


















C o m m a n d  I n v e s t i g at i o n C o m m a n d  I n v e s t i g at i o n 

into the fire aboard into the fire aboard 
 uss Bonhomme richard (lhd-6) uss Bonhomme richard (lhd-6)

12 JULY 202012 JULY 2020





CUI 

 

1 

CUI 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary ........................................................................................................................ 8

Chapter 1 – Introduction ............................................................................................................... 14

Scope of Investigation ............................................................................................................... 14

Methodology ............................................................................................................................. 15

Organization .............................................................................................................................. 17

Overview of Key Applicable Authorities .................................................................................. 17

Coordination with Naval Criminal Investigative Service ......................................................... 18

Miscellaneous ............................................................................................................................ 19

Chapter 2 – Findings of Fact ......................................................................................................... 21

Section I: Execution of Casualty Response by Ship’s Force and Other First Responders ....... 21

A. Fire Origins ....................................................................................................................... 21

B.  Fire Detection and Initial Response ................................................................................. 23

C.  Federal Fire Department Arrival ...................................................................................... 31

D.  Municipal Fire Department Arrival ................................................................................. 34

E.  BONHOMME RICHARD Aft Shore Power Mound Secured and Personnel Evacuated 37

F.  Transition to Sideport Door Firefighting Effort ............................................................... 41

G.  Report of Missing Sailors Complicates Firefighting Efforts ........................................... 44

H.  Deteriorating Conditions and Loss of Ship’s Power Leads to Complete Evacuation of 
BONHOMME RICHARD .................................................................................................... 45

I.  Major Explosion Leads to Pier Evacuation ....................................................................... 46

J.  Waterborne Firefighting Efforts ........................................................................................ 48



CUI 

2 

CUI 

K.  Incident Command Post Movement ................................................................................ 48

L.  Headquarters Command Centers Respond....................................................................... 49

M.  RUSSELL and FITZGERALD Get Underway, Firefighting Efforts Resume without 
Municipal Firefighting Agencies ........................................................................................... 53

N.  Base Theater Staging Area .............................................................................................. 55

O.  Evening Explosion and Pier Evacuation.......................................................................... 57

P.  Commencement of Helicopter Water Drops .................................................................... 59

Q.  Establishment of Stern Gate Brow .................................................................................. 61

R.  Persistent, Continuous Firefighting Efforts ..................................................................... 62

S.  Activation of Supervisor for Salvage Contract Firefighters ............................................. 63

T.  Entry and Clearing Efforts in the Subsequent Days ......................................................... 64

U.  Parallel Dewatering and Stability Actions ....................................................................... 67

V.  Rapid Shift from Starboard to Port List Leads to Another Evacuation ........................... 68

W.  ESG-3 Declares the Fire Out .......................................................................................... 69

Section II: Command and Control Structure ............................................................................. 71

A.  Division of Responsibility for BONHOMME RICHARD Through Phases of Ship’s 
Availability ............................................................................................................................ 71

B.  Incident Response Command and Control ...................................................................... 73

Section III: Ship’s Force Execution and Compliance with Programs, Policies, and Procedures 
Pertaining to Fire Prevention and Casualty Response .............................................................. 80

A.  Availability Overview ..................................................................................................... 80

B.  Physical and Functional Responsibilities for Ship Spaces .............................................. 82

C.  Damage Control Equipment Status .................................................................................. 90

D.  Fire Safety Council ........................................................................................................ 115

E.  8010 Manual Fire Drills ................................................................................................. 119



CUI 

3 

CUI 

F.  Damage Control Training, Drills, and Qualifications .................................................... 124

G.  Manning and Duty Section Organization ...................................................................... 130

Section IV: ADCON and OPCON Oversight of BONHOMME RICHARD ......................... 137

A.  PHIBRON ...................................................................................................................... 137

B.  CNSP ............................................................................................................................. 140

C.  ESG-3 ............................................................................................................................. 143

D.  C3F ................................................................................................................................ 145

E.  PACFLT ......................................................................................................................... 145

Section V: SWRMC Execution of Requirements ................................................................... 148

A.  Structure and Manning .................................................................................................. 148

B.  Fire Safety Council Practices ......................................................................................... 153

C. Fire Response Planning and Drilling .............................................................................. 156

Section VI: NAVSEA and CNRMC Oversight of SWRMC .................................................. 166

A. CNRMC .......................................................................................................................... 166

B.  NAVSEA ....................................................................................................................... 169

Section VII: NBSD and FEDFIRE Execution of Responsibilities ......................................... 173

A. FEDFIRE ........................................................................................................................ 173

B. NBSD .............................................................................................................................. 194

Section VIII: CNRSW and CNIC Oversight of NBSD and FEDFIRE ................................... 204

A. Navy Region Southwest ................................................................................................. 204

B. CNIC ............................................................................................................................... 208

Section IX: Resulting Condition of BONHOMME RICHARD ............................................. 212

Section X: Personal Injuries .................................................................................................... 218



CUI 

4 

CUI 

Section XI: Review of Policies, Procedures, and Programs Relating to Fire Prevention and 
Casualty Response ................................................................................................................... 220

A. MIAMI Fire and Response ............................................................................................. 220

B. Fires since MIAMI .......................................................................................................... 221

C. Executive Agent for DC and the DC Board of Directors ............................................... 224

D. NAVSEA Policy Development and the 8010 Manual ................................................... 227

E. Ship’s Force Firefighting Doctrine and NSTM 555 ....................................................... 233

F. CNIC Policy Development after the MIAMI Fire .......................................................... 238

G. Incident Response Planning and OPNAVINST 3440.18 ............................................... 241

Section XII: Post-BONHOMME RICHARD Fire Corrective Actions .................................. 247

Chapter 3 – Opinions .................................................................................................................. 254

Section I: BONHOMME RICHARD Fire and Execution of Casualty Response by Ship’s 
Force and Other First Responders ........................................................................................... 255

A. Impact of Ship’s Condition on Spread of the Fire .......................................................... 255

B. Ship’s Force Damage Control Efforts ............................................................................. 259

C. Integrated Response Efforts by Ship’s Force, SDFD, and FEDFIRE ............................ 263

D. Major Incident Response by Other Supporting Commands ........................................... 267

E. Subsequent Firefighting, Stability, and Dewatering Efforts ........................................... 269

Section II: Fleet, NAVSEA, and CNIC Policy and Oversight for Fire Prevention ................ 271

A. Fleet Oversight and Responsibilities .............................................................................. 271

B. NAVSEA, CNRMC, and SWRMC Oversight and Responsibilities .............................. 282

C. CNIC, CNRSW, NBSD, and FEDFIRE Oversight and Responsibilities ....................... 291

D. Navy Guidance and Policies for Fire Prevention and Incident Response ...................... 298

Section III: Opinions on other aspects of the incident and response ...................................... 304



CUI 

5 

CUI 

A. Medical Response ........................................................................................................... 304

B.  COVID-19 Impacts ........................................................................................................ 304

C. Helicopter Operations ..................................................................................................... 305

D. Fleet Damage Control Training ...................................................................................... 306

E. Summary of Performance by Organizations Involved .................................................... 306

F. Miscellaneous .................................................................................................................. 309

Chapter 4 – Recommendations ................................................................................................... 312

A. SECNAV ........................................................................................................................ 312

B. OPNAV ........................................................................................................................... 313

C. CNP ................................................................................................................................. 314

D. NETC .............................................................................................................................. 314

E. OJAG............................................................................................................................... 314

F. Fleet Commanders ........................................................................................................... 315

G. USFF ............................................................................................................................... 315

H. PACFLT ......................................................................................................................... 315

I. CNSP/CNSF ..................................................................................................................... 316

J. ESG-3 ............................................................................................................................... 318

K. Commanding Officers Executing or Supporting Maintenance Availabilities ................ 318

L. NAVSEA......................................................................................................................... 319

M. CNRMC ......................................................................................................................... 322

N. SWRMC ......................................................................................................................... 323

O. CNIC ............................................................................................................................... 325

P. CNRSW ........................................................................................................................... 326

Q. NBSD .............................................................................................................................. 327



CUI 

6 

CUI 

Chapter 5 – Accountability ......................................................................................................... 329

A. BONHOMME RICHARD ............................................................................................. 329

B. Southwest Regional Maintenance Center ....................................................................... 332

C. Naval Base San Diego .................................................................................................... 332

D. Navy Region Southwest ................................................................................................. 333

E. Navy Regional Maintenance Center ............................................................................... 333

F. Navy Installations Command .......................................................................................... 333

G. Amphibious Squadron FIVE .......................................................................................... 334

H. Naval Surface Force Pacific Fleet .................................................................................. 334

I. U.S. Pacific Fleet .............................................................................................................. 334

J. U.S. Fleet Forces Command ............................................................................................ 334

Chapter 6 – Meritorious Performance of Duty Recommendations ............................................ 335

A. BONHOMME RICHARD ............................................................................................. 335

B. NAVSEA Supervisor for Salvage ................................................................................... 335

C. CNIC Enterprise.............................................................................................................. 336

D. Others .............................................................................................................................. 336

Appendices .................................................................................................................................. 338

Appendix A: Enclosures .......................................................................................................... 338

Appendix B: References .......................................................................................................... 370

Appendix C: Command Investigation Report Figures ............................................................ 372

Appendix D: BONHOMME RICHARD Fire Timeline ......................................................... 375

Appendix E: BONHOMME RICHARD FSC Minutes ........................................................... 381

Appendix F: SWRMC 8010 Manual Drills 17 July 2018 to 12 July 2020 ............................. 389

Appendix G: Explanation of Availability Process for Ship Maintenance .............................. 390



CUI 

7 

CUI 

Appendix H: Glossary ............................................................................................................. 392

Appendix I: Acronym List ...................................................................................................... 406

Appendix J: Navy Enlisted Ratings ........................................................................................ 416

Appendix K: Members of the Command Investigation Team ................................................ 418

 

  



CUI 

8 

CUI 

Executive Summary 

                On 12 July 2020, a fire set USS BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6) ablaze for more 
than four days, and left the ship damaged beyond economical repair.  Although the fire was 
started by an act of arson, the ship was lost due to an inability to extinguish the fire.  In the 19 
months executing the ship’s maintenance availability, repeated failures allowed for the 
accumulation of significant risk and an inadequately prepared crew, which led to an ineffective 
fire response.  There were four key focus areas to this final outcome:        

 Material Condition.  Throughout the maintenance period, the material condition of 
the ship was significantly degraded, to include heat detection capability, 
communications equipment, shipboard firefighting systems, miscellaneous gear 
clutter, and combustible material accumulation.  To illustrate the extent of 
degradation, on the morning of the fire, 87% of the ship’s fire stations remained in 
inactive equipment maintenance status.  

 Training and Readiness.  The training and readiness of Ship’s Force was marked by a 
pattern of failed drills, minimal crew participation, an absence of basic knowledge on 
firefighting in an industrial environment, and unfamiliarity on how to integrate 
supporting civilian firefighters.  To illustrate this point, the crew had failed to meet 
the time standard for applying firefighting agent on the seat of the fire on 14 
consecutive occasions leading up to 12 July 2020. 

 Shore Establishment Support.  The integration and support expected by the shore 
establishment did not adhere to required standards.  Southwest Regional Maintenance 
Center (SWRMC) did not meet their requirements associated with fire safety and, in 
doing so, failed to communicate risk to leadership while facilitating unmitigated 
deviations from technical directives.  Naval Base San Diego (NBSD) failed to ensure 
its civilian firefighters were familiar with Navy vessels on the installation, verify they 
were trained to respond to a shipboard fire, or effectively practice how to support 
Ship’s Force and simultaneously integrate responding mutual aid assets.    

 Oversight.  Ineffective oversight by the cognizant Commanders across various 
organizations permitted their subordinates to take unmitigated risk in fire 
preparedness.  A significant source of this problem was an absence of codification of 
the roles and responsibilities expected by each organization in their oversight 
execution.   

Common to all four focus areas was a lack of familiarity with key policies and requirements 
along with procedural non-compliance at all levels of command from the unit level to 
programmatic, policy, and resourcing decisions.  An example of how these focus areas combined 
to result in unacceptable levels of risk is the status of the ship’s Aqueous Film Forming Foam 
sprinkling system.  At no point in the firefighting effort was it used – in part because 
maintenance was not properly performed to keep it ready and in part because the crew lacked 
familiarity with capability and availability.     
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        On Sunday, 12 July 2020, at approximately 0800 and shortly after duty section turnover, a 
fire started in the Lower Vehicle Stowage Area (Lower V) of BONHOMME RICHARD.  The 
ship was in the midst of a two-year availability and was particularly vulnerable to fire: having 
systems tagged out for maintenance; scaffolding, temporary services, and other contractor 
equipment hung throughout; a significant amount of ship’s gear, equipment, flammables and 
combustible material recently loaded onto the ship and packed into various spaces; and, more 
than three-quarters of the ship’s firefighting equipment was in an unknown status.   

 BONHOMME RICHARD’s crew of more than 1,000 personnel, divided into a varied array 
of duty sections by department and functional areas, had approximately 138 Sailors present that 
morning – 115 of whom were on duty.  The Command Duty Officer (CDO) was a second tour 
Surface Warfare Officer (SWO) division officer standing his first duty day as CDO and oversaw 
BONHOMME RICHARD’s initial response to the fire.  At least 10 minutes elapsed after the 
initial detection of smoke before the casualty was called away.  These precious early minutes 
were lost for various reasons — the duty section primarily used personal cell phones to 
communicate because they lacked radios; the Officer of the Deck (OOD) directed further 
investigation of the smoke before taking action; when the OOD was convinced of a casualty, he 
directed Damage Control (DC) Central to call it away; the 1 Main Circuit (MC) did not work in 
many areas of the ship to include DC Central; and there was a lack of urgency.  When initial 
responders from Ship’s Force descended into Lower V, no one shared the same understanding of 
what firefighting capability was online, contributing to their failure to apply agent to the fire or 
set fire boundaries, which enabled smoke and heat to intensify.  

 As a small number of BONHOMME RICHARD Sailors executed their initial actions, 
crews moored across NBSD began organizing and deploying Rescue and Assistance (R&A) 
teams.  The R&A teams from other ships that arrived early on that morning to provide support 
were never employed by BONHOMME RICHARD.  Aboard BONHOMME RICHARD, the 
ship’s duty section mustered in the Hangar and deployed two attack teams to locate a usable fire 
hose in the Upper Vehicle Stowage Area (Upper V).  Because the nearest shipboard fire stations 
had cut or missing hoses that were not corrected through routine maintenance checks, these 
teams were unsuccessful locating a serviceable fire station and hose and they did not adapt their 
strategy in light of these conditions.     

 Shortly after 0830, NBSD Federal Fire Department (FEDFIRE) crews arrived, having been 
directed to respond by a Region Dispatch Center (RDC) dispatcher.  FEDFIRE firefighters were 
met by the CDO, who was overseeing a small and unorganized group of BONHOMME 
RICHARD Sailors.  After checking in with the CDO, and without being provided actionable 
information or direction, FEDFIRE began to employ their own hoses, pulling them nearly 30 feet 
vertically up the port Aircraft Elevator (ACE) into the Hangar.  Although the sideport door 
located further down the pier would have provided immediate access to Upper V and was the 
closest entrance to the fire, FEDFIRE was not given direction to enter from that location.  The 
lack of direction and leadership from Ship’s Force over firefighting efforts led FEDFIRE to 
operate as an independent unit.   

 FEDFIRE ran their hoses a significant distance along the Hangar, down the ramp to Upper 
V, through Upper V, and down the ramp to Lower V.  With no installed firemain system on the 
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pier, FEDFIRE connected their hoses to a potable water riser, which was supplying water to USS 
FITZGERALD (DDG-62) directly across from BONHOMME RICHARD.  Through this 
prolonged approach, a single FEDFIRE hose team with one BONHOMME RICHARD Sailor 
transited towards the fire but only partially accessed Lower V.  While this was the first attempt to 
deploy agent on the fire nearly an hour after ignition, the hose team only opened their hose 
nozzle temporarily for cooling purposes.  Within just a few minutes, the team backed out after 
one of the firefighters received a “low air” alarm on his Self-Contained Breathing Apparatus 
(SCBA) and no relief team replaced them. 

 At 0905, the BONHOMME RICHARD CO arrived onboard NBSD and proceeded to the 
pier.  Around the same time, as FEDFIRE organized its effort from the port ACE to attack the 
fire from the Hangar, additional firefighters arrived from various municipal fire departments.  
These municipal departments were organized under San Diego Fire Department (SDFD), but a 
lack of compatible radios inhibited integration efforts between SDFD and FEDFIRE.  
Throughout the first three hours and with rare exception, there were no attempts by the CO, 
CDO, or other BONHOMME RICHARD leaders to integrate civilian firefighters with Ship’s 
Force.  Moreover, many of the personnel on scene at this time perceived FEDFIRE had assumed 
control of firefighting.  Around 0915 and due to the significant growth in smoke, the CDO, with 
concurrence from the CO, ordered the evacuation of BONHOMME RICHARD personnel 
without SCBAs by informing them individually in the Hangar because he did not have adequate 
communications gear.  With a significant number of uniform personnel egressing the ship 
following this order, by 0930, all BONHOMME RICHARD personnel began to evacuate.   

 Despite undergoing an availability, BONHOMME RICHARD was equipped with 
extensive shipboard firefighting systems, which included firemain and Aqueous Film Forming 
Foam (AFFF) sprinkling systems and hoses.  At no point in the firefighting effort were any of 
them used, in part because they were degraded, maintenance was not properly performed to keep 
them ready, and the crew lacked familiarity with their capability and availability.  Three months 
before the fire, BONHOMME RICHARD was required by policy to restore shipboard 
firefighting systems when it onloaded more than 900,000 gallons of fuel.  For the AFFF 
sprinkling systems, Ship’s Force determined only a limited portion would be brought online.  
Notwithstanding the roles and responsibilities of the ship’s Executive Officer (XO), Chief 
Engineer (CHENG), and Damage Control Assistant (DCA), the systems that were brought online 
had numerous undocumented system discrepancies.  By 0944 on the day of the fire, aft shore 
power to BONHOMME RICHARD was secured, likely due to the direction of the CDO who 
believed that the fire was electrical in origin.  This action rendered the ship’s firemain and AFFF 
unusable, as the ship lacked any backup power source.  From this point on, all firefighting efforts 
relied on external water sources, which were further hampered by the lack of firemain on NBSD 
piers. 

 Throughout the entire morning, BONHOMME RICHARD did not lead firefighting efforts 
and failed to coordinate or attempt to integrate attack teams from SDFD or FEDFIRE with 
Ship’s Force to attack the fire.  At approximately 0935, SDFD firefighters initiated an effort to 
enter the ship via the sideport door, the closest access point to attack the seat of the fire.  Without 
any Ship’s Force escort or assistance, and without Damage Control plates being made available 
to them, SDFD accessed the ship and attempted to locate the seat of the fire.  They encountered 
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ship and contractor equipment substantially narrowing their available access path to the fire.  By 
this point, combustible materials stored in Upper V had ignited from heat radiating through the 
deck below, creating additional fires.  SDFD partially descended the ramp to Lower V, but the 
heat, lack of visibility, and unfamiliarity with the ship’s layout led them to back out without 
engaging the fire.  SDFD and its municipal partners eventually engaged ancillary fires in Upper 
V for approximately 45 minutes.  Around this time, FEDFIRE terminated its attack from the 
Hangar and staged on the pier where SDFD entered the ship to support them.   

 Shortly after 1030, the SDFD and FEDFIRE Incident Commanders (IC) noted deteriorating 
fire conditions and ordered the withdrawal of all firefighters from the ship — a decision likely 
preventing any loss of life or serious injuries to numerous personnel.  At 1050, less than five 
minutes after the last firefighter exited BONHOMME RICHARD, a major explosion rocked the 
ship, blowing debris across the pier and knocking down firefighters and Sailors.  This explosion 
occurred after more than two hours of efforts where none of the ship’s installed firefighting 
systems were employed and no effective action was taken by any organization involved to limit 
the spread of the smoke and fires.  After the explosion, all personnel completely evacuated the 
pier.  Without personnel onboard, available installed systems, or electrical power, the fires on 
BONHOMME RICHARD were unimpeded.  Subsequent attempts to regain a foothold aboard 
relied on ad hoc strategies, delivering too little firefighting agent to combat the pace of the fire’s 
spread.  Throughout the first day of efforts, agent was never applied to the seat of the fire, and 
the opportunity to do so was lost once the fire spread beyond the perimeter of Lower V and 
across the entire ship. 

 The fire expanded unabated and burned for the next four days, despite the efforts of 
hundreds of Sailors, FEDFIRE and contract firefighter support.  Earlier failures to either 
extinguish or contain the fire transformed the ship into an environment where some 
compartments reached temperatures above 1,200 degrees Fahrenheit.  The interior of the ship’s 
superstructure, made of aluminum, melted completely in such heat, converting into molten metal 
that flowed into the spaces below.  It was into this environment Sailors and firefighters made 
repeated entries in an attempt to save BONHOMME RICHARD.  Though their efforts were 
unsuccessful and occurred beyond the point where the ship could have been saved, the courage 
displayed in subsequent firefighting efforts warrant acknowledgment. 

 The overall command and control for the fire response was initially chaotic, but it 
improved over time through ad hoc decisions and assignments.  Although the CO, XO, CMC, 
CHENG, and DCA were all present on the pier prior to the explosion, they failed to establish 
command and control of the situation and did not lead action to integrate fire response efforts.  
Instead, Commander, Expeditionary Strike Group THREE (ESG-3), the ship’s operational 
Commander who has no assigned role or responsibility in response to a shipboard fire during a 
maintenance availability, stepped into a command and control vacuum to align the various ship, 
installation, and external organizations by employing a make-shift emergency response 
organizational structure.  This rapidly-formed command structure enabled coordinated action, 
and by the fifth day, the fire was declared out.  The fire was extinguished due to five days of 
firefighting efforts coupled with the limited amount of combustibles remaining onboard that had 
not previously burned.  The fire left the ship damaged beyond economical repair, leading to the 
decision to decommission BONHOMME RICHARD. 



CUI 

12 

CUI 

Preceding the day of the fire, the investigation evaluated the execution of the 
BONHOMME RICHARD 19 month maintenance availability.  Consistent with any extended 
maintenance period, the risk of fire is significantly higher as compared to operating at sea due to 
hazards associated with industrial work onboard ships.  The ship’s CO and crew are primarily 
responsible for the management of this risk but the complexity of an availability requires support 
from multiple organizations.   

As the Navy entity for overseeing the contractor’s maintenance activities on BONHOMME 
RICHARD, the Southwest Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC) was the single point of 
contact responsible for the planning, execution, and close out maintenance actions.  While 
moored at Pier 2, NBSD was responsible for support to the ship and associated maintenance 
activities, to include the availability of shore based firefighting capabilities.  Additionally, higher 
echelon Commanders were responsible to safeguard procedural compliance and enable mission 
success through effective oversight.   

What should have happened during the course of the BONHOMME RICHARD availability 
was the maintenance community and shore establishment, coupled with effective oversight, 
would support the ship in navigating its milestones.  Instead, there were multiple execution 
failures throughout the maintenance period, which are shared by Ship’s Force and the supporting 
organizations.   

Equally important is the development and efficacy of the underlying policies and 
procedures.  The governing framework on how to successfully execute maintenance availabilities 
is principally derived from lessons learned from previous incidents and events.  Most notably, 
the Navy maintenance community undertook a broad array of programmatic changes in the wake 
of the fire aboard USS MIAMI (SSN-755) that occurred on 23 May 2012.  In response to this 
fire, Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command (USFF) convened a Fire Review Panel to 
determine how MIAMI could be lost in a shipyard environment despite readily available fire 
prevention programs and resources.  The critical takeaway from the MIAMI investigation, as 
stated in the USFF endorsement was that “accept[ing] a reduced margin to fire safety when a 
ship enters an industrial environment” was a key driver to the policies and procedures that 
developed to prevent a similar outcome.  Foremost among these changes was the development of 
the NAVSEA Technical Publication, Industrial Ship Safety Manual for Fire Prevention and 
Response, S0570-AC-CCM-010/8010 (hereafter “8010 Manual”).  For the BONHOMME 
RICHARD availability, however, many of the requirements developed and codified in the 8010 
Manual were not properly executed – to include the functions of the Fire Safety Council as a 
means to manage the accumulation of risk and the Chapter 12 and 13 drills that were designed to 
enable a coordinated response to a shipboard fire during a maintenance period.     

In the last 5 years, policy changes and corrective actions to address fire safety were 
inconsistently implemented or failed to be implemented across the Navy maintenance 
organization.  While not the focus of this investigation, training, implementation, and compliance 
with the 8010 Manual in private shipyards was not representative of maintenance on nuclear 
vessels being executed in the public yards.  Additionally, there was a lack of procedural 
compliance and effective oversight within the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), Navy 
Installations Command, and Naval Surface Force Pacific Fleet.  This placed the non-nuclear 
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Surface Fleet on a trajectory of an unacceptable fire prevention and response posture with a high 
level of accumulated risk before the fire started on 12 July 2020.  Once the fire started, the 
response effort was placed in the hands of inadequately trained and drilled personnel from a 
disparate set of uncoordinated organizations that had not fully exercised together and were 
unfamiliar with basic issues to include the roles and responsibilities of the various responding 
entities.   

 Our business requires us to operate in a pressurized environment, with aggressive timelines, 
performing to plans and an expectation to always accomplish the mission.  In the case of 
BONHOMME RICHARD, the leaders most directly associated to this final outcome framed 
their decisions around a false choice between meeting timelines versus adhering to safety and 
standards.  Exacerbating this, leaders failed to communicate these choices up the chain of 
command.  The course corrections and changes identified in this report are designed to prevent 
this outcome in the future.  Finally, Commanders at all levels are entrusted with extraordinary 
responsibility with full regard for its consequences – as command is the foundation upon which 
our Navy rests. 
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Chapter 1 – Introduction 

Scope of Investigation 

1. In accordance with enclosure (1), as modified by enclosures (2) through (4), this investigation
was charged with a mandate that was both broad and specific, starting with an inquiry into the
circumstances and actions taken in response to the 12 July 2020 fire aboard USS BONHOMME
RICHARD (LHD-6).  The broader mandate included an examination of all causal and
contributing factors from unit-level execution to programmatic, policy, and resourcing factors
that played a role in leading up to this incident in order to understand what drove the pertinent
stakeholders to be in the position they were in prior to the fire.  The specific mandate included an
investigation into the adequacy of training, manning, and pier firemain support services, as well
as an inquiry into potential impacts of Coronavirus Disease-2019 (COVID-19) mitigation
measures.  The convening order required a vigorous self-assessment, including the Ship’s Force
and all levels of the chain of command external to BONHOMME RICHARD.  To that end, the
investigation conducted an extensive review of command and control relationships and
assignment of responsibility across multiple commands and organizations, engaging multiple
commands across the San Diego waterfront, maintenance community, installation and region
emergency management authorities, and their higher headquarters.  The investigation further
conducted a multifaceted analysis of policies germane to the Navy’s execution of surface ship
maintenance, ship modernization, shipboard fire prevention, and shipboard casualty response
during construction, repair, and lay-up.  In accordance with enclosure (2), the command
investigation refrained from investigating any individual related to the initial cause of the fire
and cited to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) report to establish
the cause and origin of the fire.

2. The investigation team submitted more than 67 requests for information from 23
organizations, to include entities outside the Navy such as the City of San Diego Fire Department
and General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO).  Additionally, the
investigation reviewed portions of the Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) investigation
into the fire as well as the cause and origins report prepared by the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms and Explosives (ATF), which augmented the criminal investigation.  In total, the team
reviewed more than 26,000 documents, photos, videos, and other materials.  Reviewing these
documents helped better inform the team on which personnel were best positioned to provide
information through witness interviews.  To that end, the investigation team interviewed more
than 375 personnel, memorializing each of those interviews in a written summary that was
provided to each witness for review prior to including the written summary as an enclosure in
this report.

3. In order to evaluate execution and compliance with relevant programs, policies, and
procedures, the investigation team reviewed all documented command investigations and similar
inquiries into shipboard fires occurring after the 2012 shipyard fire aboard USS MIAMI (SSN-
755).  This review included a close analysis of the MIAMI Fire Review Panel recommendations
and subsequent implementation by responsible entities to help inform how the Navy’s programs,
policies, and resources were put in place for shipboard firefighting, safety, training and
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prevention.  This effort included a detailed tracing of the current applicable policies and 
requirements since the MIAMI fire to understand if these were insufficient or not properly 
executed. 

4. The fire safety practices, policies, and procedures for new ship construction differ widely
from in-service ships.  Additionally, for new ship construction, the manning, safety posture, and
overall status of a new ship as it progresses through the new construction phases is
fundamentally different than an in-service ship undergoing maintenance.  Because of these
differences, the investigation did not look closely at new ship construction.  To best position the
Navy to learn from the incident following this investigation, any effort to implement changes in
fire safety practices of in-service ships should also consider the applicability of individual
changes to new construction.

Methodology 

5. After assembling the command investigation team immediately following Commander, U.S.
Pacific Fleet’s (COMPACFLT) 4 August 2020 convening order, considerable time was spent
reviewing and deciphering the various mandates in the order to devise how best to conduct the
investigation.  Given this investigation was convened after several other investigations —
commencing 22 days after the incident — efforts were made to coordinate with other ongoing
investigations to identify and deconflict their various purposes.

6. A total of five BONHOMME RICHARD investigations, inquiries, or assessments were
initiated by the Navy after 12 July 2020.  Of those 5, Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA)
convened 3: Safety Investigation Board (SIB); Failure Review Board (FRB); and, Material
Assessment.  NCIS, in coordination with ATF, initiated a criminal investigation and
COMPACFLT convened this command investigation.  The investigation team identified points
of contact for each of these 5 inquiries and, where possible, obtained information associated with
their respective fact gathering efforts, including updated information as it became available.

7. On 16 July 2020, agents from NCIS and ATF conducted an initial evaluation of
BONHOMME RICHARD to assess the scene.  Upon completion of their preliminary evaluation,
they determined the ATF National Response Team was needed to fully process BONHOMME
RICHARD’s Lower Vehicle Stowage Area (Lower V) to determine the fire’s causation.  On 18
July 2020, ATF assumed control of Lower V in furtherance of the NCIS investigation into the
incident.

8. The SIB, convened on 17 July 2020 by NAVSEA, was conducted as a privileged
investigation to ensure commanders and safety officials could obtain accurate information for
safety purposes.  A key purpose for the privilege is to overcome reluctance of individuals
involved to reveal complete and candid information for fear of embarrassment or negative
consequence to themselves, other personnel, or their commands.  Due to this privilege, the
command investigation received limited information from the SIB, but there was some
coordination to share limited information that was permissible for our consumption.  During the
course of the SIB, a decision was made to pause the investigation because of the ongoing
criminal investigation by NCIS into the fire.  Consistent with Navy policy, mishaps that are the
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subject of a criminal investigation, to include arson, are not investigated under the safety 
program.  As of the publishing of this report to COMPACFLT, the SIB was remained paused and 
it is expected the report will not be completed, but all materials remain privileged and are off-
limits for non-safety purposes.   

9. The Material Assessment (MA), which convened shortly after the fire was declared
extinguished on 16 July 2020, assessed the ship’s condition, determined the ship’s structural
integrity, feasibility of repair, laid the groundwork for a cost estimate, and led a system recovery
effort.  The Material Assessment did not attempt to determine the cause of the fire and did not
evaluate with much detail the fire’s progression.

10. The FRB, convened on 29 July 2020, coordinated with the Material Assessment team to
finalize a timeline of events from initiation of the fire and key events, conduct an engineering
assessment of fire protection systems (both passive and active), and evaluate Damage Control
(DC) and firefighting doctrine as it pertained to contributing towards the fire spread.
Additionally, the FRB conducted a compliance assessment, focusing on fire prevention
requirements in place for BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability to include reviewing: (1) 8010
Manual; (2) NSTM 555; and, (3) contractual requirements.  As of the publishing of this report to
COMPACFLT, the FRB was still final pending signature by NAVSEA.  However, following
coordination with NAVSEA, this report references the draft FRB at various points to augment
certain findings or where necessary, highlight differences.  While some variations exist between
the FRB and this investigation, they are minor and due in part to the greater length and scope of
this investigation, which permitted our team to conduct detailed interviews and synchronize their
recollections with audio and visual evidence.

11. Following initial synthesis of all available information and thorough analysis of the
convening order, the investigation team constructed a framework to approach the broad scope,
establishing a requirement for two teams to approach specific aspects to the order: Pre-Fire (i.e.,
what should have happened in accordance with applicable regulations and what did occur before
the fire) and Post-Fire (i.e., what actually happened and the subsequent response to the fire).  To
provide further context, the Pre-Fire team owned all policies and procedures governing execution
of a Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) availability on an amphibious assault ship, including but
not limited to: (1) adequacy and compliance with all fire prevention and training requirements;
(2) appropriate manning levels during an availability; (3) minimum number of authorized duty
sections; (4) pier laydown and equipment; and, (5) coordination with the multiple stakeholders
across the waterfront with an assigned role.  In addition to this list, Pre-Fire also reviewed
actions and steps taken by BONHOMME RICHARD, Southwest Regional Maintenance Center
(SWRMC) and all other organizations playing a role in the availability through 12 July 2020.
The Post-Fire team was tasked with investigating what occurred from 12 July 2020 onward.

12. Within the two primary teams, we identified four lines of effort transcending both teams,
including reviewing the ship’s training and execution of casualty response, the shipyard, shore-
based support (which includes Federal Firefighting Department (FEDFIRE), SWRMC, and other
supporting organizations), and finally the helicopter operations associated with fighting the fire.
Beyond this framework, the investigation team further sub-divided, assigning 16 specifically
identifiable questions from the convening order to subject matter experts within their assigned
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Pre-Fire and Post-Fire teams to further prioritize focus areas.  These 16 specific questions were 
separate from the six broad focus areas mentioned above and were also assigned to the two 
primary teams to answer. 

13. The above methodology was developed as a framework to answer the broad mandate within
the convening order.  Throughout the process, the investigation team adjusted its approach, but
kept an eye towards consistency, process, and fairness when approaching its task.

Organization 

14. The convening order assigned VADM Scott D. Conn, USN as the investigating officer.
Additionally, VADM DeWolfe H. Miller, USN was designated to assist the investigation, along
with  and  as legal
advisors.  Consistent with the convening order, the investigation team was further augmented by
RDML Timothy J. Kott, USN along with 72 additional uniform and civilian personnel.  See
Appendix K for a list of all members of the command investigation.

15. Given the convening order’s mandate to drive vigorous self-assessment and examination
across all levels of the chain of command regardless of rank, pay grade, or level of command, the
investigation team incorporated individuals from more than 20 major organizations to include:
Special Operations Command; Allied Joint Force Command Naples; Office of the Secretary
Navy; U.S. THIRD Fleet; Carrier Strike Group ONE; Expeditionary Strike Group TWO;
Destroyer Squadron TWENTY ONE; Naval Sea Systems Command; Navy Installations
Command; Naval Air Force; U.S. Pacific Fleet; Naval Surface Force; U.S. Pacific Fleet; Naval
Surface Force Atlantic; Expeditionary Warfare Training Group Pacific, and, Afloat Training
Group Pacific.

16. To address the numerous aspects associated with civilian firefighting practices, the team also
incorporated two faculty members from the United States Merchant Marine Academy at Kings
Point, New York.  In addition to their roles as current faculty members, these individuals possess
a combined 60 years of experience with civilian firefighting organizations (to include service
with the New York City Fire Department Marine Division), shipboard firefighting (retired Navy
Reserve officers) and numerous engagements with outside entities instructing and certifying on
fire safety and fire response.

17. The investigation team distributed the experience and talent across these various
organizations into the Pre-Fire and Post-Fire teams.  This distribution was purposefully allocated
around the tasking and responsibilities within the groups to maximize the team’s ability to
address the assigned focus areas.

Overview of Key Applicable Authorities 

18. The 8010 Manual is the key policy document that sets requirements relating to the
prevention of, detection of, and response to fires aboard Navy vessels during industrial work to
ensure safety of equipment and personnel.  The 8010 Manual requirements were intended to
provide tiered risk mitigations based on the amount and complexity of the industrial work

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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performed.  The 8010 Manual applies to all Ship Repair and/or Construction Activities (SRCAs) 
performing maintenance and other industrial activities on Navy vessels, including Navy 
Shipyards, Regional Maintenance Centers (RMC), private repair shipyards, and new construction 
shipyards.  Finally, the 8010 Manual integrates the corrective actions developed as a result of the 
May 2012 fire aboard USS MIAMI (SSN-755) and integrates them with existing fire safety and 
prevention requirements.  

19. OPNAVINST 3440.18, establishes an emergency response command structure, defines
responsibilities, and provides response procedures and reporting requirements for major
shipboard non-nuclear casualties.  The instruction identifies and defines the supporting/supported
roles of the Primary Commander, the Regional Commander, the Area Commander or Unified
Area Commander, Bridge Line Commands, and In-Hull Incident Command to support a
coordinated emergency response.

20. OPNAVINST 3440.17A assigns overall responsibility for the Navy Installation Emergency
Management (EM) Program to CNIC and provides operational authority, procedures, and further
assigns responsibilities for developing, implementing, and sustaining comprehensive, all-hazard
Installation EM  programs on Navy installations.  The instruction applies to all Navy regions and
installations within the United States and requires inactive equipment maintenance (IEM)
compliance with the National Incident Management System (NIMS), National Preparedness
Guidelines, and the National Response Framework.

21. NSTM 555 provides guidance on shipboard fire classification, characteristics, and effects;
operation and maintenance of shipboard firefighting equipment and agents; and, procedures for
fire prevention and firefighting on surface ships.

Coordination with Naval Criminal Investigative Service 

22. Consistent with the convening order, the investigation team maintained regular
communications with the San Diego Field Office for NCIS to coordinate our respective inquiries
and ensure the command investigation did not interfere with the criminal investigation.  The
focus area of the criminal investigation prompted NCIS to place significant restrictions on the
command investigation’s efforts throughout the course of the investigation, but particularly
during the first 19 weeks.  At the start of the command investigation, NCIS restricted the sharing
of all information through the use of non-disclosure agreements, and only a few individuals from
the command investigation were provided access to limited amounts of information.
Additionally, the command investigation was precluded from engaging with all BONHOMME
RICHARD personnel present on the morning of the fire, which included all leadership from the
ship as well as the crew members that were most pertinent to the command investigation.

23. On 27 August 2020, NCIS provided an initial brief of its investigative efforts to the
command investigation, which included limited portions of their report, witness statements, and
evidence.  In September 2020, the command investigation attempted to deconflict certain aspects
of the convening order mandate with NCIS to enable our fact gathering efforts while limiting any
impact to the criminal investigation.  In late September 2020, NCIS directed a complete
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cessation of the command investigation for three weeks so they could pursue certain leads and 
coordinate with the U.S. Attorney.   

24. In early October 2020 after this investigation was permitted to resume activities, NCIS
continued to prohibit access to BONHOMME RICHARD and other key personnel that played
any role in the initial fire response.  As modified by enclosure (2), the convening order removed
the requirement to inquire or investigate any individual related to the initial cause of the fire, but
the modification reiterated the requirement to investigate the facts and circumstances of the fire,
to include addressing the factors that contributed to its magnitude and intensity and the adequacy
of the response.  Based on this, the command investigation pressed forward on other aspects to
the convening order that did not have a nexus to what NCIS considered a focal point to their
investigation.  Additionally, using the limited information provided by NCIS up to this point
from their criminal investigation into what occurred 12 July 2020, the command investigation
developed a list of the most pertinent personnel involved in the fire response from BONHOMME
RICHARD and other commands.  This list of approximately 150 individuals was provided to
NCIS in early October 2020 to help narrow what the command investigation assessed as most
critical to complete their mandate.  Except for a few personnel, NCIS continued to prohibit
access to these individuals.

