second sign of 
procedural resistance from 
Ryan Owens. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad <Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell <caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel <dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo <jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  
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Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>  

MARITIME BLOGGER 
John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  

 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org> 

Sir, 

I have not forwarded all of your emails, as the committee members felt multiple emails 
that continued to argue the same point were not necessary.  That being said, they are well 
aware of your issue.  

Further, the agenda was set at the issuance of the Federal Register notice and I have in 
no way inferred that you will not be allowed to bring the issue before the committee. New business 
can be brought forward to the committee during the public comment period.  If the committee 
feels a particular issue requires further discussion, it will put it on the agenda for the 
next meeting. 

NMSAC does not develop policy and does not have the authority to regulate the 
maritime industry. The role of the committee is to advise the Coast Guard and the Department of 
Homeland Security. 

I will not debate the relative merits of your argument. 

Ryan F. Owens 
Chief, Industry Outreach Branch 
Domestic Ports Division (CG-5441) 
United States Coast Guard HQ 
Tel (202) 372-1108 
Cell (202) 302-6565 
Fax (202)372-1905 

 

I construe Ryan Owens’ statement that “NMSAC does not develop policy” 
as a lie. See 46 U.S.C. § 70112(e) MARITIME SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES: 
CONSIDERATION OF VIEWS: “The Secretary [of Homeland Security] shall 
consider the information, advice, and recommendations of the Committee 
in formulating policy regarding matters affecting maritime security.”  

NMAS in fact and law does develop policy. This meant I had to stand up and 
push back against Ryan Owens resistance with my rebuttal. 
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EMAIL NO. 8: Re: OBAMA EXECUTIVE ORDER JANUARY 18, 2011 IMPROVING 
REGULATION AND REGULATORY REVIEW 
SENT: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 12:47:35 AM  
FROM: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ryan Owens (and others) 
 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Bill Cummins, Infrastructure Protection <bill.cummins@dhs.gov>;  
William Jones <william.jones1@dhs.gov>;  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Capt. Robert Ford <robert.b.ford@dot.gov>;  
Todd Ripley <todd.ripley@dot.gov>;  
Owen Doherty <owen.doherty@dot.gov>;  

MY REBUTTAL 
Showing that Ryan Owens is 
legally, morally, and 
philosophically flat out wrong 
in his interpretation of the 
purpose and function of 
NMSAC 

 
U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Adam Hoffman <HoffmanA@gao.gov>;  
Christopher Conrad 
<Conradc@gao.gov>;  
Dawn Hoff <Hoffd@gao.gov>;  
Stephen L. Caldwell 
<caldwells@gao.gov>;  

 
SEAFARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 

Dave Heindel 
<dwheindel@seafarers.org>;  
Jordan Biscardo 
<jbiscardo@seafarers.org>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Brian Vahey, American Waterways Operators <bvahey@vesselalliance.com>;  

Robert S. McCaw, American Waterways Operators <rmccaw@vesselalliance.com>;  

Cole Cosgrove, Crowley Maritime Corporation <cole.cosgrove@crowley.com>;  

Phil Shullo, STAR Center (Maritime Simulation, Training, Assessment, Research) <PShullo@star-
center.com>;  

Richard Rorick, American Petroleum Institute <Rorickr@api.org>;  

Victoria Laing, Marketing Manager with Battelle, in Washington, DC <laingv@battelle.org>;  

Boyd Stephoneson, Manager, Security and Cross Border Operations, American Trucking Associations 
<bstephenson@trucking.org>;  

John Gunnelfsen, National Petrochemical & Refiners Association <jgunnulfsen@npra.org>;  

R. Peter Weaver, International Liquid Terminals Association <rpweaver@ilta.org>;  

Jennifer Gonzalez, Good Harbor Consulting, LLC. (Security Risk Management) 
<jennifer.gonzalez@goodharbor.net>;  

Susan Monteverde, American Association of Port Authorities <smonteverde@aapa-ports.org>;  

Bill Erny, American Chemistry Council <bill_erny@americanchemistry.com>;  

Capt. Peter Simons, USCG (Ret.), Port of Texas City Security Council <psimons@ptcsc.org>  
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MARITIME BLOGGER 
John C. W. Bennett, Maritime Transportation Security News & Views <jbennett@mpsint.com>;  

 
SECOND AMENDMENT ADVOCATES 

Cc: Alan Korwin, of www.gunlaws.com <alan@bloomfieldpress.com>;  
David Kopel <david@davidkopel.org> 
 

You wrote: “I have not forwarded all of your emails, as the committee members felt multiple emails 
that continued to argue the same point were not necessary.  That being said, they are well aware of 
your issue.” 

My rebuttal: The Federal Register Notice announcing the NMSAC meeting stated: “Requests to 
have a copy of your material distributed to each member of the committee should reach the Coast 
Guard on or before January 10, 2011.” The interpretation and perhaps the implication means that a 
request to have a copy of one’s material distributed to each member of the committee includes 
emailed material. There was no stipulation in the Federal Register Notice given the you or the 
committee the right or the authority to refuse submitted material.  

You wrote: “NMSAC does not develop policy and does not have the authority to regulate the 
maritime industry. The role of the committee is to advise the Coast Guard and the Department of 
Homeland Security.” 

My Rebuttal: You state that NMSAC does not develop policy is a lie. I direct your 
attention to 46 U.S.C. § 70112 MARITIME SECURITY ADVISORY COMMITTEES: (e) 
CONSIDERATION OF VIEWS: “The Secretary [of Homeland Security] shall consider 
the information, advice, and recommendations of the Committee in formulating policy 
regarding matters affecting maritime security.” NMSAC directly effects policy development 
with information, advice, and recommendations on matters affecting maritime security. Second 
Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen falls under NMSAC’s subject matter jurisdication as 
mandated by 46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(1)(A) with the Secretary of Homeland Security and Congress on 
laws laws affect maritime security, i.e. Titles 6, 14, 33 and 46 of the U.S. Code under 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(B). 

You wrote: “I will not debate the relative merits of your argument.”  

My Rebuttal: Why not? Isn’t it in fact the it is the duty of NMSAC to debate Benjamin Franklin’s 
dilemma, “They who can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither 
liberty nor safety”? Isn’t security a balancing act with rights and freedom? How much security is too 
much security? Is sexual assualt by TSA too much security? From my point of observation of 
Homeland Security, the U.S. Coast Guard, and the TSA the campaign for greater security has 
meant the loss and erosion of personal rights and freedom. Just how much freedom and rights have 
to be taken from the People before the Government finds satisfaction with the level of security. Will 
Homeland Security and TSA next declare interstate truckstops as security zones requing not only all 
truck drivers but all drivers privately owned vehicles, that means mom, and dad, gramma and 
grampa, aunts and uncles, nieces and nephews, and cousins to all have TWIC Cards! My God what 
a source of revenue for the TSA that would be! Oh! and have checkpoints at all interstate and state 
highways crossing statelines cannot be overlooked.  Let’s not debate the relative merits favoring 
freedom and constitutional rights over security! Public debate over the restoration of the Bill of 
Rights is treasonous to security. By God our safety is far more important than our freedom! Anyone 
who stands up advocating restoration of freedom must be told to shut up and sit down.  Are you 
refusing to support and defend the Constitutional rights of seamen under your Oath of Office? 
RYAN OWENS, IS THIS YOUR POSITION?  

 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00070112----000-.html
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lWHgUE9AD4s
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When will NMSAC meet again? The Secretary of Homeland Security can only call the NMSAC to a 
meeting once a year (46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(2)(A)(i)). But if I understand correctly, a majority of 
NMSAC members can call a meeting at any time (46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(2)(A)(ii)). If I have a right to 
the names and email address of the committee members I would like the privilege to provide them 
with updating information on the need to restore Second Amendment rights of seamen because the 
maritime industry at the international level is already trending toward arming merchant vessels. The 
next step beyond that are Letters of Marque and Reprisal for a private sector war on Somali pirates.  

Everything I have discussing here is within the federal law of the United States. The U.S. State 
Department in colobaration with the Coast Guard have canvassed foreign maritime ports for their 
laws on armed merchant vessels entering their ports to compile a master table of international laws 
on armed merchant vessels. This data will be the foundation for a new maritime treaty recognizing 
the legitimacy of armed merchant vessels. This is WHY the committee MUST consider NATIONAL 
OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT on TWIC Cards and MMC’s and why the committee MUST be 
receptive to communicating with me by email even though you my perceive me to be a pain in the 
ass. But I speak the truth! 

I have three quotations on Truth by Mahatma Ghandi for you: 

Truth is by nature self-evident. As soon as you remove the cobwebs of ignorance 
that surround it, it shines clear.  

Truth never damages a cause that is just.  

Truth stands, even if there be no public support. It is self-sustained.  

I have ancient legal Latin quotations, and quotations of all kings on my laptop to fire 
off if it will help you become more reception to emails from me. 

OLD LATIN QUOTATIONS: 

(The source of these quotations from from a book published in Edinburg, UK in 1823.) 
 

Pirata communis omnium hostis.  
A pirate is the common enemy of all men. 
 

Atma in armatos sumere jura sinunt.  
The laws allow to take arms against the armed. 
 

Impius et crudelis judicandus est qui libertati non favet.  
He is to be considered a wicked and cruel person who does not favour liberty. 
 

In favorem vitæ, libertatis et innocentiæ, omnia præsumuntur.  
In favour of life, liberty, and innocence, all things are presumed. 
 

In maxima potentia minima licentia.  
In the greatest power there is the least liberty. 
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Libertas est naturalis facultas ejus quod cuique facere libet, 
nisi quod de vi aut jure prohibetur.  
Liberty is the natural power of a man to do what he pleases, unless what he may be 
prohibited to do, concerning violence, or encroaching upon another’s right. 
 

Adversus periculum naturalis ratio permittit se defendere.  
Natural reason allows one to defend himself against danger. 
 

