Appeal No. 1776 - Howard REAGAN v. US - 2 July, 1969.

IN THE MATTER OF MERCHANT MARI NER S DOCUMENT NO. Z-1227504
AND ALL OTHER SEAMAN S DOCUNMENTS
| ssued to: Howard REAGAN

DECI SI ON OF THE COMVANDANT
UNI TED STATES COAST GUARD

1776
Howar d REAGAN

Thi s appeal has been taken in accordance with Title 46 United
States Code 239(g) and Title 46 Code of Federal Regul ations
137. 30- 1.

By order dated 24 QOctober 1968, an Exam ner of the United
States Coast CGuard at O evel and, Ohio, revoked Appellant's seaman's
docunents upon finding himguilty of m sconduct. The
speci fications found proved allege that while serving as a watchnman
on board the SS COL. JAMES M SCHOONMAKER under authority of the
docunent above captioned, on or about 23 June 1968, while the
vessel was underway on Lake Superior, Appellant:

(1) assaulted the master of the vessel;

(2) assaulted the Third Mate;

(3) maliciously destroyed ship's property; and

(4) disobeyed an order of the master by not going to his
room

At the hearing, Appellant was represented by professional
counsel. Appellant entered a plea of not guilty to the charge and
each specification.
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The I nvestigating O ficer introduced in evidence the testinony
of six witnesses and voyage records of COL. JAMES M SCHOONMAKER.

I n defense, Appellant offered in evidence his own testinony,
and the statenents of three other witnesses nmade before the hearing
began.

At the end of the hearing, the Exam ner rendered a decision in
whi ch he concl uded that the charge and specifications had been
proved. The Exam ner then entered an order revoking all docunents
| ssued to Appell ant.

The entire decision was served on 25 October 1968. Appeal was
tinely filed on 28 October 1968 and perfected on 25 April 1969.

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

On 23 June 1968, Appellant was serving as a watchman on board
SS COL. JAMES M SCHOONMAKER and acting under authority of his
docunent while the ship was underway in Lake Superior.

After a series of occurrences which have been rendered
irrel evant by the Examner's ultimate findings, Appellant arrived
at the master's quarters, for the third tine, at about 0025. There
were already on the scene the two mates who were off watch and two
or three nenbers of the unlicensed crew. Appellant entered the
master's office and ripped an electric light fixture off a wall.
After disturbing papers on the nmaster's desk and throwi ng a chair,
he forced his way into the master's bedroom by ki cking the door.
The door was danmaged.

The master repeatedly ordered Appellant to go to his quarters
but Appellant did not do so.

Back again in the office, Appellant kicked and broke a
gyro-repeater on the wall.

Appel l ant, still holding the Iight fixture in his hand, stood
"chest to chest” with the master, threatening to throw himover the
side, challenging himto conme on deck and to shoot him and telling
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the master that he was going to kill himthat night.

When the others present, at the naster's order, tried to
restrain Appellant and place himin security, Appellant tried to
bite the Third Mate's throat.

Appel l ant was ultimately restrai ned and renoved fromthe
vessel .

BASES OF APPEAL

Thi s appeal has been taken fromthe order inposed by the
Exam ner. Appel |l ant nmakes six points on appeal:

(1) "The revocation proceeding | acked jurisdiction since no
mer chant mariner's docunent was held by the person
char ged;"

(2) "The first five specifications, inproperly alleging a
| egal conclusion instead of operative facts, do not
i dentify the nature of the offense sufficiently to
prepare a defense;"

(3) "The person charged was inproperly and prejudicially
denied information to prepare his defense;"

(4) "The findings of fact and the opinion of the hearing
exam ner on the elenent of intent are not supported by
substantial relevant and probative evidence;"

(5) "The Examner erred in finding the assaults of the first
and fourth specifications proved contrary to the
evi dence; " and

(6) "The hearing exam ner denied the person charged due
process by abandoni ng any i ndependent judicial attitude
and assum ng participation in the prosecution."

In addition to these six formal "points" Appellant intinmates that

file:////hgsms-lawdb/users/K nowl edgeM anagement...0& %620R%201680%20-%6201979/1776%20-%20REAGAN.htm (3 of 18) [02/10/2011 10:14:32 AM]



Appeal No. 1776 - Howard REAGAN v. US - 2 July, 1969.

his case will be reviewed on appeal by the officer who acted as
| nvestigating O ficer at the hearing.