25. In late November 2020, two agents from NCIS headquarters were detailed to liaise with the
command investigation and work through the list of approximately 150 personnel assessed as
most relevant and necessary to interview in order to complete this report.  Following review of
the witnesses and follow-on engagement with the NCIS San Diego Field Office in consultation
with the Region Legal Service Office Southwest (RLSO) Trial Department, the command
investigation was granted access to all but approximately 10 witnesses.  The command
investigation commenced these witness interviews the first week of December 2020 and
completed them the first week of January 2021.  After additional coordination, NCIS granted
access to the final 10 witnesses in mid-January 2021, and those interviews were completed
before the end of January 2021.

26. The inability to gain access to crucial witnesses involved in the initial firefighting efforts,
especially from BONHOMME RICHARD, resulted in the command investigation being granted
additional time by COMPACFLT to complete the report.  Moreover, because six months elapsed
between the fire and the point that the command investigation was permitted to interview the
most crucial witnesses involved in the fire response, memories had faded which presented
challenges with getting at certain details in the initial minutes after the fire was discovered.

Miscellaneous 

27. The investigation team was aware of the concerns raised by the San Diego community and
others regarding any possible environmental impacts resulting from this incident.  Consistent
with the scope of the convening order, this investigation did not examine the environmental
impacts from the fire, as these impacts were outside the scope of our mandate.  The Navy is
committed to following all regulatory requirements and the appropriate organizations continue to
work in partnership with regulatory partners on environmental matters.
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28. There were various personnel from the mutual aid fire departments within the vicinity of
Naval Base San Diego (NBSD) that responded to this incident.  Their commitment to the Navy
demonstrated by their response to this incident is commendable.  Additionally, there willingness
to be interviewed and invest additional time to support this investigation, to include sharing their
perspective and lessons learned provided a valuable perspective.

29. The rank and position of personnel contained throughout this report reflects their rank and
position on 12 July 2020.  Numerous uniformed personnel have promoted or advanced since the
incident, and some civilian personnel have transferred to different positions.  Any reference to a
position of leadership reflects the individual that occupied the billet at the time of the fire, unless
specifically referenced otherwise (e.g., “the previous Commanding Officer (CO)”).

30. Consistent with the modification in enclosure (2), the command investigation refrained from
investigating any individual related to the initial cause of the fire.  This report cites to the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) report on the cause and origin to reflect
their determination that the fire was caused by an act of arson.  As of the date of this report, the
Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) investigation remains open.
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Chapter 2 – Findings of Fact  

JAGINST 5800.7G (JAGMAN), the governing reference for administrative investigations in the 
Navy, directs findings of fact be made “only if supported by a preponderance of the evidence, 
i.e., more likely than not.”  This Chapter includes more than 1,000 findings of fact associated
with the fire and all other relevant aspects to the convening order.  The findings of fact contained
herein were all determined based on the above evidentiary standard.

Section I: Execution of Casualty Response by Ship’s Force and Other First 
Responders 

On Sunday, 12 July 2020, a fire broke out on USS BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6), which had 
been undergoing a Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)-scheduled Docking Phased Maintenance 
Availability (DPMA) (hereafter referred to as “the availability”) since November 2018.  (See 
Appendix G for an explanation of availabilities.)  This fire eventually consumed the entire ship, 
after all initial firefighting actions proved futile.  After several days, and several new firefighting 
attacks, the fire was declared out on Thursday, 16 July 2020.  Of note, this section occasionally 
deviates from strict chronological order to help describe significant events and milestones.  
Appendix D: BONHOMME RICHARD Fire Timeline provides additional context for these 
events. 

A. Fire Origins

1. The origin of the fire aboard BONHOMME RICHARD has been the subject of a criminal
investigation since 16 July 2020.  The investigation, which is still ongoing as of the date of this
report, is led by the Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS), supported by the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF).  [Encl 5]

2. ATF conducted a systematic fire scene examination and determined the fire originated in
Lower Vehicle Stowage Area (Lower V).  ATF classified the fire as incendiary (arson).  ATF
defined incendiary as the deliberate application of an open flame to either tri-wall cardboard
boxes or ignitable liquid vapors on or near these boxes within Lower V.  ATF determined the
origin and cause based on an analysis of the facts gathered throughout the investigation and the
logical inferences that flowed from those facts, which included the elimination of other heat
sources within the area of origin.  The identity of any individual who may have engaged in these
acts remains under investigation.  [Encl 5]

3. ATF determined that once the fire ignited, it spread to the significant amount of combustible
material stored within Lower V (See Figure 1), which included dozens of tri-walls filled with
gear and equipment and three fueled vehicles (a forklift, a man-lift, and a cargo tractor).  [Encl 5]
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B. Fire Detection and Initial Response

Figure 2 depicts various BONHOMME RICHARD decks and compartments. 

4. At 0745, BONHOMME RICHARD conducted duty section turnover.  Of note,
BONHOMME RICHARD had varying duty sections for different watchstanders and
departments.  According to BONHOMME RICHARD, 115 of 145 duty section personnel were
present at muster.  Several Inport Emergency Team (IET) Sailors were not present for duty
section muster, including , the on-coming IET Team Leader; 

, IET Electrician; , IET Accessman; and , IET Smoke
Control/Removal.  Additional details on the estimated number and ranks of personnel available
that morning is provided in Section III.  [Encl 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28]

5. At 0625, , the oncoming sideport brow security watchstander, arrived
onboard Naval Base San Diego (NBSD).  After receiving his duty weapon from the armory, he
assumed his post at approximately 0720.  While he originally assumed the post without a radio, a
radio was later brought to him by  at approximately 0745.  [Encl 29, 30, 31]
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Figure 5 is a photograph of BONHOMME RICHARD with the sideport door/port ACE identified. 

49. FEDFIRE proceeded to establish its attack via the port ACE (See Figure 5 above) and
commenced running hoses from its engines on the pier up to the port ACE.  With no installed
firemain system on Pier 2 (or any other NBSD pier), FEDFIRE Engine 161 connected to the
potable water riser, which was supplying water to FITZGERALD located on Pier 2.  Once
established in the Hangar, FEDFIRE ran hoses through the forward portion of the Hangar, down
the Upper V ramp, through Upper V, and down the ramp to Lower V.  Engine 161, led by
FEDFIRE , was the first team to lay a hose line down to Lower V.  His
team consisted of four FEDFIRE firefighters and .  FEDFIRE Engine 161
laid 200 feet of hose from the Quarterdeck, across the Hangar, down the Upper V ramp, and
across Lower V.  They then had to attach an additional 100 feet down the ramp.  After laying this
hose, FEDFIRE Engine 161 was not able to combat the fire because a team member received a
“low air” alarm on his SCBA.  FEDFIRE ’s team egressed at approximately
0904.  [Encl 44, 126, 140, 148, 149, 151, 152, 153, 154, 155]

50. FEDFIRE , who initially served as FEDFIRE Incident Commander,
explained that FEDFIRE used its own hoses and equipment, rather than the ship’s installed
firefighting systems, because he did not know the status of the ship’s systems or the location of
the fire.  In hindsight, FEDFIRE  asserted that FEDFIRE should have made
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be employed.  However, neither the Duty Fire Marshal nor CDO recall any conversation about 
activating AFFF.  [Encl 44, 56, 70, 149] 

69. At 0905, the BONHOMME RICHARD CO arrived onboard NBSD.  He proceeded to Pier 2
and liaised with the FEDFIRE and SDFD Chiefs located at the ICP while communicating with
the CDO via phone.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CO provided FEDFIRE/SDFD with basic
information about the ship and asked whether they knew the location of the fire.  He stated that
the FEDFIRE/SDFD Chiefs at the ICP were unable to confirm whether their fire hoses were
aboard BONHOMME RICHARD or if any firefighters had accessed the seat of the fire.  The
BONHOMME RICHARD XO arrived at the ICP at approximately 0930, while the
BONHOMME RICHARD CMC passed through the NBSD gate at 0932 and arrived at Pier 2
several minutes later.  [Encl 30, 82, 131, 202]

70. At 0914, the FEDFIRE Operations Chief radioed the ICP to advise that BONHOMME
RICHARD Sailors informed him they were running out of SCBA bottles.  The radio exchange
requested a rapid refill capability for SCBA bottles.  Of note, this aligns with the Naval Sea
Systems Command (NAVSEA) Failure Review Board (FRB) (hereafter NAVSEA FRB) finding
that there is no evidence to suggest that BONHOMME RICHARD established a SCBA refilling
station or attempted to use an organic refilling capability.  BONHOMME RICHARD’s organic
SCBA refilling capability is addressed in detail in Section III.  [Encl 45, 126, 141, 148]

71. At approximately 0926, the BONHOMME RICHARD Damage Control Assistant (DCA),
, arrived on Pier 2.  He immediately dressed out in an FFE and SCBA and

informed the BONHOMME RICHARD CO that he was going aboard to locate the fire, though
he was unaware the ship had already been evacuated.  He entered alone via the port ACE and
proceeded down to DC Central.  When the DCA arrived at DC Central at approximately 0945, he
noted the equipment and consoles were illuminated.  He briefly went off air and realized that DC
Central was smoky.  As he departed DC Central, visibility continued to decrease. Two decks up
from DC Central, the smoke was completely black, and the DCA lost situational awareness.  He
regained his bearings on the main deck and walked forward until he observed the light on the
port ACE, then departed the ship.  In an interview, the DCA stated that he did not consider
activating AFFF in DC Central because he was preoccupied by his failing SCBA regulator and
diminishing air supply.  After departing the ship, he returned to the ICP with the BONHOMME
RICHARD CO and XO.  Of note, the BONHOMME RICHARD CO did not recall DCA telling
him he was going aboard.  [Encl 82, 203, 204]

72. Witness accounts differ on whether a formal second order was issued for the complete
evacuation of BONHOMME RICHARD, or if the initial evacuation order gradually grew into a
full evacuation.  At 0930, the Engineering Log noted “NBSD FIRE DEPT. ASSUMED
CONTROL OF ALL FIREFIGHTING EFFORTS.”  At 0940, the EDO wrote in a personal
notebook that he ordered IET to abandon ship.  [Encl 42, 98, 99, 142]

73. , the watchbill coordinator for engineering section 4 of 6, stated that he
observed white smoke coming from a vent in lower machinery level and subsequently noticed an
electrical ground was present in the system.  As he attempted to report this to the EDO on the
batt phone (an individual-to-individual call system using four digit “phone numbers”), he heard
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Figure 11 shows a screen capture from SDFD Firefighter ’s helmet-mounted camera footage.  This 
image captures the first time agent was applied to fire on 12 July 2020, as SDFD teams applied firefighting water to 

the radiant fire in Upper V at approximately 0951. 

89. At 0945, FEDFIRE terminated their attack via the port ACE based on SDFD reporting the
fire in the vicinity of Upper V.  They then staged on the pier in support of SDFD efforts via the
sideport door.  FEDFIRE  assumed responsibility for FEDFIRE Forward
Operations and coordination of firefighting efforts at the sideport door.  On termination of
FEDFIRE efforts on the port ACE, SDFD (and supporting municipal agencies) were the only
continuous firefighting effort.  [Encl 126, 148, 164, 229, 230]

G. Report of Missing Sailors Complicates Firefighting Efforts

90. Following a ship-wide muster ordered by the BONHOMME RICHARD Operations Officer
(OPS), , two Sailors were reported as unaccounted for, prompting FEDFIRE
and SDFD to assemble rescue teams.  These rescue teams entered the ship and began searching
for the missing Sailors.  One team, comprised of a FEDFIRE captain, two FEDFIRE firefighters,
and a BONHOMME RICHARD Sailor ( ) entered the ship via the sideport
ramp, started proceeding up the Upper V ramp, encountered intense heat, and turned back.  This
team then climbed SDFD Truck 17’s ladder up to the Flight Deck, where they conducted a brief
search.  [Encl 44, 126, 141, 181, 193, 204, 231, 232, 233, 234, 235]

91. The second rescue team was comprised of two SDFD firefighters and a BONHOMME
RICHARD Sailor ( ).  The team entered via the port ACE; however, after proceeding a
short distance into the “Route 49” passageway, the team backed out of the ship due to the smoke
and heat.  Shortly after backing out of the ship, SDFD learned all personnel had been accounted
for.  NASSCO and Southwest Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC) completed
accountability checks for their personnel at this time as well.  [Encl 126, 130, 181, 193, 235, 236,
237]
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H. Deteriorating Conditions and Loss of Ship’s Power Leads to Complete Evacuation of
BONHOMME RICHARD

92. After their initial entry via the sideport door at 0936, SDFD teams continued attempting to
establish a safe way down to Lower V while fighting the fires in Upper V.  However, as these
teams continued firefighting efforts in Upper V for approximately 45 minutes, they made little to
no progress on the fire; on the contrary, the fire continued to grow in size and intensity.
Additionally, SDFD firefighters reported the fire was heating gas cylinders, causing them to vent
and explode, transforming them into flying projectiles.  SDFD firefighters assessed these
cylinders were flying across Upper V.  [Encl 176, 181]

93. At 1025, the emergency push-buttons for the six cables supplying power to BONHOMME
RICHARD on the forward shore power mound were depressed, opening the breakers supplying
power to the ship.  When combined with the securing of the aft shore power mound at 0944,
BONHOMME RICHARD was left with a total loss of power.  [Encl 212, 215, 238]

94. As the firefighting efforts continued, SDFD  and SDFD 
 observed smoke conditions were deteriorating.  The fire transitioned to producing heavy

black smoke with a yellow tinge, and multiple SDFD firefighters observed smoke being pulled
back into the ship.  At approximately 1035, SDFD  informed the Assistant
Operations Chief, NCFD , that firefighters had “lost the space” (referring to Upper
V).  He then informed the firefighting teams, “This compartment is about to blast, get what you
can, get what you can.”  NCFD  radioed his concerns to SDFD  and
announced his intention to begin withdrawing the attack teams from the ship.  Additionally,
FEDFIRE  received a report from FEDFIRE  about the change
in smoke conditions.  FEDFIRE  also noticed the smoke had become
very heavy and black.  Based on these reports, FEDFIRE  also made the call to
evacuate and pull all gear off the ship.  At 1037, the ICP officially ordered all firefighting teams
to evacuate BONHOMME RICHARD.  [Encl 126, 141, 148, 164, 181, 229, 230, 239, 240, 241]
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Figure 12 shows a screen capture from SDFD Firefighter ’s helmet-mounted camera footage, 
illustrating smoke conditions at approximately 1035. 

95. Between 1011 and 1050, , , and several additional
BONHOMME RICHARD Sailors conversed on the pier to determine whether AFFF sprinkling
could be employed.   noted that when he encountered the Duty Fire Marshal
sometime after 0915, the Duty Fire Marshal informed him that he could not locate the AFFF
push-buttons due to the heavy smoke.  These discussions, which included the status of the AFFF
system and what valves needed to be aligned to activate AFFF sprinkling in Lower V and
coalesced into a plan to reenter the ship and align valves necessary to employ AFFF sprinkling in
Upper V and Lower V.  This plan was briefed to the BONHOMME RICHARD CO, who
approved the plan to align and activate AFFF.  Of note, because  and 
were unaware aft shore power had been lost at 0944, these plans did not account for the loss of
firemain pressure required to employ AFFF.  Ultimately, BONHOMME RICHARD teams did
not enter the ship due to deteriorating conditions.  [Encl 62, 82, 131, 167, 171, 174, 176, 194,
242, 243, 244, 245, 246]

96. Numerous SDFD firefighters reported they had asked BONHOMME RICHARD personnel
about the status of installed firefighting systems, including the XO, DCA, and .
However, no SDFD personnel recalled any direct answer on the status of the ship’s installed
firefighting systems.  [Encl 176, 181]

97. From 1035 until approximately 1050, SDFD teams withdrew from the ship and began
pulling fire hoses out of Upper V.  [Encl 141, 239, 240]

I. Major Explosion Leads to Pier Evacuation

98. At 1050, approximately 90 seconds after the last firefighters had departed the ship, a
massive explosion occurred on BONHOMME RICHARD.  The explosion created a shock wave
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that knocked down numerous personnel on the pier and blew debris across the pier onto 
FITZGERALD.  [Encl 126, 140, 141, 147, 148, 156, 181, 230, 247, 248, 249, 250] 

99. Based on forensic analysis, ATF and NAVSEA Fire Experts assessed this explosion was a
“smoke explosion” that occurred in the overhead of Upper V.  Within this area, unburned fuel (in
the form of smoke), heat, and pressure accumulated until the mixture of smoke and air ignited,
creating multiple explosions and causing extensive damage in the forward part of Upper V.  ATF
assessed this explosion destroyed the structural support of the overhead in Upper V, leading to
the collapse of the mess decks into Upper V.  In turn, this collapse created a new opening, which
supplied the fire with a fresh, large, open area filled with oxygen and consumable material.  A
secondary smoke explosion occurred in the vicinity of the first class petty officer mess.  While
the NAVSEA FRB did not reach a finding on the cause of this explosion, they concluded that the
collapse of the main deck over Upper V was caused by explosive over pressurization.  [Encl 5,
249, 251, 252, 253]

100. Following the explosion, Pier 2 was completely evacuated.  [Encl 41, 126, 140, 146, 251,
254, 255, 256]

101. At approximately 1124, FEDFIRE personnel and several BONHOMME RICHARD
Sailors, including the DCA, returned to Pier 2 to establish an unmanned monitor (fire nozzle) at
the sideport door, which sprayed water directly into Upper V from the sideport door.  FEDFIRE

 and FEDFIRE  were the first
FEDFIRE firefighters to return to the pier after the explosion.  FEDFIRE ’s
team was tasked with leading a firefighting effort up to the Hangar (Division 1) while FEDFIRE

’s team was tasked with leading a firefighting effort into Lower V (Division 2).
Due to the intensity of the fire, Divisions 1 and 2 were re-tasked with evaluating the state of the
fire and determining the feasibility of recommencing firefighting efforts.  The fire’s intensity,
heat, and a significant amount of debris forced the divisions to use a “round robin” approach to
combatting the casualty.  The teams departed just outside the ship and swapped out bottles before
reentering and continuing to fight.  [Encl 149, 189, 203, 257, 258, 259]

Figure 13 shows firefighting monitors spraying water from the pier on 12 July 2020. 

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



CUI 

48 

CUI 

102. Outside of these efforts, the fire burned unabated throughout the ship.  At some point
during the afternoon, the fire reached 55-gallon drums of oil stored in Upper V and oxygen tank
cylinders laid on the deck in the medical compartments.  As these items ignited, they caused
minor explosions and accelerated the spread of the fire.  [Encl 167, 194, 201, 260, 261, 262, 263,
264]

J. Waterborne Firefighting Efforts

103. At approximately 1005, San Diego Harbor police boats arrived and began spraying water
on the starboard side of BONHOMME RICHARD.  By 1045, three police boats were engaged in
a waterborne firefighting effort.  At 1110, San Diego Port Authority water tugs were requested
by NBSD.  At 1200, additional tugs arrived to continue cooling BONHOMME RICHARD’s
starboard side and provide pump support for pier-based firefighting efforts.  At 1230, the ICP, in
coordination with the BONHOMME RICHARD CO and Navy Region Southwest Deputy
Commander, requested all available tugboats from Los Angeles and San Diego to support hull
cooling.  [Encl 141, 146, 151, 254, 265, 266, 267, 268, 269, 270]

104. On arrival, various tugs provided continuous water cooling on the starboard side of
BONHOMME RICHARD throughout the firefighting effort on 12 July 2020.  By 1547, four
tugboats were providing cooling water alongside the starboard side of the ship.  [Encl 249, 266,
271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280]

105. FEDFIRE  was tasked by FEDFIRE  with locating
additional water sources to support firefighting efforts.  He recognized the tugs could pump
seawater from the San Diego Bay into fire engines located on the pier, thereby supplying
additional firefighting water.  This method was employed on tug arrival at approximately 1430
and continued over the next several days.  [Encl 187, 189, 281]

106. Supervisor of Salvage and Diving (NAVSEA 00C) representatives arranged for two
contracted firefighting tugs to deploy from Long Beach, California.  By mid-morning on 13 July
2020, these tugs arrived at NBSD and commenced hull cooling.  Aerial observation confirmed
their firefighting progress and over the next several days, these tugs were directed to more
precise locations for cooling hot spots, container express (CONEX) boxes located on the Flight
Deck, and topside gear.  [Encl 141, 151, 272, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 290, 291,
292]

K. Incident Command Post Movement

107. At approximately 1120, shortly after the first explosion, the ICP moved from alongside
BONHOMME RICHARD down the pier to the vicinity of the Pier 2 ECP, after the pier
evacuation.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CO, OPS, XO, and FEDFIRE Metro 

 were all present at the ICP.  Following this transition, these leaders began an hour-long
discussion on how and when to recommence firefighting efforts aboard BONHOMME
RICHARD.  [Encl 82, 126, 293, 294, 295]
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FERRY without any available firefighting system.  However, due to delays in securing 
contractor support for fire pump transfer, this was not executed.  [Encl 307, 313, 328, 329, 330] 

120. Members of the EOC and ECC stated that initially, there was confusion regarding the roles
of the ECC and EOC to support the integrated firefighting effort, as well as their relationship
with each other.  These same members assessed this confusion was exacerbated by
communication difficulties between the ECC, EOC, and ICP located on the pier (after the
afternoon ICP movements).  Eventually, SWRMC stationed a liaison officer in the EOC, which
many described as improving the situation.  The SWRMC CO characterized their actions as
“[feeling] through their relationship.”  The ESG-3 Chief of Staff stated that while he knew
SWRMC participated in the hourly situational report (SITREP) calls, he was unaware the ECC,
as an entity, existed over at SWRMC.  [Encl 308, 313, 314, 315, 321, 324, 326, 331, 332]

121. One of the SWRMC Contract Fire Safety Officers (CFSO), , who
writes 8010 Manual Chapter 12 and Chapter 13 fire drills, noted that the actual command
structure on 12 July 2020 did not mirror the required set-up in 8010 Manual drills.  He observed
that SWRMC, BONHOMME RICHARD, and FEDFIRE were not effectively integrated at the
ICP, and that BONHOMME RICHARD and FEDFIRE established separate command posts,
rather than integrating together.  [Encl 333]

122. FEDFIRE Metro Deputy Chief, , noted that the National Incident Management
System (NIMS) process was not implemented on 12 July 2020.   stated that as the
crisis progressed, a communications plan was implemented; by Monday, 13 July 2020, standard
briefing times were established and communications flowed more easily.  [Encl 193]

123. At approximately 1120, the Commander of ESG-3, RDML Phillip Sobeck, arrived at
NBSD and received a brief from ICP leadership (BONHOMME RICHARD CO, FEDFIRE, and
SDFD) on the situation.  Following this brief, RDML Sobeck called the Commander, Naval
Surface Force Pacific (CNSP) Chief of Staff, , and reported there appeared
to be significant confusion with the firefighting effort and that he (RDML Sobeck) felt that ESG-
3 may have to assume duties as the on-scene commander to properly align firefighting resources
and lessen confusion.  [Encl 72, 334]

124. During this exchange, Commander, CNSP, VADM Richard Brown, joined the call and
directed RDML Sobeck to assume control of the overall effort.  RDML Sobeck relayed this
conversation to the BONHOMME RICHARD CO; however, he reiterated that the CO remained
in charge of BONHOMME RICHARD and on-scene firefighting efforts, and ESG-3 would serve
as an aid and assisting with firefighting efforts.  RDML Sobeck proceeded to the EOC with his
staff to gain situational awareness and establish hourly synchronization meetings.  [Encl 72, 334]

125. Upon establishing a presence in the EOC, ESG-3 initiated hourly meetings, conducted both
in-person and via teleconference, which provided a forum for the various organizations to report
their ongoing efforts and align resources.  RDML Sobeck chaired these meetings, and each
organization contributing to the firefighting effort had an opportunity to provide a brief.  Various
witnesses stated that RDML Sobeck was “in charge” of the overall effort; however, they
described his role as more facilitating communication flow and unity of effort, rather than
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directing tactical firefighting actions.  Of note, SWRMC did not participate in these hourly calls 
until 13 July 2020.  [Encl 72, 321, 325, 332, 335] 

126. The ESG-3 Deputy Commander, , U.S. Marine Corps (USMC), stated
during an interview that he perceived a leadership vacuum in the firefighting response effort.  He
noted that there seemed to be two levels of command and control (at the pier and the EOC), but a
third level was necessary to facilitate communications with higher headquarters and coordinate
resources and efforts.  He stated that ESG-3’s role was to enable higher-level communications
and facilitate sharing of information and resources.  [Encl 335]

127. Despite ESG-3’s coordination efforts, communication shortfalls between the pier ICP and
EOC continued to exist.  FEDFIRE , serving as a FEDFIRE EOC liaison, noted
that a lack of coordination between FEDFIRE and BONHOMME RICHARD leadership on the
pier caused inaccurate and conflicting information to be passed to the EOC.  Consequently,
RDML Sobeck and FEDFIRE  had to walk to the pier on several occasions to
directly obtain information about the status of the fire.  [Encl 308]

128. Among the EOC representatives, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) Captain of the Port, 
, and  arrived at approximately 1400 to serve as liaisons for the

fire response effort.  USCG representatives were originally notified of the fire at approximately
0930 and deployed response personnel.  Once USCG personnel learned of the fuel present
aboard BONHOMME RICHARD (980,236 gallons of diesel fuel, marine (DFM)), 
and  deployed to the EOC to represent USCG equities and monitor the
environmental situation.  [Encl 336, 337, 338, 339]

129. The USCG established a one nautical mile safety zone around BONHOMME RICHARD
and liaised with numerous other federal and state agencies with equities related to the
environmental impact of the ongoing fire, to include the Environmental Protection Agency
(Environmental Protection Agency), the Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish & Wildfire
Service, the California Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR) and the Office of the
Governor of California.  The USCG also coordinated with Navy Region Southwest Fleet
Environmental Coordinator (N40) throughout the incident.  [Encl 338]

130.  stated that for oil spills, the USCG serves as the on-scene commander for a
unified command structure comprised of multiple federal agencies, each playing a role in
response efforts.  In this circumstance, where no oil was actually spilled, 
explained the USCG worked to support the Navy firefighting effort.  Ultimately, the USCG
established an “environmental branch” within the NBSD EOC, which served as a liaison for
federal and state agencies seeking updates on the firefighting effort.  [Encl 338]

131. On notification of the BONHOMME RICHARD fire at approximately 1100 Pacific Time,
NAVSEA activated the NAVSEA Ship Incident Response Center (NSIRC).  NAVSEA
personnel either dialed into the technical bridgelines from their homes or traveled into the
Washington Navy Yard to support the NSIRC technical response.  NSIRC provided technical
recommendations, including suggestions to restore firemain, as well as tracking BONHOMME
RICHARD’s list from firefighting water.  [Encl 191, 340, 341, 342, 343, 344, 345, 346, 347]
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132. At approximately 0800 on 12 July 2020, CNRSW Director of Operations (N3), 
, was notified about the fire.  After learning that explosions were occurring on the ship, he

activated the Regional Operations Center (ROC).  Before proceeding to the ROC, he tasked
Region Port Operations to prepare tugs for use. When he arrived at the ROC, he ordered a Level
2 Crisis Action Team, which was fully activated at approximately 1200 on 12 July 2020.  [Encl
348]

133. Immediately after standing up, a major ROC priority was moving RUSSELL and
FITZGERALD on Pier 2 across from BONHOMME RICHARD.  The CNRSW N3 noted that
ESG-3 established an hourly telephone meeting during the first day of the response and took
over as the primary point of contact at the NBSD EOC, which was helpful in organizing support
and streamlining communications.  He assessed that while ESG-3 serving as the primary point of
contact was anomalous, it was beneficial to the situation.  [Encl 348]

134. After the 1050 explosion, the NBSD EOC IMT began submitting hourly SITREPs to the
ROC.  [Encl 312]

135. The ROC’s primary objective was taking notes during the hourly phone conferences,
staying abreast of waterfront needs, and relaying information up the chain of command. The
ROC arranged for tug support for water pumping and in-water booms. The CNRSW Director of
Emergency Management (EM), , recalled that the ROC started to respond
as requests for support were received, but ESG-3 or Commander, U.S. THIRD Fleet (C3F)
frequently took control.  [Encl 349]

136. Throughout the response, the ROC did not have any direct interaction with the ECC;
however, the ROC dialed into the bridgelines with NAVSEA and monitored communications.
CNRSW Director of EM noted that the ROC generally had a listening role; and aside from
CNRSW, RDML Bette Bolivar, noting her presence on the conference, the ROC did not have a
major speaking role during the calls.  [Encl 348, 349]

137. In addition to CNRSW, CNIC headquarters staff participated in the bridgeline with
NAVSEA.  VADM Yancy Lindsey, Commander of Naval Installations Command, stated he also
exchanged several emails and phone calls with RDML Bolivar as they managed the incident.
[Encl 350]

M. RUSSELL and FITZGERALD Get Underway, Firefighting Efforts Resume without
Municipal Firefighting Agencies

138. At 1138, after consulting with FEDFIRE leadership on Pier 2 and the EOC, RUSSELL and
FITZGERALD determined the danger posed by the fire necessitated shifting from Pier 2 to other
piers at NBSD.  Both ships made preparations to get underway.  [Encl 72, 132, 141, 310, 351,
352, 353]
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139. At 1238, NAVFAC personnel secured power to Electrical Substation B, which services all
of Pier 2, by isolating power remotely at Electrical Substation A and Electrical Substation
Harbor Drive.  NAVFAC roving watch personnel had been present on Pier 2 since
approximately 0845, when they were dispatched by the Utilities Duty Desk to support any
requirements during the fire response.  The order to secure power to the pier was issued by the
NBSD CO to the NBSD Deputy Public Works Officer, .  
communicated this order to NAVFAC personnel at Substations A and Harbor Drive via phone.
The intent of securing power was to ensure RUSSELL and FITZGERALD could disconnect
from shore power and get underway safely.  It is unclear whether the NBSD EOC was aware of
the status of power aboard BONHOMME RICHARD (all power having been secured since
1025) at the time the order was given to secure power.  [Encl 141, 213, 215, 217, 238, 246, 300,
314, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 359]

140. At 1305, FITZGERALD got underway from Pier 2 and transited to Pier 10 under tug
control.  At 1324, RUSSELL got underway from Pier 2 and transited to Pier 12 under tug
control.  [Encl 75, 78, 147, 351, 360]

141. At approximately 1200, SDFD Assistant Chief for EM, , arrived at
NBSD.  On arrival, he observed FEDFIRE developing a revised firefighting strategy, and he
participated in the decision to transition the ICP to the ESG-3 parking lot.  After discussing the
situation with his personnel, SDFD  and SDFD determined that while they would
continue to support the firefighting effort, SDFD personnel would not go back aboard
BONHOMME RICHARD.  This decision was made based on SDFD firefighting priorities, as
articulated in the SDFD Drill Manual: “[a]ctivities that pose a significant risk to firefighters shall
only be taken when there is potential to save lives.”  Some FEDFIRE and Navy personnel were
unaware of this limitation.  [Encl 130, 176, 181, 188, 302, 361, 362]

142. The Navy and FEDFIRE leadership expressed frustration with SDFD’s decision not to
reenter the ship.  Numerous FEDFIRE and military personnel spoke with the SDFD chiefs
present, attempting to convince SDFD to return to BONHOMME RICHARD.  After SDFD
continued to refuse, FEDFIRE met with RDML Sobeck to discuss the situation.  When the
meeting concluded, FEDFIRE  walked over to SDFD  and
informed him that SDFD could leave if they were not going to return to the ship for firefighting.
[Encl 72, 82, 130, 156, 176, 181, 266, 363]

143. FEDFIRE  recalled during his conversation with SDFD  that
he stated SDFD could leave if they were not going to provide meaningful assistance to fight the
fire.  He did not recall specifically informing SDFD was released.  He noted FEDFIRE still
required SDFD assistance at that time.  [Encl 156, 176, 181, 193, 266, 363, 364]

144. After the conversation between SDFD  and FEDFIRE ,
SDFD and the other municipal agencies began collecting their equipment and departed the scene.
SDFD  left SDFD  as a liaison at the FEDFIRE fire station, where he
remained until approximately 1740.  [Encl 176, 181, 193, 266, 363]
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153. Starting in the early afternoon, the spread of flames throughout the ship was visible from
the pier and quay wall between Piers 1 and 2 (on the starboard side of BONHOMME
RICHARD).  At approximately 1600, flames were visible at the 04-Level of the superstructure.
The fire’s spread throughout BONHOMME RICHARD was analyzed by the NAVSEA FRB and
included in its report.  [Encl 179, 249, 270, 273, 381]

O. Evening Explosion and Pier Evacuation

154. During the afternoon of 12 July, BONHOMME RICHARD and FEDFIRE leadership
developed a firefighting plan they called “surround and drown”: using tugs, unmanned monitors,
and fire teams to deploy large amounts of water throughout the ship.  [Encl 82, 131]

155. At 1645, additional tugboats arrived, one of which moored alongside the pier and used its
pump as a water supply source for fire engines on the pier.  Additional smaller explosions
continued to occur on BONHOMME RICHARD throughout the afternoon and evening, which
resulted in teams evacuating and leaving hoses unmanned and charged, only to return on an
inconsistent basis.  [Encl 179, 379, 381]

156. By 1830, teams progressed further into the ship via the sideport ramp.  BONHOMME
RICHARD’s unofficial deck log indicated that the fires were out in Upper V and contained in the
forward port quarter of Lower V despite the reported progress in Upper V and Lower V.  At this
point, the fire had expanded and was burning throughout the entire length of the ship with
approximately three decks on fire to include equipment on the Flight Deck and the ship’s
superstructure.  [Encl 179, 249, 296, 379, 382, 383, 384]

157. At 1855, another large explosion occurred aboard BONHOMME RICHARD.  This
explosion originated from an 8-inch Fuel, Jet Propulsion (JP-5) fuel pipe located in an auxiliaries
division compartment underneath the Upper V ramp on the port side of the ship, Valve Grinding
Area (3-81-2-Q).  This explosion blew a watertight door from an adjacent compartment, Engine
Test Area (3-82-2-Q), across to the starboard side of Upper V and resulted in a large fireball.  Of
note, the NAVSEA FRB concurred in the source of the 1855 explosion.  [Encl 5, 141, 179, 203,
230, 251, 296, 371, 379, 383, 384]

158. At the time of the explosion, a team was attempting to ascend the Upper V ramp (above
and forward of Engine Test Area (3-82-2-Q)) into the Hangar.  The explosion caused multiple
minor concussive and blast-type injuries.  After this explosion, BONHOMME RICHARD was
evacuated for a second time.  As a result of this explosion, no interior firefighting efforts were
conducted for several hours.  [Encl 141, 230, 251, 294, 296, 379, 383, 384, 385]

159. At approximately 1924, a water main ruptured on NBSD, related to the “hammer effect”
caused by the evacuation of the pier and suspension of pierside firefighting efforts.  For
approximately 10 minutes, all firefighting water was supplied from the moored tug.  After this
brief period of time, the ruptures were isolated and the fire hydrant water supply was
reestablished.  [Encl 249, 386]
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160. At 1954, the fire was observed to be venting out of the superstructure and continued to
burn out of control, with an active fire visible from BONHOMME RICHARD’s stacks.  There
were no FEDFIRE personnel or Sailors aboard BONHOMME RICHARD at this time.  [Encl
249, 297, 377, 384]

Figure 15 shows BONHOMME RICHARD burning in the evening on 12 July 2020. 

161. At approximately 2000, the SWRMC ECC logged “no indirect firefighting on the pier.
Only indirect firefighting from the water.  Assessing if super structure risk of collapsing.”  [Encl
249]

162. As the fire continued, the structural integrity of the superstructure became a major concern
due to the possibility of collapse.  Additionally, the Flight Deck began showing signs of fatigue
with warping observed throughout, raising the risk of Hangar collapse.  At 2021, two engines
remained on the pier and no personnel were allowed access to the pier, halting any forward
progress on the firefighting effort.  Indirect firefighting from tugs on the starboard side cooling
the hull was the only remaining positive action.  [Encl 249, 251, 383, 385, 386]

163. In the evening on 12 July 2020, FEDFIRE  walked from the EOC to Pier 2,
where he observed that the FEDFIRE and BONHOMME RICHARD command posts were on
opposite sides of the pier, rather than unified.  Walking to the FEDFIRE command post, he asked
the IC why there was no unified command, with the reply being that BONHOMME RICHARD’s
command post would “let them [FEDFIRE] know if they needed anything.”  FEDFIRE 

 stated that this lack of unified command hampered EOC efforts to gain an accurate
picture of what was happening on the pier.  Ultimately, FEDFIRE  reported that
he and RDML Sobeck walked to the pier multiple times in order to visit each command post for
direct information on the status of the fire and number of personnel aboard.  [Encl 308]
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164. The Mayor of San Diego approved a request for aerial support from SDFD firefighting
helicopters at the request of RDML Bolivar.  At approximately 2140, SDFD helicopters flew
over the ship to assess the fires burning topside on the Flight Deck and in the superstructure.
Open flames were clearly visible from the island structure and multiple CONEX boxes near the
aft end of the Flight Deck were observed to be on fire.  An exhaust location for smoke, heat, and
gases on the superstructure had thermal imaging in excess of 1,200 degrees Fahrenheit.  The
flyovers were in part to facilitate a discussion about the possibility of conducting helicopter-
borne water drops on BONHOMME RICHARD; however, SDFD did not authorize its
helicopters to participate in water drops.  [Encl 141, 308, 387, 388]

P. Commencement of Helicopter Water Drops

165. At approximately 2305, two helicopters from Helicopter Sea Combat Squadron THREE
(HSC-3) commenced aerial water drops using attached water buckets normally used for wildfire
firefighting.  The initial drops were conducted by the Southern California Offshore Range
(SCORE) detachment, a full-time support (FTS) detachment of HSC-3, which serves as the
firefighting program manager for Navy aerial firefighting operations on the West Coast.  [Encl
141, 251, 297, 385, 389, 390, 391, 392]

166. On 12 July 2020, a request for helicopter support was received by the HSC-3 Operations
Officer, who contacted the SCORE Operations Officer, .  

 organized two aircrews and conducted an initial concept of operations brief at HSC-3
at approximately 1500.  The two aircrews were ordered to stand down at approximately 1700 by
the Squadron Duty Officer (SDO) and OPS after being informed the fire was under control and
airdrops were not necessary.   and his crews were recalled at 1900 and arrived
at approximately 2100.  The first aircraft launched at 2230; after the second aircraft launched,
HSC-3 conducted several practice water drops in San Diego Bay.  At approximately 2305, the
helicopters conducted their first water drops on BONHOMME RICHARD.  Each helicopter
completed several drops before effects were deemed successful.  [Encl 251, 297, 385, 391, 392,
393]

167. The helicopters did not have dedicated frequency for radio communications.  As such, they
communicated with an air controller stationed on-scene via maritime bridge-to-bridge radio
channels 10 and 12.  The initial air controller was ESG-3 Chief of Staff , who
controlled the drops from a harbor security boat.  Each helicopter conducted 60 drops the first
evening.  During the drops, the helicopters worked to maintain a consistent altitude (85 – 100
feet) and speed (50 knots) to ensure effective deployment of the water.  Before dropping, the
aircrews verified they were not conducting the drop over firefighting personnel.  [Encl 193, 391]

168. HSC-3’s SCORE detachment is certified through the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) to conduct aerial water drops in support of wildfire firefighting
efforts.  Navy assistance to CALFIRE is governed by a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
between the two organizations.  Prior to the BONHOMME RICHARD fire, SCORE had only
trained to conduct daytime wildfire operations.  [Encl 391, 393]
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169. HSC-3 Quality Assurance Officer, , noted that the ship water drops
required significantly more precision than a standard wildfire water drop.  Additionally, 

 noted that because night firefighting had not been previously training or executed, the
SCORE detachment used a slow and methodical approach to maintain safety of flight.
Additionally, crew days were longer and the nature of the firefighting effort was described by

 as extremely taxing on the entire flight crew.  [Encl 391, 393]

170.  noted the most dangerous aspect of the operation as the close proximity of
the aircraft to the ship’s superstructure and antennas, which was necessary to ensure the aircraft
put water on the target.  Careful coordination as required for each approach to the ship, including
the danger of flying in close proximity to the tugs located on BONHOMME RICHARD’s
starboard side.  The pilots and aircrew also struggled with smoke and strong fumes entering the
aircraft.  After the fire, several pilots and air crew members complained of throat and nose
irritation from the fumes.  [Encl 393]

171. In addition to Navy helicopters, San Diego’s firefighting helicopters were requested to
support firefighting efforts.  The Mayor of San Diego authorized San Diego Copter 1 to conduct
a flyover of BONHOMME RICHARD, which employed a Forward-Looking Infrared (FLIR)
camera to analyze the heat emitting from BONHOMME RICHARD; however, SDFD ultimately
determined its aerial firefighting assets could not participate in water drops, as it was not
certified to conduct nighttime water drops in an urban environment and participation would have
likely resulted in CALFIRE rescinding SDFD’s aerial firefighting certification.  Further, SDFD
only operates two firefighting helicopters and the helicopters (and their associated firefighting
equipment) have never employed salt water.  Use of salt water would have degraded aircraft
readiness during a heightened wildfire season.  [Encl 141, 176, 363]

172. From 12 July 2020 until 15 July 2020, 1,649 water drops were conducted, deploying
545,076 gallons of water.  (See Figures 16 and 17).  After 12 July 2020, the SCORE detachment
was augmented by additional aircrews from HSC-3.  Various Navy, FEDFIRE, and contract
firefighting personnel disagreed about the overall effectiveness of the water drops.  [Encl 188,
308, 391, 393, 394, 395]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



CUI 

61 

CUI 

Figure 16 shows a SH-60 helicopter picking up water to conduct water drops on BONHOMME RICHARD. 