Bonum defendentis ex integra causa, malum ex quolibet defectu. 
Good is the result of a person defending from an entire cause : evil results from one 
defending from any defect. 
 

Necessitas”quod cogit, defendit. 
What necessity compels to do, it defends. 
 

Veritas quae minime defensatur, opprimitur, et qui non 
improbat, approbat. 
Truth which is by no means defended, is oppressed, and he who does not 
disapprove, approves it. 
 

Veritas est justitise mater. 
Truth is the mother of justice. 
 

Consuetudo licet sit magnae authoritatis, nunquam tamen 
praejudicat manifesto veritati. 
Custom, although it be of great authority, is, however, never prejudical to evident 
truth. 
 

Contra veritatem lex nunquam aliquid permittit. 
The law never allows any thing against truth. 
 

Fictio cedit veritati. 
Fiction yields to truth. 
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In rebus manifestis errat qui authoritates legum allegat : qui 
perspicua vera non sunt probanda. 
In evident things he errs who alleges the authorities of the laws, because self-evident 
truths are not to be proved. 
 

Perspicua vero non sunt probanda. 
Self-evident truths are not to be proved. 
 

Qui non libere veritatem pronunciat, proditor est veritatis. 
He who does not freely declare the truth, is a betrayer of the truth. 
 

Veritas nihil veretur nisi abscondi. 
Truth dreads nothing, unleis to be hidden, 
 

Veritas, a quocunque dicitur, a Deo est. 
Truth spoken by any one, is from God. 
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QUOTATIONS ON SECURITY: 

Big Brother in the form of an increasingly powerful government and in an 
increasingly powerful private sector will pile the records high with reasons why 
privacy should give way to national security, to law and order, to efficiency of 
operation, to scientific advancement and the like. WILLIAM O. DOUGLAS (1898-
1980), U. S. Supreme Court Justice, Points of Rebellion, 1969. 

The mark of a truly civilized man is confidence in the strength and security derived 
from the inquiring mind. FELIX FRANKFURTER (1882-1965), U. S. Supreme Court 
Justice, Dennis v. United States, 1950. 

“In the end more than they wanted freedom, they wanted security. When the 
Athenians finally wanted not to give to society but for society to give to them, when 
the freedom they wished for was freedom from responsibility, then Athens ceased to 
be free.” EDWARD GIBBON (1737-1794), Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. 

Security is when everything is settled. When nothing can happen to you. Security is 
the denial of life. GERMAIN GREER, Australian feminist. 

Laws to suppress tend to strengthen what they would prohibit. This is the fine point 
on which all legal professions of history have based their job security. FRANK 
HERBERT (1920-1986), Dune, 1965. 

Security is mostly an illusion. It does not exist in nature, nor do the children of men as 
a whole experience it. Avoiding danger is no safer in the long run than outright 
exposure. Life is either a daring adventure, or nothing. HELEN KELLER (1880-
1968), The Open Door, 1957. 

We decided long ago that the dangers of excessive and unwarranted concealment of 
pertinent facts far outweighed the dangers which are cited to justify it. Even today, 
there is little value in opposing the threat of a closed society by imitating its arbitrary 
restrictions. Even today, there is little value in insuring the survival of our nation if our 
traditions do not survive with it. And there is a very grave danger that an announced 
need for increased security will be seized upon by those anxious to expand its 
meaning to the very limits of official censorship and concealment. JOHN F. 
KENNEDY (1917-1963), U. S. President, Address to Newspaper Publishers, 27 April 
1961. 

The only real security for social well-being is the free exercise of men’s minds. 
HAROLD J. LASKI (1893-1950), Authority in the Modern State, 1919. 

It is poor civic hygiene to install technologies that could someday facilitate a police 
state. BRUCE SCHNEIER, Secrets and Lies: Digital Security in a Net-worked World, 
2000. 

A new fascism promises security from the terror of crime. All that is required is that we 
take away the criminals’ rights – which, of course, are our own. Out of our 
desperation and fear we begin to feel a sense of security from the new totalitarian 
state. GERRY SPENCE, Give Me Liberty, 1998. 

To believe is very dull. To doubt is intensely engrossing. To be on the alert is to live, 
to be lulled into security is to die. OSCAR WILDE (1854-1900), Oscariana, 1911. 
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EMAIL NO. 9: PLEASE MAKE THIS REQUEST ON MY BEHALF AT PUBLIC COMMENT 
PERIOD AT 2:00PM 
SENT: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 10:37:30 AM 
FROM: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ryan Owens (and others) 

 
I will not be able to make time for the Public 
Comment Period at 2:00PM 

MY REQUEST TO NMSAC: “Please consider 
making a policy recommendation to the U.S. Coast 
Guard and the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
modify the TWIC, MMC, and the National Drivers 
Register by adding a data field signifying the 
TWIC/MMC holder is cleared to own, to possess, and to openly carry firears in intrastate and 
interstate travel and to bring in BATFE to establish a Federal Preemption of State and local laws 
interfering, infringing, or prohibiting the open carrying of firearms in intrastate and interstate travel. 
The Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and The Merchant Marine Act of 1936 support National Open 
Carry by U.S. merchant seamen.” 

NMSAC teleconference 
meeting had technical 
problems. I requested 
NMSAC add my material 
to their agenda. 

 

 

EMAIL NO. 10: Executive Office of the President, FBI, & Justice Department Visiting My Blog 
Yesterday! My Rebuttal to Ryan Owens: “THE WHITE HOUSE Visiting My Blog Twice Should Be 
Reason Enough For You To Reconsider Your Previous Opinion. 
SENT: Wednesday, January 19, 2011 1:44:03 PM  
FROM: Don Hamrick  
TO: Ryan Owens  

THE WHITE HOUSE VISITING MY BLOG 
TWICE SHOULD BE REASON ENOUGH 
FOR YOU TO RECONSIDER YOUR 
PREVIOUS OPINION. 

On January 17 I emailed Robert Bauer, 
White House Counsel (see forwarded email 
below). 

On January 18 The Executive Office of the 
President, the FBI, and the Justice 
Department visited different web pages of my 
blog indicates the visit were NOT coordinated 
but unilaterial visits for differing interests. My 
instincts here tell my that these visits are 
beneficial to my interests. I STRONGLY encourage you to find out why the White House is visiting 
my blog. If the White House is interesting in my blog for policy reasons that NMSAC might get better 
funding and material support from President Obama (if I dare to speculate on such matters). 
Nothing ventured, nothing gained. 

Notifying Ryan Owens that 
someone from the 
White House visiting my 
blog officially establishes a 
Government Interest such 
that NMSAC must add my 
proposals to their agenda 
for their next meeting. 
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This makes the second visit by the Executive Office of the President from two different IP 
Addresses. I definitely have President Obama’s staff interested in my blog. Maybe you should be 
interested in why the White House is visiting my blog. It is possible that are planning a change in 
policy concerning Somali pirates, maybe President Obama is considering arming U.S. merchant 
vessels and their crew. Maybe NMSAC can recommend to the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
inquire with the White House about why they are reading a blog that is advocating arming U.S. 
merchant vessels, restoring Second Amendment rights of U.S. seamen, and ressurecting the Letters 
of Marque and Reprisal. 

 

Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
18th January 
2011 17:46:08 
0 seconds 
IE 8.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
 
 
Exit Page: 
 

0 
Washington, District Of Columbia, United States 
Executive Office of the President USA (198.137.240.197)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-
nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-
times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-
nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-
times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/ 

  
Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
 
Visit Length: 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

1 
18th January 
2011 17:22:20 
0 seconds 
IE 7.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
Exit Page: 
 

0 
Centreville, Virginia, United States 
FBI Criminal Justice Information Systems (153.31.113.21)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2009/04/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2009/04/ 

  
Number of Entries: 
Entry Page Time: 
 
Visit Length: 
 
Browser 
OS 
Resolution 

2 
18th January 
2011 12:58:51 
2 hours 7 mins 
14 secs 
IE 7.0 
WinXP 
unknown 

Returning Visits: 
Location: 
IP Address: 
Entry Page: 
 
 
Exit Page: 
 

0 
Suitland, Maryland, United States 
US Dept Of Justice (149.101.1.117)  
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/01/08/january-
5-2010-federal-dc-judge-rightfully-slams-alan-gottlieb-of-second-
amendment-foundation-in-maxwell-hodgkins-v-eric-holder/ 
americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/ 

  

----- Forwarded Message ---- 

SEE EMAIL NO. 2, PAGES 1–20 

 

 

http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/13/friday-nov-12th-u-s-state-department-visited-my-maritime-treaty-post-4-times-totaling-1-hour-10-mins-duration/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2009/04/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2009/04/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/01/08/january-5-2010-federal-dc-judge-rightfully-slams-alan-gottlieb-of-second-amendment-foundation-in-maxwell-hodgkins-v-eric-holder/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/01/08/january-5-2010-federal-dc-judge-rightfully-slams-alan-gottlieb-of-second-amendment-foundation-in-maxwell-hodgkins-v-eric-holder/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/01/08/january-5-2010-federal-dc-judge-rightfully-slams-alan-gottlieb-of-second-amendment-foundation-in-maxwell-hodgkins-v-eric-holder/
http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/
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EMAIL NO. 11: STATUS OF SEIZED VESSELS AND CREWS IN SOMALIA, THE GULF 
OF ADEN AND THE INDIAN OCEAN 
SENT: Thu, January 20, 2011 7:43:47 AM 
FROM: ECOTERRA Intl. <office@ecoterra-international.org> 
TO: EMAIL DISTRIBUTION LIST 

STATUS OF SEIZED VESSELS AND CREWS IN SOMALIA,  
THE GULF OF ADEN  AND THE INDIAN OCEAN 

20. January 2011 

STATUS-SUMMARY:  

Today, 20. January 2011, 13h00 UTC, at least 47 foreign vessels plus two barges are 
kept in Somali hands against the will of their owners, while at least 852 hostages or 
captives - including a South-African yachting couple - suffer to be released. 