APPEARANCE: Full er Hopkins Lawton & Taussig, of New York, New
York, and S. Eldridge Sanpliner, Esq., of O eveland, OChio, by
WlliamE Fuller, Esq.

OPI NI ON

Appel lant's first point deals with a question of jurisdiction.
It is asserted that because Appellant's Merchant Mariner's Docunent
was not produced before the Exam ner and because Appellant did not
have such a docunent in his possession at the tine of the hearing
there was a |lack of jurisdiction to proceed agai nst such a docunent
under R S. 4450. The argunent is based upon a theory that for
jurisdiction to exist, Appellant nust have "held" a docunent, and
to be a "holder" of a docunent he nust be shown to have had it in
hi s possession or to have deposited it in sone fashion with the
Coast Guard such that he had a receipt for it.

Under the circunstances of this case it can be see that
m sconduct because he did not, at the tine of hearing, "hold" a
| i cense, but he would still be eligible for renewal of his |icense
Wi th no suspension or revocation action possible.

A person woul d not be anenable to action for wongfully
pl edgi ng his docunent, since no one could produce it.

A person could frustrate action by throw ng his docunent into
t he sea when he was given a notice of hearing. He could frustrate
action by declaring that his docunent was |ost and by refusing to
apply for a duplicate (entitling himto a "receipt" for the
application.)

There is no requirenent under R S. 4450 that a person be a
“hol der” of a docunent in order that hearing may be held. To act
agai nst a docunent or a right to hold a docunent, it is enough to
show that the acts all eged occurred when the person was serving
under authority of a docunent, whether he had physical possession
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of the docunent (or a token thereof) at the tine of the act or the
time of hearing.

Under the circunstances of the instant case, irrespective of
general principles, it can be seen that Appellant's argunent is
wi t hout nmerit.

Al t hough Appell ant urges that he turned over his docunent,
under duress, to Coast Guard authorities, who held possession while
he did not, his own testinony shows that he was interviewed and
told that he could avoid hearing if he surrendered his docunent for
t hat purpose. The pertinent dial ogue between Appellant and his
counsel foll ows:

"Q Dd M. Fournier nmake a demand for your docunent?

"A. M. Fournier explained the procedure of giving himny
docunent a sign of good faith and it woul d be produced at
a hearing.

"Q Ddhe tell you that it was a voluntary surrender to
avoid a hearing?

"A.  Yes, sir.
"Q Wuld you tell what happened after that?

"A. | told himl didn't have the docunent so he
didn't talk too nuch about it anynore. Things
got pretty heated and | started to | eave and
he asked if | would stay | ong enough to have
sone papers typed up for ne to sign. | told
hi m no.

"Q \What did he say?

"A. He told his secretary to call the FBI.

"Q D d you | eave?

"A. Yes, | went out to the parking ot to get the docunent
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out of the car. MW wife was in the car; | brought it
back and threwit on M. Fournier's desk and told himto
keep it." R-110,111.

Appel | ant has specifically referred to this dial ogue as proof
of "duress". H's own testinony shows that the throw ng of his
docunent on the desk of the Investigating Oficer was a deliberate,
uncoer ced act. Had Appel |l ant signed the docunents prepared he would
have wai ved hearing and surrendered his docunent. He did not do
so. But he cannot argue now that his voluntary obtaining of the
docunent, throwng it on the Investigating Oficer's desk, and
departing fromthe scene ousted the agency fromauthority to
proceed to suspend or revoke the docunent.

The vi ew expressed here is supported by Appellant's argunent
at the hearing, that he had "voluntarily given it [the docunent] to
M. Fournier [The Investigating Oficer]." R-4.

Appel | ant cannot be heard to assert at the sane tine that he
had "voluntarily" given his docunent to a Coast Guard official, as
he did on the record of hearing before the Exam ner, and that he
gave up possession of the docunent under duress, as he urges on
appeal .

When contradictory theories of an appellant are argued on
appeal neither carries nmuch weight.

