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INVESTIGATION REPORT 
 
 

REPORT OF THE DOCKING OF THE P/V STAR PRINCESS AT  
SAN FRANCISCO (PIER 27), ON OCTOBER 2, 2019 

PILOT:  CAPTAIN ORRIN FAVRO 
 

 
I.  INTRODUCTION 
 

1. On the morning of October 2, 2019, the P/V STAR PRINCESS (hereinafter STAR PRINCESS) 
was inbound from sea to Pier 27 in San Francisco.  Captain Andrew Murray piloted the ship 
from the offshore pilot station to the city front, where he was relieved by Captain Orrin Favro.1 
 

2. Captain Favro completed a pilot-to-pilot exchange with Captain Murray and a master-pilot 
exchange with Captain Manfuso, the captain of the STAR PRINCESS. During this exchange 
they discussed the planned approach of bringing the ship abeam of Pier 23, then backing into the 
berth, docking portside to Pier 27.  
 

3. As the ship approached Alcatraz, Captain Favro had the crew of the ship take lines from two 
tugboats: the Z FOUR was made fast on the starboard bow and the DELTA CATHRYN was 
made fast on the starboard quarter. 

 
4. At approximately 0630 hours, the ship was making its approach to Pier 23. When the stern 

cleared Pier 27, Captain Favro used the stern thruster and DELTA CATHRYN to rotate the ship 
counter-clockwise, utilizing the ebb current pushing on the starboard bow to assist in the 
rotation, while backing into the berth. 
 

5. When the ship was perpendicular to Pier 27, and approximately halfway through the turn into the 
berth, the pilot and master relocated from the centerline of the bridge to the port bridge wing, 
where they could see the face of Pier 27. 
 

6. During the approach to the berth, the pilot received a VHF radio transmission from the DELTA 
CATHRYN that was indicating that their stern was 20 feet from the dock.  Acknowledging 
without questioning this call, the bridge team interpreted the call to mean the stern of the STAR 
PRINCESS was 20 feet from Pier 27.   
 

7. In response to this call from the DELTA CATHRYN, the pilot increased the engines from dead-
slow ahead to slow-ahead to slow the sternway towards Pier 27.  The Master of the STAR 
PRINCESS requested distance reports from the ship’s crew stationed aft, which resulted in a 
report of 30 meters off the pier.  Based on this report, the pilot continued the counter-clockwise 
rotation and approach to Pier 27. 
 

                                                 
1 The San Francisco Bar Pilots maintain a list of pilots who regularly moor cruise ships.  This list is comprised of pilots with 
more than two years of experience who have observed the mooring of cruise ships in a variety of conditions. 
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8. The next communication from the DELTA CATHRYN, as heard by the pilot, was the tug 
operator indicating “we touched”.    This communication did not alarm the pilot, who believed 
the tug operator was indicating that the tug had “touched-down”2 on the side of the ship.   
 

9. The next communication from the DELTA CATHRYN operator was a request for the pilot to 
provide the tug with more room to work.  Captain Favro began thrusting the stern to port.  The 
STAR PRINCESS captain apparently asked his crew aft for the distance off the starboard quarter 
to Pier 23 and received a response of 20 meters off.  As the STAR PRINCESS was now closing 
on Pier 27, this distance would continue to open. 
 

10. Once alongside Pier 27, the conn was passed from the pilot to the Master of the STAR 
PRINCESS for the final maneuvering alongside the berth. 
 

11. When the pilot was releasing the tugs, the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN reported that the 
tug had touched some pilings during the evolution and asked the pilot to call him via cell phone. 
 

12. A subsequent inspection of the underside of Pier 23 indicated damage caused by the DELTA 
CATHRYN’s unintended contact with pilings and under-pier support structure.  

 
13. The Incident Review Committee (IRC) consists of Commission President Dave Connolly (public 

member), as Chair, and Executive Director Allen Garfinkle.  The IRC prepared this report 
pursuant to California Harbors and Navigation Code Section 1180.3 and Title 7, California Code 
of Regulations Section 210. 

 
Abbreviations in the report refer to the following: 
 

I. IRC – Incident Review Committee 
II. BOPC – Board of Pilot Commissioners 

III. FOIA – Freedom of Information Act 
IV. USCG or CG – United States Coast Guard or Coast Guard 
V. VHF – Very High Frequency  

 
II. FINDINGS OF FACTS 
 
1. Vessel Identification and Description 
 
STAR PRINCESS is a passenger ship registered in Burmuda.  It was built by Hyundai Heavy Industries, 
Co., Ltd. in 2007. 
 
Vessel Particulars: 
 Length: 950 feet    Beam: 118feet      
 Tonnage: 108,977   
   Built: 2002, Fincantieri Cantieri Navali Italiani, Monfalcone, Italy 
 Owner:  Princess Cruises, Inc. 