But even EU NAVFOR, who counts only high-value, mostly British insured vessels, admitted now 
that on their rather understating account 30 vessels and 724 hostages are recorded as kept on the 
abducted vessels on their list. Having come under pressure, EUNAVFOR felt compelled to publish 
now their list of those vessels43 which EU NAVFOR admits had not been protected from pirates and 
were taken.  

EU NAVFOR also admitted for the first time that actually a larger number of vessels and crews is 
held hostage than those listed on their file. 

Since EU NAVFOR’s inception two years ago the piracy has started in earnest and it has now 
completely escalated. Only knowledgeable analysts recognized the link. 

Request the Somali Marine & Coastal Monitor from ECOTERRA Intl. for background info and see 
the situation map of the PIRACY COASTS OF SOMALIA.44  

LATEST: 

NOW OVER 850 SEAFARERS HELD HOSTAGE IN SOMALIA ! 

The number of sea-jacked vessels in 2010 clearly exceeded the pirates’ catch of 2009 - an all time 
record, despite the fact that over 25 nations regularly patrol these waters. 

For 2010 the recorded account around the Horn of Africa stands at 243 incidences with 202 direct 
attacks by Somali sea-shifta resulting in 74 sea-jackings. So far the impact of the navies has 
only caused the spreading of Somalia-based piracy all over the Indian Ocean. That only 
one in three attacks is successful is mainly due to the implementation of Best Management Practices 
employed by the vessels and not due to naval presence. 

-----------------------[MY INSERT]----------------------- 

[WIKIPEDIA DEFINITION OF SHIFTA: Shifta (or “shufta”) is term used in 
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, and Somalia for rebel, outlaw, or bandit. 45, 46 The word is 

                                                      
43 http://www.eunavfor.eu/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Pirated-vessels.pdf  
44 http://australia.to/2010/Somalia_Piracy.gif. 
45 SOMALI REFUGEES IN KENYA, Human Rights Watch. Retrieved 2007-03-29. 
http://hrw.org/about/projects/womrep/General-73.htm#P1346_327642.  

 

http://www.eunavfor.eu/wp-content/uploads/2011/01/Pirated-vessels.pdf
http://australia.to/2010/Somalia_Piracy.gif
http://hrw.org/about/projects/womrep/General-73.htm#P1346_327642
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derived from shúfto.47, 48 Historically, shifta served as local militia in the lawless rural 
mountainous regions on the Horn of Africa. The word shifta can be translated as 
‘bandit’ or ‘outlaw’, but can include anyone who rebels against an authority or an 
institution that is seen as illegitimate.49  The term shifta has positive and negative 
connotations, that of a common bandit and that of a revolutionary; both concepts 
being distinct but not necessarily mutually exclusive. Shiftas are often considered as 
highly respected, politically minded outlaws struggling for social order or a political 
cause. When applied in this context, shiftinnet (being a shifta) in its diverse forms has 
a social function as a form of conflict resolution.  

 While billions are spent for the navies,50 the general militarization and mercenaries, 
still no help is coming forward to pacify and develop the coastal areas of Somalia. 

From the SMCM (Somali Marine and Coastal Monitor): 

(and with a view on news with an impact on Somalia) 

The articles below - excepte where stated otherwise - are reproduced in accordance with 
Section 107 of title 17 of the Copyright Law 51 of the United States relating to fair-use and is for the 
purposes of criticism, comment, news reporting, teaching, scholarship, and research. 

PIRACY REACHED RECORD LEVEL IN 2010, MONITORS SAY  
By J. DAVID GOODMAN (NY TIMES) 

Despite an international effort to ensure safe passage through the world’s most treacherous waters, 
pirates52 escalated their attacks in 2010 for the fourth straight year, striking more ships and taking 
more hostages last year than in any year on record, according to an annual report on piracy.  

The report,53 by the Piracy Reporting Center of the International Maritime Bureau, found that 
pirates had taken 1,181 people hostage and killed 8 in attacks on 445 ships over the course of 2010. 
At least 53 ships were hijacked last year, the bureau said.  

Attacks on ships were up 10 percent over 2009, as were the number of hostages. Pirates captured 
1,050 people in 2009, with 4 killed.  

“At the moment, it looks like it’s getting out of control,” said Capt. Pottengal Mukundan, 
director of the maritime bureau, which has tracked incidences of piracy at sea since 1991.  

                                                                                                                                                                           
46 AFRICAN BANDITRY REVISTED, (PDF). Retrieved 2008-10-18. 
http://arts.brunel.ac.uk/gate/entertext/4_2/crummey.pdf  
47 Hamilton, David; Shinn, Thomas P. Ofcansky, Chris Prouty (September 2004). HISTORICAL DICTIONARY OF 

ETHIOPIA. Scarecrow Pres. ISBN 0810849100, 9780810849105. 
48 shifta Definition, Encarta. http://encarta.msn.com/dictionary_701709848/shifta.html  
49 HUNT FOR TOURISTS MOVES TO ERITREA, Scotland on Sunday. Retrieved 2007-03-29. 
http://news.scotsman.com/ethiopia/Hunt-for-tourists-moves-to.3351416.jp.  
50 http://www.groundreport.com/Business/Send-NATO-and-their-Navies-to-the-Shrinks/2931537  
51 http://www.copyright.gov/title17/92chap1.html#107  
52 http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/p/piracy_at_sea/index.html?inline=nyt-classifier  
53 http://www.icc-ccs.org/news/429-hostage-taking-at-sea-rises-to-record-levels-says-imb  

 

http://arts.brunel.ac.uk/gate/entertext/4_2/crummey.pdf
http://encarta.msn.com/dictionary_701709848/shifta.html
http://news.scotsman.com/ethiopia/Hunt-for-tourists-moves-to.3351416.jp
http://www.groundreport.com/Business/Send-NATO-and-their-Navies-to-the-Shrinks/2931537
http://www.copyright.gov/title17/92chap1.html#107
http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/subjects/p/piracy_at_sea/index.html?inline=nyt-classifier
http://www.icc-ccs.org/news/429-hostage-taking-at-sea-rises-to-record-levels-says-imb
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While the report catalogs violent attacks on ships around the world including those off the coast of 
Nigeria, Indonesia and Bangladesh, the most dangerous waters remain those off the coast of 
Somalia. Ninety percent of ship seizures occurred there last year, and at year’s end at least 28 
vessels bearing 638 hostages were still being held for ransom.  

Moreover, the bureau’s figures, taken from incident reports or provided by shipping companies, 
certainly represent an undercount, Captain Mukundan and other experts said. Ecoterra 
International,54 an organization with offices in East Africa that keeps track of Somali piracy,55 put the 
number of vessels of all sizes still being held by pirates at 46, with 800 hostages currently being held.  

An international naval presence in the pirate-infested waters of the Gulf of Aden, between the Horn 
of Africa and the Arabian Peninsula, provided a lone bright spot for those seeking to stem rising 
piracy. The number of attacks there were cut in half, to 53 last year from 117 in 2009. The number 
of successful hijackings also dropped, to 15 from 20 in 2009.  

But with dozens of naval ships, including those from the United States, patrolling the 
gulf, many pirates appear to have simply gone elsewhere, extending their reach 
hundreds of miles from shore into the Indian Ocean and as far south as the 
Mozambique Channel, and menacing ships across an unprecedented expanse of water, 
according to the maritime bureau.  

In many cases, shipping companies have made the cold calculation that hijackings — even those 
that result in millions of dollars paid in ransom — are rare enough to be considered a cost of doing 
business. Higher ransoms, in turn, allow pirates to purchase better equipment and pay more 
effective recruits. “Success begets success,” said Nikolas K. Gvosdev, professor of national security 
studies at the United States Naval War College.  

As recently as 2006, hijackings and attacks had been in decline. Only 188 hostages were taken in 
2006.  

But attacks began mounting again in direct correlation to the enduring lawlessness on shore in 
Somalia, Captain Mukundan said. The country has had no functioning central government for 
nearly 20 years, and many young Somalis find themselves drawn into the piracy business.  

Captain Mukundan praised the efforts of the navy patrols but said governments need to refocus on 
getting some administrative structure in Somalia. “Unless that improves,” he said, “no matter what 
we do at sea to contain the problem, nothing will happen.”  

Danish meet to highlight growing piracy problem   

(AFP, Bloomberg, AP) 

Danish shipping companies plan to draw attention to the mounting perils of piracy off Somalia in a 
meeting later this month with the world’s biggest shippers group, an executive said on Monday. 

Risky voyages: The International Maritime Bureau reports that pirates captured 1,181 
people and killed eight hostages last year; 53 ships were hijacked and there were 445 
reported attacks - a 10 per cent increase from the previous year 

‘Due to the tardiness of the international community to eradicate this serious problem, 
(it is time) for a full-frontal attack on piracy in the Indian Ocean, which has reached an 

                                                      
54 http://www.ecop.info/  
55 http://www.australia.to/  

 

http://www.ecop.info/
http://www.australia.to/
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unacceptable level,’ said Jan Fritz Hansen, vice-president of the Danish Shipowners’ Association. 
The problem should be brought to the United Nations and its shipping arm, the International 
Maritime Organisation, he added. The International Chamber of Shipping (ICS), which 
represents three-quarters of the world’s maritime companies, will co-sponsor the meeting, he said. 
‘It is not only a maritime problem that we can solve on our own, but above all a 
geopolitical security problem that needs government aid, because piracy off Somalia 
has become an industry,’ said Mr Hansen. 

Some 30 ships have been seized and 700 sailors are currently taken hostage by Somali pirates, the 
Danish group said, adding that the number of pirate attacks totalled 189 in 2010 compared to just 
48 in 2005. 