Figure 17 shows a helicopter conducting a water drop on BONHOMME RICHARD. 

Q. Establishment of Stern Gate Brow

173. On the evening of 12 July 2020, a series of small explosions generated safety concerns
about accessing BONHOMME RICHARD via the port ACE and sideport door, and these
entrances were determined to be unavailable.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CHENG
recommended to the BONHOMME RICHARD CO that the stern gate be leveraged as an access
point for continued firefighting efforts; consequently, the CO directed BONHOMME RICHARD
Sailors to work with FEDFIRE personnel and tugs to establish an entrance.  At approximately
0000 on 13 July 2020, two reconnaissance teams, each comprised of two personnel, including
the DCA, entered BONHOMME RICHARD via the stern gate.  The teams reached the stern gate
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via an extended ladder from FEDFIRE Truck 17 after FEDFIRE firefighters cut away 
overhanging scaffolding which had previously been blocking the lowered stern gate.  Once 
inside, both teams identified areas for fire attack and departed the ship via the stern gate.  [Encl 
70, 179, 203, 219, 249, 307, 385, 396]

174. After the reconnaissance teams departed the ship, a five-person hose team, comprised of
Navy Sailors and led by FEDFIRE  and the DCA, entered the stern gate via
the same method and commenced firefighting using a hose carried from the pier.  Their initial
attack focused on extinguishing localized fires in the Well Deck and continued up to Upper V
along the starboard side.  [Encl 179, 203, 249, 385, 397, 398]

175. At approximately 0211, 13 July 2020 a NAVFAC crane, organized by ,
landed a brow on the stern gate, enabling a 20-man hose team to enter and relieve the 5-man
team.  (See Figure 18).  This team continued the fire attack by advancing forward through the
Well Deck toward Upper V.  [Encl 72, 179, 187, 249, 313, 385, 396, 397, 398]

Figure 18 shows the stern gate brow, which was landed at approximately 0211 on 13 July 2020. 

R. Persistent, Continuous Firefighting Efforts

176. Simultaneous with the stern gate fire attack, firefighting efforts resumed at the sideport
ramp in the early morning hours of 13 July 2020.  At approximately 0248, FEDFIRE firefighters
reported having engaged the fire in Lower V.  FEDFIRE  continued efforts to
advance the firefighting monitors, leading efforts to move the monitor nozzle to the starboard
side of the ship and working forward and up toward the anticipated active fire’s location.  His
team advanced close to the entrance of the mess decks (1-57-0-L).  [Encl 141, 149, 249, 383,
385, 396, 398, 399, 400]
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177. At 0330 on 13 July 2020, additional firefighting units arrived from Marine Corps Air
Station (MCAS) Miramar, including Miramar Fire Department (MFD) .
These units integrated into the ongoing firefighting effort.  At the time these personnel arrived,
32 Navy Sailors and 12 FEDFIRE firefighters were aboard BONHOMME RICHARD combating
fires.  MFD  reported that while aboard, it was very dark with low visibility.
Additionally, there was a significant amount of material and debris as well as residual heat from
steam and smoke.  MFD  led MCAS Miramar’s team into Upper V via the
sideport ramp, following a 2.5-inch hose to add hose extensions and advance the line toward the
fire.  The team proceeded up the Upper V ramp into the Hangar and then attempted to proceed
up a ramp on the starboard side of the Hangar but was halted by debris.  MFD 
observed fire up the ramp beyond the debris.  [Encl 141, 249, 385, 401]

178. At 0342 on 13 July 2020, the fire remained out of control in the interior of the ship, but the
superstructure no longer appeared engulfed in flames.  The fire in the Well Deck and Upper V
appeared to be out as well.  At this point, two teams of five personnel each were aboard
identifying and cooling hotspots, transitioning from the Well Deck, to Upper V and Lower V,
and up to the Hangar.  All Navy personnel and FEDFIRE personnel were logged as being off the
ship at 0406.  On reentry approximately 30 minutes later, FEDFIRE firefighters and Sailors
shifted their focus to clearing debris to move freely through the ship to identify and extinguish
remaining fires.  [Encl 249, 385, 399, 400, 402]

179. As air water drops and tugboat support continued, these efforts focused on BONHOMME
RICHARD’s superstructure, away from the firefighters’ entry points.  Shortly after 0430,
FEDFIRE and BONHOMME RICHARD teams went on air to access the ship from the port
ACE.  One of the first teams to reenter consisted of five BONHOMME RICHARD Sailors and
three FEDFIRE firefighters; their objective was to clear debris and scaffolding on the aft section
of the port ACE and the immediate Hangar area.  [Encl 141, 249, 282, 385, 399]

S. Activation of Supervisor for Salvage Contract Firefighters

180. On 12 July 2020, , an officer with NAVSEA 00C (Supervisor of
Salvage), observed smoke coming from BONHOMME RICHARD while conducting underwater
husbandry operations aboard USS CINCINNATI (LCS-20) at Pier 5.  NAVSEA 00C, as the
Navy’s salvage authority, has the authority to enter into contracts for salvage facilities and
operations.  Leveraging this authority,  contacted her CO, , to seek
approval and initiate the process to activate US Fire Pump, a firefighting contractor based in
Holden, Louisiana.  Additionally, she activated Global Phillips Cartner/Emergency Ship Salvage
Material (GPC/ESSM), another contractor based out of Naval Base Ventura County, California.
GPC/ESSM was tasked to provide large capacity pumps for firefighting water and dewatering.
[Encl 34, 316, 403, 404, 405, 406]

181. US Fire Pump, a Navy sub-contractor for salvage services, was called by NAVSEA 00C to
assist in fighting the fire aboard BONHOMME RICHARD.  US Fire Pump mobilized its team
and assets early on the evening of 13 July 2020.  US Fire Pump drove trucks non-stop from
Louisiana to California with rotating crews.  These trucks were loaded with additional equipment
to support firefighting efforts on an industrial scale.  Additionally, a 13-person team flew via
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charter flight with 1000 pounds of firefighting portable equipment, arriving on NBSD at 
approximately 0050 on 14 July 2020.  This team liaised with NAVSEA 00C representatives and 
developed a plan to assist with the firefighting effort.  [Encl 34, 316, 394, 405] 

T. Entry and Clearing Efforts in the Subsequent Days

182. From the early morning of 13 July 2020 into the afternoon, firefighting efforts continued.
Fire teams advanced from the sideport door and Well Deck throughout the ship.  Hotspots in
Upper V and Hangar were engaged and extinguished.  [Encl 249, 380, 385, 400, 407]

183. Helicopter water drops continued throughout 13 July 2020.  Approximately 926 drops were
completed on 13 July 2020, focusing on the superstructure.  At 0545, the helicopter crews
observed the forward mast had collapsed.  [Encl 141, 272, 392, 407]

184. MFD ’s team returned to BONHOMME RICHARD 4 – 5 times over the
course of their 12-hour shift, advancing the monitor nozzle forward as far as the Galley (1-49-0-
Q) and Chiefs Mess (1-41-01-L) to establish a staging area for gear (reducing the need for
firefighting teams to retreat due to low air by allowing them to exchange bottles within the ship).
During this shift, MFD ’s team walked through the mess decks and noticed
significant portions of the ship had been damaged as a result of the fire spread.  [Encl 401]

185. At approximately 1840 on 13 July 2020, a team of four FEDFIRE firefighters and two
Navy Sailors engaged a fire in Ship’s Laundry (4-73-0-Q).  FEDFIRE 
determined that since the fire was near a machinery space, it was necessary to engage the fire
quickly to prevent spread to machinery and fuel spaces.  He recalled it was dangerous because
hose lines had not been established; it was three decks down from Upper V; and the ladder to the
compartment was missing steps.  The fire was extinguished, and the team left the hoses and
evacuated.  [Encl 153, 168, 249, 257, 407, 408]

186. In the evening of 13 July 2020, FEDFIRE requested firefighting assistance from SDFD, as
FEDFIRE crews were reaching operational limits from exhaustion and continuous firefighting.
SDFD dispatched a Strike Team (consisting of five trucks, five engines, and two battalion chiefs)
at approximately 2303; however, once on-scene, a SDFD Chief reiterated that SDFD crews
would not go aboard to conduct firefighting efforts.  Consequently, FEDFIRE Metro 

 released the SDFD strike team at 2325.  [Encl 141, 176]

187. On Tuesday, 14 July 2020, at approximately 0050, the US Fire Pump 13-man fly-away
team arrived on-scene.  They met  (NAVSEA 00C) at the ICP to discuss a way
forward assisting in combating the fire.  As part of its equipment, US Fire Pump operated a
drone capable of capturing infrared imagery.  There was an initial delay in receiving Navy and
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approval for use of the drone in firefighting efforts, and
the Coast Guard previously initiated a Temporary Flight Restriction (TFR).  CAPT Mark
Nieswiadomy, NBSD CO, stated that he released a message to notify personnel that a drone
would be used, and once US Fire Pump had received Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
clearance, the drone was employed to provide an additional visual of the fire.  CAPT
Nieswiadomy stated that any delays experienced were due to obtaining FAA clearance and not
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188. Throughout 13 – 14 July 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD DCA alternated between the
ICP, roving the pier, and entering the ship to personally conduct firefighting efforts.  On 14 July
2020, RDML Sobeck recommended the DCA remain off the ship, so the DCA could contribute
to the “bigger picture” of the firefighting effort.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CO specifically
directed the DCA not to enter the ship, however, the DCA proceeded into the Hangar to
investigate smoke conditions.  The DCA stated that his roving efforts were effective and
productive.  Nonetheless, the ADCA, , stated that there was a lack of
consistent communication with the DCA throughout the firefighting response.  Other
BONHOMME RICHARD leaders noted the DCA could not be located for long periods of time,
which hampered decision-making during the firefighting effort.  At one point during the
response, the BONHOMME RICHARD XO directed the DCA to remain at the ICP for DC
leadership continuity.  [Encl 70, 131, 192, 203, 214, 414, 415]

189. Through 14 July 2020, FEDFIRE firefighters and BONHOMME RICHARD Sailors
continued to advance forward up the starboard side of the ship.  Reconnaissance teams were
dispatched to find excessively hot compartments with firefighters then entering to cool
compartments and fight fires.  Fires engaged on 14 July 2020 included fires in the forward
berthings, the Chiefs Mess, and multiple compartments forward of Frame 57.  The forward
berthing fires were exceptionally challenging, as temperatures reached 500 degrees Fahrenheit
and took several hours and rotations of firefighting teams to extinguish.  [Encl 86, 249, 285, 286,
287, 407, 409, 416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421]

190. At approximately 0945 on 14 July 2020, the SDFD Urban Search and Rescue (USAR)
team arrived to assist with conducting hull cuts.  While FEDFIRE assisted in making a test cut,
FEDFIRE Metro  noted the USAR team requested a number of department-
required safety precautions prior to conducting cuts, which FEDFIRE did not think were
feasible.  Consequently, the USAR team was released without making hull cuts.  [Encl 176, 193,
363, 422]

191. At approximately 1715, the decision was made to apply AFFF via an indirect attack
method; specifically, by cutting a hole in the port side of the ship, as well as several holes in the
Flight Deck; then deploying AFFF through those holes into the affected areas.  This was done
with the assistance of the US Fire Pump, who used a drone equipped with thermal imaging to
identify high-temperature areas for access via the Flight Deck.  Cuts were made with Navy
PECUs above the following spaces: Joint Intelligence Center (02-81-0-C), Ship’s signal
exploitation space (02-85-01-C), Supply Officer Office (JIQ) (02-113-1-Q), and Executive
Department Office (02-118-0-Q).  The first hull cut was completed at 1753 and AFFF was
pumped into the space using an inline educator at the 01-Level at Frame 20 at 1755.  [Encl 34,
149, 249, 287, 316, 405, 407, 409, 419, 423, 424, 425, 426]

192. Despite coordinated efforts between Navy Sailors and FEDFIRE firefighters,
communication problems continued.  On 14 July 2020, RDML Sobeck received a report from
BONHOMME RICHARD leadership that the “fire was out” in an aft compartment on the ship.
However, FEDFIRE teams were actually on the verge of accessing that compartment to
extinguish the fire.  Based on the BONHOMME RICHARD report, the FEDFIRE team was
directed to back out to allow for a contractor to enter the pier and set up equipment.  Upon
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exiting, a FEDFIRE Chief informed RDML Sobeck that the report he had received was 
erroneous and was authorized to return to the ship and extinguish the fire.  [Encl 308, 397] 

193. Throughout the firefighting effort, progress throughout the ship was severely hampered by
fallen temporary services.  The wires left after these services had burned away entangled
firefighters and their equipment as they attempted to move through the ship.  One FEDFIRE
firefighter described the ship as an “entanglement nightmare.”  [Encl 161, 257, 427, 428, 429]

194. At 0200 on Wednesday, 15 July 2020, US Fire Pump fire trucks and equipment dispatched
from Louisiana arrived at NBSD.  US Fire Pump personnel entered the ship for reconnaissance
and firefighting efforts.  A US Fire Pump engine commenced a continuous spray from a pierside,
large-capacity, 3,000 GPM pump, over the Flight Deck, and onto the superstructure.  [Encl 34,
188, 316, 394, 405]

195. At approximately 0600 on 15 July 2020, firefighting teams engaged a large fire in the
Ship’s Disbursing Office (02-117-2-Q).  This fire proved challenging because it was difficult to
access and located in an administrative area of the ship, which contained a large amount of class
“A” combustible material.  This produced significant steam and smoke in the aft section of the
02-Level of the ship.  Responders set negative ventilation prior to attacking the fire.  [Encl 189,
249, 257, 272, 407, 430]

196. Another major fire engaged on 15 July 2020 was located in the JIQ (02-81-0-C).  Because
the JIC is a secure, classified space, it proved difficult for firefighting teams to access the space;
further, as the space contained a significant amount of metal, it retained a high degree of heat.
Eventually, FEDFIRE  led a team accessing the space and conducting overhaul and
cooling.  Elevated temperatures were detected in the JIC over the next several days, requiring
overhaul and cooling on multiple occasions.  [Encl 189, 407, 424, 430, 431, 432]

197. At approximately 1910 on 15 July 2020, firefighting teams found a fire in a Troop
Washroom/Troop Watercloset (1-7-0-L) full of debris.  An initial attempt was made to
extinguish the fire with portable fire extinguishers; however, the fire re-flashed, requiring a hose
line be reestablished and a hose team dispatched to reengage the fire.  This fire was extinguished
on 16 July 2020 at 0030.  [Encl 189, 249, 257, 272, 407, 424, 430, 433, 434]

198. Through the late evening on Wednesday, 15 July 2020 into the early morning hours of
Thursday, 16 July 2020, dewatering and stability efforts began taking precedence.  Small teams
continued searching for hot spots and additional holes were cut into the ship to provide
ventilation and access for introduction of firefighting water and AFFF.  At 0800 on 16 July 2020,
Navy officials declared all active fires aboard BONHOMME RICHARD out after more than four
days of battling the blaze.  [Encl 272, 407, 419, 435, 436]

U. Parallel Dewatering and Stability Actions

199. Throughout the firefighting effort, BONHOMME RICHARD gradually developed a
starboard list after the introduction of firefighting water.  Starting on 13 July 2020, dewatering
teams entered BONHOMME RICHARD to remove firefighting water and stabilize the starboard
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list.  Several teams were brought in with P-100 portable dewatering pumps but were unable to 
keep the pumps operational.  At 1037 on 13 July 2020, dewatering operations halted due to 
operational issues with the P-100 pumps, which stemmed from both material readiness and a 
lack of training on their operation.  [Encl 385, 399, 407, 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 442] 

200. BONHOMME RICHARD’s list was tracked by various entities, including NAVSEA 00C,
ECC, EOC, and NSIRC.  NAVSEA 00C recognized early in the firefighting effort that stability
and dewatering would need to be addressed and informed the BONHOMME RICHARD CO of
the capabilities NAVSEA 00C could bring to bear in this area.  [Encl 316, 437, 438]

201. Reports that BONHOMME RICHARD was experiencing longitudinal bending stress
prompted executive-level visibility on the stability and dewatering efforts.  The BONHOMME
RICHARD CO stated that he fielded frequent calls from senior personnel at NAVSEA inquiring
about BONHOMME RICHARD’s stability status and directing him to “fix” the hogging, which
created a distraction from ongoing firefighting efforts.  The reports of a hogging condition were
ultimately the result of inaccurate draft readings; ultimately, it was later determined that a
hogging condition had never occurred.  [Encl 82, 131]

202. By the morning of 13 July 2020, BONHOMME RICHARD had a 2.5-degree starboard list.
NAVSEA 00C began developing a ballasting plan and made a recommendation to the ICP to
slowly fill one port side ballast tank at a time to counter the list.  From 13 July 2020 to 14 July
2020, no ballasting was conducted; however, dewatering efforts continued in flooded spaces.
Spaces of concern, where several feet of water were reported, included: DC Central (5-79-0-C),
Ship’s Laundry (4-73-0-Q), Starboard Uptake (4-81-1-Q), Main Engine Room number two (6-
81-0-E); and, Lower V (3-49-0-A).  [Encl 249, 286, 287, 316, 399, 437, 438, 441, 443, 444, 445,
446]

203. At approximately 1430 on 15 July 2020, active ballasting efforts began filling ballast tanks
7-125-2-W and 4-105-2-W on the port side of the ship.  Dewatering and ballasting efforts were
tracked on a dry erase board in the ICP command tent, along with personnel entering to combat
the fire, SCBA times, draft markings, and fire locations.  Space and tank surveys were taken but
did not account for the continuous application of firefighting water.  Contrary to the NAVSEA
00C recommendation to fill one tank at a time, logs showed that at 1514 on 15 July 2020 four
tanks were simultaneously filled.  Ballasting teams reported being directed to open voids and fill
tanks with firehoses as well.  Further, several members from USS BOXER (LHD-4) were
directed to the Well Deck to fill ballast tanks.  [Encl 52, 273, 316, 377, 438, 444]

204. The starboard list peaked at approximately 6 degrees on 13 July 2020.  From 14 July 2020
to 15 July 2020, the starboard list ranged from 4.5 to 1.5 degrees and gradually trended toward a
smaller list with sporadic increases due to continuous helicopter water drops.  [Encl 272, 286,
392, 424, 438]

V. Rapid Shift from Starboard to Port List Leads to Another Evacuation

205. At approximately 2030 on 15 July 2020, BONHOMME RICHARD experienced a rapid
shift from a 2.1-degree starboard list to a 4.9-degree port list.  The following ballast tanks were





CUI 

70 

CUI 

measures were implemented, such as additional sanitization of SCBA masks in a mixture of hand 
sanitizer and water.  [Encl 73, 134, 136, 138, 149, 153, 164, 187, 202, 204, 221, 300, 307, 315, 
332, 335, 340, 347, 355, 357, 360, 369, 371, 377, 414, 454, 455, 456, 457] 
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(TYCOM) (in this case, CNSP) on fleet maintenance issues.  Specifically, ESG-3 is responsible 
to the “TYCOM for material, training, and administrative readiness of ships assigned,” to include 
oversight of the Maintenance & Material Management System (3M) program.  ESG-3 is also the 
reporting senior for both the BONHOMME RICHARD CO and CPR-5 Commodore’s periodic 
Fitness Reports (FITREP).  [Encl 72, 142, 458, 459]

217. BONHOMME RICHARD is under the direct Operational Control (OPCON) of
PHIBRON-5.  PHIBRON-5 is then OPCON to ESG-3, an operational echelon 4 command.  For
both OPCON and ADCON, ESG-3 reports to Commander, U.S. THIRD Fleet (C3F), an
operational echelon 3 command, who then reports to COMPACFLT.  [Encl 72, 82]

218. On 12 March 2020, ESG-3 sent a naval message to C3F and CNSP shifting BONHOMME
RICHARD’s Immediate Superior in Command (ISIC) from PHIBRON-1 to PHIBRON-5.  This
message listed the justification for this ISIC shift as “TRAINING/MAINT OVERSIGHT.” [Encl
461, 462]

219. Southwest Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC), an echelon 4 command, reports to
Commander, Navy Region Maintenance Center (CNRMC), who oversees operations of all
Regional Maintenance Centers (RMCs).  [Encl 321, 463]

220. Although BONHOMME RICHARD and SWRMC do not have an official reporting
relationship, the 8010 Manual requires coordination between BONHOMME RICHARD and
SWRMC, as the Naval Supervising Activity, on all fire safety decisions for the ship while in an
availability.  SWRMC CO, CAPT David Hart, assessed that the BONHOMME RICHARD CO
bears ultimate responsibility for the ship’s fire safety and CNRMC also assessed that in the end,
the ship’s CO owns any risk arising out of the 8010 Manual not being fully implemented.  Per
paragraph 2.1.2.4 of the 8010 Manual, the assignment of a SWRMC Fire Safety Officer to a ship
undergoing an availability in no way relieves the ship Commanding Officer of responsibilities as
prescribed in the U.S. Navy Regulations.  [Encl 321, 463]

221. CNRMC, an echelon 3 command, reports to Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), an
echelon 2 command.  CNRMC is also dual-hatted as Director for Surface Ship Maintenance and
Modernization (NAVSEA 21), which is a department within the echelon 2 NAVSEA command.
[Encl 463]

222. Though CNRMC is SWRMC’s ISIC, CNRMC does not control the funding of SWRMC
billets or expenses.  This funding, instead comes from CNSP mission-related funding.  [Encl
463, 464, 465]

223. NBSD, an echelon 4 command, reports to Commander, Navy Region Southwest (CNRSW)
for both ADCON and OPCON purposes.  NBSD CO is responsible for Port Operations,
Emergency Management (EM), Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP), Facility Management,
and F&ES programs.  Per the U.S. Navy Regulations, OPNAVINST 3440.17A, and CNICINST
3440.17, the NBSD CO has the authority and responsibility to protect personnel, equipment, and
facilities ashore and may direct tenants and visiting commands both afloat and ashore on matters
concerning EM and ATFP.  [Encl 72, 466]
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224. Per OPNAVINST 11320.23G, the FEDFIRE Metro Chief is administratively responsible to
the CNRSW FEDFIRE Chief and is operationally responsible to the Commanding Officers of
Naval Base San Diego (NBSD), Naval Base Coronado (NBC), Naval Base Point Loma (NBPL),
and Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD).  [Encl 188, 193, 314, 348, 363]

225. CNRSW, an echelon 3 command, is ADCON to Commander, Navy Installation Command
(CNIC).  Per CNICINST 5450.6 CNRSW is responsible to organize, man, train, and equip
assigned naval installations operating support functions and infrastructure, which includes some
assistance toward Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) availabilities occurring onboard naval
installations.  [Encl 463]

226. Under OPNAVINST 5450.339, CNIC is assigned ADCON of CNRSW, with this
administrative authority extending to resourcing (budget submission and execution) and
alignment of shore installation management policies and procedures.  Additionally, CNIC is
responsible for manning, training, and equipping support functions for the Navy Regions,
including Base Operations Support (BOS), infrastructure management, ATFP, safety, EM,
F&ES, facilities, civil engineering, nuclear weapons incident response, and common BOS
enabling and information technology services.  [Encl 240, 467, 468, 469]

227. Per USFF AT OPORD 3300-17 and OPNAVINST 5450.339, CNICINST 3440.17,
Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF) is the ISIC for operational employment of Navy region
commanders within the continental United States, and all subordinate Navy shore installations
within the U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) Area of Responsibility (AOR) to include
ATFP and EM functions.  [Encl 469]

B. Incident Response Command and Control

This sub-section addresses the relationship between various Office of the Chief of Naval 
Operations (OPNAV), Commander, Navy Installation Command (CNIC), and Naval Sea Systems 
Command (NAVSEA) references; consequently, several paragraphs lack enclosures.  While this 
constitutes a deviation from the traditional JAGINST 5800.7G investigation format, the 
investigation team determined an explanation of these key references is necessary to understand 
subsequent facts and opinions. 

228. During his interview, COMNAVSEA, VADM William Galinis assessed that one of the key
issues identified after the BONHOMME RICHARD fire was how the various responding
organizations were organized for command and control.  [Encl 470]

229. Despite the creation of the 8010 Manual to serve as a “single source” document for
requirements relating to the response to fires aboard Navy vessels during industrial work, several
other Navy instructions still provide applicable policy guidance on casualty response procedures
for the various organizations responsible for supporting a casualty response.  Figures 21 through
24 depict the multiple command and control structures that apply to casualty response
procedures.  [Encl 470, 471]
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232. Under NIMS and the ICS, the Incident Commander (IC) is defined as being in charge of
the incident site and is responsible for all decisions to manage the incident, including tactical
planning and execution.  The Incident Command Post (ICP) is the location from which the IC
oversees operations. An ICS organization may be expanded into a unified command to bring
together incident commanders representing agencies or jurisdictions with shared responsibility
for the incident.

233. Per CNICINST 3440.17, and consistent
with OPNAVINST 3440.17A, the installation
Emergency Operations Center (EOC) is
responsible for supporting the IC or Unified
Commander (UC) during emergencies with
resource management support and establishing
strategic/operational-level objectives, as
necessary.  The EOC coordinates and liaises with
local, other service, and/or private sector entities.
Per OPNAVINST 3440.17, the installation
commander exercises OPCON of installation
forces and allocates resources from the
Installation EOC.

234. OPNAVINST 3440.18 establishes an emergency response command structure for major
shipboard non-nuclear casualties while in port at a U.S. naval installation or at a U.S. ship repair
or construction activity.  OPNAVINST 3440.18 provides that the ship’s CO serves as the IC for
in-hull actions, or the “in-hull incident commander,” supported by a fire department senior fire
chief.

235. OPNAVINST 3440.18 states that it applies to “major shipboard non-nuclear casualties and
all hazards incidents on ships.”  The instruction defines “all hazards incidents” as “any incident,
natural or manmade, that warrants action to protect the life, property, health, and safety of
personnel.”  The instruction defines “major shipboard non-nuclear casualty” as “any major
shipboard incident (e.g., major fire, flooding, and weapons casualty) that could result in
significant injuries, major equipment damage, or which may result in any member of the general
population exceeding exposure limits of hazardous constituents.”

236. OPNAVINST 3440.18 defines responsibilities for primary commanders, area or unified
area commanders, custodial commands, and supporting commands.  Prior to the BONHOMME
RICHARD fire, none of the primary commanders, to include PACFLT and USFF, elected to
designate area commands and establish required responsibilities under OPNAVINST 3440.18.
The instruction, however, provides for default area command designations, which are in effect
“unless otherwise designated by the primary command.”  In the absence of a formal designation
by the primary commander, the installation and naval supervising authority COs are designated
as the unified area command for ships in an availability at a U.S. naval installation other than a
public shipyard.  [Encl 472, 473]

CNICINST 3440.17: NIMS establishes ICS as a 
standard incident management organization with 
five functional areas —command, operations, 
planning, logistics, and finance/administration — 
for management of all major incidents. To ensure 
further coordination, and during incidents 
involving multiple jurisdictions or agencies, the 
principle of unified command has been 
universally incorporated into NIMS.  This unified 
command not only coordinates the efforts of 
many jurisdictions, but provides for and assures 
joint decisions on objectives, strategies, plans, 
priorities and public communications. 
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237. Though OPNAVINST 3440.18 does not discuss the role of the installation EOC during a
major shipboard non-nuclear casualty, the instruction states that the unified area command
(which includes the installation commander and the naval supervising authority commander)
“should be co-located in a single operations center” and should operate under a unified structure
with an integrated emergency response organization.

238. OPNAVINST 3440.18 states that it does not apply to shipboard casualties threatening
naval facilities or the installation population, in which case OPNAVINST 3440.17A applies.
OPNAVINST 3440.18 provides that installation commands “retain response authority for the
non-shipboard aspects of all-hazards incidents, consistent with [OPNAVINST 3440.17A].”
OPNAVINST 3440.18 does not delineate what “non-shipboard aspects of all-hazards incidents”
would fall under OPNAVINST 3440.17A as opposed to OPNAVINST 3440.18.

239. Although the instruction states it does not apply to casualties threatening the installation
population, OPNAVINST 3440.18 directs the Area Commander to take various actions “ashore”
and “on-base,” such as “taking immediate action to minimize the effect of the casualty, including
protection of life and property ashore.”  Additionally, the instruction directs the Area
Commander to “[i]f appropriate, determine and direct on-base protective and precautionary
actions, such as directing on-base personnel to remain indoors or move upwind of the casualty.”
Additionally, OPNAVINST 3440.18 does not reference NIMS or the ICS for all hazards casualty
response processes and procedures for ashore and on-base activities.

240. The 8010 Manual, which predates OPNAVINST 3440.18, also delineates command and
control for a shipboard fire while a ship is undergoing an availability.  Per the 8010 Manual, the
ship’s CO or designated representative (i.e., the Ship’s Duty Officer) is in charge of the actions
inside the ship at all times and therefore, per NIMS, is the IC.  The 8010 Manual also refers to
the ship’s CO as the in-hull IC.

241. Per the 8010 Manual, the in-hull IC, with the support of the F&ES Chief/Senior F&ES
Officer, is responsible for the safety, accountability, and well-being of the integrated F&ES, SF,
and mutual aid firefighting resources.  The in-hull IC also directs “off-hull” actions “until
establish[ment] of the on-scene incident command,” which is led by the Ship Repair and/or
Construction Activity (SRCA).  This “off-hull incident command” construct is not discussed in
OPNAVINST 3440.18.





CUI 

78 

CUI 

Figure 23, Full Incident Command Structure for Shipboard Fire Emergency per SWRMCINST 5100.11C (Fire 
Response Plan).

243. OPNAVINST 11320.23G also provides guidance on “F&ES Incident Command for
Shipboard Incidents.”  In contrast to the 8010 Manual, OPNAVINST 11320.23G does not
identify the ship’s CO as IC or in-hull IC.  Instead, OPNAVINST 11320.23G states that “the
F&ES incident commander directs firefighting operations, equipment, resources, and personnel
for combating the fire and provides tactical firefighting direction as required.  The F&ES officer
shall be responsible for the accountability and safety of all shipboard emergency responders
when assisting the ship’s forces with the emergency.”  However, OPNAVINST 11320.23G
recognizes the ship CO “retains absolute responsibility for the safety of his or her command,
except when he or she may be relieved by competent authority.”  Additionally, the instruction
states further that the initial response and overall control of a pierside shipboard emergency
response is normally retained and overseen by the CO and his or her Damage Control (DC)
organization as defined by the ship’s FRP.  Finally, OPNAVINST 11320.23G states that the
Navy F&ES department shall provide support to the ship, as required, for firefighting and related
emergency functions.
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Figure 24, EOC structure per CNICINST 3440.17. 
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Section III: Ship’s Force Execution and Compliance with Programs, Policies, 
and Procedures Pertaining to Fire Prevention and Casualty Response 

A. Availability Overview

244. In December 2017, Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) solicited a contract for
repair and alterations aboard BONHOMME RICHARD for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2018 Docking
Phased Maintenance Availability (DPMA).  On 4 September 2018, the contract was officially
awarded to General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) as a firm-
fixed price contract 62 days before the scheduled availability start date on 5 November 2018.
[Encl 190, 475, 476]

245. BONHOMME RICHARD began its availability on 5 November 2018 at Naval Base San
Diego (NBSD).  BONHOMME RICHARD later docked at the NASSCO shipyard on 23 June
2019 through 18 December 2019.  On 19 December 2019, BONHOMME RICHARD returned to
NBSD Pier 2 to complete the rest of her availability.  [Encl 477]

246. Although the original BONHOMME RICHARD availability end date was originally set as
15 March 2020, the availability was extended until 15 May 2020 and then extended a second
time to 12 July 2020.  [Encl 478, 479, 480]

247. At the time of the fire, BONHOMME RICHARD was approved for a third availability
extension to December 2020 by the Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet (COMPACFLT).  The
Southwest Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC) Branch Head responsible for overseeing
contracts was awaiting the final contract extension paperwork.  [Encl 480, 481]

248. As of 6 July 2020, BONHOMME RICHARD reported 86.8 percent of actual progress
completed against 94.8 percent of planned progress with the following significant maintenance
milestones completed:

a. AC Plant Restored (2 of 4 Ready to Operate): 8 March 2020

b. Combat Systems Production Complete Date (CSPCD): 27 March 2020

c. Firemain Restored: 1 April 2020

d. All Tank Work Complete: 8 April 2020

e. Auxiliary Machinery Room (AMR) Work Complete: 8 April 2020

f. Fuel Ship: 9 April 2020

g. Boiler Work Complete: 20 May 2020

h. Sea Water Cooling System Restored: 1 June 2020

i. Collection Holding Transfer (CHT) Tanks System Restored: 24 June 2020







CUI 

83 

CUI 

gear stowage through the Duty Department Heads or Command Duty Officer (CDO).  [Encl 261, 
494] 

264. The Deck Department Head stated that NASSCO was required to coordinate through
BONHOMME RICHARD personnel to handle Ship’s Force equipment and material.  He stated
that he had neither received any reports nor requests to move equipment in Lower V.  [Encl 261]

265. , the BONHOMME RICHARD Air Department Head, stated that
NASSCO routinely moved equipment without informing Ship’s Force.  He raised this concern
with the NASSCO and SWRMC PMs.  [Encl 495]

266. The Deck Department Head was the BONHOMME RICHARD CDO on 10 July 2020.  On
that day, most of the equipment staged in the Hangar was moved to Lower V to facilitate
preservation and non-skid work.  Equipment was moved approximately two weeks prior to the
fire; however, equipment was also continuously moved from the Hangar to Lower V.  [Encl 261]

267. The Hangar laydown spaces were controlled by the BONHOMME RICHARD Air
Department Head, who ensured other Department Heads moved their equipment to the
appropriate location immediately after the equipment was brought aboard.  In June 2020,
material staged in the Hangar began to be moved into Upper V and Lower V to prepare for non-
skid replacement in the Hangar.  [Encl 204, 243, 294, 495, 496]

268. The Deck Department Head recalled that he observed drums in Upper V and Lower V, but
he was not certain of their contents.  He stated that if he had encountered lube oil in his spaces,
he would have discussed this with , the Chief Engineer (CHENG), or

, the Damage Control Assistant (DCA).  The Deck Department Head said he
would have had to approve the presence of lube oil in his spaces and create a risk mitigation
plan, which would then be approved by the CO or XO.  [Encl 261]

269. The Deck Department Head stated that prior to assuming duty as the CDO on 10 July 2020,
and also before going to bed during his duty day, he walked spaces and checked the security of
the Well Deck, Upper V, Lower V, Flight Deck, and pier.  [Encl 261]

270. The Deck Department Head stated that after his duty day on 10 July 2020, the arrangement
of some of the equipment in Lower V had been altered.  Between Saturday, 11 July 2020 and the
morning of Sunday, 12 July 2020, the equipment in Lower V had likely been moved to create
space, because he last remembered the forklifts being in the forward port corner of the space, but
he saw they were located on the starboard side following the fire.  He also stated that the tri-
walls were not double stacked on his duty day but were double stacked after the fire.  [Encl 261]

271. The Deck Department Head could not recall requirements regarding AFFF and fueled
equipment storage in Lower V.  He approximated there were 30 pallets in Lower V, 10 – 15 tri-
walls for the engineering department, shackles for the deck department, Quarterdeck equipment,
two paint punts, pilot’s ladder, dollies for the weapons department, and various ropes and lines.
[Encl 261]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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272. , the BONHOMME RICHARD Amphibious Air Traffic Control
Officer (AATCO), was the BONHOMME RICHARD CDO on 11 July 2020.  When he
conducted CDO turnover with the Deck Department Head on 11 July 2200, he stated that he did
not recall any information during the turnover regarding obstructions or movement of gear in
Upper V or Lower V.  [Encl 192]

273. The AATCO stated that he conducted a walkthrough of the ship on 11 July 2020, which
included Upper V, where he noticed significant amounts of contractor equipment and lockers on
the starboard side of the space.  He did not access Lower V on 11 July 2020 and did not see
anyone operating forklifts.  He also stated that he was not aware of any official constraints for
storing fueled equipment.  [Encl 192]

274. The AATCO did not observe 55-gallon lube oil drums in Upper V on 11 July 2020.  When
asked how he would have responded if he had seen oil drums in Upper V, he responded that
would have immediately reported this discrepancy to the Duty Section Leader and directed a
member of deck department to address the improper storage issue.  [Encl 192]

275. The Deck Department LCPO recalled both Upper V and Lower V being “crammed full of
stuff.”  Although the spaces were turned over to NASSCO, he did not have control over what
was stored in the spaces.  He stated that he voiced his concerns to his chain of command at the
daily morning production meetings.  [Encl 493]

276. The Deck Department LCPO stated that Upper V was full of contractor scaffolding due to
overhead repairs.  He recalled the deck being covered in plywood, and he also recalled 55-gallon
drums.  He stated that Lower V was packed with equipment, including tri-walls, forklifts, pallets,
Damage Control (DC) equipment, and hazardous waste and material.  [Encl 493]

277. , a BONHOMME RICHARD Deck Department Chief Petty Officer
(CPO), stated that the deck department owned the vehicle storage spaces, including Upper V,
Lower V, and Well Deck.  He recalled Upper V mostly having NASSCO materials and
scaffolding.  He also described Lower V as being used for contractor storage as well as deck
equipment and other department equipment organized in tri-walls.  [Encl 87]

278.  stated that Lower V was used as storage for the contractors as well as some of
his deck equipment and equipment from other departments.  [Encl 87]

279.  stated that there were too many items in Lower V, and although he could
physically move about the space, there was an egress issue.  He raised concerns about the
amount of equipment stowed in Lower V to NASSCO representatives at a daily production
meeting, but he did not recall to whom he spoke.  [Encl 87]

280. Zone inspections were conducted weekly aboard BONHOMME RICHARD throughout
2020 to meet the quarterly minimum inspection requirements for each zone per the
COMNAVSURFORINST 3120.1.  The CO and XO were both actively involved in the zone
inspection program.  Zone inspections continued to be conducted in 2020 with Coronavirus

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Disease-2019 (COVID-19) mitigations.  [Encl 82, 90, 119, 130, 204, 245, 493, 497, 498, 499, 
500] 

281. On 18 March 2020, a Lower V zone inspection was completed and graded “unsatisfactory”
(UNSAT).  Numerous discrepancies were listed related to DC items, including missing Carbon
Dioxide (CO2) or Potassium Bicarbonate (PKP) bottles as well as AFFF hoses.  Though some
were annotated as having been corrected, many DC discrepancies were notated as “ER09
notified” in the action block without any further follow-up.  [Encl 501, 502]

282. On 18 March 2020, an Upper V zone inspection was completed and graded UNSAT.
Similar discrepancies were listed related to DC items, including missing CO2 or PKP bottles as
well as AFFF hoses.  Though some were annotated as having been corrected, many DC
discrepancies were notated “ER09 notified” in the action block, similar to what is reflected in
Figure 25.  Specifically, a missing fire hose on the port side of Upper V (Frame 68 in the vicinity
of the port sideport door) was one of ten additional discrepancies listed on the back page of the
inspection sheet (See Figure 26), however, there was no documentation of any follow-up action
for the 10 discrepancies indicating whether the missing hose discrepancy was corrected.  [Encl
501, 502]

283. Follow-up actions for the 18 March 2020 Upper V and Lower V zone inspections were
signed by the Deck Department Head on 17 April 2020, but did not include any of the back page
discrepancies, including a missing fire hose at Frame 68 in Upper V.  [Encl 502]
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Figure 26 shows the back page of the Zone Inspection Discrepancy List for Upper V assessed on 18 March 2020. 
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RICHARD submitted a Departure From Specification (DFS) on 9 July 2020 for both EDGs.  
[Encl 337, 506, 520, 521] 

Ship’s Firemain 

291. BONHOMME RICHARD, while located at
NBSD, secured ship’s firemain system and all
associated fire pumps on 11 February 2019.
NASSCO established a temporary firemain system on
the ship with fire trees and an independent diesel-
powered pump providing firefighting water from San
Diego Bay.  The temporary firemain was continued at
NASSCO shipyard and a smaller temporary system
was installed for transiting to and from NBSD.