Management:  Princess Cruises, Inc. 

                                                 
2 The phrase “touched down” is commonly used to indicate that the tug is pressing against the ship and is prepared to push 
against the hull. 



Page: 4 of 18 

IRC Report on P/V STAR PRINCESS 

 

 
 
2. Date of vessel movement 

 
Date and Time: October 2, 2019, approximately 0645 hours 
Location: San Francisco, California (SF27) 

 
3.Identification of Pilot 

 
BOPC-licensee: Captain Orrin Favro 
 
4. Weather and Sea Conditions 
 
A.  Weather Conditions 
The weather conditions in the bay at the time of the transit were as follows: 
 
 Wind:   Light airs 
 Visibility:  good – 10 nautical miles 
 Weather:  Clear 
  
B.  Tidal Information 
Calculated tide at 0630 hours, San Francisco, Berth 27, on October 2, 2019: 
 

o Controlling depth   35'  00" 
o Height of tide at 0630  + 2’ 04" and falling 
o Depth at 0630    37   04" 
o Deep Draft    29'  00" 
o UKC at docking (0630)  08   04" 
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C.  Current Information 
Calculated current for the San Francisco Pier 23, at 0630 on October 2, 2019: 
 

o Approximately 1.4 knot ebb 
 

 5. Statement of Captain Favro (Docking Pilot) 
 
a. On the morning of October 2, 2019, I was assigned to pilot the cruise ship STAR PRINCESS from 

the city front to Pier 27, portside to the pier. 
 

b. I took the conn from San Francisco Bar Pilot Captain Andy Murray shortly after 0600 hours 
following a pilot to pilot exchange of information.  I then completed a Master-Pilot information 
exchange with the ship’s captain.  During this information exchange we discussed the planned 
approach for turning the vessel with a 1.8 knot ebb current.  The plan was to bring the ship close 
abeam Pier 23 and then begin to swing the stern to starboard once it was safely inside the face of 
Pier 27.  The plan further detailed that we would keep the bow of the ship close to Pier 23 until 
much of the vessel was inside the area between the two piers, which avoids exposing the entire 
length of the ship to the ebb current.  Both the captain of the STAR PRINCESS and I had 
completed this maneuver several times. 

 
c. As we neared Alcatraz and slowed, we made fast two tugboats.  The 50-ton bollard pull Z FOUR 

was made fast on the starboard bow and the 90-ton bollard pull DELTA CATHRYN was made fast 
on the starboard quarter.  It was decided that the higher horsepower DELTA CATHRYN would be 
better suited to the quarter, as one of the ship’s stern thrusters was inoperable.  The DELTA 
CATHRYN would be used to pull the stern to starboard inside the slips between Piers 27 and 23 
and then hold the stern off Pier 27 while the bow was allowed to fall toward Pier 27 with the 
current. 

 
d. At approximately 0630 hours the ship was nearing Pier 23.  My plan was to complete the first part 

of the turn from the centerline of the vessel.  I informed the Captain that we would turn from the 
centerline of the vessel and once the ship was perpendicular to Pier 27, we would move to the port 
bridge wing so that we could see the port side of the ship (which would be landing alongside Pier 
27). 

 
e. As planned, when the vessel’s bridge was close abeam Pier 23 and the stern clear of Pier 27, the 

stern thruster and DELTA CATHRYN were utilized to rotate the ship counter-clockwise as we 
began coming astern into the slip.  During this maneuver, Pier 23 acts as buffer for the ebb current, 
which causes the exposed bow to fall off to port.  When the ship was perpendicular to Pier 27, the 
vessel’s captain and I relocated to the port bridge wing where we could see Pier 27. 

 
f. While continuing the counter-clockwise rotation with slight sternway I received a report from the 

DELTA CATHRYN concerning the distance from the stern to the pier.  My recollection of the 
radio call was that the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN said, “Our stern is 20 feet from the 
dock”.  My response and the response of the bridge team was to focus on the distance astern to Pier 
27, interpreting the call from the tug to be in reference to the ship’s stern being 20 feet away from 
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the pier.3 In response to this call I continued to move the stern of the ship to starboard, to open up 
more distance from Pier 27. 

 
g. It is common and expected for tugboats to give distance reports relative to the ship and its 

surroundings as needed.  Because the DELTA CATHRYN was far aft on the starboard quarter, we 
thought he could see across the ship’s stern. If this distance report had said “the stern of the tug” or 
“from Pier 23”, or had raised an alarm I would have been alerted to the tug approaching too close to 
Pier 23.  The DELTA CATHRYN should have reported its developing situation when its stern was 
50 feet or so from Pier 23 and closing on it. 

 
h. In response to this radio call from the DELTA CATHRYN, I increased the engines from dead-slow 

ahead to slow ahead to reduce the sternway towards Pier 27.  Upon hearing the radio report from 
the DELTA CATHRYN, the ship’s captain immediately requested distance reports from the ship’s 
crew stationed aft, which reported the closest distance of 30 meters from Pier 27.  This distance 
being acceptable, I continued to come slowly astern (reducing the slow ahead bell back to dead-
slow ahead) and rotating counter-clockwise. 

 
i. I received a radio call from the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN, to the effect of “we touched.”  