A Danish cargo ship, the Leopard was seized last Wednesday off Oman and its six passengers were 
transported to the Somali coast, Danish television said. On Monday, the EU’s naval force said 
pirates hijacked a Greek-owned ship with 24 Filipino sailors on board in the Gulf of Aden after firing 
small arms and a rocket-propelled grenade at the vessel.  

More people were taken hostage at sea in 2010 than in any year on record, according to 
the International Chamber of Commerce’s International Maritime Bureau’s (IMB) global piracy 
report. Pirates captured 1,181 seafarers and killed eight, while 53 ships were hijacked last year, the 
bureau said. The number of pirate attacks against ships has risen every year for the past four years, 
it said. Ships reported 445 attacks in 2010, up 10 per cent from 2009, it said. 

The Somali pirates hijacked the Greek-owned bulk carrier on Monday after releasing a Greek-
owned tanker the day before, the European Union Naval Force said. The cargo ship MV Eagle was 
hijacked by pirates who had fired small arms and grenades, according to a press statement from the 
EU Naval Force. 

The attack occurred in the Gulf of Aden, 490 miles (790 kilometres) south-west of Salaam, Oman. 
The EU said there has been no contact with the ship since the attack. On Sunday, the MV Motivator 
and its crew of 18 Filipinos was released from pirate control, another press statement said. An EU 
ship had assisted the crew, and ‘according to the ship’s Greek owners, the crew are reported to be as 
well as could be expected given the circumstances.’ The MV Motivator was taken on July 4 and 
released on Sunday. The average period of captivity is getting longer as pirates negotiate for higher 
ransoms. 

In a separate development, two South Korean officials said that 21 crew members aboard a South 
Korean-operated cargo ship hijacked by Somali pirates have been confirmed safe. They spoke on 
condition of anonymity citing the issue’s sensitivity and gave no further details. Somali pirates seized 
the chemical carrier Samho Jewelry in the Arabian Sea on Saturday. Eight South Koreans, two 
Indonesians and 11 Myanmar citizens were aboard. Last year saw a record number of pirate attacks. 
The weak UN-backed Somali government is too busy fighting an Islamist insurgency to tackle the 
pirate gangs. Somalia, an arid nation perched on the Horn of Africa, has not had a functioning 
government for 20 years. 

Hong Kong ship manager fears pirates and deluge of tonnage  

(Schednet) 

HONG KONG ship management firm, Anglo-Eastern Group, fears for future of shipping in the face 
of piracy and a massive deluge of tonnage flooding the market. 
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Speaking at an annual media lunch at the Royal Hong Kong Yacht Club, Anglo-Eastern CEO Peter 
Cremers gave his annual tour d’horizon of the industry as well as a review and outlook for this own 
company, which employs 1,000 worldwide, with 300 in Hong Kong. 

Apart from the influx of rate-depressing tonnage flooding in, the other fear expressed was piracy off 
Somalia all the way to the coast of India. “It has not happened to us yet, but it will,” Mr Cremers 
said. “Piracy continues to be a growing problem and as a company we have our own views on this 
subject. We have changed our minds about this problem. It is getting worse - not better.” Two years 
ago, Mr Cremers was very much a dove on the question, turning against hawkish suggestions that 
armed guards be stationed aboard ship. “Today, we have armed personnel aboard, and it seems to 
work. As long as few other ships have them, the pirates will go after easier targets. But when 
everyone has them, who knows? The situation may get worse,” he said. 

Mr Cremers suggested greater publicity, focusing on the plight of families who are waiting for the 
release of their loved held captive by pirates. “The media should stop romanticising the 
pirates,” he said. “This can no longer be treated as a cost of doing business.” While 
hardly backing suggestions that the crews be armed and trained to repel boarders, Mr 
Cremers was not nearly as critical the idea as he was two years ago. 

Troubling as piracy and a flood of new tonnage appears to be, the company itself has done well 
with a 14 per cent growth, with prospects of ship management improving. That’s because there are 
more shipowners who do not want to operate ships themselves, which is the natural market for 
Anglo-Eastern. Newcomers come in two categories: 1) newly listed companies which have little 
experience in ship management, but yet own ships and 2) new shipowners in China who have 
bought vessels, often at the instigation of an anxious central government wishing to unload surplus 
tonnage pouring from its yards. They too need experience hands to manage their vessels. 

“Shortages of officers and crews continue to plague us, especially the quality of the seafarers 
required in today’s complex seagoing environment. All this continues to create cost pressures for the 
industry and Anglo-Eastern, but as we have said at the very start - Anglo-Eastern stands for quality 
and safety above all else,” Mr Cremers said. “Consequently, while ship management fees are always 
an issue, we have been lucky in having owners that have and continue to support our policies of 
avoiding short cuts and paying for quality,” he said. 

SOMALI WATERWORLD  

THE SITUATION ON SOMALIA’s 6th ESTATE:  

- YOU ARE PERSISTENTLY BEING LIED TO WITH IMPUNITY 

- TRENDS 

- SOLUTIONS PENDING 

- ECOTERRA STATEMENT and 

- THE WISH-LISTS FOR THE NAVIES, THE  UN AND BAN KI-MOON  

READ ALL AND UNDERSTAND AT: http://beforeitsnews.com/story/135118  

and http://www.groundreport.com/Business/Send-NATO-and-their-Navies-to-the-Shrinks/2931537 

 

 

 

http://beforeitsnews.com/story/135118
http://www.groundreport.com/Business/Send-NATO-and-their-Navies-to-the-Shrinks/2931537
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EMAIL NO. 12: NEED HELP WITH FEDERAL COURT; COMPELLING COMMENTS ON 
POLICY RE: PIRACY, TWIC CARD & MMC 
SENT: Thursday, January 20, 2011 4:15:19 PM 
FROM: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ryan Owens 

U.S. COAST GUARD 
“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

Presenting a general 
overview of my 
proposals to NMSAC to 
the White House, the 
U.S. Dept. of Homeland 
Security, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard  

“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” <esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” <rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs 
<alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

THE MESSAGE: 

My name is Don Hamrick.  
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FOR PRESIDENT OBAMA 
(EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT) 

& THE U.S. ATTORNEY GENERAL 

On January 8, 2010 someone from the White House (Executive Office of the President) visited my 
blog as I reported on January 9, 2010.56 Whoever it was they read my November 13, 2010 article 
titled FRIDAY, NOV. 12TH, U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT VISITED MY MARITIME TREATY POST 4 TIMES 
TOTALING 1 HOUR, 10 MINS DURATION! The U.S. State Department was logged reading my 
November 10, 2010 article titled, SECRETARY OF STATE HILLARY CLINTON SETS THE STAGE FOR NEW 
MARITIME TREATY ON THE HUMAN RIGHT TO ARMED SELF-DEFENSE AGAINST PIRACY ON THE HIGH 
SEAS,57 where I included USCG UPDATES INFORMATION ON FOREIGN NATIONS’ POLICIES TOWARDS 
WEAPONS ON US-FLAG COMMERCIAL VESSELS,58 from John C. Bennet’s blog, MARITIME 
TRANSPORTATION SECURITY NEWS & VIEWS.59 I construe these series of visitations by the Executive 
Office of the President and the U.S. State Department as an official first contact with me and in turn, 
an official vindication of the merits of my cause of action for the federal court.  

FOR THE U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT  
AVRIL HAINES, Assistant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs (L/T):  

Please read my blog articles linked above and my other articles and determine for 
yourself the Government’s Interest in a new maritime treaty for armed merchant 
vessels for defense against pirates on the high seas. The U.S, State Department has 
already laid the ground work for such a treaty as I have noted above. Please email me 
your findings. I you are prohibited from providing that information to me then please 
deliver your findings to the Secretary of State with my request for that information. I 
hope that the Secretary of State will confer with the White House and the U.S. 
Attorney General on my request to advise the Chief Judge Royce C. Lamberth of the 
U.S. District Guard for DC to allow my case to proceed to a civil jury trial because my 
case has a legitimate Government Interest in the outcome. 

The visitation from the White House gave me the incentive to find the email address for Robert 
Bauer, White House Counsel. I emailed Mr. Bauer my introduction to my civil case for Second 
Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seaman. Then, on January 18, 2010 someone from the 
Executive Office of the President (the White House) visited my blog again, reading the same article 
above, FRIDAY, NOV. 12TH, U.S. STATE DEPARTMENT VISITED MY MARITIME TREATY POST 4 TIMES 
TOTALING 1 HOUR, 10 MINS DURATION! as noted by: 

 

                                                      
56 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2011/01/09/executive-office-of-the-president-
searching-blogs-for-intel-on-second-amendment-solution-re-somali-pirates/  
57 http://americancommondefencereview.wordpress.com/2010/11/10/secretary-of-state-hillary-clinton-sets-the-
stage-for-new-maritime-treaty-on-the-human-right-to-armed-self-defense-against-piracy-on-the-high-seas/  
58 http://mpsblog.org/2010/08/18/uscg-updates-information-on-foreign-nations%e2%80%99-policies-towards-
weapons-on-us-flag-commercial-vessels-2/  
59 http://mpsblog.org/  
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But just 24 minutes before the visit from the White House the FBI Criminal Justice Information 
Systems paid me a visit by checking out my April 2009 archives: 
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Earlier that day the U.S. Department of Justice visited my blog, reading an unrelated article 
indicating a random curiosity: 
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I construe the visits from the White House, the US Department of Justice, the FBI, and the U.S. 
Coast Guard, yes the Coast Guard frequently reads my blog(!), as establishing a Government 
Interest in the merits of my case. And because a Government Interest is often referred to by the 
federal courts in determining the constitutionality of federals I conclude that there is a Government 
Interest in my civil case proceeding to a civil jury trial.  