[Encl 82, 131, 220, 522, 523] 

292. The BONHOMME RICHARD CHENG and DCA stated that NASCCO’s temporary fire
pumps remained after arriving at Pier 2 in December 2019 and until the ship’s firemain was
restored several weeks later.  [Encl 203, 219, 524]

293. NASSCO removed its temporary fire trees and fire pumps on 6 January 2020.  [Encl 236,
525]

294. The NASSCO PM for BONHOMME RICHARD and , Assistant PM,
stated that BONHOMME RICHARD satisfactorily tested a fire pump in January 2020 and
received concurrence from the BONHOMME RICHARD CHENG and DCA before removing
temporary firemain.  [Encl 220, 236]

295. BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Logs recorded a single fire pump as having started
and stopped three times on 20 December 2019: once on 21 December 2019 and twice on 23
December 2019.  Not a single fire pump was recorded as remaining online continuously
pressurizing the firemain until 27 December 2020.  [Encl 526]

296. After BONHOMME RICHARD returned to NBSD, the NASSCO temporary fire system
consisted of fire trees charged by two pumps and a generator in Upper V.  These were not
continuously running and thus, firemain was not constantly pressurized.  Sailors received
training on operating the pumps, and in the event of an emergency, a Fire Marshal was expected
to run to Upper V and start the pumps.  , Repair Division LCPO, stated
that he originally considered this arrangement as being safe prior to the fire, but he no longer
held this opinion during his interview.  This system was the sole fire protection system available
from 19 – 27 December 2019.  [Encl 173, 415, 526, 527, 528, 529, 530, 531]

297. SWRMC reported to the investigation team that BONHOMME RICHARD was without
temporary or ship supplied firemain 19 December 2019 – 5 January 2020, countering the above
fact.  The available firefighting system for this time period was reported as being limited to
portable firefighting equipment available on or near the ship.  [Encl 529]

The firemain system includes 12 fire pumps (8 
electric-driven 1000 Gallons- Per-Minute (GPM) 
pumps and 4 steam-driven 2000 GPM pumps) 
providing seawater at 175 Pounds-Per-Square-Inch 
(PSI) to the firemain loop, which distributes 
seawater to fireplugs, AFFF stations, and sprinkling 
system nozzles.  Fire Pumps 1 – 4 are located in the 
forward Fire Pump Room (6-45-0-E) and Fire 
Pumps 9 – 12 are located in aft Fire Pump Room 
(5½-97-01-E).  Fire Pumps 5 – 8 are steam-driven 
and located in the Main Machinery Rooms (MMR).  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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298. On 6 January 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD Fire Safety Council (FSC) documents
the ship’s firemain as having been restored with hot work commencing.  There is no supporting
documentation of operational testing or Planned Maintenance System (PMS) completion
included in the FSC meeting minutes.  [Encl 532, 533]

299. BONHOMME RICHARD had an original work package to inspect and overhaul 27
firemain valves, but this grew to 83 valves during the availability.  Because of significant lead-
time to procure new valves, a decision was made to reinstall valves failing inspection in an “as
is” condition due to the amount of time remaining in the availability being less than the time
required to procure and install any replacements.  This left the system in a better condition than it
had been, but not “fully repaired.”  [Encl 220]

300. The Repair Division LCPO stated that some firemain valves were reinstalled without
repair, and as a result, some leaked and many could not be remotely operated.  [Encl 415, 530,
531]

301. In their periodic availability SITREP, BONHOMME RICHARD identified firemain as
having been restored on 1 April 2020.  [Encl 534]

302. Four steam fire pumps were not online during the availability and were scheduled to be
operationally tested after boiler light-off during dock trials.  BONHOMME RICHARD relied on
7 of 8 electric fire pumps or temporary firemain during the availability.  [Encl 506, 518, 526]

Fire Pumps 

303. The 29 June 2020 NASSCO BONHOMME RICHARD DPMA System Restoration brief
listed 7 of 8 electric fire pumps as either operational or as having the operational test as
completed and turned over to Ship’s Force.  [Encl 506]

304. The BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Log on 9 July 2020 listed 7 of 8 electric fire
pumps as being available for use with Fire Pumps 11 and 12 online.  [Encl 99]

305. The BONHOMME RICHARD DC Central Log from 12 July 2020 listed Fire Pumps 11
and 12 as the running fire pumps in the equipment status block.  [Encl 535]

306. The BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Log indicated the ship shifted online Fire
Pumps 1 and 4 to Fire Pumps 11 and 12 on 25 June 2020.  Fire Pumps 11 and 12 remained
logged as online through 12 July 2020.  [Encl 379, 508]

307. Aligning Fire Pumps 11 and 12 online limits firemain availability throughout the ship.
Anytime the ship is configured in material Condition Yoke or Zebra, firemain valves are closed,
separating the starboard and port firemain loops.  Because Fire Pumps 11 and 12 are both
starboard pumps, firemain pressure could only be supplied to the starboard loop.  [Encl 511, 536]

308. When presented with a diagram of the ship’s firemain system after the fire, BONHOMME
RICHARD DC leadership confirmed the limitation of Fire Pumps 11 and 12 restricting firemain
to the starboard side of the ship during material condition Yoke.  [Encl 243, 415, 496, 530, 531]
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309. Multiple Duty Fire Marshals were unable to correctly describe the status of the firemain
system aboard when presented with the same diagram of the ship’s firemain system after the fire.
They incorrectly described material conditions, stating that while at material condition Yoke, all
X-Ray and Yoke designated valves would be in the open position.  [Encl 61, 62, 171, 174]

310. Fire Pumps 11 and 12 operate from the 4S and 5S Switchboard, which connects to the aft
shore power station.  In the event of an electrical power loss in the aft part the ship, both pumps
would be secured and would require operators to manually restart the pumps at their location
after Automatic Bus Transfers (ABT) shift to operate from forward power.  [Encl 99, 131, 219]

311. The Repair Division LCPO (who had been Sick in Quarters (SIQ) and had been off the ship
since 28 May 2020) stated that normal firemain alignment would have one fire pump running
forward and another running from aft with one of these pumps supplying the starboard firemain
loop and the other supplying the port firemain loop.  [Encl 415, 530, 531]

312. The DC Central 0000 entry for 12 July 2020 reported Fire Pumps 11 and 12 were online.
Eight entries between 0038 and 0740 reported firemain pressure was at exactly 200 PSI.  [Encl
517]

Fire Stations 

313. The most recently available BONHOMME RICHARD IEM logs were those recorded in 25
June 2020.  These records indicated 187 of 216 ship’s fire stations (87.5%) had been remaining
in an IEM status since 25 January 2020.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO, XO, and CHENG were
unaware of the number of fire stations that remained in IEM at the time of the fire.  [Encl 61, 62,
131, 219, 247, 537, 538]

314. Only 29 fire stations onboard BONHOMME RICHARD were in an active status on the day
of the fire.  The investigation team was unable to obtain records to identify the location of these
29 fire stations.  [Encl 537]

315. , the ER09 Leading Petty Officer (LPO), stated that ER09 had recently
started to replace old fire hoses and gaskets with brand new hoses.  He estimated approximately
30 fire stations had been restored from IEM by 12 July 2020.  [Encl 539]

316. The ER09 LPO stated that the ER09 division was very behind with maintenance and had
approximately 1,300 delinquent maintenance checks as of 12 July 2020.  [Encl 539]

317. The ER09 Division Officer was unsure how many fire stations were in IEM at the time of
the fire, but he estimated that more than 50% were in IEM.  [Encl 70]

318. Regarding the BONHOMME RICHARD Maintenance Material Management (3M)
program, the BONHOMME RICHARD XO (as the 3M Officer) and the 3M Coordinator (3MC),

, both reported aboard in November 2019.  Upon reporting aboard, the
3MC identified significant discrepancies with the 3M program.  In particular, he discovered that
BONHOMME RICHARD had entered the availability without an IEM plan and that over 13,000

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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pieces of equipment were in IEM, without an established plan for restoring the equipment to an 
operational status.  [Encl 131, 425] 

319. The 3MC noted that while Department Heads should report the status of their IEM
equipment to the 3MC, he did not receive this information from the engineering department, and
that for that department, IEM did not seem to be a “top concern.”  After reviewing the 3M
program, the 3MC discovered that the majority of BONHOMME RICHARD’s fire stations, DC
equipment, and Damage Control Repair Stations (DCRS) were still in an IEM status, and he
reported his concerns with this discovery to the CHENG and DCA.  [Encl 425]

320. The 3MC noted that during monthly Planning Board for Maintenance (PB4M) meetings,
topics generally consisted of depot-level work and Casualty Reports (CASREP), but did not
include any discussion about equipment IEM status.  The 3MC stated that he spoke with the XO
about establishing a monthly sit-down with the ship’s Department Heads to discuss IEM.  In his
interview, the XO stated that he received a weekly briefing on IEM restoration to track progress
towards the ship’s upcoming Damage Control Material Assessment (DCMA).  However, he also
stated that he was unaware that approximately two-thirds of BONHOMME RICHARD’s fire
stations were in IEM on 12 July 2020.  [Encl 131, 425]

321. In March 2020, , the ER09 Repair Parts Petty Officer (RPPO), was
assigned to a lead a team of three Sailors to bring fire stations out of IEM status and replace
every fire station with new hoses.  The ER09 RPPO stated that the team initially focused on the
engineering spaces, and the Upper and Lower V stations were not yet addressed at the time of the
fire.  Approximately two weeks before the fire, he observed on a duty day that the fire stations in
the Upper V were dirty and likely not recently maintained.  He estimated “hundreds” of stations
were still in IEM at the time of the fire.  [Encl 110, 484, 540]

322. According to the ER09 RPPO, it was common to find fire stations with dirty or even
missing hoses because most fire stations did not have periodic maintenance performed since the
beginning of the availability in November 2018.  He recalled that on or about 26 June 2020, he
was tasked to repair a fire station on the 01-Level that was identified as having two dedicated
hoses on the racks but detached from the Wye Gate.  He recalled finding a third hose was
attached to the Wye Gate, with three or four other hoses on the floor in a pile, which he assessed
was caused by contractors.  [Encl 110, 540]

323. Placing fire stations in lay-up requires an associated maintenance check; however, there is
no record of lay-up maintenance checks being performed between 28 October 2019 and 4 July
2020.  [Encl 541]

324. Fire stations within the Hangar, Upper V, and Lower V areas require monthly scheduled
maintenance checks once placed in service and taken out of IEM/lay-up status.  [Encl 541]

325. BONHOMME RICHARD maintenance records show:

(b) (6)
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a. No maintenance occurred on any fire stations between 28 October 2019 and 5 February
2020.

b. February 2020: maintenance performed on 16 fire stations.

c. March 2020: maintenance performed on 29 fire stations.

d. April 2020: maintenance performed on 19 fire stations.

e. May 2020: maintenance performed on 14 fire stations.

f. June 2020: maintenance performed on 5 fire stations.

g. July 2020: no records of maintenance on fire stations.

[Encl 541] 

326. Of note, no maintenance was recorded on any stations in Upper V and Lower V.  [Encl
541]

327. Records indicate all fire stations in Upper V and Lower V remained in IEM status at the
time of the fire.  Shortly after the fire, a Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives
(ATF) examination revealed that on Fire Station 4-53-2, located in Lower V along the
compartment’s centerline near the Lower V ramp, the fire hoses were not connected to the
station’s Wye Gate, which would have prevented rapid operation.  [Encl 5, 83, 541]

328. DC leadership on BONHOMME RICHARD stated that fire stations in IEM should still be
operational and used, even if periodic maintenance was not performed.  [Encl 70, 203, 539]

329. On 14 May 2020, a cut fire hose with a missing brass nozzle fitting was identified on a fire
station in Upper V.  , the CDO at the time, and , the ADCA,
stated that the cut hose and suspected theft of the brass nozzle were discussed at a morning
maintenance meeting.  The fire hose was replaced shortly thereafter.  [Encl 46, 82, 131, 542,
543, 544]

(b) (6)(b) (6)
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Aqueous Film Forming Foam System  

330. The BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Log
on 9 July 2020 listed AFFF Stations 1, 2, 5, and 6 as Out
of Commission (OOC).  [Encl 99]

331. The 29 June 2020 NASSCO BONHOMME
RICHARD DPMA System Restoration brief listed
AFFF Stations 2, 3, 4, and 5 as having no further
contractor work.  AFFF Stations 1 and 6 each had
remaining work with an estimated completion date of 6
July 2020 and 10 July 2020, respectively.  [Encl 506]

332. AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were reported online as of 6 April 2020.  These pumps were
documented as operationally tested satisfactorily in preparation for the fuel onload.  [Encl 44, 56,
243, 337, 415, 496, 530, 531]

333. AFFF Stations 3 and 4 are normally configured to provide firefighting coverage via
sprinkling and hose reels to the MMRs, AMR, port and starboard sides of Upper V from frames
66 – 92, port side of Lower V from frames 49 – 73, and portions of the Flight Deck.  [Encl 415,
530, 531, 545]

334. Any online AFFF station could be cross connected to support other stations by
manipulating loop segregation valves if the interconnected piping was in place.  This could be
accomplished locally at each station or remotely in DC Central via push-buttons.  [Encl 546]

335. On 2 July 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Log noted at 1355, AFFF
Stations 3 and 4 were placed in “Recirc.”  “Recirc” is a valve configuration allowing for
recirculation of AFFF concentrate throughout the system without allowing the concentrate to mix
with seawater or discharge.  The log did not indicate whether AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were
restored to a normal valve alignment configuration.  [Encl 99]

336. COMUSFLTFORCOMINST 4790.3 Volume 2, Appendix K, page II-I-3K-3, paragraph D
(1) states that prior to getting underway “firefighting systems must be completely installed,
tested and placed in operating condition before the ship is fueled.”  Additionally, 8010 Manual
paragraph 7.1.5 requires “the pumping or transfer of liquid fuel onto or within the ship shall not
take place without the ship’s permanent firefighting systems protecting all of the fuel system
components being operational, or a suitable temporary firefighting system is made available for
immediate use in the event of a fire.  [Fire Safety Council] FSC concurrence shall be obtained
when a temporary system is established for firefighting use in place of the ship’s permanent
system prior to fuel pumping or transfer operations.”  FSC meeting minutes dated on the same
day as the fuel onload — 7 April 2020 — note concurrence with fuel onload without discussing
any system availability.  [Encl 547]

337. The CPR-5 Chief of Staff (COS), , performed walkthroughs of
BONHOMME RICHARD as part of oversight responsibilities for the Administrative Control

The AFFF system consists of six AFFF 
pumping stations, which support numerous 
sprinkling systems and hose stations via a main 
loop.  The AFFF system protects numerous 
spaces throughout the ship to include the 
engineering plants, Flight Deck, Hangar, fueled 
vehicle stowage spaces (Upper V and Lower 
V), and Well Deck.  Remote control and 
monitoring is provided at the DC Panel in DC 
Central for all AFFF sprinkling groups and 
zones.
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(ADCON) Immediate Superior in Command (ISIC).  He stated that CPR-5 is responsible for 
certifying a ship has proper safety precautions in place before loading fuel and utilizing the “Safe 
to Start” requirements referenced in the Ship’s Force Training Manual.  [Encl 219, 458, 459, 
548] 

338.  The PHIBRON-5 COS performed an initial pre-fueling walkthrough in March 2020 
examining fuel and firemain pipe integrity, valve labeling, eye wash stations, fire stations, AFFF 
stations, IEM coverage, alarms, access doors, Emergency Escape Breathing Devices (EEBD), 
quick-acting water-tight doors, markings on doors and ladders, and AFFF hoses and firemain 
hoses.  Throughout this walkthrough, he discovered multiple discrepancies to include tagged out 
AFFF hoses.  As a result of his review, the ship received a “no-go” for onloading fuel.  A 
detailed discrepancy list was e-mailed to the engineering chain of command and XO.  [Encl 219, 
458, 459, 548] 

339.  The PHIBRON-5 COS returned several weeks later in early April 2020 for a second pre-
fueling walkthrough and noticed improvement.  After the PHIBRON-5 COS observed a hanging 
tag on an AFFF hose reel, the DCA said it needed to be cleared, and the DCA went to find 
someone to do it.  The CPR-5 COS understood AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were available with 
previous noted discrepancies reported to him as complete.  [Encl 459] 

340.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CHENG directed restoration of AFFF Stations 3 and 4 
before the fuel onload because these stations serviced the MMRs.  [Encl 219] 

341.  The BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Logs recorded that AFFF Stations 3 and 4 
were operationally tested as “satisfactory” (SAT) and respectively logged as ready for use on 2 
and 6 April 2020.  [Encl 337] 

342.  BONHOMME RICHARD refueling commenced the morning of 7 April 2020.  [Encl 337] 

343.  The 43P1 3M Maintenance Index Page (MIP) for the AFFF Fire Extinguishing System 
Balanced Pressure Proportioner used by BONHOMME RICHARD is 5551/052-50, which was 
most recently updated in May 2020.  This MIP does not include any maintenance requirements 
or scheduling aids requiring specific checks be accomplished to place AFFF into an IEM status 
or conduct start-up maintenance after coming out of IEM.  , the Technical 
Warrant Holder (TWH) for Fire Protection Systems and Material Fire Performance (NAVSEA 
05P5), explained that NAVSEA did not see a need for these maintenance requirements, because 
it was not expected that AFFF stations would be taken off-line for long periods.  Rather, portions 
of the systems would be tagged out for specific maintenance actions such as valves being rebuilt.  
[Encl 191] 

344.  BONHOMME RICHARD performed the following maintenance on AFFF Stations 3 and 4 
when coming out of IEM status: 
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PERIODICITY            MIP & MRC                               DESCRIPTION 

Q-1 (Quarterly) 5551/052      37 G2KH N Inspect and Clear Solenoid Operated Pilot Valves (SOPV) 

Q-2 (Quarterly) 5551/052      A7 G2KJ N Conduct Electrical Operational Test of AFFF System 

D-1 (Daily) 5511/052      69 G2JX N Inspect Balanced Pressure Proportioner System Valve and 
Electrical Alignment 

M-1 (Monthly) 5551/052      15 G2JY N Test Operation of the Concentrate Pump Assembly Itself Within 
the Station. 

[Encl 56, 243, 415, 496, 530, 531, 549] 

345.  BONHOMME RICHARD Maintenance Records indicated AFFF Stations 3 and 4 
completed the Q-2 and D-1 checks on 6 April 2020.  The Q-2 check has mandatory maintenance 
related to the Q-1, meaning the Q-2 and Q-1 checks must be performed on the same day.  The Q-
1 was not recorded as complete until the following day on 7 April 2020, in addition to the M-1 
check for both stations.  [Encl 243, 415, 496, 530, 531, 549, 550] 

346.  Maintenance Record entries for 6 and 7 April 2020 notated operational testing had been 
completed on 2 and 3 April 2020 using Q-1/Q-2 and D-1, even though SKED did not record 
these checks being conducted until 6 and 7 April 2020.  [Encl 489, 549] 

347.  AFFF Stations 3 and 4 supply AFFF to 26 hose reels.  13 of 26 hose reels provide AFFF to 
either MMR 1, MMR 2, or the AMR.  BONHOMME RICHARD recorded performing 
maintenance on these 13 hose reels, however, records indicated 3 were tagged out, which would 
have prevented successful completion of the maintenance.  Of the 13 remaining reels, 8 are 
recorded as tagged out, while the other 5 (located in Upper V and Lower V) were in an unknown 
status, as they did not appear in tag out records, IEM records, nor records of completed 
maintenance.  [Encl 537, 546, 549] 

348.  BONHOMME RICHARD performed the following maintenance on AFFF Hose Reels 47 – 
59 located in engineering spaces.  [Encl 549] 

PERIODICITY            MIP & MRC                               DESCRIPTION 

A-9R 5551/052      40 C2CG Y Visual Inspection of Hose Reels 

36-M 5551/052      66 C5UH N Hydrostatic Test of Hose Reels 
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356.  stated that it was possible the AFFF push-buttons on the DC Console in DC
Central could have been restored after April 2020, but this would have been highly unlikely
without him being notified.  [Encl 482, 483]

357. BONHOMME RICHARD Current Ship’s Maintenance Project (CSMP) indicates three Job
Sequence Numbers (JSNs) were created from 27 June 2018 to 22 May 2020, describing a
number of issues with the DC Console, ranging from inoperable switches to faulty relays.  [Encl
551]

358.  stated that once NASSCO completed their cable connection, his work
center, CE-05, would have finished remaining JSNs on the DC Console, to include installing a
new relay driver card, repairing an inoperable button, and repairing inoperable pressure meters.
[Encl 482, 483, 551]

359. The ADCA stated that either the Repair Division LCPO or Repair Division LPO told him
when AFFF maintenance had been completed.  The ADCA recalled no discussion of any
discrepancies within the system other than having to replace a few bilge sprinkling nozzles prior
to fuel onload.  The ADCA stated that he notified the DCA of Q-1 and Q-2 AFFF maintenance
checks being completed.  [Encl 70]

360. The Repair Division LCPO stated in four different interviews that AFFF Stations 3 and 4
were fully up at the time of the fire — the Q-2 check had been completed without discrepancies,
and both stations could be activated from all locations.  [Encl 415, 530, 531, 552]

361. The Repair Division LPO initially stated that AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were operational, and
the Q-2 check had tested “satisfactorily” (SAT).  In a follow-on interview, the Repair Division
LPO stated that he thought AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were “partially operational at most push-
buttons and controlling stations.”  He acknowledged conflagration station push-buttons were
inoperable.  He did not know the status of the DC Central buttons.  [Encl 243, 496]

362. The Repair Division LPO further stated that the AFFF check should not have been
completed in SKED.  He stated that he provided a list of discrepancies to the Repair Division
LCPO.  He also thought the 3MC should have been notified of the discrepancies.  He was
unaware why the AFFF system was taken out of IEM with discrepancies and did not recall
anyone directing him to enter the maintenance check in SKED, nor did he know who ultimately
entered the check.  He stated that he did not provide his SKED pin for anyone to sign on his
behalf.  [Encl 243, 496]

363. The Repair Division LCPO stated that during the AFFF check, the Repair Division LPO
kept a hand-written record of identified discrepancies.  The Repair Division LPO reported minor
discrepancies and correction to the Repair Division LCPO.  To the Repair Division LCPO’s
knowledge, all discrepancies, other than a missing hose reel in MMR 1, were fixed prior to fuel
onload.  [Encl 415, 530, 531]

364. The ER04 LPO stated that AFFF push-buttons worked inside the MMRs, however, the
AFFF Mimic Panels inside the ship’s major conflagration stations and DC Central were not
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operational.  These push-buttons were discovered not to have power while performing the Q-2 
check.  To activate AFFF, an individual would either have to go to the MMRs or open the SOPV 
for manual AFFF operation.  [Encl 499] 

365. The ER04 LPO stated that all discrepancies were recorded and provided to the Repair
Division LCPO.  He was unsure whether the DCA was made aware of the discrepancies.  [Encl
499]

366. The Repair Division LCPO stated that during the AFFF checks, he was back and forth
between different stations and never physically observed push-buttons being checked in DC
Central.  He did recall reports of push-buttons being “good to go.”  He also recalled 

 assisting with AFFF push-buttons.  [Encl 415, 530, 531]

367.  stated that the Repair Division LPO informed him, following AFFF testing,
that the AFFF remote activation buttons in DC Central did not work.  [Encl 482, 483]

368. , one of the maintenance personnel recorded in SKED as having performed
the Q-2 check, recalled showing other Sailors where the AFFF SOPVs were located.  He further
stated that he was directed by his WCS, the ER04 LPO, and the Repair Division LPO to sign the
maintenance check as completed even if the system was not operational.  Furthermore, reports of
discrepancies were to be verbally communicated to superiors, rather than listed in SKED.  [Encl
553]

369. , who was also recorded in SKED as having performed the Q-2 check, did not
recall completing either the AFFF Q-1 or Q-2 checks.  He further stated that he was trained to
sign-off on maintenance checks even if a check could not be completed as written.  If there was a
problem with the AFFF system, he would verbally report discrepancies to his WCS, the ER04
LPO, and the Repair Division LPO.  He did not recall whether he reported any discrepancies
concerning AFFF Stations 3 and 4 to his WCS, but noted that if there had been a discrepancy, he
still would have signed the check as complete and verbally informed his WCS.  [Encl 554]

370. When asked about the AFFF system checks, 3MC stated that no discrepancies were
reported to him when the system was brought out of IEM.  After reviewing SKED exported
check details, he acknowledged the start-up maintenance was not properly conducted.  [Encl
425]

371. The Repair Division LPO and ER04 WCS were each awarded Navy Achievement medals
by the BONHOMME RICHARD CO for working through the weekend to restore AFFF stations
prior to refueling on 7 April 2020.  The pertinent sections of the award citations read:

a. “  LED 22 DAMAGE CONTROLMEN IN THE
CRITICAL AND TIMELY RESTORATION OF AQUEOUS FILM FORMING
FOAM STATIONS THREE AND FOUR DIRECTLY SUPPORTING FUEL
ONLOAD.  HIS PERSISTENCE AND METICULOUS EFFORTS OVERCAME
TREMENDOUS OBSTACLES WHILE REVIVING THE FIRST INSTALLED
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM SINCE ENTERING THE DOCKING PHASE

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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MAINTENANCE AVAILABILITY PERIOD WITH ZERO DISCREPANCIES. 
THIS TIMELY SUCCESS ENABLE THE FLAWLESS ONLOAD OF 1.1 
MILLION GALLONS OF DIESEL FUEL MARINE, KEEPING USS 
BONHOMME RICHARD ON SCHEDULE WHILE WORKING AND 
PROGRESSING THROUGH RESTORATION OF ESSENTIAL SYSTEMS.”  

b. “  LED 22 DAMAGE CONTROLMEN IN THE
CRITICAL AND TIMELY RESTORATION OF AQUEOUS FILM FORMING
FOAM STATIONS THREE AND FOUR DIRECTLY SUPPORTING FUEL
ONLOAD.  HIS PERISTENCE AND METICULOUS EFFORTS OVERCAME
TREMENDOUS OBSTACLES WHILE REVIVING THE FIRST INSTALLED
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM SINCE ENTERING THE DOCKING PHASE
MAINTENANCE AVAILABILITY PERIOD WITH ZERO DISCREPANCIES.
THIS TIMELY SUCCESS ENABLE THE FLAWLESS ONLOAD OF 1.1
MILLION GALLONS OF DIESEL FUEL MARINE, KEEPING USS
BONHOMME RICHARD ON SCHEDULE WHILE WORKING AND
PROGRESSING THROUGH RESTORATION OF ESSENTIAL SYSTEMS.”

[Encl 555, 556] 

372. After restoring AFFF, maintenance was not consistently performed.  With no explanation
provided, daily required maintenance on AFFF Station 3 was not accomplished from 25 – 27
May 2020 and 1 – 14 June 2020 (end of available records).  Daily maintenance on AFFF Station
4 was not accomplished from 1 – 7 June 2020 with no explanation.  [Encl 549]

373. The Repair Division LPO described his relationship with the Repair Division LCPO as
tense because the Repair Division LCPO was too junior for the billet and lacked knowledge
required for an LHD DC organization.  He described his relationship with the ADCA as good
and thought the ADCA was a good officer who tried his best to learn the job that he was “thrown
into.”  [Encl 243, 496]

374. While discussing maintenance, the Repair Division LCPO stated that there was a high
likelihood the Repair Division LPO had given him false reports.  Additionally, he thought the
Repair Division LPO had been hiding “major things,” so the Repair Division LPO could fix
discrepancies without anyone knowing.  [Encl 415, 530, 531]

375. Approximately one week before the Repair Division LPO transferred from BONHOMME
RICHARD, the Repair Division LCPO discovered the Repair Division LPO had told Sailors in
Repair Division to “not talk to Chief” because they would be put on report if they talked to the
Repair Division LCPO.  The Repair Division LPO also told Sailors he would “handle
everything.”  [Encl 415, 530, 531]

376. The ADCA said the Repair Division LPO was the only Sailor within his division that he
doubted his honesty.  The ADCA thought the Repair Division LCPO, the ER04 LPO, and the
ER04 WCS were upfront and honest.  [Encl 70]
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377. The ADCA stated that the Repair Division LPO would wink whenever he told the ADCA
work had been completed, and the Repair Division LPO also made jokes about “hiding bodies.”
In addition, the ADCA observed the Repair Division LPO not being receptive to criticism, and
the ADCA did not know why the Repair Division LPO was selected to CPO in the calendar year
2021 E-7 advancement cycle.  In the past, the ADCA had verbally counseled the Repair Division
LPO, but did not document any counseling.  [Encl 70]

Ship’s Force Awareness of AFFF System Status and Operation 

378. After conducting AFFF maintenance in preparation for fuel onload in April 2020, the DCA
thought AFFF Stations 3 and 4 could be activated from the DC Console and all remote push-
buttons.  He also understood the configuration of the stations had various discrepancies with
AFFF SOPVs.  [Encl 203]

379. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO and XO both thought AFFF Stations 3 and 4 were fully
operational without discrepancies at the time of fuel onload and up to the day of the fire.  [Encl
82, 131]

380. The BONHOMME RICHARD CDOs had varying understandings of the status of the
ship’s AFFF system on 12 July 2020 — ranging from completely offline and unavailable to
online and partially available.  The daily CDO turnover report did not include the status or
updates for firefighting systems.  [Encl 169, 192, 261, 485, 557, 558]

381. The EDOs generally understood the AFFF system, at least for Stations 3 and 4, as being
online and available as of 12 July 2020.  [Encl 17, 81, 167, 173, 242, 245, 260, 264, 559, 560].

382. Junior ER04 members had conflicting understandings of the AFFF system’s availability
and/or function.  For example,  was a fireman assigned to repair division as well
as a Sounding and Security Watchstander who had qualified as an AFFF station operator; he
understood AFFF was not available on his duty day, 11 July 2020.  [Encl 553, 554, 561]

383. , the assigned Inport Emergency Team (IET) AFFF operator on
12 July 2020, understood the AFFF system was “100% up and available,” meaning fully
functional without discrepancies and capable of being operated from the conflagration stations.
[Encl 44]

384. , the DC Watch Supervisor on 12 July 2020, stated that he thought
AFFF was completely inoperable on the day of the fire.  [Encl 55]

385. DC Logs (maintained by the DC Watch Supervisor in DC Central) had a section listing
“Major Damage Control Equipment Out of Commission.”  The 0000 entry for 12 July 2020 only
listed DCRSs and Aqueous Potassium Bicarbonate (APC) in the Galleys as OOC.  No mention
of AFFF systems, fire stations, halon, etc. was listed.  [Encl 517]

386. The majority of those interviewed from the BONHOMME RICHARD crew considered the
AFFF system to be being largely unavailable on 12 July 2020.  [Encl 19, 64, 85, 105, 118, 214,
376, 380, 486, 490, 493, 498, 561, 562, 563, 564]
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387.  and , SWRMC Contractor Fire Safety Officers
(CFSOs), both stated that the AFFF system was tagged out or down on 12 July 2020 and thus,
not available for use.  [Encl 565, 566, 567]

388. According to the SWRMC CO, BONHOMME RICHARD’s AFFF system was tagged out
and not available for use at the time of the fire.  [Encl 321]

389. , the Commander, Naval Surface Force Pacific Fleet (CNSP) Port Engineer
for BONHOMME RICHARD, was not certain of the AFFF system’s status on 12 July 2020; in
fact, the AFFF pumps may have been undergoing overhaul.  [Encl 568]

Ship’s Force AFFF System Operating Knowledge 

390. The Repair Division LPO further expressed a limited understanding of the AFFF system
aboard BONHOMME RICHARD.  He understood AFFF would be provided to the entire loop if
a single AFFF pump was active.  Additionally, he was unaware of the status of the cross
connection valves used to segregate or integrate the AFFF loop.  [Encl 243, 496]

391. Duty Fire Marshals  and  stated that they were unfamiliar
with the AFFF system, its operation, and their responsibilities as Duty Fire Marshal with respect
to the AFFF system.  [Encl 61, 62, 171, 174]

392. BONHOMME RICHARD CDO Job Qualification Requirements (JQR), require CDO
candidates to demonstrate a thorough knowledge of areas protected by AFFF, activation, and
securing locations to the CHENG.  [Encl 569, 570, 571, 572, 573]

393. None of the 100 IET drills conducted from 23 July 2019 to 12 July 2020 employed AFFF.
[Encl 44, 574]
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Figure 29, Still photo of AFFF push-buttons for sprinkler groups 15 and 16 serving Lower V (16 on left; 15 on 
right).  These push-buttons are in Upper V amidships.  An open hatch obstructs visibility of the push-buttons.  

Figure 30, Still photo of AFFF push-buttons for sprinkler groups 15 and 16 serving Lower V with covers closed (16 
on left; 15 on right).  These push-buttons are in Upper V amidships.  The photo shows proximity to open hatch, 

which obstructs visibility of the push
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Figure 31, Still photo of AFFF push-buttons for sprinkler groups 15 and 16 serving Lower V with covers closed (16 
on left; 15 on right).  These push-buttons are in Upper V amidships.

Figure 32, Still photo of AFFF push-buttons for sprinkler groups 15 and 16 serving Lower V with covers open (16 
on left; 15 on right).  These push-buttons are in Upper V amidships.
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Figure 33, Still photo captured from GoPro video provided by San Diego Fire Department (SDFD) showing the 
location of AFFF push-buttons on 12 July 2020 after SDFD made entry into the vehicle stowage area via the 

sideport.

HALON Fire Extinguishing System 

394. BONHOMME RICHARD’s installed HALON fire suppression system protects 13 spaces
aboard BONHOMME RICHARD, primarily machinery and storage spaces, when in an operable
status.  HALON 1301 is a halogenated agent that extinguishes fires by inhibiting the chemical
reaction of fuel and oxygen.  The purpose of the ship’s HALON system is to completely flood
the compartments protected with HALON 1301 chemical agent to extinguish fires beyond the
capabilities of other extinguishing apparatus or agents.  [Encl 5, 575]

395. All halon systems were placed in IEM status on 14 February 2019 and remained tagged out
and non-operational from 14 February – 12 July 2020.  [Encl 203, 243, 496, 499, 537, 576]

Portable Extinguishers 

396. Per BONHOMME RICHARD’s Ship
Information Book (LHD-6 SHIP INFORMATION
BOOK, VOLUME 2, PART 2, dated 15 August
2014), the ship should have had 807 fire
extinguishers, including CO2, PKP, and AFFF,
located throughout the ship in various designated
locations.  [Encl 536]

NAVSEA 8010 7.1.7 The ship’s installed 
portable CO2, PKP, AFFF fire extinguishers 
shall be retained onboard and shall remain 
throughout the availability for initial response to 
a fire.  
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397. As of 25 June 2020, 792 of BONHOMME RICHARD’s portable firefighting extinguishers
were listed in IEM status, including CO2 bottles, PKP, and AFFF.  All 792 were placed in IEM
status on 25 January 2020.  [Encl 537]

398. The placement of portable extinguishers in IEM status requires performance of a lay-up
maintenance check in accordance with 3M maintenance procedures (MIP 6641/004-50, MRC
LU-1 (48 G6LU N)).  From 28 October 2019 through 4 July 2020, only one fire extinguisher
(PKP bottle) was recorded as having completed the requisite lay-up maintenance check in
accordance with MIP 6641/004-50, MRC LU-1.  [Encl 541]

399. From 28 October 2019 – 4 July 2020, 292 start-up maintenance checks were performed on
portable fire extinguishers.  [Encl 541]

Fire Alarms and Sensors 

400. The first FSC minutes, dated 8 August 2019,
document that “various smoke, heat, and fire detectors
will be OOC during DC Central upgrades and
preservation of areas adjacent to sensor locations.”  No
mitigation plan is listed; instead, the FSC states that the 
mitigation plan would be revisited, as applicable.  [Encl 577, 578] 

401. On 12 July 2020, the 0000 entry on the BONHOMME RICHARD DC Central Log
reported various alarms were in standby, cut-out, or OOC status.  Specifically, seven fire, three
flooding, two halon, ten sprinkling, and nine intrusion alarms were listed in standby, cut-out, or
OOC status.  One of the fire alarms identified in the log was located in Upper V (3-49-0-A), and
another alarm identified in the log was located in Lower V (4-89-0-A).  [Encl 517]

402.  stated that five fire sensors in Upper V were in OOC because there was a
cut cable near the Officer of the Deck (OOD) station on the port side of Upper V.  In addition,
sensors in the Hangar were in IEM due to contractor scaffolding for Joint Strike Fighter
upgrades, which limited access to the sensors.  [Encl 482, 483]

403. The BONHOMME RICHARD Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Combat
Systems (C5I) Officer, , stated that the ship did not have all available power
prior to 12 July 2020, which affected fire alarms.  On 12 July 2020, many power panels still had
danger tags needing to be cleared.  Due to COVID-19 social distancing restrictions, there were
fewer NASSCO Supervisors clearing these tags, which delayed restoring power panels that
affected fire alarms.  [Encl 294]

404. The C5I Officer further stated that BONHOMME RICHARD leadership hesitated to move
back aboard the ship due to power and alarm issues.  However, Ship’s Force was experiencing
pressure to move back aboard the ship before a “drop-dead” date of 15 July 2020, because
ABRAHAM LINCOLN required the berthing barge.  [Encl 130, 294, 493, 579]

NAVSEA 8010 Manual, 6.2.1 The ship’s 
permanently-installed fire detection system 
shall be maintained in an operational 
condition during the availability.  
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Communication Systems 

405. Ship to ship.  While berthed at NBSD throughout the availability, BONHOMME
RICHARD communicated with other ships on the pier via person-to-person or by using Anti-
Terrorism Tactical Watch Officer (ATTWO) radios.  [Encl 77, 134, 454]

406. Ship to shore.  For ship-to-shore communications during a casualty, BONHOMME
RICHARD relied on dedicated radios to be provided by SWRMC Code 106.  [Encl 327, 580]

407. Ship to barge.  To communicate from the ship to the barge, BONHOMME RICHARD
called the barge Quarterdeck.  Announcements were then passed within the barge via a utilized
independent barge 1 Main Circuit (1MC) announcing system connected to spaces inside the
barge.  [Encl 45, 172, 243, 496]

408. Intra-Ship.  The ship’s 1MC was the primary means of ship-wide communication and could
be accessed in the following locations: both port and starboard Aircraft Elevator (ACE), DC
Central, the Pilothouse, the 0-7 Conning Level, and Combat Information Center (CIC).  [Encl
294]

409. An open Casualty Report (CASREP) (617) had existed on the 1MC since June 2017 for a
“MAJOR IMPACT TO EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION VIA THE 1MC.”  The message
details various problems with the 1MC to include: inoperable channels; no volume on speaker
groups; failed relays; a Computer Processing Unit (CPU) fault; inoperable Uninterrupted Power
Supply (UPS) battery; inoperable optic isolator; and three cut cables.  Ship’s Force performed a
range of temporary repairs.  In addition, BONHOMME RICHARD requested Naval Surface
Force, Pacific (CNSP) assistance to obtain antiquated parts and receive an expedited full 1MC
system upgrade (scheduled for 2023).  This CASREP on the 1MC remained open on 12 July
2020 with announcements not being clearly heard or understood in various spaces.  [Encl 82,
130, 482, 483, 581, 582]

410. Hierarchical Yet Dynamically Reprogrammable Architecture (HYDRA)-Radios were not
fully operational or had been tagged out at the time of the fire, and had not been utilized for some
time before the fire.  [Encl 294, 457, 578, 580]

411. Because an abundance of metal bulkheads obstructed radio signals and hindered
communications within the ship, personal cell phones and BONHOMME RICHARD batt phones
(an individual-to-individual call system using four digit “phone numbers”) were the primary
means of communication between watchstanders.  Additionally, a routine practice by Ship’s
Force was to record the personal cell phone numbers on the watchbill of key personnel filling
certain positions such as the OOD, CDO, and Fire Marshal to ensure Duty Section personnel had
contact information in the event they needed to reach a particular person filling that
position.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO was unaware that duty sections coordinated via
personal cell phones instead of radios.  [Encl 42, 61, 62, 70, 171, 174, 247, 457, 583]

412. The BONHOMME RICHARD CDO, Section Leader, EDO, and Fire Marshal were
provided radios, but these radios were reportedly ineffective when used on the ship.  Duty
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Department Heads and some watchstanders were equipped with battery-operated portable 
phones.  Sounding and Security watchstanders were neither provided radios nor phones to 
communicate with DC Central.  The OOD for 12 July 2020, , explained that he 
would only be able to reach the fire marshal and other key duty section positions by personal cell 
phone.  [Encl 27, 42, 61, 62, 64, 77, 131, 561, 583] 

413. BONHOMME RICHARD ATTWOs, CDOs, and the Quarterdeck used Anti-Terrorism
Force Protection (ATFP) encrypted radios owned and issued by the weapons department.  [Encl
77, 294, 583]

414. DC radios from DCRSs had been placed in IEM prior to the fire.  The DCA stated that
during drills and actual casualties DCRS communications relied on phone nets and message
blanks.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO had no situational awareness to the unavailability and
inoperability of DC radios prior to the fire.  [Encl 82, 125, 203]

415. Communications during drills required use of messengers, sound-powered phones, or “salt-
and-pepper” lines) because BONHOMME RICHARD’s phone nets were not operational.  [Encl
125, 482, 483]

Self-Contained Breathing Apparatuses  

416. The 8 January 2020 LHD Class SCBA Allowance
Equipage List 2-330024110 allocates 556 SCBA bottles and
278 SCBA harnesses to LHD ships.  [Encl 584]

417. BONHOMME RICHARD IEM Report listed a total of
275 SCBA bottles and 161 SCBA harnesses placed in IEM
status.  144 SCBA bottles and 80 harnesses were originally
placed in IEM on 13 December 2018, and an additional 131
SCBA bottles and 81 harnesses were placed in IEM on 22
January 2019.  [Encl 537]

418. Maintenance Records indicate ER04 consistently performed required monthly maintenance
checks for 171 SCBA bottles (M-2) and 108 SCBA harnesses (M-1R) from November 2019
through May 2020.  Records were not complete for the entire month of June 2020.  At the time
of the fire, there are no records to indicate that the ship had any more or any less than 171 SCBA
bottles and 108 SCBA harnesses available for use.  [Encl 549]

419. Based on the Allowance Equipage List (AEL), IEM Log, and Maintenance Records, there
were approximately 210 SCBA bottles unaccounted for (neither actively maintained nor listed in
IEM) at the time of the fire.  [Encl 537, 549, 584]

420. The most recent Engineering 8 O’clock Reports available before the fire, dated 18 May
2020, indicated 0 of 5 SCBA recharging stations and 2 of 6 EBACs were available.
BONHOMME RICHARD Engineering Log on 9 July 2020 listed High-Pressure Air Compressor
(HPAC) 1 as being online, and HPAC 2 OOC.  [Encl 99, 518]

SCBAs are portable breathing 
apparatuses that should be worn by 
firefighting personnel within affected 
space(s) until atmospheric conditions are 
determined to be safe.  SCBAs provide 
breathing air for up to 45 minutes with 
the ability to recharge bottles from either 
a permanently installed station aboard 
utilizing HP Air or a portable 
Emergency Breathing Air Compressor 
(EBAC). 