The operator’s tone was quiet and gave no indication of a problem.  I took this to mean that the tug 
had touched the side of the ship.4 

 
j. Shortly thereafter the tug operator called on the radio saying, “Hey Orrin, can I have some more 

room here”.  I immediately began thrusting the stern to port (toward Pier 27).  At the same time, the 
ship’s captain requested more distances from the ship’s crew on the stern, to which the response 
was 20 meters.  As the vessel was already moving sideways toward Pier 27, this distance would 
continue to open. 

 
k. Once we were close alongside Pier 27, the conn was passed to the ship’s captain, as previously 

agreed, to final maneuvering alongside the berth.  This is customary due to his familiarity with the 
ship. 

 
l. Upon releasing the tugs, the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN reported by radio that he had 

touched some pilings during the evolution and requested that I call him. 
 

m. The ship’s captain and staff captain were satisfied with the maneuver and thanked me as I was 
leaving.  Captain Murray and I disembarked around 0730 hours. 

 
6. Statement of the Captain Manfuso 
 
a. I am employed by Princess Cruises as the Captain of the STAR PRINCESS.  I have been employed 

by Princess Cruises since March 1988 and my current contract on the STAR PRINCESS 
commenced on 29 September 2019. 

                                                 
3 The pilot added that “In retrospect, with the tug still pulling on a half-away order to let its stern get even this close to Pier 23 
without saying anything is unexplainable.  It would be expected that  we would receive tug position reports much sooner and 
at a greater distance, considering the rate of approach. 
4 Captain Fravro explained that, based on his experience, the use of touch was generally used in reference to the side of the 
ship, as in “we touched down”. He added that any communication to the effect that “the tug’s stern touched Pier 23” would 
have been a cause for alarm. 
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b. On October 2, 2019, STAR PRINCESS arrived in San Francisco and embarked the pilot at 0520 

hours.  Following the Master-Bar Pilot conference, the Bar Pilot took the conn at 0525 hours.  After 
proceeding past the Golden Gate Bridge, the Docking Pilot embarked at 0609 hours. A Master-
Docking Pilot conference was then held. 

 
c. The Docking Pilot and I agreed to place the strongest tugboat at the stern and the other at the bow.  

We further agreed that the Docking Pilot would have the conn during the arrival evolution and have 
communication with the tugboats.  The plan was that the Docking Pilot was to start the swing of the 
stern to starboard when the starboard bridge wing was abeam of the corner of Pier 23, which is the 
standard procedure for the arrival during ebb currents.  The Docking Pilot took the conn from the 
Bar Pilot at 0616 hours and continued having the conn until just before the ship was in final 
position alongside Pier 27. 

 
d. Both tugboats were made fast with tug lines with the DELTA CATHRYN at the starboard quarter 

and Z FOUR at the starboard bow. 
 

e. Once the aft mooring station confirmed that the stern was clear to swing to starboard, the Docking 
Pilot stopped the STAR PRINCESS and started the maneuver to swing the stern in the basin with 
the bow and stern thrusters. 

 
f. While making sternway, the STAR PRINCESS proceeded into the basin.  The Docking Pilot, Staff 

Captain, and I transferred to the port side bridge wing to finish the docking maneuver.  During the 
maneuver, I did not hear any order or communication between the Docking Pilot and the tugs. 

 
g. While the STAR PRINCESS was swinging over to port side bow, I heard the 3rd Officer on the 

starboard bridge wing twice saying, “closing to the pier,” which was relayed by the conav at the 
center console.  I then reminded the Docking Pilot that the stern was opening from Pier 27 and that 
the stern thruster was still full to starboard.  The Docking Pilot then ordered the stern thruster to 
stop.  Within moments after the Docking Pilot ordered the stern thruster stopped, I heard the tug 
requesting to stop the stern thruster (although it had already been stopped). 

 
h. The aft mooring station confirmed the distance at the starboard quarter was 20 meters and opening.  