For the last 8 years (since 2002) I have been trying to get a Second Amendment civil case from a 
U.S. merchant seaman’s point of view civil case to a jury trial but the federal judges of the U.S. 
District Court for DC have been blocking my case from proceeding to trial with dismissals, with and 
without prejudice. The merits of my case has been vindicated by the U.S. Coast Guard and the U.S. 
State Department but the federal judges continue dismissing my cases, and the trend for the last 3 
years is that the federal judges are dismissing my cases simply because my cases where dismissed in 
the past with no regard to developments in government affairs that directly vindicate the merits of 
my case. I am alleging judicial bias, extortion of filing fees and costs from a seamen in violation of 
28 U.S.C. § 1916 and 18 U.S.C. § 872 but the federal judges ignore these federal laws, the FBI, 
U.S. Marshals Service, and the U.S. Department of Justice ignore my complaints. It is as though an 
unrepresented civil plaintiff has no enforceable rights. 
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I am preparing a new lawsuit. This time I am asking for help with my Seventh Amendment right to a 
civil jury trial. I will be filing a Motion that my case be assigned to a judge from another district 
because I have 8-years of good reasons to believe that are no impartial judges at the U.S. District 
Court in Washington, DC. But because of the “abuse of procedure” of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, judges sitting of my preliminary procedural motions until the Memorandum Opinion and 
Order dismissing my case and therefore dismissing my Motions as moot will defeat my case again. 

If the White House and the U.S. Attorney General agree that the visits to my blog from the White 
House, from the FBI, from the U.S. Department of Justice, and from the U.S. Coast Guard does, in 
fact and law, establish a Government Interest in my civil case then I suggest, recommend, request, 
plead in the interest of justice that President Obama or the Eric Holder, the U.S. Attorney General 
notify the U.S. District Court for DC not to dismiss my case but to assign my case to a judge from 
another district because I do not believe their exists an impartial judge in that Court. From Judge 
Richard W. Roberts’ Court Orders below I believe he recognized my difficulties in getting fair 
treatment by other federal judges in that Court and recommended to the Calendar Committee that 
my case be assigned to a judge from another District. But that didn’t happen!  

Somehow Judge Reggie B. Walton got assigned to my case. The problem is that he had dismissed 
Seegars v. Ashcroft, 297 F. Supp. 2d 201, 204 (D.D.C. 2004) on January 14, 2004, (the day after  
Judge Richard W. Roberts’ Court Order noted below). Judge Walton ruled that ”the Second 
Amendment does not apply to the District of Columbia”  and subsequently on January 15, 2004 
Judge Reggie B. Walton got assigned to my Second Amendment case and eventually dismissed my 
case with prejudice. That is an act of judicial corruption and obstruction of justice deserving a 
criminal investigation of the U.S. District Court in Washington, DC. See NEXT PAGE for Judge 
Richard W. Roberts’s Court Order recommending a judge from another district be assigned to my 
case. 

FOR THE SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY &  
THE COMMANDANT OF THE U.S. COAST GUARD: 

My litigious journey through the federal courts began in 2002 with the U.S. Coast Guard’s Final 
Agency Action denying my Second Amendment application for the “National Open Carry 
Handgun” and/or “National Open Carry Small Arms and Light Weapons” endorsement for the then 
Merchant Mariner’s Document on the basis of Capt. J. P. Brusseau’s personal judgment that such an 
endorsement would provide no benefit to marine safety or security. In that Final Agency Action 
dated April 19, 2002 (Patriots Day) Capt. Brusseau acknowledge as fact that there were no federal 
laws or regulations for or against the endorsement recognizing Second Amendment rights of U.S. 
merchant seaman. That was the fatal flaw of that Final Agency Action because when there are no 
federal laws or regulation for a given subject matter it is the Oath of Office that compels a ministerial 
duty (not a discretionary duty) to support and defend the Constitution of the United States and the 
Bill of Rights. Had this been done Capt. Brusseau would have been compelled to approve my 
application even if it forced the U.S. Coast Guard to play catch-up through the regulatory process to 
create the endorsement.  

On other occasions I submitted a proposal to the Coast Guard for the creation of an armed U.S. 
Merchant Marine Auxiliary a variant of the ready reserve fleet or the privateer under the Letters of 
Marque and Reprisal. The Coast Guard rejected this proposal. I submitted that proposal because I 
had recognized a pattern pattern of increasing Somali pirate activity. There was no sign of the 
Somali stabilizing itself or establishing an effective government.  

 



Emails 
 

 54

Hamrick v. President George W. Bush 
U.S. District Court for DC, No. 03-2160 (RWR) 

Judge Richard W. Roberts 

ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 13, 2004 

REVISED ORDER OF RECUSAL 
JANUARY 20, 2004 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action against 
United States Attorney General John Ashcroft 
and others, and the action was randomly 
assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a motion for 
recusal, alleging that an appearance of 
impropriety exists because I was appointed by 
former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into question 
my impartiality in these proceedings on the basis 
of my status as a Clinton appointee. 

Plaintiff Don Hamrick has filed an action against 
United States Attorney General John Ashcroft 
and others, and the action was randomly 
assigned to me. Plaintiff has filed a motion for 
recusal, alleging that an appearance of 
impropriety exists because I was appointed by 
former President Clinton. Plaintiff offers no 
evidence that could reasonably call into question 
my impartiality in these proceedings on the basis 
of my status as a Clinton appointee. 
Accordingly, his motion will be denied. 

However, there is now pending in the United States Court of Federal Claims a class action lawsuit filed 
by a class of present and former Department of Justice attorneys seeking damages against the United 
States for alleged violations of the Federal Employees Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. §§ 5541-97 (1994). See John 
Doe, et al., on behalf of themselves and all other similarly situated v. United States, Civil Action No. 
98-896C. I am currently a member of that class. Since Canon 3C(1) of the Code of Conduct for 
United States Judges requires a judge to “disqualify himself . . . in a proceeding in which the judge’s 
impartiality might reasonably be questioned,” the Committee on Codes of Conduct of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States has opined that recusal is required from any proceeding in which the 
Attorney General appears as a real party in interest, unless a waiver of such disqualification pursuant 
to Canon 3D[1]is submitted by all parties involved in the suit. 

Plaintiff’s motion for recusal makes plain that he would not waive my disqualification under Canon 
3C(1). Thus, my recusal from this case is now appropriate. For the reasons stated above, it is therefore  

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal [4] 
be, and hereby is, GRANTED. The Clerk of 
the Court is directed to reassign this matter to 
the Calendar Committee. Because United 
States District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this 
Court is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter. 

ORDERED that plaintiff’s motion for recusal [4] 
be, and hereby is, DENIED. However, I am 
recusing myself sua sponte. The Clerk of the 
Court is directed to reassign this matter to the 
Calendar Committee. Because United States 
District Judge Ellen Segal Huvelle of this Court 
is also a named defendant in this suit, 
I recommend to the Calendar Committee 
that it seek to have a judge from another 
district assigned to this matter.  

[1] When the general provisions of Canon 3C(1) serve as the basis for disqualification, Canon 3D 
permits a judge to continue to participate in a proceeding if all of the parties and lawyers, after notice 
of the basis for the disqualification, agree in writing to waive the disqualification under a procedure 
independent of the judge’s participation.  
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I am on ECOTERRA International mailing to receive their Status of Seized Vessels and Crews in 
Somalia, the Gulf of Aden and the Indian Ocean. I include excerpts from their latest bulletin here 
(their edited bulletin is further below): 

NOW OVER 850 SEAFARERS HELD HOSTAGE IN SOMALIA ! 

Today, 20. January 2011, 13h00 UTC, at least 47 foreign vessels plus two barges are 
kept in Somali hands against the will of their owners, while at least 852 hostages or 
captives - including a South-African yachting couple - suffer to be released. 

 “At the moment, it looks like it’s getting out of control,” said Capt. Pottengal 
Mukundan, director of the maritime bureau, which has tracked incidences of piracy at 
sea since 1991.  

Risky voyages: The International Maritime Bureau reports that pirates captured 1,181 
people and killed eight hostages last year; 53 ships were hijacked and there were 445 
reported attacks - a 10 per cent increase from the previous year. 

‘Due to the tardiness of the international community to eradicate this serious problem, 
(it is time) for a full-frontal attack on piracy in the Indian Ocean, which has reached an 
unacceptable level,’ said Jan Fritz Hansen, vice-president of the Danish Shipowners’ 
Association.  

On January 18, 2011 Ryan F. Owens, Chief, Industry Outreach Branch, Domestic Ports Division 
(CG-5441), U.S. Coast Guard HQ, and coordinator for the  National Maritime Security Advisory 
Committee (NMSAC) responded to my emails trying to get official confirmation that NMSAC would 
address the issue of Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen regarding TWIC Cards and 
Merchant Mariner’s Credentials. Ryan Owens answered, in part, with:  

“NMSAC does not develop policy and does not have the authority to regulate the 
maritime industry. The role of the committee is to advise the Coast Guard and the Department of 
Homeland Security. I will not debate the relative merits of your argument.”  

My instincts told me that Ryan Owens answer was not exactly true. January 19-20, 2011 the 
National Maritime Security Advisory Committee (NMSAC) held their annual meeting. Not on their 
agenda was anything concerning Somali pirates. On January 19, 2011 I replied back to Ryan 
Owens email: 

You wrote: “I have not forwarded all of your emails, as the committee members felt multiple emails 
that continued to argue the same point were not necessary.  That being said, they are well aware of 
your issue.” 

My rebuttal: The Federal Register Notice announcing the NMSAC meeting stated: “Requests to 
have a copy of your material distributed to each member of the committee should reach the Coast 
Guard on or before January 10, 2011.” The interpretation and perhaps the implication means that a 
request to have a copy of one’s material distributed to each member of the committee includes 
emailed material. There was no stipulation in the Federal Register Notice given the you or the 
committee the right or the authority to refuse submitted material.  