(b) (6)
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421. IEM Logs from 25 June 2020 recorded 6 of 6 EBACs, 12 of 12 EBAC Flex Hoses, 3 of 3
Air Booster Pump Assemblies, and 5 of 5 HP Filter Assemblies were in IEM status.  [Encl 537]

422. Contrary to the information recorded in the IEM Logs, the Engineering 8’O Clocks closest
in time to before the fire, dated 18 May 2020, noted that 2 of 6 EBACs and 0 of 5 SCBA
recharging stations were operational.  [Encl 518]

423. ER04 Maintenance Records indicated these two EBACs contained serial numbers different
from the six EBACs listed in IEM.  Monthly maintenance was being performed on these two
EBACs from 3 January – 4 April 2020.  [Encl 243, 496, 518, 549]

Damage Control Repair Stations  

424. FSC minutes from 8 November 2018 indicate that DCRS 2 Main (2M), 5M, and 3 were
designated to be available for use throughout the availability.  The 8 November 2018 FSC
minutes also document that DCRS 4 was to be locked, with its inventory placed in IEM.
Additionally, per the FSC minutes, DCRS 2 forward (2F), 6, and 7 were to be placed in lay-up
and offloaded to storage for the duration of the availability.  This is contrary to 8010 Manual,
para. 3.4.8, which requires one DCRS be made available on Gallery Deck.  [Encl 585]

425. The SWRMC PM did
not recall any discussion at
the FSC meetings concerning
DCRSs not meeting 8010
Manual requirements.  [Encl
190]

426. On 23 April 2020, the
FSC permitted DCRS 2M and
2F to be taken out of service
to support a four-week deck 
install.  As a mitigation, 
DCRSs 6F and 7F were to be placed in service.  [Encl 586] 

427. FSC minutes obtained by the investigation team do not indicate if and when DCRS 2F was
returned to operational status, as the previous FSC minutes from November 2018 recorded
DCRS 2F being placed in IEM status.  [Encl 585, 586]

428. DC Central’s 0000 Log entry for 12 July 2020 recorded DCRSs 1H, 2F, 2M, 2A, 4, 5A,
6/7A as OOC, leaving only DCRSs 5M, 3, 6F, and 7F as active.  [Encl 517]

429. The ADCA stated that the active DCRSs on 12 July 2020 were 2M, 5M, and 3.  [Encl 46]

430. The DC Central Log for 12 July 2020 indicated DCRS 2M was inactive.  [Encl 517]

431. Despite DCRS 3 being listed as active at 0000 on 12 July 2020 DC Central Logs, DCRS 3
was discovered to not have power by Sailors responding to the fire on 12 July 2020.

NAVSEA 8010 Table 3-4. Minimum DCRS Number and Location Requirements 

Class Min. DCRS    Location 

LHD   3    One on Gallery Deck (02-Level) 

   One on DC Deck-Aft (Main Deck in the vicinity of Hangar) 

   One on DC Deck-FWD (Fwd Main Deck) 
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Consequently, responders had to work between DCRS 3 (an active locker with equipment, but no 
power) and DCRS 1H (an inactive locker with power, but no equipment).  [Encl 27, 41, 46, 98] 

Brow Access 

432. Brows provide access from shore to ship and permit flow of
crew and emergency responders both on and off-ship.  NAVSEA
establishes requirements for the number of brows while in
maintenance availabilities as prescribed in the 8010 Manual.
While at the NASSCO shipyard, BONHOMME RICHARD
established three brow accesses.  The primary access was from the
port sideport door opening, a second access point was from the port
ACE was installed on 25 June 2019, and a third access point was
from the starboard Replenishment at Sea (RAS) station was
established as an emergency access on 9 September 2019.  [Encl
587]

433. On 11 December 2019, , BONHOMME RICHARD Operations Officer
(OPS), e-mailed NBSD Port Operations requesting brow arrangements for five time periods
covering 19 December 2019 through Sea Trials.  All five periods list only two brow locations.
[Encl 588]

434. On 27 January 2020, Commander, Navy Region Maintenance Center (CNRMC) issued a
Corrective Action Report (CAR) to SWRMC during a Fleet Maintenance Activity Assessment
(FMAA) citing: “contrary to reference (a), para 10.1.4 [of the 8010 Manual], BONHOMME
RICHARD did not have the required number of brows.”  [Encl 589, 590, 591]

435. The SWRMC CO stated that he was aware the three-brow requirement for a ship the size of
BONHOMME RICHARD, but he was unaware of how the issue was resolved for BONHOMME
RICHARD.  He noted that while the requirement for three brows is generally understood, ships
have not historically had three brows.  He noted that “for whatever reason, we’ve just accepted
that risk.” [Encl 321]

436. On 29 January 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD FSC notes a third brow would be
impractical because of the limited footprint on Pier 2 for contractor operations and the need for
increased watchstanding duties if three brows were to be used.  Additionally, a hand-written note
by the SWRMC FSC representative indicates the BONHOMME RICHARD CO concurred with
the two brow arrangement beginning on 5 November 2018 due to the impracticability of having
three brows.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO confirmed that he accepted two brows as necessary
to support ongoing work after discussing the issue with the NASCCO PM and her supervisor,

.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated further that he relied on the
assessment of SWRMC that having two brows was acceptable.  [Encl 82, 592, 593]

8010 Manual 10.1.4 Shipboard Access 

On surface ships, one gangway shall be 
located at the ship’s Quarterdeck.  For 
ships 700 feet or over in length, two 
additional gangways shall be provided.  
Each gangway shall be located in a 
separate fire zone unless an alternate 
arrangement is approved by the FSC.   

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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437. The NASSCO PM for BONHOMME RICHARD stated that she understood there had been
a waiver for the three brow requirement at NBSD, and she further stated that three brows would
have interfered with critical work to finishing the availability.  [Encl 236]

438. On 8 July 2020, BONHOMME RICHARD moved the egress brow from the port store door
to the port ACE.  As part of this move, the ship’s Quarterdeck shifted from Upper V, at the
sideport ramp, to the port ACE.  [Encl 594, 595]

Material Storage 

439. During BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability, every department on the ship utilized
Lower V as a mass storage area.  A significant amount of ship’s material was added to the Lower
V during the week prior the fire to support non-skid replacement in the Hangar.  On 12 July
2020, items stored in the Lower V included: dozens of tri-walls stacked two levels high in some
areas filled with firefighting gear; CO2 bottles; battle lanterns; shoring timber; mooring lines;
chains; boats; life-rings; plywood; lightbulbs; Purell hand sanitizer; publications; pressure
washers; fueling hoses; tools; tables; a sewing machine; computers; printers; shredders; binders;
office supplies; drywall; various contractor equipment; trolleys; an aerial man-lift; two fueled
forklifts, and four boxes of unopened washer and dryer units.  [Encl 5, 15, 35, 87, 171, 174, 190,
204, 220, 222, 243, 415, 493, 496, 499, 530, 531, 596, 597, 598, 599, 600, 601, 602, 603, 604]

440. Upper V had contractor materials stored in the forward part of the space in addition to
Ship’s Force material stored on the starboard side.  In particular, Ship’s Force materials included
sixteen 50-gallon drums of 9250 Marine Engine Lubrication oil.  [Encl 162, 190, 204, 214, 220,
489, 490, 493, 605, 606]

441. The BONHOMME RICHARD Auxiliaries Officer, , as well as
Auxiliaries Leading Chief Petty Officer  stated that their division brought 16
barrels of the 9250 lube oil into the Hangar approximately a week before the fire for an expected
two-day evolution to fill the EDGs.  This evolution was first delayed due to a pump transfer
casualty, and then delayed further due to a requirement to move the barrels from the Hangar to
Upper V in preparation for upcoming non-skid work in the Hangar.  He further stated that the
auxiliaries division was in the process of moving the barrels and planned to continue on 13 July
2020.  [Encl 93, 214]

442. The BONHOMME RICHARD XO, CMC, and CHENG were aware of the lube oil being
stored in Upper V.  The CHENG noted that HAZMAT Locker 10 (normally utilized to store lube
oil) was unavailable, and he did not recall whether CO permission was required prior to
transferring lube oil.  [Encl 130, 131, 219]

443. BONHOMME RICHARD CO Standing Order Number 5 requires CO permission for “any
on-loading/off-loading of Propulsion Fuels/Lube Oils.”  [Encl 607]

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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444. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated that the CHENG did not inform him of
onloading oil drums prior to 12 July 2020.  [Encl 82]

445. Upper V also contained 7 unidentified upright gas cylinders and 27 stacked refrigerant
cylinders on 12 July 2020.  [Encl 5, 264, 608]

446. Upper V overhead preservation had mostly been completed by 12 July 2020; specifically,
the forward third of scaffolding was removed, the middle third was in the process of removal,
and the aft third was fully erected.  [Encl 82, 220]

447. The Hangar deck held two 60 cubic feet acetylene
tanks, two 60 cubic feet oxygen tanks, and one 30-
pound propane tank in a wooden box that were
discovered in tact after the fire.  [Encl 605]

448. , the Medical and Dental
LCPO, stated that he ordered approximately 120 – 150
oxygen bottles during the March – April 2020
timeframe in preparation for a July 2020 underway.
Approximately 50 – 60 of these oxygen bottles were
laid and stacked in a pyramid on the medical ward deck
on the 01-Level on 12 July 2020.  [Encl 302]

449. The Senior Medical Officer,  stated that it was his understanding
the contractor had ownership of various medical spaces still undergoing maintenance work.

 was aware that oxygen bottles were stored in the medical ward but was
unaware of their specific storage location or that Medical Department owned an Oxygen
Cylinder Storeroom.  BONHOMME RICHARD CO was not informed of any issues concerning
the stowage of oxygen bottles prior to the fire.  [Encl 82, 263]

450. The SWRMC Program Manager (Code 315) for LHA/LHD class ships, ,
stated that while combustibles onboard ships are not tracked by project managers due to the
volume of combustibles transported on and off-ship, it is the project manager’s responsibility to
raise a concern regarding improper storage of combustibles to the chain of command for
correction.  [Encl 519]

8010 Manual 5.1.8 Portable flammable 
compressed gas cylinders shall not be 
placed below the main deck, in confined 
spaces, or under the overhanging decks.  
Locate supply on the pier and furnish 
gases from header to manifolds on the 
ship.  In order to allow personnel to 
replenish their gas supply, additional gas 
cylinders, not to exceed one-half the 
number of in-use cylinders, may be 
located in a remote area on the ship’s 
weather decks.  

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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D. Fire Safety Council

451. The FSC responsible for BONHOMME
RICHARD’s availability was comprised of three core
members: the Fire Safety Officer (FSO) (SWRMC
Code 106B Government Contractor); the BONHOMME
RICHARD DCA; and the BONHOMME RICHARD
Availability PM (SWRMC Code 300, Operations).  The
FSC consistently maintained a minimum number of
participants, even though the 8010 Manual permits
greater participation.  [Encl 190, 203, 609, 610, 611]

452. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, the Project Support
Engineer (PSE) was not designated as a member of FSC
and did not routinely participate in the FSC meetings.
In addition, BONHOMME RICHARD’s alternate
representative was not a commissioned officer as
required by the 8010 Manual.  [Encl 321, 325, 609, 612,
613, 614, 615, 616, 617]

453. , the BONHOMME RICHARD PM and one of the FSC members for the
availability, had six years of prior active-duty Navy experience as an Aviation Ordnanceman
prior to joining SWRMC as a civilian Ship Building Specialist for five years.  She then assumed
responsibility as PM for BONHOMME RICHARD, even though she had not completed the
required PM position certifications.  The PM viewed the ship’s representative as capable of
waiving 8010 Manual requirements by assuming risk for the ship, which is contrary to the FSC
structure requiring all FSC members to assess and evaluate risk for all 8010 Manual deviations
and mitigations.  The PM neither received formal DC nor 8010 Manual training prior to
becoming the BONHOMME RICHARD PM.  [Encl 190]

454. The PM for BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability, stated that during the month before
the fire, she was not on the ship frequently due to being in a high risk category for COVID-19.
[Encl 190]

455. The BONHOMME RICHARD FSC meetings were not consistently scheduled, nor were
they formally conducted to require members to gather and discuss issues as well as associated
risks.  Typically, the “meeting” was an ad hoc event that occurred after the daily availability
production meeting.  The ship’s representative and PM usually signed the FSC minutes when the
FSO walked with the ship’s representative and PM throughout the ship.  The FSC members were
not always together when minutes were signed.  [Encl 190, 566, 609]

456. On 12 July 2020, the primary FSO assigned to BONHOMME RICHARD was 
, who had previous Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and civilian

firefighting experience, but no prior experience with U.S. Navy vessels.  In the two weeks prior
to the fire, the primary FSO was on sick leave due to an injury restricting him from work.  

, the alternate FSO for BONHOMME RICHARD, had four years of experience as a Fire

The 8010 Manual only requires Project 
Support Engineers (PSEs) to participate 
on the FSC in certain circumstances. 

Section 2.1.1.7 (f) reads: “The PSE is not 
required to be a part of the FSC unless no 
one from the EPD (Engineering Planning 
Department) is available, the EPD does 
not exist or the SRCA requires it.” 

For the BONHOMME RICHARD 
availability, because SWRMC does not 
have an EPD (it is not a public shipyard), 
a PSE is required to attend the FSC. 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Control Technician in the submarine force before he left the Navy as a third class petty officer 
and was hired by United Support Services Incorporated (USS Inc.) in May 2019.  [Encl 519, 565, 
615, 618] 

457. The BONHOMME RICHARD primary FSO’s designation letter is dated before the
primary FSO completed the FSO written test and oral board.  [Encl 619, 620]

458. The BONHOMME RICHARD alternate FSO completed his FSO qualification oral board
with a board member who had neither taken the oral board nor been FSO qualified.  [Encl 619,
620, 621, 622, 623]

459. A letter of designation for FSOs assigned to BONHOMME RICHARD was digitally
altered to replace the name of the alternate FSO, with no indication that the signatory (SWRMC
Code 106 Department Head) authorized the change.  SWRMC was unaware of this modification
to signed Navy correspondence until it was identified by this investigation.  [Encl 619, 620, 621,
624]

460. On 29 October 2019, , the BONHOMME RICHARD then-CO,
designated the DCA as the ship’s FSC representative.  The DCA had just reported to the
BONHOMME RICHARD on 10 October 2019.  [Encl 625]

461. , then-ADCA and the Repair Division LCPO, continued to be
listed as alternate FSC representatives.  [Encl 626]

462. While the 8010 Manual does not clearly and consistently define the scope of the FSC’s
authority to waive 8010 Manual requirements, the 8010 Manual authorizes the FSC to approve
various deviations and waivers of certain requirements with appropriate mitigations to risk.  Per
the 29 October 2018 FSC meeting minutes, the 8010 Manual requirement to maintain heat
detection, sprinkling, AFFF, and halon systems online as much as possible was waived with no
mitigations listed in the FSC minutes.  Under the “Status of Detection Equipment (heat, smoke,
and flooding sensors)” section, the FSC minutes state, “Concurrence: DCC will be affected due
to industrial work.  Sensors will remain OOC until DCC is reestablished.”  The minutes do not
annotate an estimated date for when DC Central would be established.  The FSC also concurred
that halon, AFFF systems, and sprinkling systems, would be placed in lay-up.  All SCBA
charging stations, where SCBA bottles could be refilled, were also placed in lay-up with
concurrence by the FSC.  [Encl 566, 609, 618, 627, 628]

463. The second BONHOMME RICHARD FSC meeting on 8 November 2018 waived the 30-
day requirement for the 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill, which is contrary to the 8010 Manual’s
prohibition against the relaxation of drill frequency requirements.  The FSC minutes indicate the
reason for this delay was providing Ship’s Force and Federal Fire Department (FEDFIRE) ample
time to train together.  [Encl 585, 609, 629, 630, 631, 632, 633]

464. Contrary to the 8010 Manual requirements, the FSC meeting held on 8 November 2018
designates DCRSs 2M, 5M, and 3 be maintained throughout the availability, but failed to require
an additional locker on the 02-Level (“Gallery Deck”).  A second unauthorized deviation from

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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the 8010 Manual occurred when the FSC failed to establish a DC CONEX box as a mitigation, 
which is required when the minimum number of DCRSs is not met.  The FSC members were 
unaware that the selected DCRSs did not meet 8010 Manual requirements.  Moreover, during her 
interview, the SWRMC PM failed to demonstrate knowledge about the minimum number of 
DCRSs required in the 8010 Manual.  [Encl 190, 585] 

465. In January 2020, a month after the ship transitioned from NASSCO to NBSD Pier 2, the
FSC waived 8010 Manual requirements to maintain three brows for a ship greater than 700 feet
in length.  The waiver authorized BONHOMME RICHARD to maintain two brows without any
listed mitigation, with the written comment, “[f]rom the beginning of avail, 5NOV18
BONHOMME RICHARD CO has concurred with 2 brow configuration vs 3 brow
configuration.”  The FSC meeting minutes state that a third brow was “impractical as Ship’s
Force would have to add additional watch duties and there is limited footprint area available on
NBSD Pier 2 for contractor operations.”  Prior to docking at Pier 2, the ship maintained the
required three brows at NASSCO.  During the period the ship had two brows, the FSC
authorized one of the two brows be physically locked with the duty Master-at-Arms retaining the
key.  [Encl 593, 609, 618, 628, 634, 635, 636, 637]

466. The DCA explained the purpose of the BONHOMME RICHARD FSC was to discuss the
essential programs associated with fire prevention and response in accordance with the 8010
Manual, and mentioned that BONHOMME RICHARD would never deviate from these
requirements.  He further stated that the BONHOMME RICHARD CO had the authority to
approve deviations; however, the CO stated that no items from the FSC were brought to his
attention for approval or to highlight risks with the exception of discussing the 8010 Manual
requirement for three brows.  [Encl 82, 203]

467. The DCA recalled “mitigation measures” being discussed at the FSC, but could not recall
whether this phrase was documented in the FSC minutes.  He explained that the mitigation for
onloading fuel was to secure hot work, but could not recall mitigation measures once fuel was
aboard.  He also did not recall mitigation measures for having two brows.  [Encl 203, 638]

468. Per paragraph 5.4.1 of the 8010 Manual, the FSO is also required to conduct daily safety
walkthroughs to find and document fire safety discrepancies.  Contrary to the 8010 Manual
requirements, BONHOMME RICHARD FSOs only searched for and recorded discrepancies
generated by the maintenance contractors completing work aboard.  If the FSO identified a
Ship’s Force discrepancy, it may have been reported verbally to Ship’s Force; however,
discrepancies were not tracked.  The FSO’s daily fire safety walkthrough discrepancies were
logged into a spreadsheet on the SWRMC share drive.  The project team, including Ship’s Force,
did not have access to these discrepancies, which is contrary to the 8010 Manual paragraph 5.4.1
requiring discrepancies be provided to the ship.  [Encl 117, 618, 639, 640]

469. There was no formal review by a government employee of identified FSO discrepancies.
FSO data was not consistently entered to enable trending analysis as required by Chapter 5 of the
8010 Manual.  [Encl 117, 618, 641]
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the port ACE.  The sideport ramp was noted as an egress brow rather than the primary entry 
point “until further notice.”  [Encl 595] 

476. BONHOMME RICHARD leadership stated in their interviews with the investigation team
that their exposure to the 8010 Manual and its requirements were limited prior to the fire.  The
BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated that he did not receive any specific 8010 Manual training
during his command training pipeline and that he had not read the entire 8010 Manual before the
fire, with his familiarity being limited to Chapter 12, which governs periodic fire drills.  The
BONHOMME RICHARD XO indicated that he thought the purpose of the FSC was to provide
input to the CO about the ship’s fire safety posture (rather than waiving requirements outright);
additionally, he expressed a belief that the 8010 Manual is written to address smaller fires.  The
XO had never had training on the 8010 Manual and thought the COMUSFLTFORCOMINST
4790.3 governed firefighting systems to be available during fueling operations.  The DCA was
unaware of 8010 Manual requirements regarding the availability of firefighting systems during
fueling, smoke curtain mitigations, and the authorities granted to the FSC.  [Encl 82, 131, 203,
219, 650, 651]

477. Additionally, multiple engineering department khaki leaders noted that an ambiguous
superior subordinate relationship between the DCA and CHENG created a communication issues
within engineering department.  Both the Main Propulsion Assistant (MPA), 

, and the Auxiliaries Officer noted that the CHENG’s leadership style, which emphasized
that “everyone handle their portion of the pie and then inform me;” as a result, this led to
communications difficulties within the department.  When coupled with the DCA’s assertions
that he was on a “XO special mission” assignment, this led to a perception that he functioned as
an independent Department Head, rather than a principal assistant.  This dynamic created friction
within the department, which was noted by the MPA, Auxiliaries Officer, ADCA, 3MC, and the
Engineering Department Leading Chief Petty Officer (DLCPO), .  [Encl
70, 194, 214, 260, 425]

E. 8010 Manual Fire Drills

478. Per section 4.5 of the NASSCO-BONHOMME RICHARD firm-fixed price maintenance
contract and the 8010 Manual, a full-scale fire drill must be executed within the first 30 days of a
ship’s arrival to the contractor’s facility.  Per the terms of the contract, the contractor “shall
coordinate the execution” of this drill, which would include at a minimum, the requirements of
the drill specified in NAVSEA Standard Items 009-08 (Fire Protection at Contractor’s Facility;
Accomplish) and 009-28 (Fire Prevention Requirements).  The contract identifies that the
government will conduct the drill using the evaluation criteria found in the 8010 Manual.  Of
note, the contract does not mention of the +180 day or +360 day follow-on fire drills in the
contract, as required per the 8010 Manual Chapter 12.  [Encl 476]

479. On 8 November 2018, the BONHOMME RICHARD FSC noted the 8010 Manual Chapter
12 “A+30” drill requirement would be deferred until January 2019 because FEDFIRE could not
participate until then, and BONHOMME RICHARD would be switching from ship firemain to
temporary firemain that same month.  BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability began on 5
November 2018, and the A+30 date would have been 5 December 2018.  [Encl 630]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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480. On 27 November 2018, the BONHOMME RICHARD then-XO, CAPT Thoroman, signed
BONHOMME RICHARD’s drill package for the A+30 8010 Manual drill.  The drill package
was also signed by , the Damage Control Training Team (DCTT)
Coordinator, CHENG, and CO.  Notes from the drill package indicate all firefighting systems
were operational except AFFF.  The drill consisted of a Class “A” fire in the Aviation Repair
Shop with the following events unfolding: OOD/DC Central to call away the casualty over the
1MC; OOD to call the SWRMC CDO and report the fire; the CO to declare a major fire; the
Flying Squad to execute rapid response to the casualty; and, off ship facilities (Fire and
Emergency Service (F&ES) to be utilized for refilling SCBA bottles.  [Encl 652]

481. On 14 December 2018, the FSC meeting minutes annotate practice drills on 16 and 23
January 2019 as well as a drill assessment on 31 January 2019.  FSC notes indicate FEDFIRE
had planned to participate.  The minutes also annotate that SWRMC received the BONHOMME
RICHARD drill package and that the Chapter 12 drill grading criteria was reviewed with
BONHOMME RICHARD DCA and DCC.  There was no further documentation referencing the
16 January 2019 practice drill, and no documentation regarding FEDFIRE’s participation in the
planned practice drills.  [Encl 653, 654]

482. The maintenance availability start date +30 day (A+30) drill package from the 8010
Manual coordinated between SWRMC and BONHOMME RICHARD was consistent with other
fire drill packages previously developed by SWRMC.  [Encl 652, 654, 655]

483. The 23 January 2019 BONHOMME RICHARD training drill was observed by SWRMC
Code 106 and documented in a 13-page summary, providing feedback and additional firefighting
guidance.  Comments note fire boundaries were neither properly set nor maintained.  SWRMC
specifically noted that Sailors assigned as Boundarymen had a low level of knowledge on heat
transfer, effectively cooling surrounding spaces, correctly laying out hoses and overall required
further training.  Additionally, SWRMC noted BONHOMME RICHARD’s crew response took
more than 21 minutes to engage the fire after taking 15 minutes to call away the casualty over the
1MC.  Overall, the simulated fire burned for more than 36 minutes before agent was applied.
[Encl 656]

484. BONHOMME RICHARD FSC meeting minutes from 29 January 2019 annotate a tabletop
exercise for the upcoming drill; however, FEDFIRE personnel were not present.  On 31 January
2019, BONHOMME RICHARD conducted the A+30 8010 Manual fire drill at NBSD Pier 2.
This drill was observed by the SWRMC Drill Monitor Team, BONHOMME RICHARD DCTT,
SURFPAC Damage Control Team and NBSD FEDFIRE.  The stated primary objective for the
drill was to demonstrate Ship’s Force, F&ES, shipyard, and SWRMC communication,
integration, and firefighting efforts in combatting a fire aboard a vessel in an availability. The
drill evaluated various performance criteria, including “ship initial actions,” “F&ES Integration,”
and “[c]lear and concise communications between sites [in-hull, off-hull, and SWRMC
Emergency Command Center (ECC)/NBSD Emergency Operations Center (EOC)].”  The drill
was graded as overall SAT, but “[e]stablish effective communication between Ship’s Force,
SWRMC ERT, F&ES, ECC, NBSD EOC” was graded as “requires improvement.”  [Encl 654,
655, 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663]

(b) (6)
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485. SWRMC Code 106B also noted the following drill discrepancies for the A+30 8010
Manual fire drill:

a. All personnel are required to identify their role and assignment at the off-hull Incident
Command Post (ICP).

b. Fourteen minutes for the fire party to engage the fire.

c. Smoke control was not effective because curtains and blankets were not utilized in all
required locations.

d. Fire boundaries were neither set nor maintained in all required locations for fire

e. Fire boundary personnel level of knowledge of duties and responsibilities was “very
low.”

Additionally, the following areas were identified as requiring improvement: 

a. Fire boundary personnel knowledge.

b. Smoke controlman knowledge of use of smoke curtains and blankets.

c. SCBA donning.

d. Donning of battle dress.

Recommended actions included 

a. Conduct training with DCTT to utilize props.

b. Follow drill package and the 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill requirements.

c. Conduct training on battle dress for firefighting.

d. Conduct training on SCBA donning and doffing.

e. Conduct training on establishment, setting, and maintaining fire boundaries.

f. Conduct training on smoke control.

[Encl 654, 655, 657, 658, 659, 660, 661, 662, 663] 

486. In a letter dated 25 August 2020, FEDFIRE  confirmed that
FEDFIRE’s last recorded ship tour aboard BONHOMME RICHARD was 31 January 2019,
when FEDFIRE participated in the last 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill.  [Encl 658]

487. BONHOMME RICHARD FSC meeting minutes from 3 May 2019 identify concurrence on
the waiver of BONHOMME RICHARD’s 8010 Manual Chapter 12 +180 drill due to dry
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docking scheduled in early June 2019.  The notional +180 date was 4 May 2019.  The 
documented justification for delaying the drill was to allow the ship and NASSCO to train and 
integrate in dry dock with SDFD.  The FSC meeting minutes also reference the following 
paragraph from the 8010 Manual, Chapter 12: “SRCAs should note that section 12.5 of the 8010 
Manual provides flexibility with drill frequency and complexity depending on the workload, and 
proficiency and availability of Firefighting resources.  For example, the Navy has to be careful 
not to overload a city fire department providing support to multiple SRCAs in one area.  SRCAs 
are encouraged to be judicious in implementing these requirements, leverage the flexibilities 
allowed to modify the scope, complexity, and frequency of these drills, and balance the need to 
maintain fire response proficiency with the impact to availability cost and schedule.”  [Encl 664] 

488. BONHOMME RICHARD FSC meeting minutes from 2 July 2019 annotate the
BONHOMME RICHARD DCTT was briefed on the 8010 Manual drill grading criteria in
preparation for the +180 fire drill planned for 23 July 2019.  A training grade sheet titled “USS
POSITIVE (+2) ‘8010’ FIRE DRILL EVALUATION (DCTT)” was used to review all areas.
The grade sheet noted two attributes were not being met with four requiring improvement.  The
drill was overall graded SAT at a 90.3 percent.  [Encl 665]

489. Per the SWRMC 8010 Manual drill grade sheet, the drill evaluation criteria is being
developed from the following references: the 8010 Manual, NSTM 555, NSTM 074, NSTM 077,
NSTM 079 and SWRMC Fire Response Plan (FRP).  The criteria neither references the CNSP
Surface Force Training and Readiness Manual (SFTRM) nor Afloat Training Group Repetitive
Exercise (RE) 3.  [Encl 666]

490. The BONHOMME RICHARD 8010 Chapter 12 drill package planned for 23 July 2019
was consistent with other 8010 Manual standard drill packages developed by SWRMC, to
include the immediate action checklist.  BONHOMME RICHARD’s drill package was prepared
by the DCTT Coordinator and reviewed by the CHENG and Acting XO (OPS Officer).  CAPT
Thoroman, then-XO, was designated as the DCTT Leader but did not sign the drill package.  The
drill package was approved by , BONHOMME RICHARD CO at the time.  Notes
from the drill package include: drill consists of a Class “A” fire in Troop Berthing; OOD/DC
Central to call away the casualty over 1MC; OOD to call shipyard dispatch to report the fire; the
OOD is to call the SWRMC CDO and report the fire; the CO declares a major fire; the Flying
Squad responds with a rapid response to casualty; and, F&ES is to be utilized for refilling SCBA
bottles.  In advance of the drill, a 10 July 2019 walkthrough as well as a 16 July 2019 practice
drill were planned; however, no formal written records confirm whether these were executed.
[Encl 666, 667]

491. On 23 July 2019, BONHOMME RICHARD completed its A+180 fire drill at NASSCO
with F&ES support provided by NASSCO Shipyard Fire Department.  SWRMC evaluated this
8010 Manual Chapter 12 fire drill as “satisfactory,” with a score of 95.83 percent.  The drill,
which was conducted 50 days after the initial A+180 date of 4 May 2019, was observed by
SWRMC’s Drill Monitor Team, the BONHOMME RICHARD DCTT, and CNSP DC Team.
The FSC meeting minutes dated 24 July 2019 include SWRMC Code 106’s drill evaluation
memorandum, which states that a drill out-brief was conducted with the BONHOMME
RICHARD CO, XO, DCA and Repair Division LCPO.  The drill report indicated that it took 16
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minutes for the fire party to engage the fire; however, the timeline enclosed in the drill report 
notes that it took 23 minutes to engage the fire.  All critical attributes were met with the 
exception of medical response, which required improvement.  Other areas requiring 
improvement included: firefighting response time; DC firefighting strategy; and, coordination 
between the shipyard, Ship’s Force, and F&ES.  Additional observations and miscellaneous 
comments included: Ship’s Force SCBAs were improperly donned, to include loose and twisted 
straps; SCBA cylinders were below 4,000 PSI; and, above and below boundaries for the first 
simulated fire were missing cooling agent after boundaries were declared set.  The drill report 
notes training actions for all comments and observations were to be completed and due 24 
November 2019 by report to the FSO.  [Encl 668, 669, 670, 671, 672, 673] 

492. The BONHOMME RICHARD FSC minutes from 13 November 2019 indicate
BONHOMME RICHARD’s +360 drill scheduled for November 2019 was moved to 19 February
2020.  The FSC minutes state: “BONHOMME RICHARD would be due for the +360 Fire Drill
November 2019.  Due to the previous successful fire drills at NBSD and NASSCO with F&ES
present, the scheduled undocking and shift to NBSD 20 Dec 2019, and the reduced presence of
hot work aboard, FSC agrees to move the +360 fire drill until 19 Feb 2020.”  Additional
scheduling considerations noted are: undocking preparations occurring November – December
2019; BONHOMME RICHARD holiday stand-down December 2019 – January 2020; and, 8010
Manual Chapter 13 fire drill preparations and execution January – February 2020 for SWRMC.
The FSC members present were  and , SWRMC FSOs, and the DCA.
[Encl 674, 675, 676]

493. The BONHOMME RICHARD FSC minutes from 20 February 2020 document approval of
a second deferral of the ship’s +360 drill (originally due November 2019) to an undetermined
date in April 2020.  The reasoning for movement of the drill included: SWRMC support being or
having been limited due to supporting other U.S. Navy vessels on initial 8010 Manual Chapter
12 or 13 requirements; SWRMC would support to the best of their abilities the “sell back” of
CIC and combat suites, which would take place in the month of March 2020; SWRMC would
not be able to support 8010 Manual Chapter 12 requirements due to prior scheduled drills during
February and March 2020; CFSO confidence that movement of drill to April 2020 would not
greatly affect overall BONHOMME RICHARD fire response due to past 8010 Manual Chapter
12 drill scores; no major fire prevention concerns at the time warranted an immediate drill; and,
the BONHOMME RICHARD DCA would be on a temporary duty assignment in March 2020
and would not have oversight of the drill.  [Encl 677]

494. E-mail correspondence on 3 March 2020 between the SWRMC CFSO and NBSD Security
Department Training LCPO shows a planned date for BONHOMME RICHARD +360 drill of 13
April 2020.  [Encl 660, 678, 679, 680]

495. On 16 March 2020, the NBSD Installation Training Officer (ITO) recommended to the
SWRMC CFSO that upcoming fire drills be cancelled on ships for the week (originally
scheduled 16, 17, and 19 March 2020) while future drills would remain scheduled pending a
further COVID-19 determination.  [Encl 660, 681, 682]

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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496. On 19 March 2020, CNIC issued Fragmentary Order (FRAGO) 002 TO CNIC PLANORD
FOR COVID-19 RESPONSE, restricting gatherings of more than 10 personnel.  [Encl 683]

497. On 21 March 2020, Commander, Navy Region Southwest (CNRSW) Directive 20-002B
was released to subordinate units addressing the limitations in Health Protection Condition
(HPCON) C.  In the “Base Security and Access” section, this directive addresses limitations
during HPCON C.  This includes guidance to “[c]ease Naval Security Force (NSF) training,
drills and exercises, including NSF operational exercises and integrated drills.  Maintain
weapons qualifications required to stand posts.”  [Encl 684]

498. On 23 March 2020, CNRSW Exercise Program Manager, N36X, forwarded the message to
ITOs, highlighting sections to cease NSF training and drills.  [Encl 684]

499. On 23 March 2020, NBSD ITO resent the message in an e-mail to the SWRMC CFSO,
highlighting sections to pause “drills and exercises” with no highlight on the NSF portion of the
original message.  [Encl 684]

500. On 30 March 2020, CNIC N30 released Chief Alert 2020-17, which updated FEDFIRE fire
chiefs on various COVID-19 updates to include NAVSEA and CNRMC cancellation of 8010
Manual Chapter 13 drills and authorization to curtail 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drills at the
commander’s discretion.  [Encl 685]

501. On 1 April 2020, CNIC-PLANORD COVID 19 was released, directing units and personnel
to continue training within the imposed restraints and constraints.  The Planning Order
(PLANORD) further stated that COVID-19 would curtail some training opportunities, but
“blanket training cancellations or qualification extensions should not be the standard.”  CNRSW
N36 neither released a new message nor e-mail emphasizing this update.  [Encl 686, 687]

502. Minutes from a 23 April 2020 Reportable Fire Events Meeting between Southeast Regional
Maintenance Center (SERMAC), Mid-Atlantic Regional Maintenance Center (MARMC),
SWRMC, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), and Ship Repair Facility (SRF) Yokosuka noted
all 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drills would be cancelled for the remainder of the year and pause
8010 Manual Chapter 12 drills until further notice.  [Encl 688]

503. The BONHOMME RICHARD +360 drill was never executed.  According to CNRMC
Safety Manager, , there is no requirement for CNRMC to be notified when a ship
does not perform or reschedules an 8010 Manual fire drill.  As a result of BONHOMME
RICHARD’s +360 drill not being executed, the 23 July 2019 drill was the last fire drill observed
and evaluated by any entity or person outside BONHOMME RICHARD.  [Encl 131, 203, 580,
656, 660, 679, 689, 690, 691]

F. Damage Control Training, Drills, and Qualifications

504. BONHOMME RICHARD was last evaluated for certification in the Mobility-Damage
Control (MOB-D) mission area by ATG Pacific on 9 December 2016.  ATG recommended
BONHOMME RICHARD for full MOB-D certification.  [Encl 692]
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505. On 16 December 2016, CNSP certified BONHOMME RICHARD in the MOB-D mission
area with the certification set to expire in December 2018.  [Encl 693, 694]

506. From 15 – 19 October 2018, BONHOMME RICHARD was evaluated by ATG Pacific
during a Readiness Evaluation Three (READ-E 3) training event.  Pursuant to
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A, a READ-E 3 event is
performed at the post-deployment stage of a ship’s sustainment phase to set the groundwork for a
successful maintenance and basic phase.  While the READ-E 3 is not designed to certify nor
decertify a ship in MOB-D based on assessed performance, ATG prepared a report documenting
BONHOMME RICHARD’s performance.  In the report, ATG documented the evaluation and
grades for IET response to three drills.  BONHOMME RICHARD passed two drills, which
included responses to toxic gas (88%) and flooding casualties (90%).  However, the response to
the non-main space fire (69%) failed because it was graded below the 80 percent benchmark.
The following discrepancies were specifically noted for the non-main space fire drill:

a. Rapid response/investigators did not take correct actions.

b. Boundaries were not correctly identified, smoke control zone was not established or
maintained.

c. Smoke curtains/blankets were not installed on any opening to prevent smoke spread.

d. Attack team did not begin fighting fire within 12 minutes.

e. Correct Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) was not utilized.

f. Report did not identify location of fire or material burning.