It may al so be noted that Appellant's argunent on this point
Is actually against his owmn interest. |If there was no jurisdiction
to conduct this hearing under R S. 4450 because Appellant held no
seaman's docunent, then he was not entitled to a docunent, to a
hearing, or to review. It is inconsistent for Appellant to ask for
dismssal on the nerits, with consequent restoration of his
docunent, and at the sane tine declare that he had no docunent at
all to be the subject of suspension and revocati on proceedi ngs and
to be subject to possible restoration to him
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Appel l ant' s second point attacks the validity of the first
five of the original seven specifications as being "factually
| nadequat e and defective." Since the Exam ner dism ssed the
original second, third, and fifth specifications, Appellant cannot
now have a conplaint as to them

O the two specifications found proved fromthis group, the
first alleged that Appellant had assaulted and battered the master
of the ship on 23 June 1968 while the vessel was proceedi ng on Lake
Superior. Appellant conplains that this did not sufficiently
apprize himof the m sconduct alleged, so that he could prepare a
def ense, because it stated nerely a concl usion of |aw and not
"operative facts" as to how he coommtted the assault and battery.

What ever the rules of pleading may be in civil suits under
State laws, it is enough in a proceeding such as this to plead acts
of m sconduct in terns easily understandabl e and wel| understood.
Appel | ant does not claimthat the neanings of "assault" and of
"batter" were not understandable. Wile it is true that specifics
of an assault and of a battery may be spelled out in a pleading,
for one reason or another, one cannot conplain that notice that he
I's charged with assault and battery upon a naned person on a naned
ship on a stated date does not sufficiently informhimof what he
may be expected to defend against.

The fifth item anong seanen's offenses enunerated in 46 U S
C. 701 reads thus:

"For assaulting any master, mate, pilot, Engineer, or
staff officer, by inprisonnent for not nore than tw years."

As originally alleged, the specification with respect to the nmaster
of the ship was nore detailed than the statute; it alleged assault
and battery. As found proved, the specification alleges only
assault on the master. When a specification of m sconduct under

R S. 4450 is couched in the |language of a statute and is tied to a
time and place sufficiently identified, it cannot be held
sufficient.

If a specification, under R S. 4450, alleging assault upon a
master, is fatally defective then the statute is fatally defective.
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Wthout admtting that the statute is even needed in this case, it
I s obvious that an Act of Congress cannot be decl ared defective in
an adm nistrative proceedi ng authori zed and directed by Congress.
|f a statenment by Congress is sufficient to notify a seanman that
"assault" on a master is punishable as a crine, an allegation that
a seaman has "assaul ted" and "battered" a master is sufficient
notice as to what is being litigated in an action against the
seaman' s docunent.

The frivolous nature of Appellant's claimin this respect nmay
be seen when the matters actually litigated are | ooked at. Kuhn

v.C.A.B., CADC GCr. (1950) 183 F. 2nd 839. Despite
Appel l ant's assertion even now that the allegation was defective,
t he Exam ner was able to scrutinize the record and hold that the
al l eged battery did not take place while the assault did. Wth
al l egations and record so clear that the Exam ner could find the
al l eged assault without the alleged battery, it is obvious that
Appel l ant' s claimhas no foundati on.

|V

Appel lant's conplaint as to the original fourth specification,
t he second of those found proved by the Exam ner, is twofold.

One part is that an allegation of assault on the Third Mate,
R J. Gaham failed for lack of specificity. Wat has been said
above with respect to the assault on the nmaster applies equally
her e.

The other part is that Appellant was originally charged with
two specifications alleging assault on the Third Mate on the sane
date, and so could not properly defend because he coul d not
di sti ngui sh between the allegations. Wen this point was nade
before the Exam ner, he denied a notion to dism ss when he was
advi sed by the Investigating Oficer that the intent was to prove
two different assaults, not far enough apart to identify by precise
time in hour and m nutes but separable in fact in relation to other
actions.

After hearing, the Examner, if not Appellant, was able to
di sti ngui sh between the two incidents. He was able to find one not
proved while finding the other proved.
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The Examner's original ruling is agreed with in that the
of fer of proof of two separate assaults on the sane person on the
sane date was enough to all ow proceedi ngs on both all egati ons.
Appel l ant' s argunent disintegrates on appeal when it is observed
t hat the Exam ner not only distingui shed between the two separate
occurrences but found one of the two specifications of m sconduct
I nvol ved not proved.

| f pleadings are well enough stated that an exam ner can, on
the record, distinguish between themto the point where he can,
Wi th support in the record, find one of them proved and the ot her
not proved, it cannot be seriously clained after the initial
decision that the party involved was inadequately infornmed fromthe
outset to initial decision as to what was alleged as his
m sconduct .