You wrote: “NMSAC does not develop policy and does not have the authority to regulate the 
maritime industry. The role of the committee is to advise the Coast Guard and the Department of 
Homeland Security.” 
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My Rebuttal: Your state that NMSAC does not develop policy is a lie. I direct your 
attention to 46 U.S.C. § 70112 Maritime Security Advisory Committees: (e) 
CONSIDERATION OF VIEWS: “The Secretary [of Homeland Security] shall consider 
the information, advice, and recommendations of the Committee in formulating policy 
regarding matters affecting maritime security.” NMSAC directly effects policy development 
with information, advice, and recommendations on matters affecting maritime security. Second 
Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen falls under NMSAC’s subject matter jurisdication as 
mandated by 46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(1)(A) with the Secretary of Homeland Security and Congress on 
laws laws affect maritime security, i.e. Titles 6, 14, 33 and 46 of the U.S. Code under 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(B). You wrote: “I will not debate the relative merits of your argument.”  

My Rebuttal: Why not? Isn’t it in fact the duty of NMSAC to debate Benjamin Franklin’s dilemma, 
“They who can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor 
safety”? Isn’t security a balancing act with rights and freedom? How much security is too much 
security? Is sexual assualt by TSA too much security? From my point of observation of Homeland 
Security, the U.S. Coast Guard, and the TSA the campaign for greater security has meant the loss 
and erosion of personal rights and freedom. Just how much freedom and rights have to be taken 
from the People before the Government finds satisfaction with the level of security. Will Homeland 
Security and TSA next declare interstate truckstops as security zones requing not only all truck 
drivers but all drivers privately owned vehicles, that means mom, and dad, gramma and grampa, 
aunts and uncles, nieces and nephews, and cousins to all have TWIC Cards! My God what a source 
of revenue for the TSA that would be! Oh! and have checkpoints at all interstate and state highways 
crossing statelines cannot be overlooked. Let’s not debate the relative merits favoring freedom and 
constitutional rights over security! Public debate over the restoration of the Bill of Rights is 
treasonous to security. By God our safety is far more important than our freedom! Anyone who 
stands up advocating restoration of freedom must be told to shut up and sit down. Are you refusing 
to support and defend the Constitutional rights of seamen under your Oath of Office? RYAN 
OWENS, IS THIS YOUR POSITION?  

When will NMSAC meet again? The Secretary of Homeland Security can only call the NMSAC to a 
meeting once a year (46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(2)(A)(i)). But if I understand correctly, a majority of 
NMSAC members can call a meeting at any time (46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(2)(A)(ii)). If I have a right to 
the names and email address of the committee members I would like the privilege to provide them 
with updating information on the need to restore Second Amendment rights of seamen because the 
maritime industry at the international level is already trending toward arming merchant vessels. The 
next step beyond that are Letters of Marque and Reprisal for a private sector war on Somali pirates.  

Everything I have discussing here is within the federal law of the United States. The U.S. State 
Department in colobaration with the Coast Guard have canvassed foreign maritime ports for their 
laws on armed merchant vessels entering their ports to compile a master table of international laws 
on armed merchant vessels. This data will be the foundation for a new maritime treaty recognizing 
the legitimacy of armed merchant vessels. This is WHY the committee MUST consider NATIONAL 
OPEN CARRY ENDORSEMENT on TWIC Cards and MMC’s and why the committee MUST be 
receptive to communicating with me by email even though you my perceive me to be a pain in the 
ass. But I speak the truth! 

Mr. Ryan Owens’ belief that NMSAC does not make policy is a common characteristic attitude that 
Government employees may be proficient at policymaking that benefits the Government but 
become negligent and imcompetent at policymaking when it benefits the People of the United States 
and their Bill of Rights. I equate NMSAC’s meeting and their Agenda’s omission of the threat to 

 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode46/usc_sec_46_00070112----000-.html
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lWHgUE9AD4s
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national security from Somali pirates to Nero fiddling around while Rome burned. Any impatience 
or frustration expressed toward Ryan Owens was more from the eight years of accumulated 
frustration with the federal courts. The NMSAC meeting was my end-run attempt to bypass the 
federal courts to achieve my goal of getting the U.S. Government to recognize and protect the 
Second Amendment rights of U.S. merchant seamen. 

Both the TWIC Card and the MMC are linked through the National Drivers Register (49 U.S.C. § 
30301-30308). With all the security make-overs and enhanced background check for both the TWIC 
and MMC I do not understand why a data field cannot be added to the TWIC and MMC for a 
National Open Carry Firearms Endorsement. This would require bringing in BATFE to 
streamlining the regulatory process for what would amount to be a Federal Firearms 
Endorsement on the TWIC Card and the MMC for those who travel interstate with a firearms 
but who are “not in the business of selling firearms in interstate commerce” and who are not a 
prohibited person from owning or possessing firearms under 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) et seq. 

Adding the data field for National Open Carry will give a boost to internal national security for 
society in general because what is going on here is the U.S. Government’s onward movement for 
ever greater security in the name of public safety. What we have here is Benjamin Franklin’s worst 
nightmare! “They who can give up essential liberty to obtain a little temporary safety deserve neither 
liberty nor safety.”  

I ASK THE COMMANDANT OF THE COAST GUARD AND THE SECRETARY OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY to officially ask the U.S. Attorney General to ask the Chief Judge of the U.S. District 
Court for DC to have my case assigned to a judge from another district and to allow my case to 
proceed to a civil jury trial and to grant my Motion for a Court Appointed Civil Gideon Attorney in 
light of the American Bar Associations’ House of Delegations unanimous recomment for Civil 
Gideon attorneys for civil plaintiffs. 

I ask all recipients the courtesy and the dignity to open communications with me because it will be in 
the interest of justice. 

Signed: Don Hamrick 

----- Forwarded Message ---- 

SEE EMAIL NO. 11, PAGES 45–49 

 

EMAIL NO. 13: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Fri, January 21, 2011 9:19:39 AM  
FROM: Don Hamrick  
TO: Ryan Owens  Being suspicious of 

NMSAC’s sincerity in 
adding my proposal to 
their agenda I plead my 
case to the Secretary of 
Homeland Security 

U.S. COAST GUARD 
“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil> 
  

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” <esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” <rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
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“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  
 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

I am hedging my bets here. Since I have a suspicion that NMSAC will not add (1) arming U.S. flag 
merchant vessels and their crew to combat Somali pirates, and (2) adding the Second Amendment 
and Ninth Amendment endorsement for National Open Carry data field to the TWIC Card, the 
MMC, and the National Drivers Register I will ask NMSAC through you to call a special meeting on 
these two subjects as authorized to do so under 46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(1)(C)(ii). 

I also ask the Secretary of Homeland Security to call a special meeting ASAP on the same subjects 
above under 46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(1)(C)(i). 

Is there a formal application for this request or can this email suffice for the request? 

Signed: Don Hamrick 
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EMAIL NO. 14: RE: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Friday, January 21, 2011 9:26:02 AM  
FROM: Ryan Owens  
To: Don Hamrick  

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” <esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” <rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  

Ryan Owens’ general 
notification of NMSAC’s 
next meeting being 
scheduled for April in 
Washington, DC. 

“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS 
<dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITEHOUSE.GOV 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESS 
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Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  

Sir, 

At the end of the last meeting, the Committee decided that the next public meeting will be the 
second week of April, here in Washington, DC.  I will pass your request on to have these issues 
added as an agenda item. 

Have a nice day and thank you for your interest in the National Maritime Security Advisory 
Committee. 

Ryan F. Owens 
Chief, Industry Outreach Branch 
Domestic Ports Division (CG-5441) 
United States Coast Guard HQ 
Tel (202) 372-1108 
Cell (202) 302-6565 
Fax (202)372-1990 

 

 

EMAIL NO. 15: Re: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Fri, January 21, 2011 1:08:08 PM  
FROM: Don Hamrick  
TO: Ryan Owens MY REBUTTAL 

Advising Ryan Owens that 
because of my skepticism of 
NMSAC adding my proposal to 
their agenda I will continue my 
advocacy for Second Amendment 
rights of American seamen. For 
exemple, the Chart on page 63, 
the same as on page 27, is proof 
that the United Nations global gun 
control is a fraud!  

U.S. COAST GUARD 
“Papp, Robert ADM” 
<Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” 
<Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

“Kroloff, Noah” 
<noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” 
<esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” 
<rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of 
Intl Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  
 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

THE MESSAGE: 

I know the next NMSAC meeting is April. See my comment at John C. Bennet’s blog, Marine 
Transportation Security News & Views.60 

But please understand my skepticism about NMSAC adding to their agenda such a politically 
controversial subject for seamen’s rights. I will believe it when it happens. Until then I will continue 
as an advocate for seamen’s rights under the Common Defence Clause of the Preamble to the 
Constitution of the United States and under the Bill of Rights and the Thirteenth and Fourteenth 
Amendments. 

It is human nature to ignore what is NOT the norm. The constitutional norm and Natual Law would 
have never seen defensive firearms taken from U.S. merchant vessels and their crew. But because 
the majority of maritime nations in the United Nations and the International Maritime Organization 
do not share the ideals of individual rights and freedoms customary international law is emerging as 
a threat to the Second Amendment rights of U.S. seamen. But because of Somali piracy is getting so 
out of control there are a flickering few maritime nations quickly moving toward arming their own 
merchant vessels and crew. The United States now has the opportunity to resurrect seamen’s rights 
under the Second Amendment and Ninth Amendment as well as resurrecting the Letters of Marque 
and Reprisal. 

                                                      
60 http://mpsblog.org/2011/01/20/national-maritime-security-advisory-committee-meeting-%e2%80%93-part-2/  
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What we have here is the old Psychological game of “Why don’t we ..., Yes, but” of maintaining the 
status quo of staying the course for the ever increasing Government security at the expense of the 
rights and freedoms of American merchant seamen.  