BONHOMME RICHARD had no other required 
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 
3502.7A externally monitored or assessed events since 
the October 2018 READ-E 3, which was the last DC 
event externally observed aboard BONHOMME 
RICHARD prior to the fire.  [Encl 695, 696] 

507. Between 26 March 2019 and 24 March 2020,
BONHOMME RICHARD conducted 25 training evolutions for DCTT.  ,
BONHOMME RICHARD DCTT Coordinator, participated in 9 of 25 training events.  Records
do not show CHENG participating in any of these 25 evolutions.  Records show the
BONHOMME RICHARD XO was designated as the DCTT Leader; but he did not participate in
any of the 7 DCTT training events occurring after he reported aboard 12 November 2019.  [Encl
131, 219, 460, 609, 697, 698]

508. Not all DCTT members were qualified for their assigned duty in Fleet Training
Management and Planning System (FLTMPS).  [Encl 697, 698]

509. The BONHOMME RICHARD DCTT Coordinator had been SIQ since 28 May 2020.  The

COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 
3502.7A does not require DC-related assessments 
during the maintenance phase of the ship’s training 
cycle until READ-E 4 is conducted at the end of the 
maintenance phase.  Part of the READ-E 4 assessment 
is DCMA. 
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Repair Division LPO was the acting DCTT Coordinator in his absence.  [Encl 531] 

510. BONHOMME RICHARD IET teams were normally only manned by engineering
department personnel.  Some personnel outside engineering department were qualified in IET
watchstations.  On the day of the fire, all IET members were from the engineering department.
[Encl 25, 27, 64]

511. BONHOMME RICHARD drill packages
indicate that there were a total of eight IETs in the
year leading up to the fire.  To maintain 8 IETs, 
BONHOMME RICHARD would have needed to 
conduct a minimum of 48 RE-03 fire drills each 
year.  BONHOMME RICHARD’s DC Drills and 
Critiques Binder with the Training and 
Operational Readiness Information Services 
(TORIS) indicate only 37 RE-03 fire drills were 
completed over the last year (July 2019 – June 
2020).  Of note, the RE-03 drills, which involve 
an IET response to a reported fire, are not 
structured to incorporate 8010 Manual 
requirements for an integrated fire response, such 
as requesting assistance from external firefighting organizations, integrating ship hose teams 
with FEDFIRE/municipal firefighting teams, and developing a coordinated command and 
control structure.  The DCA stated that from March 2020 until 12 July 2020, he rarely observed 
IET drills.  [Encl 203, 699] 

512. Within the TORIS-Training Figure of Merit (TORIS-TFOM) system, which is a reporting
and tracking program for RE requirements, the default number of duty sections is three.  [Encl
399]

513. The 2018 USS OSCAR AUSTIN (DDG-79) fire report documents a problem with TORIS-
TFOM, in that it allows a ship to report a fewer number of duty sections than a ship is actually
in, and thereby fewer drills are required that do not train all duty sections.  The report further
recommended that CNSL review the drill frequency and reporting requirements for ships in the
maintenance phase.  [Encl 700]

514. Of note, BONHOMME RICHARD had only three duty sections listed in TORIS for events
occurring the past year.  [Encl 399]

515. Of the 37 RE-03 drills documented in TORIS and/or the DC Training Binder from July
2019 – June 2020, 16 of 37 BONHOMME RICHARD drills had failing scores ranging from 51 –
79 percent.  [Encl 699]

COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 
3502.7A requires recurring training events for surface 
ships known as “Repetitive Exercises” (REs) to maintain 
proficiency after a TYCOM certification.  Among the 15 
REs for MOB-D, 6 are required to be maintained at all 
times.  Those 6 REs include documentation review as well 
as a variety of drills to include responses to toxic gas, 
flooding, structural damage, and fire.  RE-03 (Respond to 
Non-Main Space Fire), is required for each IET every 60 
days.  This 60 day RE-03 periodicity requirement for all 
IETs has been required since the first 
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 
3502.7A release on 1 November 2018.  
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516. The approved drill packages for all RE-03 fire drills covering July 2019 – June 2020 all
simulated a Class “A” fire in 1 of 3 berthing spaces (1-L-0-L, 01-1-4-L, 1-25-
3-Q) with the expected IET response supporting from the same DCRS (2M).
[Encl 574, 697] 

517. Drill packages provided by Ship’s Force since September 2019 allowed
simulated use of PPE/SCBA.  The only documented drill requiring use of
PPE/SCBA was the 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill conducted on 23 July 2019.
Some BONHOMME RICHARD personnel indicated 13 July 2019 was the last
time they remembered any BONHOMME RICHARD personnel fully utilizing
SCBAs for drills.  [Encl 574]

518. Use of AFFF in response to a fire had not been drilled for over a year and were neither
drilled nor simulated after AFFF stations 3 and 4 were brought to an increased state of readiness
in April 2020 to support fuel onload.  [Encl 697]

519. Several Sailors indicated that drills in their duty sections would be preceded by a
walkthrough of the planned drill, in the exact location where the drill would be conducted.
Several Sailors also reported that their duty sections had not donned FFEs or SCBAs in more
than a year.  [Encl 68, 81, 102, 121, 192, 203, 243, 245, 261, 457, 482, 483, 484, 496, 558, 701]

520. BONHOMME RICHARD IETs failed 11 consecutive RE-03 fire drills from 28 December
2019 – 22 February 2020, with no indication of additional remediation drills being scheduled or
executed.  According to the BONHOMME RICHARD DCA, the IET did not receive credit in
TORIS-TFOM for a failed drill until it was run again and passed.  [Encl 203, 574, 702, 703, 704]

521. The Repair Division LCPO recorded scores in TORIS once the duty Fire Marshal provided
a drill grade sheet.  Repair Division LCPO would then brief the BONHOMME RICHARD DCA
and XO on drill execution.  The ADCA stated that he would take pictures of DCTT training
scores and provide them to the ship’s Training Officer to enter into TORIS.  [Encl 70, 203, 415,
530, 531]

522. According to the BONHOMME RICHARD DCA, the Repair Division LCPO did not raise
concerns regarding the quality of IET drills from March 2020 to 12 July 2020.  [Encl 203]

523. The BONHOMME RICHARD DCA stated that from March 2020 until 12 July 2020,
amidst COVID-19 mitigations, the ADCA often informed the DCA of his concerns with the
quality of DC drills.  According to the DCA, he raised concerns about DC drill training to the
CHENG, XO, and CO.  [Encl 70, 203]

524. The BONHOMME RICHARD CHENG stated that he did not receive any reports on
training effectiveness nor did he receive any training critiques.  Training critiques were routed
from duty sections straight to the XO and CO.  [Encl 219]

525. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO and XO were not aware of any specific issues with IET
drills nor that BONHOMME RICHARD IETs failed 11 consecutive RE-03 fire drills between 28
December 2019 and 22 February 2020.  [Encl 82, 131]

NSTM 079-20.1.1.3: 
Training drills need to be 
repetitive, realistic and 
include all personnel who 
may become involved 
during an actual 
emergency.  
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526. On 4 March 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD CO signed the March – May 2020 drill
package for IET sections 1-8 Fire Drill (RE-03).  The drill package did not require actual use of
SCBAs or FFEs.  [Encl 574]

527. On 12 – 14 April 2020, BONHOMME RICHARD IETs 1, 2 and 3 passed RE-03 drills
with scores of 80, 87, and 83 percent, respectively.  [Encl 574, 702]

528. Within the TORIS system, failed scores (less than 80 percent) show “RED” and do not
reset the 60-day periodicity requirement.  Due to previous failures, the IET readiness showed
“RED” in TORIS-TFOM for the 51 days before the April 2020 drills were entered, whereas IETs
2 and 3 were “RED” for the previous 106 days.  [Encl 574, 702, 703]

529. On 17 April 2020, Commander, Pacific Fleet (PACFLT) published a “Surface Ship
Underway Checklist for COVID-19 Environment,” which states, “[c]onsider walk-through, talk-
through drills and detailed classroom training while maintaining social distancing in lieu of team
drills that do not typically allow social distancing (DC and ATFP drills). Traditional drills will be
required to run at some point for certification and/or proficiency.”  [Encl 705]

530. Navy, PACFLT, and Type Commander (TYCOM) COVID-19 guidance did not remove
DC training requirements or readiness requirements.  [Encl 471, 706, 707]

531. BONHOMME RICHARD fire drills during and before COVID-19 were largely
walkthrough evolutions without FFEs or SCBAs.  Additionally, the command focus was on
training for an operational environment and not the availability environment.  [Encl 45, 70, 82,
192, 203, 261, 408, 498, 539, 559, 574, 697, 708]

532. On 4 – 6 June 2020, the last recorded IET fire drills prior to 12 July 2020 were conducted.
IETs 1, 2, and 3 scored 80, 84 and 90 percent respectively.  Each scoresheet recorded 10 of 10
points for the attack team fighting the fire within 12 minutes.  [Encl 574, 702]

533. FLTMPS data as of 12 July 2020, reflects the following status for DC and firefighting
training aboard BONHOMME RICHARD:

a. 924 of 1034 personnel (89%) completed General
Shipboard Firefighting.

b. 32 of 6 personnel (more than 100%) required personnel
completed Advanced Shipboard Firefighting.  (Required
for all Repair Locker Leaders and Fire Marshals).

c. 32 of 10 required personnel (more than 100%)
completed the Repair Party Leader course.

d. 24 of 13 required personnel (more than 100%) completed the Gas Free Engineering
School.

According to 
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMN
AVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A, the 
MOB-D RE-13 — “Combat a 
Major Conflagration” is required 
ship-wide every 180 days, but not 
required during the shipboard 
maintenance phase.  
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554. BONHOMME RICHARD maintained an eight duty section rotation prior to 7 July 2020,
which was contrary to the OPNAVINST 3120.32 section 4.21, which states, “[s]hips moored
pier side in U.S. ports should maintain 6 duty sections, or, if less, as many sections as
Commanding Officer determines can be qualified in duty section responsibilities for safety and
security.”  [Encl 192, 485, 724]

555. For each duty day, BONHOMME RICHARD maintained multiple individual watchbills, to
include the “top side” deck watches; an engineering department watchbill, (which included the
associated IET); and the In Port Security Force (ISF) watchbill.  The only watchbill in the
Relational Administrative Data Management system (R-ADM) included “top side” watches such
as the CDO, Section Leader, OOD, and other Quarterdeck watches.  The Senior Watch Officer
was unaware how the Engineering Watchbill, IET, and
ISF watchbills were generated.  Additionally, he was 
unaware how many duty sections the Engineering 
Department was in at the time of the fire or who had 
authority to sign off on “watch standers liberty” for 
duty personnel on their assigned duty day.  [Encl 18, 
21, 26, 27, 64, 67, 192, 485, 725, 726, 727] 

556. BONHOMME RICHARD’s Plan of the Day for
12 July 2020 identified Duty Section 6 as the on-
coming duty section with turnover occurring at 0745.
[Encl 728]

557. If all personnel assigned to BONHOMME RICHARD on 12 July 2020 were placed on duty
in a six section rotation (with the exception of the command triad), at a minimum each section
would have had 12 officers, 12 CPOs, and 149 E-1 to E-6 personnel.  [Encl 719, 723]

558. While the original BONHOMME RICHARD duty section rosters were lost in the fire, a
Ship’s Force recreated Duty Section 6 of 6 roster lists 118 personnel in Duty Section 6, to
include 8 officers, 7 chiefs, and 103 E-1 to E-6 personnel.  Of note, no engineering department
personnel are included in this list.  [Encl 7]

559. BONHOMME RICHARD engineering department duty section numbering did not align
with the ship’s duty section rotation.  Specifically, on 12 July 2020, engineering department
Duty Section 4 was on-duty with the ship’s Duty Section 6.  [Encl 9, 728]

560. A BONHOMME RICHARD top side engineering department six-section duty roster shows
29 personnel assigned to Duty Section 4 of 6.  [Encl 9]

Per COMNAVSURFPACINST/ 
COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A, the 
Relational Administrative Data Management 
system (R-ADM) is designated as the 
authoritative database for afloat activities to 
capture individual unit-level training, including 
Personnel Qualification Standard (PQS), 
qualifications, and certifications.  For ships with 
R-ADM, COMNAVSURFPACINST/
COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A requires all
watchbills be created, managed, and maintained
in R-ADM.
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561. CDOs were not directly involved in oversight of management of engineering department or
IET watchbills.  Likewise, the CDOs were not involved in or aware of engineering department or
IET watchbill creation.  Additionally, the IET watchbill was not maintained on the quarterdeck
but only posted in Engineering Spaces.  [Encl 27, 42, 70, 91, 192, 219, 485, 557]

562. Because the original engineering department watchbill for 12 July 2020 was not available,

a recreated watchbill from notes and memory lists 23 engineering department personnel on-duty 
with one CPO, , identified as EDO.  However, next to ’s name, the 
watchbill has “Signed as EDO 24 watch” with  noted second as EDO.  [Encl 25] 

563. On 12 July 2020, engineering department had 8 of 13 personnel on leave.  [Encl 10]

564. Based on Figure 34, 20 personnel from BONHOMME RICHARD’s off-going Duty
Section 5 were still aboard the ship on the morning of 12 July 2020.  [Encl 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 18, 20,
21, 22, 26]

565. Based on a comparison of BONHOMME RICHARD rosters with Naval Criminal
Investigative Service (NCIS) evidence, 118 Duty Section 6 personnel were present on 12 July
2020.  [Encl 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 18, 20, 21, 22, 26]

566. Off going Duty Section 5 and oncoming Duty Section 6 comprised 138 personnel onboard
the ship or barge at the start of the fire.  [Encl 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 18, 20, 21, 22, 26]

Figure 35 shows the breakdown of the ongoing and off going duty sections. 

567. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO recalled that CNSP COS called to chide him for the
crew having multiple close contacts as a result of a positive COVID-19 case and emphasized the
need for proper social distancing.  Following this direction from CNSP, the BONHOMME
RICHARD CO instructed all Department Heads to evaluate daily activities to address COVID-
19 risk and inform if a job or maintenance required close contact.  ,

Present on duty 115
LEAVE 13
ROM 4
SIQ 4
TAD 2
Off duty other 7
Total 145

BHR Section 6 12 July

Figure 34 shows the total number of personnel from Duty Section 6 who were mustered at 0745 on 12 July 2020. 

Duty Section 1/C 2/C 3/C CPO Officer Total
7/11/2020 2 4 8 6 0 20
7/12/2020 15 26 67 6 4 118
Total 17 30 75 12 4 138

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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12 July 2020, to include the IET, the BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated that he did not recall 
any negative trends, and with the exception of a few isolated incidents, he assessed there were no 
recurring issues with personnel missing duty, assuming watch stander duties, or any other related 
deficiencies.  [Encl 82] 

COVID-19 Impacts on Duty Sections 

586. The investigation team was unable to determine an accurate number of duty section
personnel impacted by COVID and in a SIQ or ROM status due to the conflicting information
received.  [Encl 7, 10, 737, 738, 739]

587. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO letter to the Safety Investigation Board (SIB) notes that
during the work week prior to the fire, the ship typically mustered less than 800 of the 1,067
Sailors assigned (75%) due to COVID-19 mitigations.  He further stated that 55 personnel were
unavailable on 12 July 2020 due to COVID-19 related SIQ or Restriction of Movement (ROM).
[Encl 739]

588. The COVID-19 tracker used by BONHOMME RICHARD to manage COVID-affected
personnel and command reporting status indicates there were three positive COVID-19 cases and
no personnel in ROM ship-wide on 12 July 2020.  [Encl 737]

589. A BONHOMME RICHARD roster of all personnel in Duty Section 6 during 12 July 20
identified two personnel in ROM status.  One of these personnel was also recorded on the
COVD-19 tracker as a COVID-positive Sailor.  [Encl 7, 737]

590. BONHOMME RICHARD’s Medical 8 O’Clock Reports on 11 July 2020 showed one
person in a 14-day ROM and another person SIQ (no names or ranks listed).  [Encl 738]

591. A subsequent BONHOMME RICHARD Duty Section 6 roster listed four personnel in
ROM and four personnel SIQ on 12 July 2020.  Of these, only one person matched the COVID-
19 tracker as being COVID-positive.  [Encl 10, 737]
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Section IV: ADCON and OPCON Oversight of BONHOMME RICHARD 

Figure 36, which is derived from the Balisle report depicts the direction and exercise of authority over subordinates 
with respect to administrative and operational assigned missions. 

A. PHIBRON

592. USS BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6) was assigned to Commander, Amphibious
Squadron ONE (PHIBRON-1) from April 2019 to March 2020 and was then assigned to
Commander, Amphibious Squadron FIVE (PHIBRON-5) in March 2020.  [Encl 740]

593. CNSP Chief of Staff, , stated that O-6 PHIBRON Commodores
operate in oversight of the O-6 big deck amphibious ships, but he acknowledged that this
ADCON relationship between PHIBRONs and big deck amphibious ships, to include
BONHOMME RICHARD, is not delineated by written policy or instruction from SURFPAC.
He acknowledged that the Standard Navy Distribution List (SNDL) lists BONHOMME
RICHARD as a direct report under SURFPAC, but that in practice the PHIBRON is considered
to be in between and provides daily oversight.  He further stated that the SNDL should be
updated to reflect his relationship.  [Encl 334]

594. CNSP Chief of Staff stated that as the BONHOMME RICHARD moved through the
phases of its availability, the PHIBRON was responsible to maintain ADCON oversight.  He
further stated that from the PHIBRON’s perspective, the expectation is that the ADCON
relationship then goes to TYCOM and not ESG-3, which is in the ship’s OPCON chain of
command.  [Encl 334]

595. VADM Kitchener stated that the immediate superior in command (ISIC) oversight for an
O-6 big deck amphibious ship is the PHIBRON.  The PHIBRON should ensure training and
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the Landing Helicopter Deck (LHD) Class.  , PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull 
Manager (N4C), visited BONHOMME RICHARD at least once a week and communicated items 
of concern from weekly production Situation Reports (SITREP) and meetings, particularly 
focusing on issues impacting schedule and certification.  [Encl 740, 743] 

602. The PHIBRON-1 Maintenance/Material Readiness Officer (N4) was neither familiar with
the 8010 Manual nor the Fire Safety Council (FSC).  [Encl 740]

603. The PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull Manager (N4C) oversaw USS ESSEX (LHD 2) and USS
BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6) maintenance.  He had previous steam plant experience and
was familiar with the requirements to prepare ships for events leading up to Light-Off
Assessment (LOA).  He stated that he tracked the status of repairs and requirements on
BONHOMME RICHARD for restoring the Main Machinery Rooms (MMRs).  PHIBRON-1
LHD Hull Manager (N4C) stated he did not have full visibility on all system status and repairs,
but understood major jobs involved in the repair period.  [Encl 743]

604. The PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull Manager (N4C) stated that he went aboard the BONHOMME
RICHARD berthing barge for weekly production meetings.  [Encl 743]

605. The PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull Manager (N4C) was generally aware of firemain availability,
but not other Damage Control (DC) systems on BONHOMME RICHARD.  [Encl 743]

606. During visits to BONHOMME RICHARD, the PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull Manager (N4C)
noted the industrial work environment was significantly more in depth than what he had
experienced on USS ESSEX (LHD-2).  [Encl 743]

607. The PHIBRON-1 LHD Hull Manager (N4C) was not familiar with the 8010 Manual or fire
drill requirements during an availability.  [Encl 743]

608. The PHIBRON-5 Maintenance/Material Readiness Officer (N4), ,
completed multiple engineering tours and was a licensed United States Coast Guard (USCG)
Third Assistant Engineer.  [Encl 307]

609. , a member of the PHIBRON-5 N4 office, stated that he was the
deck plate liaison for PHIBRON-5 ships.  He had previous experience aboard BONHOMME
RICHARD from 2011 – 2015 and also taught in the main propulsion pipeline at the Surface
Warfare Officer’s School (SWOS)-San Diego before his assignment to PHIBRON-5.  [Encl 202]

610.  had not heard of the 8010 Manual until after the BONHOMME
RICHARD fire and had not participated in an 8010 Manual fire drill while attached to
PHIBRON-5.  [Encl 202]

611. The PHIBRON-5 Chief Staff Officer (CSO), , has served in numerous
shipboard engineering positions.  He stated that he and PHIBRON-5 Maintenance personnel
(N4) visited BONHOMME RICHARD every 2 – 3 weeks from March – May 2020.  Visits in
March and April 2020 were primarily to ensure BONHOMME RICHARD was ready to take on
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fuel. Visits focused primarily on the engineering department spaces and associated material 
condition, tag out status, and DC equipment/systems.  The PHIBRON-5 CSO stated that during 
his initial visit to BONHOMME RICHARD, engineering department spaces were dirty and there 
were multiple discrepancies, including significant amounts of Hazardous Material (HAZMAT). 
The PHIBRON-5 CSO provided his feedback directly to the BONHOMME RICHARD XO as 
well the DCA, CHENG, and MPA.  The PHIBRON-5 CSO noted improvements on follow-up 
visits prior to the fuel onload in April 2020.  He stated that he did not visit BONHOMME 
RICHARD in May 2020; instead, PHIBRON-5 N4 completed a walkthrough. The PHIBRON-5 
CSO received feedback from the N4 about many of the same discrepancies; however, there was 
some improvement.  [Encl 459, 548] 

612. Both the current and previous PHIBRON-5 Commodores stated that there were no major
issues or concerns raised to them in regard to BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability other than
the expected extensions and overall length of the availability.  [Encl 458, 548]

613. PHIBRON, Expeditionary Strike Group THREE (ESG-3), and CNSP maintenance
personnel attended weekly maintenance meetings at Southwest Regional Maintenance Center
(SWRMC) in support of BONHOMME RICHARD and other ongoing availabilities.  [Encl 130,
414, 459, 744]

B. CNSP

614. From July 2019 to June 2020, 16 of 37 BONHOMME RICHARD duty section fire drills
received a failing grade with no indication of additional drills being conducted to remediate and
achieve satisfactory (SAT) grades.  COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST
3502.7A allows for a validation exercise when a loss or concern of proficiency warrants the need
after certification; however, COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A
does not establish any limit, requirement, or threshold that would drive action from outside the
lifelines of the ship.  No evidence suggests an external assessment was considered or requested
by BONHOMME RICHARD, PHIBRON, ESG-3 or CNSP.  [Encl 82, 131, 332, 460, 548, 699]

615. In the maintenance phase, a ship is required to perform a fire drill for each duty section
every 60 days, as required by COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A.
The drill is graded by other Ship’s Force training team representatives, such as the DCTT.  The
resulting drill grades must be entered by the duty section into the TORIS/TFOM database.
BONHOMME RICHARD maintained eight duty sections through the entire availability with the
exception of holiday periods, and the week prior to the fire, when BONHOMME RICHARD
shifted to a 6 section duty rotation.  At no point did more than three duty sections have graded
fire drills in the TORIS database–an issue the OSCAR AUSTIN fire investigation recommended
be addressed by the Type Commander (TYCOM).  [Encl 574, 702, 724]

616. CNSP N7 (Training and Readiness Directorate) is led by , who has
been in his position since June 2018.  In this role, he developed
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A that was signed out by VADM
Richard Brown in November 2018. This manual codifies the DC certification process for Ship’s
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Force.  Though DC certification (MOB-D) occurs during the basic phase, 
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSURFLANTIST 3502.7A requires DC Repetitive 
Exercises (REs) to continue throughout the maintenance phase.  [Encl 460] 

617. CNSP N7 stated that CNSP has the responsibility to ensure the DC readiness of Sailors
within its chain of command and that CNSP relies on Immediate Superiors in Command (ISIC)
to act on CNSP’s behalf to carry out oversight regarding this responsibility.  He stated that the
Administrative Control (ADCON) ISIC for a Landing Helicopter Deck (LHD) is the Amphibious
Squadron (PHIBRON).  [Encl 460]

618. CNSP N7 stated that the CNSP N7 does not track REs via TORIS/TFOM for a ship during
an availability, nor do they track 8010 Manual drills.  CNSP N7 relies on ISICs to follow each
ship.  [Encl 460]

619. The CNSP N43 (Ship’s Maintenance Directorate), is led by , who
has been in his position since August 2018.  The N43 resides within the CNSP Engineering
Readiness department (N4).  The N43 manages funding for surface ships within ships’
Maintenance Phase, which encompasses TYCOM modernization and growth work.  In this role,
CNSP N43 supervises the Port Engineers (PEs), who work for the N43 on all maintenance
availabilities.  [Encl 299, 464, 745]

620. Describing the day-to-day role of the Port Engineer, CNSP N43 stated, “[i]n execution they
are monitoring work and looking at new and/or growth work . . . looking [at] the budget and
making recommendations to the NSA [Naval Supervisor Authority] . . . they are always in an
execution or planning status, ‘what is the critical path work?’, ‘where do you need assistance?’,
etc.”  [Encl 745]

621. Discussing the role of the Port Engineer with respect to fire prevention, CNSP N43 stated,
“[t]hey don’t have a specific role but they have a responsibility to correct safety deficiencies
onboard when they observe them.”  [Encl 745]

622. When asked about the visibility of work Port Engineers should have, CNSP N43 responded
by saying, “[l]ook the scope of work is great, I don’t know if they would have the full scope of
what is going on . . . Ship’s Force tagged it out [with regard to Emergency Diesel Generators
(EDG) aboard BONHOMME RICHARD], there should have been a discussion at that level, I
would have expected the Fire Safety Council to adjudicate that as well.”  [Encl 745]

623. CNSP N43 described the working relationship between Port Engineers and himself, stating,
“[t]he Port Engineer works for me, they are the person on the maintenance team that I call first to
get a status . . . I expect them to be familiar with 8010 [Manual] requirements . . . walk the ship
with the leadership . . . knowledgeable in Fire safety . . . Project Manager and Port Engineer
should be tied at the hip . . . I felt like that was the case on BONHOMME RICHARD and also
the NASSCO rep[resentative].”  [Encl 745]

624. When CNSP N43 was asked about the BONHOMME RICHARD Port Engineer’s
familiarity with the lack of alternate power source aboard, he responded, they are “forceful back-
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up, I would expect the ship to have the best knowledge on that decision. . . I would hope and 
accept that he/she would discuss it with the CO . . . in the grand scheme of things, I would see 
the responsibility with the ship . . . if the Port Engineer felt there was a concern I would expect 
them to raise it up through the chain of command (including N43).”  [Encl 745] 

625. The CNSP N43 Deputy, , stated that a ship’s commanding officer has the
responsibility to ensure the ship is safe whereas the Port Engineer’s job is to ensure maintenance
completed safely and efficiently.  He stated that Port Engineers are deeply involved in ship
maintenance and focus on getting assigned ships out of an availability on time and in accordance
with technical requirements because completing availabilities on time is a Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO) priority and what Port Engineers are focused on.  [Encl 464]

626. Commander, Naval Surface Force Pacific Fleet, VADM Kitchener, views the 8010 as a
good document but one that was never institutionalized in the non-nuclear fleet.  His command is
currently working to ensure ship Commanding Officers better understand how they are
empowered to fulfill safety requirements through 8010 Manual requirements.  [Encl 746]

627. VADM Kitchener stated that he would like to add additional Recurring Events for Damage
Control to ensure that ships are not going for long periods without training events.  He is also
focusing on how firefighting actions change in the shipyard, and spot checking that training.
[Encl 746]

628. The CNSP N43 Deputy stated that walking the ship every day and looking at safety and
fire prevention is not the expectation of the PE, as there are safety officers at maintenance
centers for this role.  CNSP N43 Deputy stated that as an example, safety officers would not be
expected to look at the status of work in tanks and voids because this is the PE’s role.  [Encl 464]

629. The CNSP N43 Deputy stated that Port Engineers are expected to feed information back to
the TYCOM if they are aware of a known issue not in compliance with the NAVSEA Standard
Items or the 8010 Manual; however, it is difficult for a single person to maintain complete
cognizance of all details occurring on the ship, and recognizing whether or not they add up to
something not in compliance with the Standard Items or 8010 Manual — to understand the
impact of second and third order effects of decisions on the ship and then connect the dots for
how all things are impacted across the ship—requires the entire ship’s maintenance team, which
includes the experience of the Department Heads, Limited Duty Officers (LDO), Damage
Control Assistant (DCA), and Commanding Officer (CO).  [Encl 464]

630. The CNSP Force Damage Control Officer, , assessed that ships are training
to an objective associated with passing 8010 Manual drills, rather than exercising a competent,
integrated fire response.  During his turnover in 2018,  was told by his predecessor that
ships were not allowed to fail 8010 Manual drills because it would impact production schedules
associated with their availabilities.  [Encl 747, 748]

631.  and  were co-Port Engineers for BONHOMME
RICHARD, sharing duties from November 2019 until 12 July 2020, when  then
assumed the official role as Port Engineer.  [Encl 299, 464, 568]
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632. The BONHOMME RICHARD Port Engineer did not routinely attend FSC meetings or
receive FSC meeting minutes.  FSC minutes show  attended the first 4 FSC meetings.
There is no record of  attending a FSC meeting.  [Encl 41, 299, 568, 630, 749, 750]

633. Port Engineers stated that they visited BONHOMME RICHARD on a daily basis prior to
COVID-19.   stated that he had not visited the ship since March 2020 due to COVID-
19 mitigation measures and his pending transfer to Japan.   stated that he reduced visits
to 1 – 2 times per week after March 2020.  [Encl 299, 568]

634.  stated that the CNSP N43 branch was actively engaged in coordination of
BONHOMME RICHARD berthing barge turnover.  [Encl 299]

635. CNSP N43 Deputy stated the barges are controlled by PACFLT and CNSP does have
discussions with SWRMC on barge dates.  [Encl 464]

636. CNSP N43 stated he was not made aware of any scheduling issues with BONHOMME
RICHARD’s berthing barge.  [Encl 464, 745]

637. Within CNSP N43, the Force Damage Control Officer is responsible for manning,
equipping, and training the fleet on DC.  He also maintains Damage Control Repair Station
(DCRS) equipment inventories, oversees the DC equipment warehouse, and observes 8010
Manual drills as a TYCOM representative.  He has served in this role since 2018.  [Encl 747,
748]

638. CNSP N43 acknowledged that the Force Damage Control Officer does not look at ship’s
Inport Emergency Team (IET) drills during availabilities, stating, “I don’t know who is doing
that or if it is being done ... [CNSP] N7 is forming plans for Basic Phase/Certifications ... 

 looks at performance of 8010 Drills ... not really sure if anyone is [looking at IET drills],
maybe the ISIC.”  [Encl 745]

639. CNSP N43 discussed the role of CNSP with regard to BONHOMME RICHARD in an
availability, stating, “[t]heir PHIBRON is their ISIC then to ESG3 . . . it would be news to me if
TYCOM had taken on that ISIC role . . . I have never seen any document that shows
BONHOMME RICHARD reports directly to TYCOM.”  [Encl 745]

C. ESG-3

640. RDML Phillip Sobeck, the ESG-3 Commander, took command in April 2020.  Regarding
ESG-3 situational awareness of assigned ships’ maintenance availabilities, RDML Sobeck stated
he primarily relied on PHIBRON staff to track and report maintenance concerns, keeping ESG-3
informed of issues and assistance if needed.  [Encl 72]

641. RDML Sobeck recalled that BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability was experiencing
delays and the crew was transitioning from the berthing barge and preparing for crew move
aboard.  RDML Sobeck stated that there were not any specific availability issues, including the
number of brows, raised to his level for BONHOMME RICHARD.  [Encl 72]
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642. The ESG-3 Deputy Commander, , stated that he received a weekly
email from SWRMC with information regarding the status of ships in maintenance, and he did
not recall any specific issues with BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability that were brought to
his attention.  [Encl 335]

643. The ESG-3 Deputy stated that prior to the BONHOMME RICHARD fire, he was not
familiar with the 8010 Manual or the OPNAVINST 3440.18.  [Encl 335]

644. RDML Sobeck stated that he neither had damage controlmen nor hull maintenance
technicians on staff.  He stated DC was not a focal point for his staff prior to the BONHOMME
RICHARD fire.  [Encl 72]

645. Based on the OPNAVINST 5400.45 depicting administrative control of naval forces and
the ROC/POE depicting the required operational capabilities, RDML Sobeck did not identify
ESG-3 having a direct role under the 8010 Manual, but his staff worked in an advocacy role.
With regard to 8010 Manual drills, RDML Sobeck stated that ESG-3 does not participate in 8010
Manual drills and does not have a prescribed role, but ESG-3 now receives reports of fire drills
from SWRMC at RDML Sobeck’s request.  [Encl 72]

646. RDML Sobeck stated that ESG-3 does not have a planned response to shipboard fires nor
are they required to maintain such a plan.  He stated that he has a tangential understanding of
OPNAVINST 3440.18, having had some familiarity with it in the aftermath of the fire aboard
USS MIAMI (SSN-755).  Though not familiar with the 8010 Manual prior to this fire, he
described the 8010 Manual and OPNAVINST 3440.18 as instructions working with each other in
fire response planning and non-nuclear shipboard emergencies.  [Encl 72]

647. The ESG-3 Maintenance Officer (N4) works directly with the N4s of PHIBRONs 1, 3, 5
and 7 to manage and support the material readiness of the ESG-3 ships.  Both ESG-3 and
PHIBRON-5 have one officer assigned to N4.  [Encl 414, 744]

648. The current ESG-3 N4, , assumed his role in May 2020. He stated that he
was familiar with the 8010 Manual and the FSC from his tours as a Chief Engineer (CHENG) on
three different ships.  He stated the ESG-3 N4 has no visibility on 8010 Manual issues and that
SWRMC should be the entity providing assistance for any issues that arise relating to an
availability.  [Encl 414]

649. The previous ESG-3 N4, , was familiar with the 8010 Manual and
stated if BONHOMME RICHARD was unable to comply with an 8010 requirement, he would
expect the CO to reach to their SWRMC Project Manager (PM) and CNSP Port Engineer. He
described the Port Engineer as the ship’s “first line of defense.” According to ,
ships should also coordinate major issues with CNSP N43, ESG-3, and their PHIBRON N4.
[Encl 744]
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D. C3F

650. The primary mission of the U.S. THIRD Fleet is to plan and execute naval operations in the
Pacific Ocean, with various operational requirements.  As part of their operational requirements,
they serve as the immediate superior over ESG-3.  [Encl 568]

E. PACFLT

651. OPNAVINST 3440.18 designates PACFLT and Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command
(USFF) as “Primary Commands” with responsibility for “controlling, directing, and coordinating
all Navy response to major shipboard non-nuclear casualties at a U.S. naval installation or at a
U.S. ship repair or construction activity.”  Primary Commands are specifically required to
ensure: emergency response plans are established and supported at all installations; all
designated responders are trained to carry out their duties; facilities necessary for response are
established; periodic drills to exercise the response are conducted; and, overall leadership for any
response is provided.  Prior to the BONHOMME RICHARD fire, PACFLT had not taken any
action to: “designate alternate area commands; ensure custodial commands were trained and
equipped to respond to major casualties; provide oversight and evaluation of area and custodial
commands, or support major casualty drills” as directed in OPNAVINST 3440.18.  [Encl 481,
751]

652. The Fleet Maintenance Officer (N43) at COMPACFLT, RDML Scott Brown, was not
aware of OPNAVINST 3440.18 until after the BONHOMME RICHARD fire.  The Fleet
Maintenance Officer (N43) at U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF), RDML William Greene, was also not
aware of OPNAVINST 3440.18 until after the fire.  [Encl 481, 752]

653. In 2019, RDML Brown reviewed implementation of the 8010 Manual in private shipyards.
Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC) personnel worked to cross reference the 8010 Manual
with any current NAVSEA Standard Items (NSI).  RDML Brown stated that COMPACFLT was
well-covered by the 8010 Manual requirements in the NSIs.  [Encl 481]

654. RDML Brown stated that he did not receive any reports from SWRMC, Commander, Navy
Region Maintenance Center (CNRMC), or the TYCOM regarding an inability to meet 8010
Manual requirements due to insufficient funding or resources.  [Encl 481]

655. PACFLT manages the Navy’s berthing barge program in San Diego via 
, who operationally reports to PACFLT N43 but works within SWRMC spaces.  The

barges support crew berthing during ship maintenance availabilities.   stated he
manages 13 barges in San Diego, which he assigns to ships based on SWRMC-provided
availability schedules.  [Encl 579]

656. Currently, all 13 berthing barges in San Diego are being used for availabilities.  [Encl 579]

657. On 12 July 2020, the BONHOMME RICHARD crew was in the process of moving from
their assigned barge back to their ship.  [Encl 190, 464, 579]
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658. According to , a barge move-off requires the ship to: remove all equipment and
personal gear off the barge; execute a field day; and, perform a walkthrough with .  If
the barge looks presentable, the ship signs a turnover MOA.  The barge then undergoes
maintenance on required areas and is fully cleaned before use by the next ship.  If there is not
enough allotted time to complete a deep clean, a COVID-19 wipe-down is completed to clean all
surfaces in keeping with a PACFLT requirement.   stated that COVID-19 has not
affected barge availabilities.  While it normally takes 30 days to transfer a barge between
availabilities,  stated that if necessary, he could turn a barge around in less than a
week by deferring much of the cleaning and maintenance.   stated that barges are not
removed from ships in an extended availability.  [Encl 579, 753]

659. BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability end date was originally 5 May 2020.  Two
extensions for barge support to BONHOMME RICHARD were granted by  after
requests from SWRMC’s Project Team.  These extensions provided BONHOMME RICHARD
the barge until 15 July 2020, and possibly as late as 5 August 2020, if absolutely necessary.
[Encl 190, 519, 579, 754]

660. The barge supporting BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability, APL-65, was next
scheduled to support USS ABRAHAM LINCOLN (CVN-72) on Naval Air Station North Island
(NASNI) beginning on 15 August 2020.  ABRAHAM LINCOLN had a Planned Increment
Availability (PIA) official start date on 15 September 2020, but according to , carriers
tend to start availability work earlier.  This gave APL-65 a notional 30-day window to be cleaned
and undergo maintenance prior to transfer.   stated that he would have found a way
for BONHOMME RICHARD to keep the barge if another extension had been requested.  [Encl
464, 579, 745, 753]

661. After the fire,  spoke with BONHOMME RICHARD and ABRAHAM
LINCOLN leadership.  There were multiple barges available, so APL-65 continued to be
assigned to BONHOMME RICHARD with two other barges (APL-5 and YRMB-20) being sent
to support ABRAHAM LINCOLN.  [Encl 579]

662. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO, CAPT Gregory Thoroman, stated that he encountered
issues in maintaining BONHOMME RICHARD’s berthing barge and that SWRMC informed
him that the barge would have to be relinquished by mid-July 2020, before the habitability
milestone was complete.  The BONHOMME RICHARD CO discussed potential extensions of
the berthing barge with the SWRMC CO, CAPT David Hart, and the SWRMC Code 315
Program Manager, .  Because an extension seemed impossible, the
BONHOMME RICHARD CO focused on ensuring specific berthing areas of the ship were
habitable.  [Encl 82]

663. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated that he would have delayed the crew move
aboard date if he knew that he could have received an extension on the berthing barge from
PACFLT Berthing Barge Coordinator.  [Encl 82]

664. The BONHOMME RICHARD CO stated that there was a comprehensive plan for crew
move aboard process, but it was not written down.  [Encl 82, 130]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)



CUI 

147 

CUI 

665. The BONHOMME RICHARD XO, , stated that the crew moved aboard
BONHOMME RICHARD before the habitability milestone was complete because they were
going to lose the berthing barge; however, BONHOMME RICHARD leadership wanted the
crew to take more ownership of BONHOMME RICHARD and he felt getting the crew back
aboard and working on the ship outweighed the risks.  He did not think the crew rushed moving
back aboard.  [Encl 131]

666. The BONHOMME RICHARD XO stated that there were many written plans for crew
move aboard once the decision was made to move back aboard the ship and most of it was
managed at the Leading Chief Petty Officer (LCPO) level.  [Encl 131]

667. The BONHOMME RICHARD triad did a walkthrough before moving the crew aboard,
including a walkthrough of the berthing spaces, to ensure the ship’s material condition was ready
for crew move-aboard.  [Encl 82, 90, 130]

668. RDML Brown stated that he did not receive pressure to expedite the transfer of
BONHOMME RICHARD’s crew from the barge back to the ship and that any perceived
pressures to expedite the crew’s move aboard date did not reach his level.  [Encl 481]
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Section V: SWRMC Execution of Requirements 

A significant duration of the USS BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6) availability was conducted 
in a private shipyard run by General Dynamics National Steel and Shipboard Company 
(NASSCO), with the remainder conducted at Naval Base San Diego Pier 2.  Southwest Regional 
Maintenance Center (SWRMC) oversaw this availability and was responsible for the 
enforcement of fire safety requirements.  Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) held overall 
responsibility for this availability via SWRMC’s Immediate Superior in Command (ISIC), 
Commander, Navy Region Maintenance Center (CNRMC).  