For the remainder of the docking evolution, I heard no other communication from the tugboats at 
all. 

 
i. Shortly before arriving alongside Pier 27, the Docking Pilot asked if I was happy to finish the 

maneuver, and I brought the STAR PRINCESS in position alongside. 
 

j. At no moment during the complete arrival maneuver was I informed by the two pilots or the 
tugboats that something was wrong. 
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7. Statement of Captain Murray5 (Bar Pilot) 
 

a. I boarded the ship at the Offshore Pilot Station at 0519 hours that morning and piloted the vessel into 
the bay.  It was an uneventful transit.  We passed beneath the Golden Gate Bridge at 0608 hours.  
Captain Favro boarded at 0610 hours to complete the job and dock the vessel, as I am not a SFBP 
passenger ship docking pilot.  I did stay to observe the job however. 
 

b. At approximately 0620 hours Captain Favro brought the tugs alongside.  The tug Z FOUR was made 
fast on the starboard bow, and the tug DELTA CATHRYN was made fast to the starboard quarter.  
The ship was off Pier 39 at the time. 

 
c. At approximately 0640 hours we began our approach to the berth at Pier 27.  It was an ebb current 

maneuver, with the ship landing port side alongside, so Captain Favro aligned the ship’s bridge with 
the end of Pier 23, then began to back in towards the berth while allowing the bow to fall with the 
current towards the face of Pier 27. I stayed with Captain Favro and the ship’s master to hear the 
commands given.  Initially we were at the center conning station, but shortly after starting to back 
down we shifted to the port bridge wing. 
 

d. As we were conducting the maneuver, Captain Favro had the DELTA CATHRYN pulling away, to 
take the stern to starboard.  At around 0650 hours, when the ship had backed fairly far into the slip 
but was still at a stern first angle towards the face of Pier 27, the DELTA CATHRYN called and said 
something to the effect that the stern was getting close to the pier.  It sounded to me like he said 
“Your stern is 50 feet from the pier.”  At this time Captain Favro put the ship’s engines dead slow 
ahead to prevent the stern from closing with the pier astern.  The tug continued to pull. 

 
e. There were no further communications from the DELTA CATHRYN for several minutes, until he 

radioed to ask that Captain Favro move the ship’s stern to port, and indicated that he was out of 
room.  At this time, Captain Favro used the ship’s stern thrusters to thrust the stern to port.  I then 
walked over to the starboard bridge wing to see what was going on.  The tug was flat alongside the 
ship’s starboard quarter at that point, bow facing forward.  There wasn’t much space between the tug 
and the face of Pier 23.  It was only at this time the ship’s officer stationed on the starboard wing 
made a comment that we were close to Pier 23. 

 
f. The rest of the job proceeded uneventfully.  When near final position, Captain Favro gave the conn 

to the ships master to complete the landing.  First Line was at 0704, and we disembarked at 0733. 
 

g. Captain Favro and I discussed the job as we were leaving the ship.  We were both surprised that the 
tug didn’t give more warning of the limited distance astern of him.  Normally, when tugs are getting 
close to danger, they aggressively let you know it, by counting down the distance astern of them 
until they run out of room.  That was not the case on this job.  Since there was no way to see the 
starboard side of the ship from the port bridge wing, the pilot relies on the tug operators or ship’s 
crew to provide warning of anything amiss.  Based on my review of the PPU replay, and recollection 
of the job, the warning in this case came after the tug had already made contact with Pier 23. 

 
 
                                                 
5 As a caveat to his statement, Captain Murray noted the passage of time since the incident and this statement, and based it on 
his recollection, job replay on his Portable Piloting Unit (PPU), and limited notes. 
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8. Statement of Captain Tom Stephens 
 
(The statement of Captain Tom Stephens was obtained by subpoena and subject to the confidentiality 
requirements of Government Code 11183, and therefore omitted from public review.) 
 
9. Estimate of Damages 
 
a. In an e-mail from Michael Nerney, Assistant Director, Maritime Division, Port of San Francisco, he 

stated that a preliminary report from Port Engineering on the damage to Pier 23 caused by the tug 
allision of October 2, 2019, showed that in addition to fender pile damage, there are three concrete 
gravity-bearing piles that were completely destroyed by the incident.  The destroyed piles are 18-
inch octagonal pre-stressed concrete piles, roughly 150 feet long, installed when the apron was 
enlarged in 1970.  In the opinion of Port Maintenance, replacement of the piles will require a private 
contractor with a large pile driver. 
 

b. Because three load-bearing piles in a row are now gone, the Port will need to red-tag the area until 
more analysis determines if load limits are appropriate.   

 
c. At the time of this report, studies were still being conducted and the cost of the repairs had yet to be 

determined. 
 

10. Names of Witnesses 
 
The written statements of witnesses included are as follows: 
 
Captain Orrin Favro Pilot of the STAR PRINCESS (confidential) 
Captain Andrew Murray Pilot observing berthing of STAR PRINCESS (confidential) 
Captain Mariano Manfuso Captain of the STAR PRINCESS 
Captain Tom Stephens Captain of the DELTA CATHRYN (confidential) 
 
11. Nature and Extent of Injuries 
 
None. 
 