In this instance I suggested to NMSAC through Ryan Owens proposing NMSAC add to their agenda 
the resurrection of the old ways of dealing with Somali pirates. This will involve the collateral 
resurrection of seamen’s Second Amendment and Ninth Amendment right to openly keep and bear 
arms intrastate and interstate travel. This will involve adding a data field to the TWIC Card, the 
MMC, and the National Drivers Register. This will also involve bringing in the BATFE and Congress 
to establish a Federal Preemption of State and local laws that interfere with, hinder, or prohibit 
interstate travel while openly armed.  

This also involves policy issues for the U.S. Government. This is the “Why don’t we...” part of this 
phsycology game of controling the status quo. The “Yes, but ...” part of this game playing is Ryan 
Owens telling me that NMSAC does not make policy for the Secretary of Homeland Security. This, I 
construe, is a lie. It is a lie because 46 U.S.C. § 70112(e) Consideration of Views states that 
“[t]he [Secretary of Homeland Security] shall consider the information, advice, and 
recommendations of the Committee in formulating policy regarding matters affecting maritime 
security.”  

QUESTIONS TO ANSWER HERE:  

Does Somali piracy and armed robbery on the high seas affect maritime security? YES! 

Is their a individual human right to armed self-defense? YES! (But the United Nations says NO! The 
U.S. Supreme Court says U.S. citizens have no constitutional right to individualized right to police 
protection. This Supreme Court policy was taken to the Inter-American Commission on Human 
Rights.61 Under the Supreme Court’s policy of no police protection for the individual citizen even if a 
citizen has a restraining order or an order of protection against another logic demands the Second 
Amendment right to keep and bear arms as standard protocol whether or not police protection is 
available for the individual citizen because the police cannot be everywhere at all times to 
protect everyone. This same caveat applies to the merchant marine because it has been admitted by 
military authorities that the international coalition of naval force (i.e., the Djibouti Code of Conduct) 
cannot protect every merchant vessel on the high seas. This is especial true when Somali pirates 
have scattered, expanding their area of operations west toward India and South to and maybe 
beyond Madagascar. 

EVIDENCE THAT ARMING MERCHANT VESSELS AND THEIR CREW  

HAS A BENIFIT TO MARINE SAFETY AND SECURITY 

United Nations research  

The United Nations SMALL ARMS SURVEY (SAS) is an internationally-respected 
organization on gun violence research, often working with the United Nations:  

The Small Arms Survey undertakes joint research projects with 
independent researchers, international organizations, UN agencies, 
research organizations, NGOs, and partner institutions.  

As a United Nations resource, SAS explains their perspective on firearms:62  

                                                      
61 http://www.cidh.oas.org/annualrep/2007eng/Mexico12322eng.htm  
62 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/about/mission.html.  
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The proliferation of small arms and light weapons represents a 
grave threat to human security. The unchecked spread of these 
weapons has exacerbated inter-and intra-state conflicts, contributed 
to human rights violations, undermined political and economic 
development, destabilized communities, and devastated the lives of 
millions of people.  

It’s safe to say that SAS supports gun control.  

In 1999, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan stated:  

Even in societies not beset by civil war, the easy availability of small 
arms has in many cases contributed to violence and political 
instability. These, in turn, have damaged development prospects 
and imperiled human security in every way.63 

It’s also safe to say the United Nations supports gun control. Therefore, it seems 
reasonable to conclude that these international players have data showing a 
correlation between increased civilian firearms inventory and a violent crime 
indicator such as homicide rates. So let’s see what their data tells us.  

Between 2003 and 2007, SMALL ARMS SURVEY 64 compiled civilian firearms inventories for various 
countries around the world. THE EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK OF CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
STATISTICS – 2006,65 published under the auspices of the Council of Europe, compiled crime data 
for the greater European region for the years 2000-2003. This research group “included several 
members involved in recent UN [crime] surveys.” The latest (2003) values appear in the table 
below, in order to best correlate firearms ownership with murder rates (expressed as offenses per 
100,000 population).  

                                                      
63 Kofi Annan, STATEMENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL, Sept. 24, 1999, UN Press Release SG/SM/7145, 
SC/6733. 
64 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/publications/yearb2008.html.  
65 http://www.europeansourcebook.org/esb3_Full.pdf  
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(Same Chart as the one on Page 27) 

The top quartile is comprised of developed western economies. These data 
contradict Annan’s assertion that firearms “damaged development prospects and 
imperiled human security” and the SAS assertion that firearms availability 
“undermined political and economic development.” The UN’s own reports prove 
that other factors besides gun control play a larger role in homicide rates.  

Returning to Mexico , the UN Office on Drugs and Crime reported that in 2000 
(latest UN data), Mexico ‘s homicide rate was 14.11, over 2.5 times the U.S. rate, 
and Mexico ‘s violent crime increased 68% through mid-2007.  
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Why aren’t the “experts” acknowledging their own data?  
References: 

Civilian firearms ownership data can be retrieved by downloading Chapter 2 from 
SAS Yearbooks for years 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2007 at the SAS Publications 
page.66 

For in-depth analysis of the United Nations civilian disarmament program, read 
Four Hundred Years of Gun Control: Why Isn’t It Working?, which deconstructs the 
gun control agenda and motivates more people to support our civil right of self-
defense. 

MY COMMENT 

The data proves the inverse relationship between the greater the number of firearms ownership 
and possession and the reduced homicide rate. Therefore, federal judges exhibiting the political 
ideology that more gun control, or defending gun control laws already on the books in the belief 
that they reduce homicide rates are themselves delusional. Judge Sullivan’s proves the example 
of “the pot calling the kettle black.” Extrapolating that data to propose that “National Open 
Carry” of a semi-automatic handgun in intrastate, interstate, nautical, and even in maritime 
travel will further reduce the homicide rate and other violent crimes.  

Citing David B. Kopel, Paul Gallant & Joanne D. Eisen, THE HUMAN RIGHT OF SELF-
DEFENSE, 22 BYU J. Pub. L. 43, at 57 (No. 1, Fall, 2007-2008):  

D. No Right of Self-Defense  

The most startling of the claims in the Frey/HRC report is that there is no human 
right of self-defense. She states:  

No international human right of self-defence is expressly set forth in the primary 
sources of international law: treaties, customary law, or general principles. While 
the right to life is recognized in virtually every major international human rights 
treaty, the principle of self-defence is expressly recognized in only one, the 
CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTAL 
FREEDOMS (EUROPEAN CONVENTION ON HUMAN RIGHTS), article 2.57  

Citing Niels Petersen, CUSTOMARY LAW WITHOUT CUSTOM? RULES, PRINCIPLES, AND THE 
ROLE OF STATE PRACTICE IN INTERNATIONAL NORM CREATION, 23 Am. U. Int’l L. Rev. 275, 300-
301 (2008)  

THE ROLE OF STATE PRACTICE 

The insight that state practice is a constituent element of customary law because the 
corresponding rule of recognition requires it to be does not explain the normative 
reason for a requirement of state practice.67 If we want to analyze the distinctive 
characteristics of custom and general principles, we have to determine the function 
of state practice as an element for proving the existence of the law. As we have 

                                                      
66 http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/publications/yearb2008.html.  
67 See Andrew T. Guzman, SAVING CUSTOMARY INTERNATIONAL LAW, 27 Mich. J. Int’l L. 115, at 122 (2005) 
(denigrating state practice as having no direct contribution to the existence of customary norms, while 
conceding that it may influence state conduct). 

 

http://www.smallarmssurvey.org/files/sas/publications/yearb2008.html


Emails 
 

 66

seen, the classical theory of international custom perceived state practice not as a 
normative requirement, but only as a means of proving the existence of consent 
between the states.  

The inductive method for determining customary law can be traced back to the 
sociological positivism of Auguste Comte.68 According to this school, science had to 
be based on facts.69  Awareness could only be attained through experience.70 The 
prevailing method was thus an inductive one, deriving patterns of behavior by an 
abstraction from facts. However, as law is per definition not descriptive, but always 
prescriptive,71 the sociological methodology cannot be transferred to the legal 
sciences without reflection. The reason for introducing practice as a constituent 
element of customary law is rather a more modest one: law should not consist of 
abstract, utopian norms, but rather be affiliated with social reality.72 Behavior is 
thus not a normative reason itself. Its consideration is just a means to reconcile law 
and reality.  

The reconciliation of law and reality by consideration of state practice is particularly 
important for norms that have a coordinative function in bilateral situations.73 Such 
norms are of a directly reciprocal character; in other words, any state can react to 
non-compliance by denying the fulfillment of the corresponding obligation.74 
If coordinative norms are thus not supported by a basically consistent state practice, 
they would lose their conduct guiding function.75 State practice is thus a formal 
requirement that encourages the stability of norms.  

MY CONCLUSION: 

It is my belief and understanding the Government must stop deceiving itself with the 
delusion that it has the duty to protect the American people to the extent of denying the American 
people (including U.S. seamen) their right to protect themselves at all times everywhere they go 
under the Second and Ninth Amendment. This essay type of email is based on the advocacy of the 
                                                      
68 See Oscar Schachter, INTERNATIONAL LAW IN THEORY AND PRACTICE, in 178 RECUEIL DES COURS 9, 60 
(1982) (Fr.) (noting the influence of Comte’s sociological positivism on legal thinkers). 
69 Auguste Comte, DISCOURS SUR L’ESPRIT POSITIF [Discourse on the Positive Spirit] (1844). 
70 Id. 
71 See Craig Haney, PSYCHOLOGICAL AND LEGAL CHANGE: ON THE LIMITS OF A FACTUAL JURISPRUDENCE, 4 L. 
& Hum. Behav. 147, 163 (1980) (distinguishing between prescriptive and descriptive disciplines). 
72 See id. at 148 (describing the emergence in the nineteenth century of a concept of law whereby the law was 
viewed as an instrument for achieving positive goals). 
73 See Joost Pauwelyn, A TYPOLOGY OF MULTILATERAL TREATY OBLIGATIONS: ARE WTO OBLIGATIONS 

BILATERAL OR COLLECTIVE IN NATURE?, 14 Eur. J. Int’l L. 907, 908 (2003) (suggesting that multilateral, as 
contrasted with bilateral, obligations presuppose a collective interest of states above and beyond the particular 
interests of each state participating in the obligation). 
74 See id. (introducing the concept of suspending obligations as a countermeasure for breach). 
75 See Frederic L. Kirgis, Jr., CUSTOM ON A SLIDING SCALE, 81 AM. J. INT’L L. 146, at 148-149 (1987) 
(discussing the relationship between conduct, consistency, and state practice); see also Daniel Bodansky, 
CUSTOMARY (AND NOT SO CUSTOMARY) INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW, 3 Ind. J. Global Legal Stud. 105, 
111 (1995) (discussing transboundary pollution and claiming that consistent, uniform state practice is 
emphasized in traditional customary law). 
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full scope of Second and Ninth Amendment rights to intrastate and interstate travel and U.S. flag 
merchant vessels and their crew.  