A. Structure and Manning

SWRMC is manned and funded in accordance with the expected number of availabilities 
SWRMC would oversee based on the number of ships homeported in SWRMC’s Area of 
Responsibility (AOR).  SWRMC is structured to carry out a variety of maintenance missions 
across these availabilities.  BONHOMME RICHARD’s maintenance availability was among the 
largest availabilities SWRMC was overseeing. 

669. SWRMC is the Naval Supervising Authority (NSA) for assigned maintenance and repair
oversight of ships homeported and visiting San Diego, California.  The SWRMC Commanding
Officer (CO) has overall responsibility for efficient planning, brokering, and execution of all ship
maintenance and modernization for assigned ships.  As SWRMC’s ISIC, CNRMC manages
Regional Maintenance Centers (RMC).  Specific to Chief of Naval Operations (CNO)
availabilities, the NSA is tasked with providing oversight required to ensure all work in the
assigned availability is authorized and completed in compliance with applicable technical
requirements and maintenance and modernization policies.  The NSA is also tasked with
ensuring that all work meets schedule, quality, environmental, and safety requirements.  In
accordance with COMUSFLTFORCOMINST 4780.3, an NSA representative must sign
Memoranda of Agreements (MOAs) as assurance that any civilian contractor requirements
detailed in the MOA are contained within applicable contracts.  [Encl 755, 756]

670. As the NSA, SWRMC has additional responsibilities further detailed throughout
COMUSFLTFORCOMINST 4790.3, including specific responsibilities for the Project Team
(PT), which is jointly overseen by the NSA and Type Commander (TYCOM).
COMUSFLTFORCOMINST 4790.3, Volume VI, Section 41.3.1 clearly delineates
responsibilities and accountability for each PT member; however, responsibility for the safe
execution of the availability is common to all PT members.  [Encl 190, 324, 618, 628, 757]

671. SWRMC also executes some duties belonging to the Ship Repair and/or Construction
Activity (SRCA), despite the 8010 Manual defining the SRCA to be the Lead Maintenance
Activity (LMA), which would be the private shipyard for availabilities such as BONHOMME
RICHARD’s.  Specifically, SWRMC has assumed the SRCA responsibility to provide Fire
Safety Officers (FSO) and a Fire Response Plan (FRP).  [Encl 321, 325]

672. VADM William Galinis, Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) noted
that the Navy changed the organizational structure of the surface maintenance community just
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prior to 2000.  He assessed that this change was a gradual consolidation of functions from across 
the maintenance community that today reside under the RMCs.  Based on this change, the 
present day RMCs are performing the maintenance work that was previously spread across other 
organizations.  This change and the associated impacts was reviewed and documented in the 
2010 Balisle report.  [Encl 470, 758] 

673. Fire prevention and response responsibilities are shared among the entities described in the
8010 Manual, with additional risk and ownership placed on the SRCA.  In accordance with the
8010 Manual, the SRCA has discrete areas of accountability and responsibility; throughout the
8010 Manual, specific language such as “shall ensure, implement or develop” and “consistent
with requirements” denotes these areas.  Additionally, the SRCA is directed to develop and
implement written Fire Safety and Fire Response Plans, as well as documenting assigned roles
and responsibilities in MOAs.  SWRMC, having assumed SRCA responsibilities, has established
and maintained these required documents in SWRMCINST 5100.11C, Fire Response Plan and
SWRMCINST 5100.2B, Fire Safety Plan (FSP).  [Encl 309, 324, 470, 474, 759, 760, 761, 762]

674. To support the requirements levied by COMUSFLTFORCOMINST 4790.3 and the 8010
Manual, SWRMC has various departments that provide both direct and indirect support to
availabilities.  Each department is situated in one of four functional areas within SWRMC: (1)
contract management oversight; (2) engineering; (3) fleet technical assistance; or, (4) operations.
Although structural and organizational differences exist between the five RMCs falling under
CNRMC, the SWRMC organization is analogous to its peers.  [Encl 317, 321, 325, 613, 763,
764]

675. , the SWRMC Code 300 Waterfront Operations Department Head, is
responsible for all depot-level maintenance work on ships in San Diego.  ,
SWRMC Code 300 Waterfront Operations Director, reports to the Code 300 Department Head
and is responsible for all depot-level maintenance contractor oversight and the professional
development of the Code 300 Project Managers (PMs).  , SWRMC Code 315
Program Manager for Landing Helicopter Assault (LHA)/Landing Helicopter Dock (LHD) Class
Ships, is responsible for contract enforcement during LHD class maintenance availabilities and is
the direct supervisor of the BONHOMME RICHARD PM, .  [Encl 309, 519, 765]

676. SWRMC Code 106 (safety department) is split into two separate divisions, 106A and
106B.  Code 106 reports directly to the SWRMC CO, but coordinates closely with Code 300
(waterfront operations).  Code 106 is primarily responsible for oversight of private repair
contractors while assigned ships are in availabilities.  Additionally, Code 106 is responsible for
SWRMC production safety, Navy Occupational Safety and Health (NAVOSH), environmental
compliance, and administration of the FSO program.  The SWRMC Code 106 Department Head
is also a member of the SWRMC Emergency Control Center (ECC) team, which is activated in
case of a major fire in accordance with SWRMCINST 5100.2B.  Contractors, including
Environmental Safety and Health (ESH) Specialists and Contractor Fire Safety Officers (CFSO),
report to the Code 106 Department Head and are tasked with daily shipboard walkthrough
inspections to ensure fire prevention and safety requirements.  Additionally, Code 106 oversees

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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drill requirements outlined in 8010 Manual Chapters 12 and 13.  [Encl 321, 324, 618, 670, 766, 
767, 768] 

677. Code 106A operates as a division under the Code 106 department and is primarily
responsible for SWRMC personnel safety, both military and civilian.  This includes all
production personnel that conduct maintenance or repair work while aboard ships on the
waterfront, including NAVOSH, fall safety, and production safety.  Safety Specialists within
Code 106A ensure compliance with regulatory requirements and OPNAVINST 5100.23H.  [Encl
321, 326, 618, 641, 769]

678. Code 106A Safety Specialists work closely with assigned FSOs to conduct daily safety
walkthroughs with contractor personnel, but Safety Specialists focus their attention primarily on
shipboard safety, not fire prevention.  [Encl 644, 770, 771]

679. Code 106B operates as a division under the Code 106 department.  Code 106B is primarily
responsible for ship repair contractor oversight, the FSO program, and environmental
compliance.  The division head billet (Code 106B) has been vacant for approximately one year,
after the individual serving in the Code 106B billet was promoted to Code 106 Safety
Department Head, where he currently serves.  There are seven ESH specialists working in Code
106B and are assigned to execute their duties on ships in availabilities.  In the execution of these
duties, ESHs are tasked with formalizing Corrective Action Requests (CARs), investigating
safety issues, releasing held scenes, documenting and tracking shipboard mishaps, and
performing shipboard inspections.  ESH specialists routinely interface with Ship’s Force,
contractors, Navy installation ESH personnel, and representatives from regulatory agencies to
resolve ESH issues, while also providing administrative support to the contractor ESH oversight
program.  [Encl 618, 644, 746, 770, 772, 773, 774, 775, 776, 777]

680. Additionally, Code 106B is responsible for meeting the FSO program requirements from
the 8010 Manual.  In support of the maintenance being supervised by SWRMC, there are 20
CFSOs assigned specific fire prevention and response duties and responsibilities in accordance
with the 8010 Manual and SRWMCINST 5100.2B.  [Encl 325, 327, 618, 644]

681. Within Code 106B, the Government Fire Safety Officer (GFSO) is a government civilian
position which was created to address 8010 Manual requirements.  GFSO duties include
interfacing with Code 300, Code 200, and senior shipyard management in all matters pertaining
to shipboard fire prevention and response while in shipyard availabilities.  The GFSO also leads
the CFSO program in coordinating with and training Ship’s Force in preparation for 8010
Manual, Chapter 12 and 13 drills.  As noted above, the GFSO position has been vacant since
September 2019.  [Encl 325, 327, 618]

682. CFSOs are contract employees hired by SWRMC to perform daily safety inspections,
provide verbal and written reports during availabilities to the ship’s PM, Ship’s Force personnel,
and Safety Specialists.  The 8010 Manual also designates the FSO as the Fire Safety Council
(FSC) Chairperson and authorizes him/her, with the concurrence of all FSC members, to ensure
compliance with fire safety requirements prescribed in the 8010 Manual.  Additionally, each
FSO (and assigned member) is expected to initiate approval actions for each specific ship
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regarding work, schedules, hull cuts, fire zones, access/egress routes, alarms, firefighting, 
temporary services routing, and other matters affecting fire safety.  [Encl 327, 618] 

683. During interviews with the investigation team, multiple SWRMC personnel described
SWRMC’s safety organization as reactive, vice proactive, and that the command’s priority
focused on production schedules over safety.  The SWRMC CO receives a weekly CNO
Availability Brief that focuses on keeping availabilities on schedule.  While the SWRMC Safety
Department Head attends this brief, SWRMC personnel stated in their interviews that they could
not recall a time when safety concerns were raised.  [Encl 190, 322, 324, 327, 566, 613, 639]

684. Code 200 (engineering department) consists of several divisions and is primarily
responsible for ensuring technical integrity and reliability of availabilities through Fleet
Technical Assistance (FTA), Integrated Class Maintenance Plan Assessments, and support of
Intermediate level (I-level) and Depot level (D-level) work.  FTA support is provided to ships
preparing for or conducting an availability.  While Code 200 encompasses multiple engineering
disciplines and associated support personnel, there are several disciplines directly related to
BONHOMME RICHARD’s availability and subsequent fire event.  [Encl 769]

685. The SWRMC Chief Engineer (CHENG) has been designated as the lead for all technical
matters within her assigned activity/activities.  She is the local NAVSEA Technical Warrant
Holder (TWH) for SWRMC; in this role, she is responsible and accountable for leading and
focusing NAVSEA technical efforts on the waterfront to support maintenance, modernization,
and repair.  Additionally, she is tasked with making technical decisions, allowing NAVSEA to
quickly respond to fleet needs.  The SWRMC CHENG provides a technical support role for the
NSA, including certification.  As TWH, the CHENG’s primary roles and responsibilities at the
RMC are codified in NAVSEAINST 5400.95G.  [Encl 613]

686. The SWRMC CHENG’s responsibilities specific to fire prevention and response are
largely programmatic, with daily functions relegated to subordinate engineers working in several
divisions within Code 200.  CHENG provides guidance and decision authority on qualifying
technical issues, but relies on established engineering practices enforced by various Code 200
engineers.  The SWRMC CHENG is also a designated member of the SWRMC ECC team,
activated in case of a major fire, with additional responsibilities outlined in SWRMCINST
5100.2B.  [Encl 613, 762]

687. SWRMC Code 222 (Project Support Engineers (PSEs)) are considered to be a critical part
of availability certification and work closely with the PM and CHENG to certify the availability.
The PSEs serve as part of the PT.  Their duties include: providing engineering/technical services
during the availability; and reviewing contract work specifications to ensure the requirements of
tasking documents are met, naval standards are invoked, and final acceptance testing would
validate work performed.  Additionally, PSEs coordinate resolution of technical issues during
availability execution (i.e., Departures From Specification (DFS), Condition Reports and Liaison
Action Requests).  PSEs also attend all production meetings to assist and advise the PT in
matters concerning the repair and modernization of shipboard systems.  [Encl 762, 778, 779,
780]
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688. PSEs also have responsibilities for fire prevention and response, as detailed in the 8010
Manual.  In this capacity, the PSE operates as a technical liaison between SWRMC Code 300
(waterfront operations) and Code 200 (engineering) to address engineering questions.  The 8010
Manual requires the PSE to be a FSC member whenever the Engineering Planning Department
(EPD) does not exist or if SRCA required.  As part of the FSC, PSEs are empowered to address
fire prevention, as well as fire response requirements and objectives.  The SWRMC PSE is also a
member of the SWRMC ECC team, which is activated in the event of a major fire, with
additional responsibilities outlined in SWRMCINST 5100.2B.  [Encl 762, 769, 778]

689. Across the RMCs, FSO jobs are filled by
contractors, government civilians, and active-duty
military, with no uniform direction from CNRMC.
Beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 18, Forward
Deployed Regional Maintenance Center, Southeast
Regional Maintenance Center (SERMAC), Mid-
Atlantic Regional Maintenance Center (MARMC),
and SWRMC all identified a need for additional
funding to hire additional full time FSOs to satisfy
8010 Manual requirements.  In each Program
Objective Memorandum (POM) request, the RMCs
noted that the 8010 Manual requires a FSC for every
availability.  [Encl 580, 746, 781, 782, 783, 784,
785, 786, 787, 788]

690. The RMC overseeing the availability is responsible for providing one member to serve on
the FSC as the FSO for the duration of the availability.  In accordance with the 8010 Manual, the
FSO should not be concurrently assigned to more than one availability, unless the availability is
less than six months in duration and work being performed aboard the ship does not require full
time FSO support.  All four RMCs requested additional funding for additional FSOs based on the
number of availabilities being executed.  [Encl 781, 782, 783, 784, 785, 786, 787, 788]

691. Office of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) N43 did not concur with the RMC
funding request on the grounds that the FSO requirement increase was not mandated by the 8010
Manual.  OPNAV N43’s non-concurrence stated, “[n]on-concur with requirement increase based
on the determination that dedicated FSOs are not required by S0570-AC-CCM-010/8010.”
OPNAV N43 reported that they requested technical adjudication from NAVSEA 04, who did not
interpret the 8010 Manual as requiring dedicated FSOs.  OPNAV N43 relied on NAVSEA 04’s
determination when denying this request.  As there is no single resource sponsor for FSOs at
OPNAV, the decision to fund these billets falls to overall contract management funding decision-
makers.  [Encl 781, 782, 789]

692. After SWRMC’s POM submission was rejected by OPNAV N43, SWRMC received the
necessary funding from Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet (COMPACFLT).  According to 

, SWRMC’s Business Operations Manager, it was assumed COMPACFLT
reprogrammed internal funding and “took the additional hit elsewhere in their maintenance
portfolio.”  [Encl 746]

A Program Objective Memorandum (POM) is a 
recommendation from Department of the Navy 
(DON) to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) concerning resource allocation (funding) for 
specific programs to meet the Service Program 
Guidance (SPG) and Defense Planning Guidance 
(DPG).  The POM is part of the Programming phase 
of the annual Program, Planning, Budget and 
Execution (PPBE) process, which serves as the 
framework for DOD civilian and military leaders to 
decide which programs and force structure 
requirements to fund based on strategic objectives. 

(b) (6)
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693. As part of its day-to-day operations, SWRMC maintains a Command Duty Officer (CDO)
program.  Personnel between the paygrades of E-7 to O-3 must qualify as CDO within 90 days of
arriving onboard SWRMC.  The SWRMC Job Qualification Requirement (JQR) requires
personnel to stand three under-instruction (U/I) watches and pass an oral board prior to
qualifying as CDO.  The SWRMC Senior Watch Officer (SWO), , stated
that there are no “required” members for an oral board.  The oral board is chaired by the SWO,
and the SWRMC CO, Executive Officer (XO), and Department Heads do not participate.
SWRMC has approximately 90 qualified CDOs; of this number, approximately 5 – 6 are
officers.  Of note, the qualification process includes no formal training on how to establish and
activate the SWRMC ECC, but the SWO stated that there is a checklist for CDOs to follow.  On
weekends, turnover is conducted on the SWRMC Quarterdeck; however, CDOs are not required
to remain on-site for all 24-hours of their duty but are authorized to return home after turnover.
[Encl 237, 759]

B. Fire Safety Council Practices

The 8010 Manual vests SWRMC with roles and responsibilities concerning fire safety on ships 
undergoing availabilities they oversee.  One of the primary mechanisms by which SWRMC 
carries out these duties is through each ship’s FSC.  

694. The FSCs at SWRMC are comprised of three core members: CFSO (SWRMC Code 106B
Government Contractor), Ship’s Damage Control Assistant (DCA), and SWRMC PM for the
availability (SWRMC Code 300).  Although the 8010 Manual permits greater participation,
FSCs during availabilities generally maintain a minimum number of participants.  [Encl 190,
327, 333, 566, 609, 610]

695. Of note, the SWRMC PM for BONHOMME
RICHARD’s availability is a prior Aviation Ordnanceman
who served for six years in the Navy before transitioning to a
civilian position at SWRMC, where she worked for five years
before being assigned as a PM.  While SWRMC maintains a
JQR for the PM position, she did not complete the JQR prior
to the fire, nor was there a formal requirement for her to
complete it prior to serving as a PM.  In her interview with the
investigation team, the SWRMC CHENG expressed that the
background and training for PMs at SWRMC may not be
sufficient for the execution of availabilities worth hundreds of
millions of dollars.  While expressing a high opinion of the
SWRMC PM for BONHOMME RICHARD’s performance,
the SWRMC CHENG assessed that the PM position for large
availabilities should be more senior level, such as General
Schedule (GS)-14.  Raising the paygrade to this level would
render the SWRMC PM seniority similar to that of a Naval
Shipyard PM.  [Encl 190, 519, 613]

The 8010 Manual requires PSEs 
participate on the Fire Safety 
Council in certain circumstances. 

Paragraph 2.1.1.7 (f) reads: “The 
PSE is not required to be a part of 
the FSC unless no one from the 
EPD is available, the EPD does 
not exist or the SRCA requires 
it.” 

For the BONHOMME 
RICHARD availability, because 
SWRMC does not have an EPD 
(it is not a public yard), a PSE is 
required to attend the FSC. 
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696. On 5 October 2018 the SWRMC PM and Assistant PM, , were assigned
by the Code 106 Department Head, , to the FSC by the direction of the SWRMC
CO.  The letter of designation instructs designees to familiarize themselves with the 8010
Manual, though no formal training or validation of this is included in the Ship-Building
Specialist (SBS) or PM qualifications.  The Navy Code 300 Department Head who oversees the
Project Managers, , stated that she was uncertain of which 8010 Manual items are
required to be in contracts or what training the PMs should receive on 8010 Manual
requirements.  The Civilian Code 300 Department head, , explained that
the FSC is comprised of multiple entities, and PMs bring their knowledge to the meeting, but are
not expected to understand everything on a ship’s status, such as a diesel generator being tagged
out, because this knowledge should come from the ship’s force representative.  [Encl 309, 519,
610, 765]

697. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, the PSE was not designated as a member of SWRMC FSCs,
nor did the PSE routinely participate in the FSC meetings.  After reviewing BONHOMME
RICHARD FSC composition after the fire, the SWRMC Executive Director (ED) and SWRMC
CO both acknowledged that the 8010 Manual required PSE presence at the FSC for this
availability.  [Encl 203, 321, 325, 609, 612, 614, 615, 617]

698. The 8010 Manual states the assigned FSO is responsible for implementing applicable fire
safety requirements during a ship’s availability.  The 8010 Manual requires the FSO to be
designated in writing by the Operations Officer (if in a Naval Shipyard) or the Operations
Manager (if in another SRCA).  Additionally, the 8010 Manual specifies that the FSO should be
assigned to the repair department at an RMC or the operations department at a shipyard.
Pursuant to the MOAs between SWRMC and BONHOMME RICHARD signed on 17 October
2018 and 12 December 2019, SWRMC agreed to provide the FSO who “shall be responsible for
implementing the safety requirements of the 8010.”  The primary and alternate FSOs assigned to
BONHOMME RICHARD were contract employees from United Support Services Corporation
(USS Inc.) who worked within the SWRMC safety department (Code 106B).  These CFSOs
stated in their interviews that as contractors, they lacked authority to stop contractor or Ship’s
Force work that was creating fire safety hazards unless the work was an immediate threat to life.
Several CFSOs further indicated that their contractor status made compliance enforcement
difficult with the prime maintenance contractor.  [Encl 324, 387, 617, 644, 645, 714, 715]

699. One of the FSO’s primary duties is to chair the FSC.  The 8010 Manual requires all FSC
decisions be unanimous, indicating that all required members must formally vote on every
proposed deviation and mitigation.  SWRMC CFSOs consider themselves non-voting FSC
members because they are not government employees, a discrepancy also highlighted by the
NAVSEA Failure Review Board (FRB).  Their perceived role in the FSC was to facilitate
decisions by the ship’s representative and the PM.  The PM and ship’s representative — the
“voting” FSC members — were unaware the CFSO was not formally “voting” because decisions
were captured by signing FSC meeting minutes, and CFSOs always signed their dedicated
signature blocks.  [Encl 190, 203, 565, 609, 615]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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707. In September 2017, the SWRMC CHENG submitted a written recommendation to
NAVSEA 04 concerning the FSC’s authority to waive technical 8010 Manual requirements;
specifically, the SWRMC CHENG recommended a formalized deviation policy for 8010 Manual
requirements at a higher level than the FSC.  NAVSEA 04 rejected this recommendation, stating
that the FSC was the appropriate level for adjudication.  In June 2017, SWRMC leadership
discussed via e-mail whether it may be necessary to establish an “Executive FSC” comprised of
SWRMC Codes 300, 200, and 106, as well as NAVSEA 04 and 05, to raise awareness of FSC-
approved 8010 Manual deviations to a more experienced group of maintenance leaders;
however, such an organization was never established.  [Encl 794, 795, 796, 797]

C. Fire Response Planning and Drilling

Each ship in an availability, including BONHOMME RICHARD, is required to conduct periodic 
fire drills with SWRMC.  Additionally, SWRMC is required to develop a FRP and conduct an 
annual drill to test SWRMC’s capacity to respond to major fires. 

708. The 8010 Manual, Chapter 3, requires every SRCA to develop a FRP “to deal with fire
casualties in their facilities including Navy vessels under construction or repair.”  SWRMC
created a standing FRP that governed BONHOMME RICHARD when it was undergoing
maintenance at Naval Base San Diego (NBSD) Pier 2.  The FRP is required to include plans for
several key aspects of a fire response, to include command and control framework; designations
of responsibility for each responding party; plans for integrating civilian firefighters with Ship’s
Force; logistical factors; interoperable communications plan; and other plans for bringing in
needed resources throughout an incident.  The SWRMC Fire Response Plan lacked many of
these requirements:

a. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.2.3, the SWRMC Fire Response Plan does not
provide an alternate command post location if wind and smoke plume is in the direction of
the primary command post location and affecting operations.

b. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.5, there is no strategy identified in the
SWRMC FRP for establishing integrated hose teams between ship’s crew and responding
fire and emergency services organizations, nor is there an identified integrated hose team
relief process.

c. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.9, there is no logistics plan identifying
quantities and location of material and equipment that would be needed during a fire.
Further, no facility is identified to store and provide Ship’s Force access to Damage
Control (DC) equipment, including Firefighting Ensembles (FFE) and Self-Contained
Breathing Apparatuses (SCBA).

d. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.10, there is no discussion regarding the
availability of 45-minute SCBAs or identification of a plan to recharge SCBA cylinders on-
scene.
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e. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.11, there is no discussion of a plan for medical
triage and treatment of injured personnel at the scene, as well as transportation of injured
personnel to medical facilities.

f. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.16, the FRP does not address changing
conditions brought about by the various stages of a ship’s maintenance, such as
transitioning from pierside to dry dock (and vice versa).

g. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.20, there is no plan to assemble and store
information gathered during an accident for the purpose of enabling an accurate
reconstruction of the event for review.

h. Contrary to the 8010 Manual, section 3.2.22, the SWRMC Ship Interoperability Radio
Communication Plan (IRCP) is a generic three-sentence paragraph designed to be used for
any ship.  The SWRMC IRCP does not incorporate the following requirements:

(1) The IRCP does not identify a specific radio system to be used during a response to a
fire casualty.

(2) The IRCP does not list locations on the ship where radio operability could not be
validated and a means to mitigate such with solutions.

(3) The IRCP does not identify the means for interoperable communications between
Ship’s Force and responding Fire and Emergency Services (F&ES) agencies to exist at
the ICP and at the physical location of the In-Hull Operations Section Chief.

(4) The IRCP does not include an estimate of the number of portable radios necessary
to equip all functional areas of the incident management structure for shipboard fire
emergency and all teams or personnel anticipated to enter the Inherently Dangerous to
Life and Health (IDLH) atmosphere.

[Encl 474] 

709. SWRMC maintains its emergency response radios for
casualties in a designated building, and radios are to be delivered
to ships in the event of an emergency.  This is done in lieu of
providing radios directly to ships in availabilities because of the
significant expense for each radio and the challenge to maintain
accountability.  These radios are commercial off-the-shelf
products that are neither interoperable with Federal Firefighting
Department (FEDFIRE) nor municipal fire departments’ radios.
Additionally, there is no plan to rapidly deliver these radios to a
ship during an emergency, as the SWRMC CDO is not required
to remain on NBSD during non-working hours and weekends.
[Encl 237, 266, 327, 759]

8010 paragraph 3.2.22 reads: 
“The FRP shall include an 
Interoperable Radio 
Communication Plan (IRCP). 
The IRCP shall identify the 
radio system(s) that will be 
used during response to a fire 
casualty. The radio system(s) 
identified in the IRCP shall be 
tested to validate operability 
throughout the entirety of the 
vessel.” 
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710. SWRMC conducts daily radio checks by simply turning the radios on, but does not conduct
an operational test.  [Encl 327, 617]

711. The CNRMC Safety Manager acknowledged that the practice of maintaining radios at the
RMC is standard practice for all RMCs, due to lack of funding to provide a radio (costing
approximately $5,000) to every single ship in an availability.  The CNRMC Safety Manager
stated that Commander, Navy Installations Command (CNIC) is aware of this is a long-standing
issue.  [Encl 580]

712. All SWRMC safety employees interviewed by the investigation stated that integration
between U.S. Navy vessels undergoing overhaul or availability, SWRMC, and FEDFIRE or
civilian fire departments is generally limited to the requisite 8010 Manual Chapter 12 and 13
drills.  SWRMC safety employees noted that the greatest challenge to the practice of integration
between FEDFIRE and Ships’ Forces is asset availability and FEDFIRE leadership priorities.  In
the past, FEDFIRE leaders have been unable or unwilling to have their personnel participate in
integration exercises due to other competing requirements.  SWRMC safety employees also
understood FEDFIRE to be required to participate in only a single exercise per quarter to satisfy
internal FEDFIRE training requirements.  [Encl 310, 333, 798]

713. In addition, when FEDFIRE is present, they do
not drill with the same methods that would be
employed for an actual fire.  To mitigate issues with
FEDFIRE’s availability, SWRMC and FEDFIRE
leadership have simulated FEDFIRE participation by
either having SWRMC employees or a FEDFIRE chief
stand in during drills and practice evolutions.  [Encl
310, 333, 798]

714. Based on the number of ships in an availability at
SWRMC since 17 July 2018, when the third revision
to the 8010 Manual was released, SWRMC should
have conducted 82 periodic fire drills.  Contrary to this
requirement, SWRMC conducted only 31 periodic fire
drills between 17 July 2018 and 12 July 2020.
Appendix F identifies the required and completed drills
between 17 July 2018 and 12 July 2020.  [Encl 310,
768, 799, 800, 801, 802, 803]

715. According to SWRMC records, some fire drills were outright waived and others routinely
delayed.  Between 17 July 2018 and 12 July 2020, 15 initial drills were performed after day 30 of
the availability and 4 drills were performed after the 180-day mark, which is contrary to the 8010
Manual requirement for drills to be performed within 30 days of starting the availability and
every 180 days thereafter for surface ships.  [Encl 768, 800, 803]

716. From January 2016 through February 2020, SWRMC conducted a total of 61 8010 Manual
Chapter 12 drills.  Of these, 10 drills were conducted in 2016; 14 were conducted in 2017; 17

8010 Manual paragraph 12.2.3 explicitly 
prohibits the SRCA or RMC from 
deviating from the drill frequency 
requirements prescribed in paragraph 12.5: 
“Note: This relaxation [the FSC waiver 
authority] does not allow deviation from 
the drill frequency requirements prescribed 
in paragraph 12.5.” 

The only allowable waiver for drill 
requirements is listed in paragraph 12.5.2, 
which grants the FSC waiver authority 
after a Phase 1 Crew Certification.  Per 
COMNAVSURFPACINST/COMNAVSU
RFLANTIST 3502.7A, Phase I Crew 
Certification occurs approximately three 
weeks prior to the end of an availability. 
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were conducted in 2018; 19 were conducted in 2019; and 1 drill was conducted in 2020 prior to 
12 July 2020.  [Encl 768, 800, 803] 

717. Of the 61 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drills conducted,
three drills were graded as “unsatisfactory” (UNSAT):
USS STOCKDALE (DDG-106) on 9 November 2016;
USS DECATUR (DDG-73) on 15 March 2017; and most
recently, USS PORTLAND (LPD-27) on 9 May 2019.
Despite failing the drill, PORTLAND did not conduct a
subsequent 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill.  [Encl 768,
792, 800, 803, 804, 805, 806]

718. From January 2016 through February 2020,
SWRMC executed five 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drills.
Per 8010 Manual, section 13.3.11, SRCAs located in the
same region and supported by the same fire department
may satisfy the annual requirement by conducting the drill
at 1 SRCA, while other SRCAs observe or participate
under RMC guidance and approval.  To ensure all SRCAs
experience the drill, the drill location should be rotated
among different SRCAs each year.  [Encl 768, 800, 803]

719. On 24 February 2016, SWRMC conducted an 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill aboard USS
CAPE ST GEORGE (CG-71) while the ship was dry docked at BAE Systems Ship Repair.
SWRMC graded the February 2016 CAPE ST GEORGE 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill as
“satisfactory” (SAT); however, the CNRMC evaluation team graded the drill as UNSAT due to
the drill missing several required attributes.  [Encl 807]

720. SWRMC conducted an 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill aboard USS ESSEX (LHD-2) while
pierside at NBSD on 20 April 2016.  The 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill on ESSEX was
prompted by the UNSAT 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill conducted on CAPE ST GEORGE.
SWRMC and the CNRMC evaluation team graded the April 2016 ESSEX drill as SAT.  [Encl
807]

721. On 2 August 2017, SWRMC conducted an 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill aboard USS
HARPERS FERRY (LSD-49) at Continental Maritime of San Diego.  SWRMC and CNRMC
both graded the drill as SAT.  The drill included participation from Ship’s Force, San Diego Fire
Department (SDFD), NBSD FEDFIRE and Continental Marine.  [Encl 808, 809]

722. On 31 October 2018, SWRMC conducted an 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill aboard USS
MAKIN ISLAND (LHD-8) while pierside at NBSD.  SWRMC graded the drill as SAT.
Participants included Ship’s Force, NBSD FEDFIRE, NBSD Emergency Operations Center
(EOC), and General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO).  Of note,
published milestones prior to the MAKIN ISLAND major drill included a tabletop exercise on
20 September 2018, stakeholder training on 3 and 9 October 2018, and an exercise rehearsal on
22 October 2018.  [Encl 810, 811]

8010 Manual, Chapter 13, requires one 
major fire drill per calendar year at each 
SRCA.  A drill may be deferred into the 
following calendar year “as long as the 
time since the last major fire drill does 
not exceed 18 months.” 

8010 Manual, Chapter 13, also 
recognizes the impact major drills 
would have on “cost and production 
schedules,” and notes that SRCAs “are 
encouraged to be judicious and careful 
in their planning to balance the 
objectives of learning and 
demonstrating capabilities with 
minimizing cost and schedule impact.”  
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723. CNIC headquarters participated in the MAKIN ISLAND drill on 31 October 2018.  This
was the only 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill within the last three years that included CNIC
headquarters participation; however, there is no 8010 Manual requirement for CNIC
headquarters participation in 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drills.  [Encl 812]

Year 
Day-
Month Ship SRCA Location F&ES Pass/Fail 

2016 24-Feb CAPE ST GEORGE BAE BAE San Diego Fire Dept Fail 

2016 20-Apr ESSEX NASSCO NBSD 
SD Federal Fire & National 
City Fire Dept Pass 

2017 2-Aug HARPERS FERRY 
BAE-HII 
CMSD HII-CMSD 

SD Federal Fire & National 
City Fire Dept Pass 

2018 31-Oct MAKIN ISLAND NASSCO NBSD SD Federal Fire Dept Pass 

2020 5-Feb STOCKDALE NASSCO NASSCO 
San Diego & Coronado Fire 
Dept Pass

Figure 37 provides a summary of the 8010 Manual Chapter 13 Drills SWRMC has overseen since 2016. 

724. Following the MAKIN ISLAND 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill, CNRMC concurred with
SWRMC’s SAT grade.  However, paragraph 3 of CNRMC’s endorsement states, “[th]e
evaluation team expected more participation by NBSD, unaffected ship’s Rescue & Assistance
teams, and MAKIN ISLAND.  Communications continue to challenge drill effectiveness both
shipboard and off ship.”  The CNRMC endorsement was signed by  (by direction).
[Encl 813]

725. Though no 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill was conducted by SWRMC in 2019, SWRMC
conducted an 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill aboard the USS STOCKDALE (DDG-106) while
the ship was dry docked at NASSCO on 5 February 2020.  The deferral of the 2019 drill was
authorized under 8010 Manual Chapter 13, paragraph 13.1, which permits major drills be
deferred into the next calendar year, so long as no more than 18 months have elapsed since the
last major drill.  SWRMC graded the STOCKDALE drill as SAT.  Participants included Ship’s
Force, San Diego and Coronado Fire Departments, and NASSCO.  [Encl 333, 799]

726. CNRMC’s endorsement of the STOCKDALE 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drill also assessed
the drill as SAT, but noted the drill lacked an integrated battle rhythm to effectively combat a fire
over an extended period of time.  [Encl 799, 814]

(b) (6)
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b. Naval Ships Technical Manual, Chapter 555, Volume 1, Surface Ship Firefighting.

c. Naval Ships Technical Manual, Chapter 074, Volume 3, Gas Free Engineering.

d. Naval Ships Technical Manual, Chapter 077, Personnel Protection Equipment.

e. Naval Ships Technical Manual, Chapter 079, Volume 2, Practical Damage Control.

f. Navy Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures, 3-20.31.

g. SWRMCINST 5100.11a, SWRMC Major Fire Response Plan.

[Encl 855, 856, 857, 858, 859, 860, 861, 862, 863] 

745. Numerous SWRMC fire drill reports, despite SAT drill grades, identify concerns with the
evaluated ship’s slow response to attack the fire.  NSTM 555 directs fire attack to occur as soon
as possible.  The Afloat Training Group (ATG) grade sheet for Repetitive Exercise (RE) 03
requires the fire attack to occur within 12 minutes.  [Encl 806, 859, 861, 864, 865, 866, 867, 868,
869, 870, 871]

746. , the CNSP Force Damage Control Officer, reviews all 8010 Manual
Chapter 12 drill performances.  In his interview, he stated that although SWRMC grades 8010
Manual Chapter 12 drills, he does not agree with this construct and believes the Type
Commander (TYCOM) should participate in grading.  He stated that in the present construct, he
receives copies of completed drills with grades.   stated that if Ship’s Force did not
integrate with outside entities, failed to effectively communicate through the response, or set
boundaries, he would consider that drill a failure.  [Encl 745, 747, 748]

747. Email records from October 2017 to December 2018 indicate that SWRMC Code 106B
coordinated with the N43 and safety departments of CNSP to discuss 8010 Manual Chapter 12
and 13 drill implementations.  In these e-mails, these organizations mention preparations,
evaluations, and the overall importance of 8010 Manual drills.  During a later meeting in
December 2018,  proposed that ATG should have a role in a ship’s Maintenance Phase
for 8010 Manual training; however, the CNSP N43 noted DC readiness in availabilities was not
ATG’s function, because the responsibility for DC readiness ultimately falls on the ship’s CO.
In the minutes, CNSP proposed greater TYCOM involvement for six months to improve ship
performance in 8010 Manual drills.  [Encl 327, 872, 873, 874]

748. In September 2018,  prepared a summary of lessons learned from 8010 Manual fire
drills, identifying common drill discrepancies and areas to improve planning, execution, Damage
Control Training Team (DCTT) effectiveness, and firefighting.  These lessons were based on his
direct observations of 8010 Manual drills.   identified several concerns to improve and
enhance ship firefighting response during availabilities

a. Drills are not fully developed to challenge or to identify capabilities and vulnerabilities
of ship firefighting and preparedness by only conducting minimum anomalies with too
many simulations.

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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b. Drills do not fully demonstrate proper firefighting techniques, communication, and
integration with responding entities, and rehabilitation, to include SCBA refill and medical,
monitoring, and triage.

c. All personnel must take immediate and controlling actions based on the SWRMC FRP
and Ship’s Force Repair Party Manual in port protocols to include, immediately attack
fires.

d. Rapid response, firefighting teams, investigators, and boundary personnel are unable to
properly fake out firefighting hoses and charge fire stations.

e. DCTT teams default to training modes versus evaluation and assessment to ensure battle
flow of drills.

f. DCTT lacks knowledge to train watchstanders in duties and responsibilities.