12. Relevant Records from U.S. Coast Guard 
 
Records obtained from the USCG include a copy of the form CG-2692, Report of Marine Casualty filed 
by Mr. Fred Ellingson, Director of Operations at Baydelta Maritime, one internal USCG email, and four 
audio segments of telephone recordings captured by Sector San Francisco’s Command Center.     
 
13.   Pilot work/rest history 
 
As the assignment to the STAR PRINCESS was Captain Favro’s first assignment upon returning to 
work after a week off, he had ample opportunity for rest prior to boarding the STAR PRINCESS.  The 
following is the 96-hour work-rest record: 
 
9/28 0700-2300 off watch and awake 
9/28 2300-0700 9/29 off watch and resting 
9/29 0700-2200 off watch and awake 
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9/29 2200-0630 9/30 off watch and resting 
9/30 0630-2230 off watch and awake 
9/30 2230-0630 10/1 off watch and resting 
10/1 0630-2130 off watch and awake 
10/1 2130-0430 10/2 off watch and resting 
10/2 0545 On watch at Pier 9, San Francisco 
 
14. Results of chemical testing 
 
Department of Transportation chemical panels and alcohol tests were conducted, as well as Board-
mandated toxicology urinalysis post-incident testing, was conducted on Captain Favro with negative 
results. 
 
15. Pilot Licensee Background Information 
 
a. Captain Favro was first licensed as a pilot on December 13, 2012.  

 
b. Captain Favro has two prior incidents, both in 2017, which were presented and reviewed together in 

May of 2018.  Both incidents were minor in nature, but the Board found that there was misconduct 
on the part of Captain Favro, in that in both events he failed to notify the Port Agent, in violation of 
section 219, subdivision (g) of title 7 of the California Code of Regulations.  Captain Favro’s license 
was suspended for 60 days, but this suspension would be reduced to 30 days if Captain Favro 
stipulated to the license suspension, and agreed to attend the next scheduled offering of the Board’s 
Combination Course module on the “Legal Aspects of Piloting”.  Captain Favro completed all 
mandated training. 

 
III.  ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS BY THE IRC 
 
Jurisdiction 
 
The Legislature has delegated authority to the Board to establish an incident review committee to review 
all reports of misconduct or navigational incidents involving pilots or other such matters for which a 
license issued by the board may be revoked or suspended.  Harbors and Navigation Code §1181 defines 
misconduct, in part, as (g) negligently, ignorantly, or willfully running a vessel on shore, or otherwise 
rendering it liable to damage, or otherwise causing injury to persons or damage to property.  Based on 
the evidence collected, the IRC has ruled out ignorance and willfulness in this instance and limited the 
discussion to an examination of negligence. 
 
Standard of care 
 
The negligence standard of care calls for an evaluation of whether a pilot exercised that degree of care 
and skill possessed by “the average pilot.”  He must exercise the degree of skill commonly possessed by 
others in the same employment, and although he is not liable for mere errors in judgment, he is liable for 
damage caused by his failure to exercise the diligence which other pilots similarly situated would 
ordinarily have exercised.  This is a high standard of care one would expect of an expert, such as a 
maritime pilot.   
 
Analysis 
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There is no dispute that there was damage to Pier 23 as a result of the DELTA CATHRYN allision.  
There is also a presumption that “When a moving vessel strikes a stationary object, such as a wharf, an 
inference of negligence arises, and the burden is then upon the owners of the vessel to rebut the 
inference of negligence”.6  The law further informs us “The presumption of negligence arising from a 
vessel’s collision with a stationary object operates against all parties participation in the management of 
the vessel at all times when negligent management was a factor in causing the collision”.7  The 
principles derived from this case law would guide us to conclude that then the combined flotilla of the 
STAR PRINCESS, DELTA CATHRYN and Z FOUR struck a stationary object, all parties  
participating in the docking were negligent.   Indeed, most collision law treats a tug and tow as if it were 
a single vessel, but this does not mean that both the tug and the tow are responsible to third persons for 
negligence in the navigation of the flotilla.8   
 
Further, some admiralty case law in the United States indicates that the vessel in control of the flotilla, 
the “dominant mind,” is responsible for the actions of the flotilla and thus responsible in damages if 
negligent.9  This is a rebuttable presumption that can be overcome if there is a showing that another 
vessel in the flotilla is independently negligent.  Where the other vessel is a helper tug and is 
independently negligent in failing to take action or in taking action when it should not do so, the helper 
tug is held liable, notwithstanding the fact that it was taking orders from the principal tug acting as the 
“dominant mind”.  Gulfpenn—Dover Moran, 1933 AMC 1086 (E.D.N.Y.) 
 