Actual ly, therefore, Appellant's contention on appeal nust be
rej ected because any possi bl e confusion of allegations was resol ved
by the Exam ner's findings, and a confusion that m ght have, but
did not, exist at the beginning of the hearing no | onger exists at
t he appell ate | evel.

V

Appel |l ant states that he was "inproperly and prejudicially
denied information to prepare his defense”". |In support of this
Appel | ant points out that on 19 Septenber 1968, nore than three
weeks after the notice of hearing was served upon him and within
four days of the schedul ed date of hearing, he demanded, by
tel egrans, copies of statenents of w tnesses and of |og entries
that m ght be used at the hearing. By return telegram the
| nvestigating Oficer stated that the "demands"” woul d not be
conplied wth.

Appel | ant conpl ains that the Investigating Oficer thus
"usurped the judicial function of the Hearing Examner." Since the
| nvestigating O ficer was addressed by nanme in Appellant's
tel egram there can be no conplaint that he usurped anybody's
functions.

The demand was tinely and properly made to the Exam ner at the
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hearing. The Exam ner directed the Investigating Oficer to
deliver to Appellant copies of any statenents which he m ght have,
made by w tnesses whom he did not intend to call. He also advised
Appel lant that if there were prior recorded statenents of w tnesses
whom the Investigating OOficer were to call a statenent of such a
W t ness woul d be provided to Appellant when the w tness was call ed.

18 U.S.C. 3500 requires that in a Federal crimnal trial a
defendant will be afforded an opportunity to have access to any
prior recorded statenent of that w tness, when the witness is
call ed but not before.This permts a defendant to conduct
intelligent cross-exam nation of the witness in the event that
di screpanci es can be found between the earlier statenent and the
testinony given at trial. Appellant in this proceeding is entitled
to no nore.

When t he Exam ner ordered production of recorded statenents of
W t nesses who had been interviewed but were not to be called, he
went further than the crimnal evidence rule requires and insured
t hat Appel |l ant woul d have access to information available to the
| nvestigating O ficer which mght |ead Appellant to call other
W tnesses for his own benefit.

It was acknow edged on the record that Appellant had been
provided with copies of statenents of all w tnesses who appeared
against him plus the statenents of three wtnesses who were not
called. Appellant hinself placed these three statenents in
evi dence, and correctly points out on appeal that they were
m sl abeled in the list of exhibits as "Coast Guard" exhibits, not
as his exhibits. The fact that these statenents were furnished to
Appel l ant and entered by himinto evidence belies his present
assertion, unsupported by any specifics," that there was an attenpt
to "suppress" evidence favorable to him It nust be noted that
Appel | ant made no attenpt to seek the presence of these three
W t nesses by subpoena, or to take their testinony by deposition.
Appel | ant made no request for a continuance of the hearing for any
pur pose, al though he had been carefully advised of his rights.

It appears in this case that Appellant is not really arguing
t hat he was denied the opportunity to prepare his defense but is
conpl aining that no one prepared his defense for him
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\

Appel l ant's next point is somewhat difficult to follow He
argues that there was a failure to prove a necessary "intent" for
t he m sconduct found proved and conpl ai ns that the Exam ner went
out of his way to negative intoxication as a defense while
appel | ant had not argued intoxication as a defense such as to
negative intent.

There is no doubt that the Exam ner had anple evidence of
Appel lant's drinking before the acts of m sconduct found proved.
| f the Exam ner perceived a possible defense which Appellant had
not raised, and rejected it, Appellant cannot object that the
Exam ner went further than he had to in exploring possible excuses
for Appellant's acts.

But Appellant also seeks to inpugn the Exam ner's treatnent of
evi dence that appellant had struck his head in a fall. The
Exam ner, noting that there was no nedi cal evidence that Appell ant
was not legally responsible for his acts, gave an opinion that the
fall was the result of Appellant's own fault.

It does not matter that Appellant's intoxication m ght not
have been "m sconduct"” as defined in the first item enunerated
under 46 C. F. R 137.05 20(a).

Appel | ant argues that intoxication is not "m sconduct” in this
case because there was no proof that drinking off duty was
prohibited on this ship. The argunent is ingenious but
| nappl i cable. The concept of "intoxication”" as a defense in
certain actions involving intent is a common one. This is true
whet her intoxication is unlawful or not. The Examner's
exploration of the question of intoxication in this case was not to
determ ne whether that condition m ght have been "m sconduct" under
46 C. F.R 137.05-20(a) but whether it m ght have been a defense
under common | aw princi pl es under which voluntary intoxication is
often found to be no defense.