Therefore, NMSAC has the authority to recommend a complete Policy on the restoration of 
Second Amendment rights for U.S. Merchant Seamen for the Secretary of Homeland Security’s 
approval, amending, or disapproval. The conclusion is that NMSAC can make policy if it so chose to 
do so despite what Mr. Ryan Owens told me. 

 

EMAIL NO. 16: RE: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Fri, January 21, 2011 1:44:43 PM  
FROM: Ryan Owens  
TO: Don Hamrick  

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” <esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” <rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” 
<margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” 
<nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” 
<eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” 
<francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS 
<dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITEHOUSE.GOV 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel 
<bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff 
<rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy 
<mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor 
<david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  

 Ryan Owens’ ANSWER 
stating NMSAC’S April 
meeting precludes a 

Special Meeting on my 
proposals. The caveat 

here is how NMSAC 
treats my proposal. 

This will be a wait and 
see deal. 

 

James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
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Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESS 

Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  
 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

Sir, 

Since there is already a meeting scheduled for April, The United States Coast Guard and the 
National Maritime Security Advisory Committee (NMSAC) will not hold a special meeting to solely 
address your concerns.  Your issue will be added to the agenda and you will be provided time to 
address the Committee. 

Thank you again for your continued interest in the NMSAC. 

Ryan F. Owens 
Chief, Industry Outreach Branch 
Domestic Ports Division (CG-5441) 
United States Coast Guard HQ 
Tel (202) 372-1108 
Cell (202) 302-6565 
Fax (202)372-1990 
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EMAIL NO. 17: QUESTION FROM TED THOMPSON, EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT FOR INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL OF CRUISE LINES TO 
RYAN OWENS 
RE: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Friday, January 21, 2011 2:46:03 PM 
FROM: Ted Thompson 
To: Ryan Owens 
Don Hamrick (and others) Ted Thompson, Exec. VP 

for Intl Council of Cruise 
Lines objecting to my 
proposal asking what 

changed to cause 
NMSAC to add my 

proposal to their agenda.  

I’m raising holy hell! 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 
“Kroloff, Noah” 
<noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” 
<esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” 
<rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl 
Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” 
<charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” 
<richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” 
<thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” 
<margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITEHOUSE.GOV 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
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Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

MARITIME RELATED BUSINESS 
Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  

MARITIME BLOGGER 
John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

THE MESSAGE: 

I thought we aqgreed not to add this.   

What has changed? R/Ted 

 

 
EMAIL NO. 18: MY ANSWER TO TED THOMPSON 
Re: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 
70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Saturday, January 22, 2011 2:25:57 AM 
FROM:From: Don Hamrick 
TO: Ted Thompson 

My Rebuttal to Ted 
Thompson. 

Do you have a problem 
with constitutional rights 
and freedoms of American 
merchant marine 
personnel being 
incorporated into federal 
laws and regulations? 

U.S. COAST GUARD 
“Ryan Owens” <Ryan.F.Owens@uscg.mil>;  
“Papp, Robert ADM” 
<Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” 
<Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” 
<esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” 
<rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs 
<alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” 
<charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
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“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  

 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

 
Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” <Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” <Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  
 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

THE MESSAGE: 

FROM: Don Hamrick, Able Seamen 

TO: Ted Thompson, Executive Vice President, International Council of Cruise Lines (ICCL) 

Thank you for confirming my suspicion that NMSAC had no intention of adding the Second 
Amendment rights of merchant marine personnel to their agenda. You have confirmed that 
NMSAC has been acting to advance only the Government’s interest in greater security at the 
expense of constitutional and human rights of merchant marine personnel in relation to 
piracy and armed robbery on the high seas. 

What escapes those in Government affairs is that while there are discretionary duties there 
are also ministrerial duties under the Oath of Office for Government personnel to support 
and defend the Constitution of the United States and that includes the Second Amendment 
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rights of merchant mariner personnel as well as American ship owners which are included in 
the Bill of Rights. 

All too often in Government affairs and in judicial litigation in the federal courts the conflict 
between Government Interest and Constitutional rights of the American people it is the rights 
and freedoms of the American people that are the casualties of the increasing level of federal 
laws and regulations. The prime example of this belligerent indifference to the rights and 
freedoms of American merchant marine personnel are the implementation of the TWIC Card 
and the new Merchant Mariner’s Credential (MMC) (that looks more like a Soviet Union red-
covered passport) that grossly neglected to bring in the BATFE to include a data field for a 
National Open Carry Handgun or Small Arms and Light Weapons (to combat the United 
Nations global gun control agenda) to the TWIC Card, the MMC, and the National Drivers 
Register. 

Unless Ryan Owens is attempting to run a bluff just to deceive and placate me into shutting 
up with his announce that NMSAC will included my proposal for addressing Second 
Amendment and Ninth Amendment rights of American merchant marine personnel then 
Ryan Owens is fullfilling his ministerial duties as required by the Oath of Office to support 
and defend the Constitution of the United States including the Bill of Rights. 

Do you have a problem with constitutional rights and freedoms of American merchant 
marine personnel being incorporating into federal laws and regulations? 

Signed: Don Hamrick 

 
 

EMAIL NO. 19: RE: REQUEST NMSAC CALL SPECIAL MEETING PER 46 U.S.C. § 70112(a)(1)(C)(i)(ii) 
SENT: Saturday, January 22, 2011 10:13:41 AM 
FROM: Ted Thompson   
TO: Don Hamrick  
 
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Ryan Owens” <Ryan.F.Owens@uscg.mil>;  
“Papp, Robert ADM” <Robert.J.Papp@uscg.mil>;  
“Zukunft, Paul RADM” <Paul.F.Zukunft@uscg.mil>   

 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 

“Kroloff, Noah” <noah.kroloff@dhs.gov>;  
“Olavarria, Esther” <esther.olavarria@dhs.gov>;  
“Sharp, Rebecca K” <rebecca.sharp@dhs.gov>;  
Alan Bersin - Asst Secretary Office of Intl Affairs <alan.bersin@dhs.gov>;  
“Edwards, Charles” <charles.edwards@dhs.gov>;  
“Reback, Richard” <richard.reback@dhs.gov>;  
“Frost, Thomas” <thomas.frost@dhs.gov>;  
“Schlanger, Margo” <margo.schlanger@dhs.gov>;  
CRCL <crcl@dhs.gov>;  
“Peacock, Nelson” <nelson.peacock@dhs.gov>;  
“Gleason, Eddie” <eddie.gleason@dhs.gov>;  
“Kerner, Francine” <francine.kerner@dhs.gov>;  
OGC <ogc@dhs.gov>;  
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs - DHS <dhs.iga@hq.dhs.gov>;  
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Robert Bauer - White House Counsel <bob.bauer@whitehouse.gov>;  
Rahm Emanuel - Chief of Staff <rahm.emanuel@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mona Sutphen - Chief of Staff for Policy <mona.sutphen@whitehouse.gov>;  
David Axelrod - Senior Advisor <david.axelrod@whitehouse.gov>;  
Peter Rouse - Senior Advisor <peter.rouse@whitehouse.gov>;  
James Jones - National Security Advisor <james.jones@whitehouse.gov>;  
Philp Schiliro - Director of Legislative Affairs <philip.schiliro@whitehouse.gov>;  
Patrick Gaspard - Director of Political Affairs <patrick.gaspard@whitehouse.gov>;  
Valerie Jarrett - Senior Advisor Intergovernmental Affairs <valerie.jarrett@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cassandra Butts - Deputy Counsel <cassandra.butts@whitehouse.gov>;  
Mary DeRosa - Deputy Counsel <mary.derosa@whitehouse.gov>;  
Cecilia Muñoz <cecilia.mu??oz@whitehouse.gov>;  
Lisa Konwinski - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs <lisa.konwinski@whitehouse.gov>;  
Daniel Turton - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and House Liaison 
<daniel.turton@whitehouse.gov>;  
Shawn Maher - Deputy Assistant for Legislative Affairs and Senate Liaison 
<shawn.maher@whitehouse.gov>;  

 

Ted Thompson 
Responds to My 

Rebuttal. 
Mr. Hamrick;  I have 
confirmed nothing other 
than I disagree with your 
particular suggestion as 
to how to achieve 
security for seafarers.   

Cc:  
U.S. COAST GUARD 

“Kiefer, Kevin CAPT” 
<Kevin.C.Kiefer@uscg.mil>;  
“Torres, Carlos CDR” 
<Carlos.A.Torres2@uscg.mil>;  
“Murk, David CDR” <David.W.Murk@uscg.mil>;  

 
MARITIME RELATED BUSINESSES 

Jeffrey Monroe <mirage@maine.rr.com>;  
 
MARITIME BLOGGER 

John Bennett <jbennett@mpsint.com>  

 

Mr. Hamrick;  I have confirmed nothing other than I 
disagree with your particular suggestion as to how to 
achieve security for seafarers.   

 

 

 