Here the Board is very narrowly charged with deciding whether the licensed pilot involved was 
negligent.  The above discussion of admiralty case law provides a useful framework for organizing the 
facts of this case.  As such, the Board can use the legal framework of dominant mind and independent 
tug negligence to ascertain three key questions:  Was the pilot, as the dominant mind in this scenario, 
negligent in carrying out his duties?  Was the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN10 negligent, and if so, 
did that negligence rise to the level that would overcome the presumption of negligence of the pilot? 
 
VHF Communication 
 
A critical element of successful shipwork is clear, professional communication.  Good communication is 
the accurate exchange of information.11  Communication is one element in bridge resource management. 
Pilot and tug operator interchange has a twofold purpose in shipwork – one is to acquire information, the 
other is to initiate and complete tug actions.12 Although the pilot ultimately maneuvers the ship and 
directs the tugs, he must acquire accurate information on which he can base shiphandling actions.  Much 
of this information can come from the tug.13   
 
As the STAR PRINCESS backed into the slip between Piers 27 and 23, the approach was going as 
planned by the pilot.  When the ship was perpendicular to Pier 27, he and the Master relocated to the 
port bridge wing.  The stern thruster and DELTA CATHRYN were being used to rotate the ship’s stern 
to starboard.   

                                                 
6 General Petroleum Corp. of California v. City of Los Angeles (Hokenesan Maru), Cal Appp., 109 P.2d 754,756. 
7 Patterson Oil Terminals, nc., v. The Port Covington, D.C.E.Dpa 1952, 109F.Supp 954. 
8 Liverppl etc. Navigation Co. v. Brooklyn Terminal, 251 U.S. 48(1919) 
9 Sturgis v.Boyer, 65 U.s. 110 (1861) 
10 The tug Z FOUR was apparently unused in the maneuver, and not considered as an element in the analysis. 
11 Jeff Slesinger,Shiphandling With Tugs, Cornell Maritime Press, 2008, Second Edition, pg.365. 
12 Ibid. pg.365 
13 ibid, pg. 365 
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While on the port wing, the pilot received a VHF radio transmission from the operator of the DELTA 
CATHRYN concerning its position.  This radio exchange is a key element in the error chain, as it 
presented the first and best opportunity to change the course of events leading to the damage. 
 
This call, in retrospect, appears to be ambiguous in nature, with the operator of the tug meaning to 
convey that the DELTA CATHRYN was approaching very near to Pier 23, but the pilot interpreted the 
call to be one concerning the position of the ship’s stern.  The tug operator believed he conveyed that the 
DELTA CATHRYN was 25 feet from Pier 23, which would have been a very clear communication with 
little ambiguity, but the pilot heard something to the effect of “our stern is 20 feet from the dock,” which 
he interpreted to mean the stern of the STAR PRINCESS was 20 feet from the dock. 
 
While we did not have access to the ship Voyage Data Recorder14, which may have captured the actual 
radio conversation, the tug operator intended to convey important information about his position, yet 
that call did not have the intended result of focusing the pilot’s attention on the tug, and the tug operator 
continued to pull half-away, moving closer to danger. 
 
The pilot, having interpreted the call as referring to the ship’s stern, focused his attention on the 
proximity of the ship to Pier 27.  Assuring himself that the stern of the ship was in no danger of 
contacting Pier 27, he continued with the rotation and did not order the tug to stop pulling half-away.  
Here there was an attempt by the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN to convey that he was getting 
close to Pier 23, but since the intended recipient did not get the message as intended, the communication 
failed. 
 
There was another VHF transmission that the pilot recalled, but was not mentioned by the operator of 
the DELTA CATHRYN.  The pilot recalled that he heard a transmission over the VHF where someone 
said, “we touched.”  It does not appear from the evidence that the pilot responded or questioned what 
was meant by this statement.   
 
The next VHF exchange between the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN and the pilot on the STAR 
PRINCESS was less vague and devoid of the urgency the situation might suggest.  The operator of the 
DELTA CATHRYN requested more room, which the pilot responded to by thrusting the stern to port 
with the stern thruster.  By all indications, this was after the tug’s stern had contacted the pilings. 
 