For the purpose of this appeal, it can be assuned, however,
that "intoxication" can be omtted as a factor, as Appellant urges
that it should be. The question then can be reduced to whether a
needed "intent" was proved. "Intent" is not a piece of real
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evidence; it is a condition which is inferred fromthe nature of
the acts perforned. The nature and effect of the acts perforned in
this case lead to the inference that Appellant, even absent the
guestion of intoxication, intended the natural and probable
consequences of his acts.

Vi |

Appel | ant has anot her conplaint on this score, that the
| nvestigating Oficer and the Exam ner deliberately "tried to nake
this nmedical case into a wongful intoxication-m sconduct case".

Appel | ant nmade no contention at the hearing that he was
| egal |y i nconpetent. He nmakes no such contention on appeal. |If he
w shed, even at this date, to argue that newly di scovered evi dence
rendered himinconpetent he had a renedy. He could have applied
for reopening of the hearing, with a satisfactory offer of proof,
under 46 C.F.R 137.25-1. He has not done so, for understandable
reasons. He is now precluded from doing so.

VI

Appel lant's last point is that the two assaults found proved
were not established by substantial evidence.

As to the alleged assault on the master, the Exam ner, found,
on credi bl e evidence, that Appellant stood before the master in a
t hreat eni ng manner, holding a light fixture in his hand and maki ng
t hreat eni ng remar ks about doi ng physical harmto the master.

This is not the place for a collection of decisions, often
confused, on the law of crimnal or nerely tortious assault, but to
avoi d m sunder st andi ng one argunent of Appellant nust be
specifically rejected.

He says that because the master did not fear bodily harmto
hi msel f, but rather feared harmto appellant, there was no assault.
If an assault is to be found not proved here it cannot be on the
grounds urged by Appell ant.

Assum ng proof of certain facts it nay be that a person who
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points a | oaded pistol at a sleeping victimwould not be liable in
damages because the victimdid not suffer legal injury, but on the
same set of facts the pistol holder could be found guilty of
crimnal assault if the jury found that he had an actual intent to
injure, even if he was frustrated and even if the victimwas
unaware of the attenpt. (In the one case apparently contra this

belief, State v. Barry, Mnt. (1912), 45 Mont. 598, 124 Pac.
775, it was not established that the rifle was | oaded.)

“"Fear" in the victimis a consideration only when the neans
avai l able to the threatener are only apparent, e.g. an unl oaded
pi stol presented with a threat to shoot. There is no doubt that an
unl oaded pistol presented as a neans of battery by striking on the
head woul d not be "apparent neans"” but would be real, and the
"fear" element would be irrel evant.

Here the weapon available was not only an "apparent" neans of
doing harm it was real; it was a light fixture held in Appellant's
hand. Thus, "fear" in the master would not be a factor at all if
the assault were with the weapon at hand.

On the facts found by the Exam ner, | cannot agree that an
"assault"on the nmaster was established. The Examiner did find a
battery proved as a fact but chose to dismss that part of the
al | egati on because the master was apparently unaware of the
battery. There is left to consider, then, only the "assault".

The findings as to Appellant's conduct toward the master are
uni npeachabl e, but they do not establish a legal assault. It is
true that Appellant had an avail abl e weapon in his hand with which
to do bodily harmto the nmaster; he held the light fixture. But
there is no evidence that he tried to strike a blowwth this
weapon or that he brandished it in a threatening manner to the
acconpani nent of threateni ng words.

It is true that the holding of the potential weapon was
acconpani ed by threats. The threats, however, were to throw the
mast er overboard, an act which could not be acconplished by neans of
the light fixture, and to kill the nmaster at a later tine, clearly
not a threat of present harm (O course, the remark that they
could go out on deck and the master could shoot m ght be
| nsubordinate but it is not a threat.)
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Appel lant's words plainly threatened bodily harmto the
master, but the words used negatived an intent to use the weapon
avai | abl e and the avail abl e weapon was not used in a threatening

way. Tuberville v. Savage, (1669), 1 Mdd. Rep. 3.

To threaten bodily harm including death, is m sconduct |esser
t han, but perceivable within, "assault".