In the VHF call intended to alert the pilot of the tug proximity to Pier 23, the tug operator thought he 
identified that it was his stern that was proximate to Pier 23, but the pilot thought it was the ship stern 
and Pier 27 that he was being alerted to.  While there is some dispute as to what words were used in the 
VHF call, the use of the words “stern” and “dock” were ambiguous without further identifying whose 
stern and which dock.  Ambiguous terms or words with multiple meanings should be avoided.15   
 
But just as important as unambiguous communication is the verification of the response.16  Responses 
such as “roger” or “affirmative” do not provide the necessary confirmation that the intended party 
understood the transmission.  It appears from the evidence that the pilot acknowledged the call from the 
tug operator that indicated he was twenty feet from the dock, but most likely with a one-word 
acknowledgment.  If he had repeated the information back to the tug operator, rather than simply 
                                                 
14 When counsel for the STAR PRINCESS was asked if this evidence was preserved post-incident, he declined to confirm 
whether it was or not. 
15 ibid, pg. 366 
16 “A key axiom of good communication is that the response is as important as the command”, ibid, pg. 368 
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acknowledging the call, it may have alerted the tug operator that there was a misunderstanding.  Indeed, 
the mere act of repeating a call forces the speaker to examine the content more closely. 
 
Similar comments can be made about the call by the tug operator stating, “we touched.” Ambiguous in 
meaning and apparently made without acknowledgment by the pilot. 
 
There might be various explanations why this series of communications broke down.  One of the 
explanations may be that communication is heavily context dependent.17 Another is the lack of closed-
loop communication.18  Yet another is social role and power, 19 
 
A major part of the meaning and understanding constructed from communication exchanges is derived 
from the shared knowledge and mutual context of the actors involved in the communication.  A lot is 
necessarily left unsaid because:  it is part of the shared knowledge and skill, and it is part of the mutual 
context for all the actors involved.20  But mutual understanding can easily turn in to mutual 
misunderstanding.  Here there was a mutual misunderstanding about whose stern was 20 feet from 
which pier.  There was a further mutual misunderstanding about what was touched in the 
communication “we touched”.  The best defense against false mutual understanding is to have clear and 
efficient procedures for sharing information, such repeating the full communication, or closed-loop 
communication. 
 
Closed-loop communication contains three very basic steps: 1. Order or observation is spoken out loud 
and clear; 2. The receiver of the order or observation repeats the exact message, and, 3. The sender of 
the message confirms that the repeated message is correct.21 
 
Another possible explanation for the break down of communications in this instance is social role and 
power.  As in virtually all professional work, social role and power relations in maritime operations 
influence the form and meaning of communication exchanges.   Social roles defined by the division of 
labor (such as “Officer on Watch” and “Helmsman”) and by regulations superimposed on the activity 
will influence communication.22 On board ships, the participants are to some extent unequal, in the sense 
that the different actors participate with their different competence and from their different assignments 
on board.23  The roles of “Pilot” and “Assist Tug Operator” are similarly unequal and influenced by an 
authority gradient.24 When the authority gradient is steep (an assertive pilot coupled with less assertive 
tug operator) the result can be one of limiting communication and concealing knowledge. 
 
Here the pilot and tug operator have set social roles where the pilot issues orders and the tug carries 
them out.  This set of social roles may have been further influenced by prior relationships.  The evidence 

                                                 
17 Grech, Horberry, Koestar, Human Factors in the Maritime Doman, CRC Press, 2008, pg.77  
18 Ibid, pg. 78 
19 Ibid, pg. 79 
20 Ibid, pg 78 
21 Ibid, pg.79 
22 Ibid. pg.79 
23 Ibid. pg. 80 
24 The concept of authority gradient is used to describe the relationship between people of different rant and /or authority 
working together.  The authority gradient is said to be low (flat) or high (steep) according to the character of the 
communication and interaction between two people. The authority gradient  is the result of the combination of the authority 
of the captain/officer and the assertiveness of the mate or crew.  The authority of the captain could be high and the 
assertiveness of the crew low.  This would make the authority gradient steep. Ibid. pg. 83 
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In this event, the pilot was receiving evidence that the STAR PRINCESS was closing on Pier 23, but he 
chose to continue to relate that evidence to Pier 27. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Here the Board is very narrowly charged with deciding whether the licensed pilot involved was 
negligent.  While it may be useful to rely on the dominant mind principle as an aid in analyzing the 
facts, in the end, a finding of misconduct must rely on an application of the standard of care, which is 
the degree of skill commonly possessed by others in the same employment. In applying that standard of 
care, we ask if the pilot, as the dominant mind in this scenario, carried out those duties with the care that 
another pilot, similarly situated would have?  In that analysis, we should also ask did the operator of the 
DELTA CATHRYN37 operate his tug with the care expected of another similarly skilled tug operator, 
and if not, was his failure to act with that expected standard of care enough to excuse or overcome the 
presumption of negligence of the pilot? 
 
As stated previously, when a moving vessel strikes a stationary object an inference of negligence arises, 
and the burden is then upon the owners of the vessel to rebut the inference of negligence.  As the 
dominant mind in control of the flotilla of the STAR PRINCESS and the tugs Z FOUR and DELTA 
CATHRYN, it is up to the pilot to rebut the inference of negligence.   
 
We believe the inference of negligence by the pilot is well founded. Here there was both a failure of 
bridge resource management and a loss of situational awareness on the part of the pilot.    
 
The failure of bridge resource management is primarily the grounded in a lack of effective 
communication, one element of bridge resource management:38 To support this inference, we look first 
to the VHF radio call where the tug operator made an attempt to alert the pilot to his boat’s proximity to 
Pier 23.  The pilot, whether due to confirmation bias or some other reason, interpreted this call to be 
referring to the stern of the STAR PRINCESS, thereby missing an opportunity to prevent this incident.  
When the pilot’s visual inspection of the ship position did not match the information in the call from the 
tug, we feel he had a duty to inquire of the tug further, a duty to seek clarification.  It is not sufficient to 
cast aside information if it does not comport to your mental model. By not closing the loop on this 
communication, he overlooked an opportunity to break the error chain. 
 
The loss of “geographical” situational awareness is evidenced by the fact that the pilot was not aware 
how close to Pier 23 the stern of the ship (and the tug) was, in spite of reports from the 3rd Officer on the 
starboard bridge wing reporting closing on “the pier”, and loss of systems situational awareness 
evidenced by the ship’s captain having to remind the pilot that he was still thrusting to starboard.  
 
Even though we find there is sufficient evidence of negligence on the part of the pilot, we should ask if 
there is sufficient evidence that the helper tug was independently negligent by failing to take action, 
such that it overcomes the presumption of negligence by the pilot? 
 
It appears undisputed that the operator of the DELTA CATHRYN called the pilot on the VHF radio and 
passed information on the proximity of his stern with the dock.  The question becomes did he have a 
duty to alert the pilot to the danger his boat was in, and if so, was his call sufficient to meet that duty?  

                                                 
37 The tug Z FOUR was apparently unused in the maneuver, and not considered as an element in the analysis. 
38 Grech, Horberry, Koestar, Human Factors in the Maritime Doman, CRC Press, 2008, pg.148 
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In applying the standard of care, we cannot find with certainty that an average pilot, and expert in his 
field, would have questioned the information in the call from the tug, that the stern was 20 feet from the 
dock.  Furthermore, while we would expect that the average pilot would maintain situational awareness 
of both sides of the ship, he cannot do this in a vacuum.   We realize that the pilot cannot be everywhere 
at once, and that he must rely on a reliable network of communication and information with which he 
can make an accurate assessment.   In this incident, the evidence indicates that the critical information 
from the tug was lacking.  For these reasons, we find for no misconduct in this case. 
 
Even though we find for no misconduct, there are multiple lessons to be learned from this event.  For the 
pilot, we cannot over-emphasize the importance of closed loop communication and constantly 
questioning (or routine confirmation of) our mental model of any given situation.  And while our 
jurisdiction begins and ends with the license of the pilot, some lessons that can be learned by the tug 
would be insisting on closed loop communication, and a practical application of the F.A.C.E. model, 
which may insure critical communications get the attention they deserve. We would hope that the 
lessons learned by this incident can be useful to advance better communications between all parties 
involved in ship movements.   
 

IV.  IRC RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD 
 
Based on the above analysis and conclusions the IRC recommends: 
 
1. That the Board find for no misconduct on the part of the pilot. 
 
2. That this report serves as a lesson learned. 
 
3. That the case be closed with no further action. 
 
Date: June 25, 2020 
 
_______________________________  ________________________________ 
Dave Connolly, Chairman    Allen Garfinkle, Executive Director 
 
/// 
List of Enclosures (one page each unless otherwise indicated): 
 
Attachment 1 – Initial Incident Report from the Port Agent dated October 2, 2019. 
Attachment 2 – Email correspondence with the Port of San Francisco concerning damage to Pier 23, 
with photos.  (5 pages) 
Attachment 3 – Post-event report on damage to Pier 23 from /Simpson Gumpertz & Heger, structural 
engineers, dated March 20, 2020 (9 pages). 
Attachment 4 – Response to FOIA request from USCG. (5 pages) 
Attachment 5 – Statement by Master of the STAR PRINCESS. (2 pages) 
Attachment 6 – Notice of Post-Incident Drug Test for Captain Favro. 
Attachment 7 – Investigative Subpoena for statement of tug operator. (3 pages) 
Attachment 8 -  Legal brief on behalf of Captain Favro, with expert witness opinion. (6 pages) 
Attachment 9 – Pilot statement by Captain Favro, received October 23, 2019 (3 pages) (Confidential) 
Attachment 10 – Captain Favro’s Work/Rest log. 
Attachment 11 – Pilot statement by Captain Murray, dated March 27, 2020. (2 pages) (Confidential) 
Attachment 12 – Statement of Captain Stephens, dated May 29, 2020. (2 pages) (Confidential) 
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