Wth respect to the assault on the Third Mate, the Exam ner
found, on credible evidence, that Appellant tried to bite the Third
Mate on the throat. Here, it is true, the Exam ner spoke in terns
of reasonabl e "apprehensi on" of harmby the Third Mate.
Consistently with the reasoni ng just advanced, | do not think that
t he question of "reasonabl e apprehension” of harmby the Third Mate
need have been explored here. The evidence supports the finding
that Appellant did try to bite the Third Mate. He had the actual
means of consunmmating the battery available, his teeth. The fact
that he was restrained by other parties need not be considered. He
actually nmade the effort to commt a wongful battery. This is
sinple assault whether the victi mwas apprehensive or not.

I X

Appel lant's | ast point accuses the Exam ner of being unfair.
Supporting material for this point is either already covered by the
rulings on the other points or is non-existent. As a subhead of
this point, Appellant al so, however, attacks the order as
excessive. The conduct proved against a naster and a nate i s soO
serious that it cannot be said that the Exam ner's order is beyond
his discretion.

X

Appel | ant has rai sed one other issue, in his appellate
docunents, not characterized as a "point" but urged to show that
due process is denied even on the appeal. Appellant asserts that
the I nvestigating Oficer in this case is believed to be now on the
staff of the Commandant in an office which "passes on this appeal".
Appel lant cites 46 C.F. R 1.20(b) in this connection.

By official notice, | see that the officer in question, nanmed
by Appellant, is not now attached to the Ofice of Merchant Mrine
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Safety at Coast Guard Headquarters, and has not been since the

begi nning of the hearing in this case. More inportantly, | note

t hat Appell ant has m sread or m sunderstood the regul ati on he
cites. Paragraph (b) specifically excludes fromthe functions of
the Ofice of Merchant Marine Safety "those dealing with suspension
or revocation of licenses, certificates, or docunents . " Even
I f the naned officer were in the position where Appellant asserts
he is, he would be in no position to review this case.

CONCLUSI ON

Si nce the Exam ner, although finding a battery on the naster
proved as a fact, dism ssed the "battery" part of that
specification, assault and battery on the master cannot be found.
Since without a battery no assault can be found on the nmaster, that
ultimate findi ng cannot be supported.

Threatening bodily harmis, however, a |lesser offense found
i ncluded in assault. The Examiner's findings on this specification
must be nodified, while the other ultimate findings are conpletely
support abl e.

ORDER

The order of the Exam ner dated at d evel and, Chio, on 24
Cct ober 1968, i s AFFI RVED.

The findings of the Examner in this case are MODIFIED to
reflect that Appellant is found not to have assaulted the naster,
but to have threatened bodily harmto the master. As MODI FI ED, the
findi ngs are AFFI RVED.

W J. SMTH
Admral, U S. Coast Guard
Conmandant

Si gned at Washington, D. C., this 2nd day of July 1969.
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Assault (no battery)

Al l eging 2 assaults on sane person, day

Appar ent i ntent

Attenpt to commt battery as

Def i ned

Fear of injury

Intent of party

Negati ved by st at enent

Speci fication nam ng person, date and ship sufficiently
detail ed

Threat as |lio

Thr eat ened neans, significance of real or apparent
Weapon not used threateningly

Wrds negative intent to use avail abl e weapon

Charges and Specifications

Al |l eging two assaults on sane person, day

Assaul t, nam ng person, ship and date sufficiently detail ed

Finding only part of specification proved as indicating
specification sufficiently detail ed

Noti ce, sufficiency of

One specification proved and other not as elimnating
confusion of allegation

Speci fications nmust be in understandable terns

Statute, couched in terns of

Def enses
Rai sed and rejected by exam ner
Evi dence

Newl y di scovered, reopening of hearing
Pretrial statenents

Hear i ngs

Def enses, necessity of presenting
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Motion to reopen, tineliness
Reopeni ng of, newy di scovered evi dence

| nt ent

Inferred fromnature of acts perforned

Jurisdiction

No need for docunent to be present at hearing
Party nust serve under authority of docunent at tine of
al | eged of fense

M sconduct

Specification couched in terns of statute
Newl y di scovered evi dence

Reopeni ng of heari ng
Order of Exam ner

Revocation upheld for assault, destruction of property
and di sobeyi ng order

Pretrial Statenents
Producti on of
Revocati on or Suspension

Revocati on upheld for assault, destruction of property
and di sobeyi ng order

St at enent s

Pr oducti on of
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Thr eat s

As |io of assault

Wt nesses

Pretrial statenments
**xx*x  END OF DECI SION NO 1776 ****x*

Top
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