[Encl 875, 876] 

749. Email records from November 2018 indicate this document was shared with 
, the CNSP Force Industrial Hygiene Officer, who was working to disseminate

information about drills after the 31 October 2018 drill on MAKIN ISLAND.  [Encl 798]

750. On 30 December 2019, a joint message from CNSP and Commander, Naval Surface Force
Atlantic (CNSL), titled “CNO Availability Best Practices,” was released.  The message
references the 8010 Manual (though not the most recent version released on 17 July 2018).  The
message highlighted the increased risk of fire during availabilities and reinforced familiarity with
8010 Manual requirements.  The message specifically stated, “[t]here is an increased risk of fire
during maintenance availabilities.  Ship’s Force are expected to review the 8010 Manual fire
prevention and response manual and ensure all requirements are met and maintained throughout
the availability.  Conduct internal training on fire prevention, hot work awareness, emergency
response plans and training requirements.”  [Encl 877]

(b) (6)
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Section VI: NAVSEA and CNRMC Oversight of SWRMC 

A. CNRMC

751. Commander, Navy Region Maintenance Center (CNRMC) is the Immediate Superior In
Command (ISIC) for the Navy’s Regional Maintenance Centers (RMC).  CNRMC is dual-hatted
as Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) 21, which is responsible for surface ship
modernization.  CNRMC Commander, Deputy Commander, and Executive Director (ED) are
located in Washington, D.C., while the Deputy Director overseeing all the RMC activities is
located in Norfolk, Virginia.  [Encl 463, 878]

752. The current and former CNRMC Technical Directors (Code 200) assessed that the physical
move of the CNRMC Commander and ED from Norfolk to Washington, D.C. created
communications struggles between CNRMC leadership and the rest of the organization.  They
noted that the Washington, D.C. location of the Commander and ED directs their attention to
issues concerning the administration of NAVSEA 21 (the Commander’s “dual-hatted” role), with
significantly less time to focus on the RMCs.  The former ED also noted that her previous
location in Norfolk facilitated connections with the Fleet and Type Commander (TYCOM).
[Encl 878, 879, 880, 881]

753. CNRMC has one employee,  (General Schedule (GS)-14), within its
Safety Code who oversees Occupational Safety and Health, Environmental Safety and Health
(ESH) and fire safety at all of the RMCs.  Additionally, he coordinates fire drills for Ship Repair
Facility-Japan RMC.  In total, CNRMC has a total of 48 GS billets.  In 2018, a NAVSEA
Inspector General evaluation listed the existing Safety Code manning as a high severity issue,
noting that the Safety Code could not execute its functions without additional personnel support.
As of 12 July 2020,  was still the only CNMRC employee in the Safety Code.  RDML
Ver Hage, CNRMC, acknowledged that his office was not providing effective safety oversight
due to the “amount of things on ’s plate at the time.”  [Encl 463, 465, 580, 878, 882]

754.  conducts RMC safety audits on his own, with occasional assistance from
another safety professional in the local area of the RMC being audited.  In January 2020, 

 conducted a safety audit of Southwest Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC) with the
assistance of  from CNRSW.  This audit identified two discrepancies: only two
access brows on USS BONHOMME RICHARD (LHD-6) at Naval Base San Diego (NBSD)
Pier 2 and inadequate completion of National Incident Management System (NIMS) training by
SWRMC Code 106 (safety department) personnel.  The 218 CNRMC safety audit of SWRMC
identified no written discrepancies.  Of note, SWRMC typically conducts 10 – 13 Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO) availabilities across four private shipyards in San Diego and as well as
multiple ongoing Continuous Maintenance Availabilities (CMAVs) onboard NBSD at any given
time.  In contrast, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard (PSNS), a public shipyard, conducts one Carrier,
Fixed Wing, Aircraft, Nuclear (CVN) availability and 2 – 4 submarine availabilities at any given
time.  For PSNS safety audits, NAVSEA Industrial Operations (04) routinely has 12 – 15 people
on the audit team.  [Encl 580, 878, 883]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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755. Regarding the process for incorporating the 8010 Manual requirements into NAVSEA
Standard Items (NSI) for maintenance contracts, SWRMC’s ED explained that prior to the fire
aboard BONHOMME RICHARD, if an 8010 Manual requirement was not listed in the NSIs, it
was assumed the exclusion was intended.  [Encl 325]

756. Organizationally, the Standard Specification for Ship Repair and Alteration Committee
(SSRAC) ultimately decides what items are included in the NSIs.  Representatives from the
TYCOMS, RMCs, and technical community annually meet via the SSRAC to review NSI
requirements.  [Encl 325, 879]

757. The Acting Director of NAVSEA 04 stated that NAVSEA assumes the NSIs meet the
needs of the various stakeholders; if there are issues, she would expect SWRMC to notify
CNRMC Engineering (Code 200), who would raise the issue with the appropriate Technical
Warrant Holder (TWH) who would then address the concern with NAVSEA04/05.  [Encl 878]

758. CNRMC’s Code 200 Department Head serves as the SSRAC Director.  In this capacity, he
receives NAVSEA 05 and 04 technical requirements and translates these requirements into RMC
business and policy.  [Encl 881]

759. CAPT David Hart, SWRMC’s Commanding Officer (CO), acknowledged that a gap exists
between the 8010 Manual requirements and NSIs; however, he assessed that CNRMC “owns”
this gap for coast-wide contracts, because CNRMC is responsible for coast-wide availability
bids.  He also noted that SWRMC could propose changes to the SSRAC, but stated that he could
not recall ever directing SWRMC representatives to advocate for fire safety-related
requirements.  [Encl 321]

760. CNRMC’s Code 200 Department Head noted that after the BONHOMME RICHARD fire,
he was informed about previous Flag-level decisions regarding which NAVSEA 8010 Manual
requirements would be incorporated into NSIs, with potential costs strongly impacting the
outcome.  As an example, he relayed that Huntington Ingalls Industries estimated it would cost
more than $100 million to fully implement all 8010 Manual requirements.  [Encl 881]

761. RDML Eric Ver Hage, CNRMC, acknowledged that all 8010 Manual requirements have
not been implemented in the NAVSEA Standard Items.  He attributed this fact to implementation
expenses, but stated that he is currently working to better understand the cost to implement 8010
Manual requirements.  [Encl 463]

762. In his interview with the investigation team, RDML Eric Ver Hage, CNRMC, stated that he
does not view the 8010 Manual as a “technical requirements document,” but rather as a
“leadership document.”  He stated that if he planned to deviate from the 8010 Manual
requirements, he could do so with support from his safety department and, if there were technical
deviations, NAVSEA 05.  [Encl 463]

763. Beyond its SSRAC role, CNRMC also issued technical guidance on 8010 Manual
compliance for SWRMC.  Between 7 April 2016 and 24 June 2016, the CNRMC Safety
Director, , CNRMC Technical Director, , NAVSEA 05P5(b) (6) (b) (6)
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misalignment of temporary acetylene gas systems; lack of firefighting water systems in dry 
docks; fire safety concerns with rental and combustion engine equipment aboard a ship in an 
availability; and lack of ship’s Damage Control (DC) plates staging and availability.  [Encl 321, 
327, 551, 878, 879, 904, 905, 906, 907, 908, 909, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917, 918, 
919] 

769. While in operation, Southwest NRMO actively participated in critique events to improve
the quality of its oversight process and ensure root causes were identified, documented, and
resolved.  Southwest NRMO efforts assisted SWRMC’s leadership in gaining awareness of 8010
Manual non-compliance.  [Encl 761, 913, 920, 921]

770. On 17 October 2018, the previous CNRMC, RDML James Downey, cancelled
CNRMCINST 5440.1.  This cancellation occurred shortly after NAVSEA disbanded the
similarly-structured NSRO.  Upon cancellation, no organization was designated to independently
assume similar oversight responsibilities.  The former Technical Director and ED of CNRMC,
who were involved with the decision to disband NRMO, stated that it occurred partially because
the previous CNRMC did not want NRMO to submit reports directly to the NAVSEA
Commander without CRNMC review.  In his interview with the investigation team, the previous
CNRMC stated that the decision to disband the NRMOs was made in consultation with VADM
Thomas Moore (the NAVSEA Commander) based on RDML Downey’s perception that the
NRMO structure was ineffective to accomplish change at RMCs.  Southwest NRMO
representatives were informed about the disbanding of NRMO by the previous CNRMC in a
meeting where RMC representatives were gathered to discuss program compliance.  [Encl 878,
879, 922, 923]

771. Multiple individuals considered the NRMOs to have added value to the RMCs by
providing effective oversight.  Additionally, multiple individuals assessed the NRMOs should be
restored.  [Encl 879, 924, 925]

772. VADM Galinis assessed that NRMO is not worth the return on investment.  He stated that
many of the issues they reported on were already coming up from the RMCs, so they were
mostly duplicative.  He agreed that NRMO occasionally raised good issues, but as a whole, he
does not see the overall benefit given the billets they require.   He also noted that NRMO did not
provide substantive feedback and feels it would be better to plus up Code 106 at the RMCs or
give them more support at the RMC level to help with implementing requirements.  [Encl 470]

B. NAVSEA

773. Regardless of 8010 Manual requirements, contractors performing maintenance work on
ships during availabilities are only bound by the provisions invoked in an individual contract.  To
ensure contractor compliance with the 8010 Manual, NAVSEA includes fire prevention language
in the NSIs, which are invoked in each maintenance contract.  [Encl 765, 781, 878, 925, 926,
927]

774. Each maintenance contract includes Category 1 NSIs, which are automatically invoked.
Fire Protection requirements are part of this category and fall under the 009-08 section of the



CUI 

170 

CUI 

NSIs.  The Naval Supervisory Authority (NSA) for an availability is responsible for enforcing 
these requirements and holding contractors accountable for complying with NSIs incorporated 
into contracts.  [Encl 255, 324, 325, 333, 878] 

775. NSI items change annually; consequently, it is possible to have multiple ships in
availabilities that simultaneously invoke different versions of the NSIs (and therefore, different
8010 Manual requirements), even within the same private shipyard.  [Encl 327, 333]

776. The NSI fire prevention requirements do not cite to the 8010 Manual, exacerbating
discrepancies between the NSIs and 8010 Manual.  [Encl 321, 325, 596]

777. The 8010 Manual, section 1.2.3 states: “[f]or new construction ships and repair
availabilities in private shipyards, the requirements apply in whole or in part when invoked in
shipbuilding or repair contracts.”  This paragraph enables RMCs to assume that 8010 Manual
requirements not listed in the NSIs are not applicable to an availability.  [Encl 325, 765]

778. For maintenance availabilities scheduled for less than 10 months in San Diego, SWRMC’s
Contracting Office (Code 400) is responsible for soliciting bids from local shipyards, awarding
the contract, and administering the contract.  For maintenance availabilities longer than 10
months, NAVSEA 02 solicits bids from all shipyards along the west coast and awards the
contract.  If the contract is awarded to a shipyard within the Southwest area of responsibility,
SWRMC is assigned to execute the contract.  [Encl 480, 757, 763, 928, 929, 930]

779. NAVSEA 02 assembles an availability contract approximately 520 – 560 days in advance
of the performance start date.  While SWRMC receives an advanced look at the period of
performance start dates, it does not have representation during the initial contract planning.
[Encl 475, 763]

780. , NAVSEA 05B, stated in his interview that he was not aware of any
interaction between NAVSEA 05 and NAVSEA 02 to determine whether the 8010 Manual
requirements are included in contract planning.  He assessed that NAVSEA ultimately owns the
risk when 8010 Manual requirements are not included in contracts based on the fact that the
RMCs and CNRMC are part of the NAVSEA organization.  [Encl 931]

781. Approximately three years ago, the Navy switched from cost plus-reimbursement contracts
under the Multi-Ship Multi Option (MSMO) format to firm-fixed price contracts under the Multi
Award Contract/Multi-Order format (MAC-MO).  The MSMO construct consisted of a single
contract award for multiple availabilities, resulting in a single competition for all availabilities
related to a ship class or group of ship classes.  This structure required the prime contractor to
coordinate the planning of work package specifications for each availability.  This contracting
format was discarded because it led to excessive costs and schedule delays.  In contrast, MAC-
MO contracting utilizes a firm-fixed price format where the prime ship repair contractor is
contracted a single availability on a cost-reimbursement contract and a separate contactor, QED
Systems, Inc., is given a contract for coordinating the work package specifications.  [Encl 464,
757]

(b) (6)
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Figure 39, FEDFIRE Metro Area Organizational Structure 

802. The requirements and functions for the consolidated Metro area are not codified in
CNRSW policy or instruction, though formal designation is not required under OPNAVINST
11320.23G.  Of note, under this construct, the FEDFIRE Metro Chief is directly responsible to
all four installation COs.  [Encl 348, 363, 937]

803. Under the Metro area construct, FEDFIRE is able to shift personnel to various installations
to fill short-term manning gaps.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  noted that FEDFIRE
stations generally respond to fires within their respective installations, but if there are multiple
incidents or a FEDFIRE engine is otherwise occupied, a FEDFIRE engine from another
installation can respond and provide coverage as necessary.  [Encl 188]

804. OPNAVINST 11320.23G requires each installation to have its own FEDFIRE chief, but
authorizes regions and installations to merge assets under a single FEDFIRE chief to support
multiple installations within 50 miles.  Commander, Navy Installation Command (CNIC) N30,

, stated in his interview that he was aware CNRSW combined installations under
a single FEDFIRE Metro Chief for the San Diego metro area, but could not identify any written
policy approving this construct or outlining the requirements and functions for how the Metro
area would operate.  [Encl 687]

805. FEDFIRE Metro  assessed she is unable to meet all of the requirements of
OPNAVINST 11320.23G because of the significant number of demands placed on her by the
metro area construct.  [Encl 363]

806. The CNRSW FEDFIRE  assessed this the Metro area construct, in which
one General Schedule (GS)-11 Chief covers many different fire stations, is unsupportable.  [Encl
188]

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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807. The CNRSW N3 explained that FEDFIRE is an internal CNRSW asset that is operationally
assigned to a base or installation while retaining a relationship to CNRSW for administrative and
policy matters.  [Encl 348]

808. The NBSD CO assessed that he has authority to task FEDFIRE Metro  as a
Department Head, but acknowledged that she also supports numerous other installation COs in
the San Diego area.  [Encl 314]

809. The NBSD Executive Officer (XO), , stated that the FEDFIRE Metro
Chief is considered a Special Department Head within the NBSD command and control
organization.  In that sense, he considers FEDFIRE both an internal asset as a Special
Department Head and an external entity as a CNRSW asset.  [Encl 938]

810. FEDFIRE San Diego’s battalions are aligned with the three large naval installations in San
Diego, with Battalion 11 covering NBC, Battalion 12 covering NBSD, and Battalion 13 covering
NBPL and MCRD San Diego.  [Encl 188, 937]

811. Battalion 12 includes Stations 16, 17, and 18, and has a minimum daily staffing
requirement of 19 personnel.  Stations 16, 17, and 18 have a total combined authorized
workforce of 58 billets.  [Encl 937]

812. According to FEDFIRE, Battalion 12 does not include a shipyard inspector because the
current shipboard fire risk classification of NBSD.  In accordance with CNIC N30 HPD
Advisory 2015-02, NBSD is designated as a Level 4 shipboard fire risk category, which is the
fire risk category assigned to “Major/Intermediate/Minor Ports and Piers/Wharves.”  According
to FEDFIRE Metro , a shipyard inspector billet would be required if NBSD was
classified differently (as a Level 2 shipyard).  [Encl 188, 363, 687, 939]

FEDFIRE Assets for Battalion 12, Stations 16, 17 and 18: 

Station Apparatus/Function Personnel

Station 16 

(32nd St. – Wet Side) 

Engine 16 Captain, Engineer, 2 – Firefighters (FF) 

ALS Ambulance 2 - Firefighter/Paramedic 

Engine 161 Captain, Engineer, 2 – Firefighters 

Brush 16 Cross-staffed by Engine 16 

Fire Inspection 3 –  Fire Inspectors 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Station 17 

(32nd St. – Dry Side) 

Truck 17 Captain, Engineer, 2 – Firefighters 

HAZMAT/Rescue 17 Cross-staffed by Truck 17 

Battalion 12 Command SUV Assistant Chief of Operations 

Station 18 

(NMC, SD – Balboa) 

Engine 18 Captain, Engineer, 2 – Firefighters 

BLS Ambulance Cross-staffed by Engine 18 (2 - FFs) 

Battalion 12 – Minimum Staffing (Daily Staffing: 19) 

Apparatus Location Staffing 

Engine 16 Fire Station 16  4  

Engine 16 Fire Station 16  4  

Brush 16 Fire Station 16  Cross-staff with Engine 16/161 

Medic 96 Fire Station 16  2  

Truck 17 Fire Station 17  4  

Hazmat 17  Fire Station 17  Cross-staff with Truck 17  

Battalion 12  Fire Station 17  1  

Engine 18 Fire Station 18  4  

Basic Life Support (BLS) 98 Fire Station 18  Cross-staff with Engine 18  
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Figure 40 shows the FEDFIRE Metro command relationships. 

Practices for Shipboard Fire Response 

813. FEDFIRE Metro Standard Operating Guideline (SOG) 176 outlines practices for shipboard
firefighting.  SOG 176 has not been revised since it was issued on 10 October 2012.  [Encl 940]

814. Per SOG 176, Ship’s Force is expected to be equipped and manned to manage a fire
without outside assistance.  FEDFIRE responders are considered to be a secondary response
team to assist Ship’s Force in the event of a large-scale incident beyond the scope of the ship’s
capability.  [Encl 940]

815. SOG 176 does not dictate practices for integration with Ship’s Force.  FEDFIRE Metro
’s assessed that on-scene chiefs and Incident Commanders (IC) are expected to

make detailed decisions as to what and how integration would occur for a particular incident.
[Encl 363, 940]

816. Navy Fire & Emergency Services (F&ES) personnel are generally not required to risk their
own safety when there is no risk to life and activities are limited to defensive operations.
However, in accordance with OPNAVINST 11320.23G for shipboard fires, the FEDFIRE IC
shall balance risk to responders with the need to attack the fire in order to save the ship or
submarine.  FEDFIRE personnel acknowledged that a U.S. warship is unique from other
property and therefore warrants greater protection and several FEDFIRE personnel also assessed
they would risk their lives to protect the Sailors who are protecting their ship.  [Encl 257, 310]

817. Per SOG 176, FEDFIRE will not support Ship’s Force personnel who engaged in fire
suppression activities when there is a risk of imminent danger to FEDFIRE personnel due to
explosives.  SOG 176 indicates that the IC shall assess the risk prior to committing FEDFIRE
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resources.  SOG 176 states, “Ships forces engaged in fire suppression activities at [incidents 
where explosives are known to be involved] shall not be supported if imminent danger to F&ES 
personnel is anticipated.  The operation shall be meticulously “risk accessed” [sic] by the IC 
prior to committing F&ES resources.”  [Encl 940]  

818. In response to a shipboard fire, FEDFIRE’s policy sets “One Alarm” as the initial Effective
Response Force (ERF).  An alarm consists of three engines, one truck, and one ambulance, with
the minimum manning of one chief officer and four personnel per engine, including the captain.
A minimum of 12 FEDFIRE members from 3 Engine/Ladder Companies is required prior to
initiating offensive firefighting operations.  [Encl 181, 257, 940]

819. FEDFIRE’s target response for the first engine arrival on-scene is within 7 minutes, with
the initial ERF of 25 firefighters and officers arriving within 12 minutes.  Per FEDFIRE policy, a
“Second Alarm” should be requested for additional manpower if there is smoke or flames present
upon arrival of the first apparatus.  [Encl 257, 937, 940]

FEDFIRE Marine Services ERF – Working a Shipboard Fire: 

Role No. of Personnel 

Command 1

Safety 1

Accountability 1

Damage Control Central 1 

Pump Operator 1 

Fire Attack 4 

Backup Line 4 

Search & Rescue 4 

Rapid Intervention Crew 4 
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Ventilation 2

Water Supply 1 

Medical Standby 1 

TOTAL 25

820. Per FEDFIRE policy, the first arriving Engine Captain should proceed to the Quarterdeck
to meet the Command Duty Officer (CDO) or another ship representative and gather information
about the emergency situation.  FEDFIRE personnel interviewed by the investigation stated that
FEDFIRE policy does not establish a specific series of questions; however, in general, variants
of the following questions are asked:

a. What assistance, if any, do you need from FEDFIRE?

b. What is the class of fire?

c. Where is the fire located?

d. What firefighting actions have been done and are ongoing?

[Encl 149, 164, 257, 940] 

821. FEDFIRE Metro  stated that the Metro area’s pre-incident plan for a
shipboard fire is standardized for all ships, with the exception of radiological vessels.  FEDFIRE
Metro  acknowledged that this means there are no ship-class specific pre-incident
plans.  [Encl 149, 164, 188, 229, 257, 363]

822. FEDFIRE Metro does not train to search for a shipboard fire, but rather, they rely on Ship’s
Force to inform them of the fire’s location.  Per SOG 176, standard procedure requires FEDFIRE
to obtain the “location and class of fire” from Ship’s Force at the quarterdeck.  [Encl 156, 161,
940]

823. FEDFIRE Metro does not have Damage Control (DC) plates for any ships berthed at
NBSD.  Upon arrival to the scene, FEDFIRE expects Ship’s Force to provide DC plates to them.
FEDFIRE personnel reported that they have requested DC plates for ships to have in advance,
but have been denied the DC plates with the justification that the DC plates are classified.  In
contrast, FEDFIRE maintains plans in binders for all buildings in each truck.  [Encl 164, 257,
310, 363]
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824. CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that he expects Ship’s Force to meet FEDFIRE
personnel at the ship’s brow or the pier to articulate the commander’s intent in the event of a
shipboard fire.  He commented that FEDFIRE needs to have a solid understanding of what
casualty a ship is confronted with so FEDFIRE can effectively support the ship’s firefighting
efforts.  [Encl 188]

825. Per FEDFIRE Metro SOG 176, the first arriving engine company “should” establish a
primary water source.  If a water source is not established by the first-in engine company, the
Company Officer is to coordinate a water supply relay operation with additional incoming units.
The Company Officer “shall not engage in offensive fire suppression activities until a water
source is established.”  [Encl 940]

826. According to FEDFIRE Truck 17 , who has served as a
FEDFIRE training instructor for seven years, the first arriving engine parks on the pier near the
brow access to the ship and connects to the potable water riser on the pier for the primary water
supply, as it is closer to the ship entry than the hydrant at the head of the pier.  The potable water
riser provides up to 400 Gallons-Per-Minute (GPM) to the engine and support up to three attack
lines.  From the engine, a 3-inch line with a gated “Y” would be run to the ship.  From this gated
“Y”, a 1.75-inch line would be used as an attack line, with a second 1.75-inch line to be available
as a backup if needed.  The Company Officer may elect to utilize Ship’s Force hose lines for
immediate attack.  [Encl 257, 940]

827. Upon arrival to the scene, FEDFIRE would ask the ship for a radio.  FEDFIRE personnel
report that they do not all have radios are compatible with Ship’s Force radios.  [Encl 149, 156,
164, 229]

828. Due to the steel construction of a ship and the inability of some radio communications to
penetrate the hull, the IC or Operations (OPS) Officer would assign a channel as the operational
tactical channel, with the Rapid Intervention Crew (RIC) team and OPS staying within close
proximity to the point-of-entry to monitor and facilitate communications.  [Encl 156, 164, 363,
940]

829. The second arriving engine connects to the hydrant at the head of the pier uses a 4-inch
line, providing 1,200 GPM to the engine.  The crew from the second engine would be the first
attack team.  They would either relieve the Ship’s Force on their hose or run a separate attack
line set up from the first arriving engine’s crew.  [Encl 257, 940]

830. The third arriving engine crew would be the backup attack team and serve as the RIC to
meet FEDFIRE’s requirement of “2-in, 2-out.”  A FEDFIRE hose team needs to have a RIC
established before proceeding.  [Encl 257]

831. FEDFIRE Truck 17  stated that it is preferred to have a Sailor go
with the FEDFIRE hose team as a runner or guide, but not to be integrated as part of the hose
team.  [Encl 257]
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832. Several San Diego Metro FEDFIRE personnel interviewed stated that that they would
secure their own water source and lay their own line for attacking the fire without using
shipboard hoses, regardless of the status of Ship’s Force firefighting efforts.  FEDFIRE
personnel explained that they would utilize their own hose and water source, because they know
they are reliable for the response.  [Encl 149, 153, 156, 157, 161, 164, 229, 257, 265, 310, 378,
941, 942]

833. According to FEDFIRE Metro , FEDFIRE could respond to a shipboard
fire without their own hose if the circumstances required; however, she acknowledged that
FEDFIRE has never trained to send people on a ship without FEDFIRE’s own hose.  FEDFIRE
Metro  acknowledged that it is a problem that FEDFIRE is not training the way
they actually fight fires.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  asserted that there is no established
policy on which fire hoses or water sources FEDFIRE must use, and water usage is based on
what is present when FEDFIRE arrives on-scene.  He stated that as part of fire and emergency
services efforts, all FEDFIRE personnel must be flexible in their responses to each scenario.  If
there is an ongoing fire attack by Ship’s Force, CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that
FEDFIRE would likely use the ship’s fire hoses or water.  However, FEDFIRE would always
have backup fire hoses and water available.  [Encl 188, 363]

Incident Command Structure 

834. FEDFIRE follows the National Incident Management System (NIMS) Incident Command
System (ICS), in accordance with OPNAVINST 11320.23G, which directs use of established
ICS procedures.  [Encl 363]

835. Upon responding to an incident, the first arriving FEDFIRE engine captain serves as the IC
until the first chief arrives on-scene.  The first arriving chief assumes the role of IC upon arrival,
and the Captain becomes the OPS Officer.  Per OPNAVINST 11320.23G, the F&ES IC for
shipboard incidents directs firefighting operations, equipment, resources and personnel for
combating a shipboard fire and provides tactical firefighting direction, as required, using
established ICS procedures.  [Encl 257]

836. While OPNAVINST 11320.23G does not establish any formal relationship between the
FEDFIRE IC and the ship’s CO during a shipboard fire, SOG 176 clarifies that the Fire
Department Company Officer serves as a firefighting advisor and technical specialist to the
ship’s Staff Duty Officer/CDO, who is responsible for operational control of “all” firefighting
activities.  However, SOG 176 also states that “[o]utside the boundary of the ship, the
operational control (strategic, tactical) for firefighting activities rest with the FEDFIRE IC.”
8010 Manual paragraph 3.2.2.3 also clarifies that the senior F&ES Chief is expected to provide
expertise and guidance for the overall response effort as part of the IC Staff.  Per paragraph
3.2.3.2 of the 8010 Manual, the Ship’s CO or his designated representative is responsible for all
actions on the ship during the emergency and is the IC per NIMS.  The 8010 Manual also refers
to the ship’s CO as the in-hull IC.  [Encl 940]
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Training 

845. Per FEDFIRE’s SOG 176, FEDFIRE considers shipboard firefighting a special operations
service requiring frequent training for crew proficiency.  FEDFIRE personnel assigned to Metro
San Diego fire companies are required to be thoroughly familiar with waterborne vessel
terminology and anatomy.  [Encl 940]

846. FEDFIRE San Diego Metro has two training chiefs: a Deputy Chief and a Battalion Chief.
FEDFIRE Metro  stated that she did not have a sufficient number of training
chief billets and should have a Deputy Chief and two Battalion Chiefs for training per the
requirements.  However, she noted that ideally, she saw the need for three Battalion Chiefs to
meet the training demands.  [Encl 363]

847. FEDFIRE Metro’s Master Annual Training Plan identifies requirements for shipboard
firefighting, including “monthly” shipboard familiarization and firefighting as well as live fire
training “as available.”  The plan does not reference any required number of hours per year or
make reference to any training specific to Southwest Regional Maintenance Center’s (SWRMC)
Fire Response Plan (FRP) or any Individual Action Plans (IAPs)/pre-incident plans.  [Encl 943]

848. FEDFIRE uses the Enterprise Safety Application Management System (ESAMS) to track
and coordinate training within FEDFIRE.  “Duty tasks” are assigned within the ESAMS system
for various training requirements, such as Wildland Firefighter, Structural Firefighter, and Safety
Training.  Shipboard firefighting training is listed under the F&ES 09 Shore-Base Shipboard
Firefighter Duty Task.  [Encl 310, 944]

849. FEDFIRE’s 2020 Metro Annual Training Plan spreadsheet identifies 12 different trainings
under the F&ES 09 Shore-Base Shipboard Firefighter duty task to include: “Shipboard F&ES
Responder Training —  Classroom Sessions EQUIVALENCY;” “Shipboard F&ES Responder
Training — Practical Drills;” “Shipboard F&ES Responder Training — On Board Vessel
Familiarization;” various Marine Firefighter Multimedia courses, and Shipboard Live Fire
Training EQUIVALENCY.  [Encl 944]

850. According to FEDFIRE’s 2019 Community Risk Assessment Standards of Cover
document, all FEDFIRE Metro personnel participate in shipboard firefighting training using a
shipboard firefighting training prop located at FEDFIRE’s regional training center.  In addition,
FEDFIRE is currently in the process of requiring all personnel assigned to fire stations with a
shipboard firefighting mission to be certified at the DoD Marine Firefighter certification level,
which is a new addition to DoD firefighting certifications as of 2016.  [Encl 937]

851. FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  stated that the trainer at Coronado is
helpful for getting firefighters some level of awareness of a ship’s layout but could be improved
to provide a more realistic representation of a ship’s layout.  FEDFIRE , who
has served as FEDFIRE training instructor for seven years, explained that the trainer does not
include integration training with Ship’s Force.  [Encl 257]
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860. FEDFIRE Metro  stated that FEDFIRE does not conduct any additional
integrated training with Ship’s Force beyond 8010 Manual drills, unless a ship asks FEDFIRE.
[Encl 363]

861. When asked about training for proficiency integrating with Ship’s Force, CNRSW
FEDFIRE  stated that integration tends to occur at the strategic level — the ICP
— not at the level trained to during shipboard drills.  [Encl 188]

862. CNIC N30 HPD Advisory 2014-01 establishes a minimum requirement for shipboard
F&ES training of 28 hours per year for CNIC F&ES personnel “subject to respond to shipboard
emergencies” to include “10 hours on board the class of ship(s) on the installation or supported
by the installation to meet familiarization and integrated response task proficiency.”  The
advisory further elaborates this specific training “is in addition to other supporting F&ES
proficiency training requirements.”  Per the CNIC HPD advisory, this proficiency training must
incorporate the following requirements (among other requirements):

a. Common terminology to locate and access an incident location aboard the vessel.

b. Practical exercises with the Ship’s Force to practice integrated firefighting proficiency.

c. Capabilities of the ship’s onboard firefighting systems and practical strategies to use the
ship’s on-onboard standpipes as a first resort.

d. Firefighting procedures when the ship is in an industrial maintenance environment with
associated industrial hazards/impediments.

e. Practical hose line deployment and advancement to specific ship space location
identification (bull’s eye) and common location names.

f. Strategies for establishing integrated hose teams of Ship’s Force, F&ES, and mutual aid
personnel early in the incident to ensure safe and effective long duration suppression
operations.

g. Hose team relief process to keep hoses staffed during extended operations.

h. Ship space familiarization training will be approved by and conducted in accordance
with the ship repair and construction authority policies.  Training will be conducted by a
Ship’s Force member or shipyard/maintenance project representative.

i. Training for CNIC F&ES Chiefs and other F&ES response personnel are required on
installation response plans to include the local incident management policy reflecting the
role of the ship’s CO, senior fire officer and the shipyard commander and/or tenant
command responsibilities in relationship with incident management system principles.

[Encl 945] 
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863. In response to a Request for Information from the BONHOMME RICHARD investigation
team, CNRSW reported that all firefighters assigned to NBSD (wet side) had 100 percent
completion of shipboard training requirements as of December 2020, and an additional 50
personnel assigned throughout San Diego Metro met 100 percent of the training, while another
10 personnel met 90 percent of the training requirement.  CNRSW interpreted the 28 hour per
year requirement as equivalent to 112 hours total for 4 years from 2016 – 2020.  [Encl 946]

864. CNRSW documentation indicates that in 2019, less than 5% of the reported 145 FEDFIRE
personnel assigned throughout San Diego Metro completed 28 hours or more of shipboard
training (including classroom training and walkthroughs).  [Encl 947]

865. CNRSW documentation indicates that in 2020, less than 5% of the reported 145 FEDFIRE
personnel assigned throughout San Diego Metro completed 28 hours or more of shipboard
training (including classroom training and walkthroughs).  [Encl 947]

866. Regarding CNIC N30 HPD Advisory 2014-01’s requirement for a minimum of 10 hours of
shipboard F&ES training aboard the class of ships on the installation to meet familiarization and
integrated task proficiency, CNRSW stated that classroom training may satisfy shipboard
walkthrough requirements.  CNRSW explained that anytime a station crew is given the
opportunity to go to a ship for training, extra time is allotted for shipboard familiarizations or
walkthroughs.  [Encl 946]

867. FEDFIRE Metro Area personnel reported they participate in ship familiarization
walkthroughs to gain familiarity of ships on an ad hoc basis.  Sometimes, ships contact
FEDFIRE to request a walkthrough, and other times, FEDFIRE requests walkthroughs.
FEDFIRE requests walkthroughs when a new ship arrives to NBSD, as well as when there are
new firefighters having joined a station without previously participating in familiarization
walkthroughs.  When a new ship class arrives, FEDFIRE Station 16 (located at 32nd Street, Wet
Side) reaches out to nearby supporting stations to schedule ship familiarization walkthroughs.
[Encl 164, 188, 193, 363]

868. FEDFIRE Deputy Metro  stated that ship familiarizations may also be included
among requirements released by CNIC in ESAMS.  He explained that CNIC releases training
requirements based on job taskers and the responsibilities of each station.  [Encl 193]

869. FEDFIRE personnel within the San Diego Metro Area consistently reported having never
been asked to participate in any fire safety walkthroughs, as required by the 8010 Manual.  [Encl
161, 257, 363]

870. When FEDFIRE Metro  was asked what pushed for the shipboard
walkthrough requirement, she stated, “[t]here is no requirement.”  Upon further review, she
acknowledged there is a requirement in the OPNAVINST 11320.23G, which is the responsibility
of FEDFIRE captains of the crews to schedule without any additional oversight.  [Encl 363, 951]

871. Both CNRSW and CNIC acknowledged that all FEDFIRE personnel assigned to a
consolidated area like San Diego who are all subject to respond to a shipboard fire should be
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assigned shipboard fire training requirements.  CNIC assessed that Region SW and other similar 
Regions must review their scope of services, determine response coverage and duty task skills 
required to execute the response objectives, and in turn assign the required shipboard training 
requirements for each responder who may be required to respond to a shipboard fire.  [Encl 350, 
471] 

Participation in Shipboard Drills 

872. FEDFIRE Metro  stated that FEDFIRE participates in 8010 Manual
Chapter 12 and Chapter 13 drills when requested by a ship.  She noted that FEDFIRE
accommodates shipboard drill requests as able, but there are numerous ships.  In addition,
FEDFIRE Metro  stated that COs sometimes desire FEDFIRE’s participation in
more drills than FEDFIRE is able to support.  [Encl 363]

873. FEDFIRE Metro Deputy  stated that there is no set minimum or maximum
number of shipboard drills FEDFIRE is required to complete.  FEDFIRE Metro Deputy 

 stated that FEDFIRE attempts to support shipboard drills as much as possible, while
balancing internal requirements.  [Encl 193]

874. FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  stated that the minimum training
requirement for FEDFIRE is to conduct at least one 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drill per quarter.
[Encl 310]

875. FEDFIRE’s participation in 8010 Manual drills has been scheduled during monthly
meetings with the Installation Training Officers (ITOs) and SWRMC to minimize scheduling
conflicts.  FEDFIRE Metro  reported that there have been times when multiple
drills have occurred on the same day, which has challenged FEDFIRE’s ability to fully
participate.  [Encl 363]

876. FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  explained that drills are not as beneficial
to FEDFIRE because drill packages are primarily structured to benefit a ship.  FEDFIRE Metro
Assistant Training  stated that a majority of the drill packages involve minimal
FEDFIRE involvement.  When a drill package does not call for major integration with
FEDFIRE, FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  explained that FEDFIRE would
send a Battalion Chief, who simulates other FEDFIRE forces.  [Encl 310]

877. FEDFIRE Metro  was asked to clarify what a simulated FEDFIRE drill
participation entails, she stated that a Chief could be sent to participate in the drill rather than a
FEDFIRE crew.  [Encl 363]

878. When informed that SWRMC was simulating FEDFIRE participation about 50 percent of
drills, FEDFIRE Metro  stated that 50 percent did not seem high, and that this
estimate seemed accurate.  [Encl 363]

879. FEDFIRE reported ship COs occasionally request multiple drills preceding an 8010
Manual drill to ensure Ship’s Force is proficient before the graded drill; however, FEDFIRE has
not been able to support this extra demand due to other training commitments and real-world
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emergencies requiring FEDFIRE resources.  FEDFIRE Metro  and CNRSW 
FEDFIRE  assessed FEDFIRE could not support weekly 8010 Manual drills, and 
noted FEDFIRE personnel are not brought in from off-duty to conduct drills.  [Encl 188, 363] 

880. CNRSW N3, , stated that in accordance with the 8010 Manual, the NBSD CO has
authority to direct FEDFIRE to participate in and accomplish shipboard firefighting drills.  [Encl
348]

881. The NBSD CO stated that ship COs have not reached out to him requesting increased
support for 8010 Manual drills.  Likewise, the NBSD CO stated that COs have not reached out to
him about a lack of FEDFIRE support.  [Encl 314]

882. The NBSD XO stated he did not have any information on FEDFIRE’s participation in
shipboard fire drills.  He understood FEDFIRE to be a regional asset without NBSD involvement
in FEDFIRE’s participation in shipboard drills.  The NBSD XO explained that FEDFIRE
training and participation in drills falls under CNRSW responsibility — if FEDFIRE is
unavailable for a drill, a ship would report to CNRSW.  [Encl 938]

883. During 8010 Manual drills, FEDFIRE would generally relieve Ship’s Force on the ship’s
hose lines.  FEDFIRE does not secure their own water source or lay their own lines during 8010
Manual drills, due in part to insufficient manpower.  [Encl 149, 157, 257, 265, 310, 363]

884. FEDFIRE Metro  stated that during shipboard drills, FEDFIRE would use
Ship’s Force hoses, but this practice would depend on how the drill package had been written.
She added that she thinks ship COs do not want FEDFIRE to use FEDFIRE hoses in order for
Ships’ Forces to become better familiarized with the ship’s hoses.  [Encl 363]

885. CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that he could not answer whether or not
FEDFIRE utilizes their own backup fire hoses during 8010 Manual drills.  He stated that a drill
package’s specifics would determine whose hoses would be employed.  On a large vessel fire —
like a Landing Helicopter Deck (LHD) or Landing Helicopter Assault (LHA) — he stated that
FEDFIRE would likely use the ship’s available water sources.  [Encl 188]

886. CNRSW FEDFIRE  acknowledged that 8010 Manual drills are conducted
differently than real-life execution.  He noted that there has been a significant difference between
how FEDFIRE arrives to support an 8010 Manual drill as compared to a real-world shipboard
fire.  In response to a real-world shipboard fire, FEDFIRE would arrive with at least 2 – 3 times
the number of personnel than would typically respond to an 8010 Manual drill.  [Encl 188]

887. For graded 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drills, FEDFIRE crews have been committed to
participate until the end of a drill; however, for non-graded 8010 Manual Chapter 12 drills, there
have been times when FEDFIRE departed drills early to support real-world emergency
commitments.  FEDFIRE chiefs stated that fully responding to an 8010 Manual drill creates risk
to FEDFIRE’s real-world emergency responses.  [Encl 156, 363]

888. After 8010 Manual drills, FEDFIRE has often participated in a hot wash debrief, providing
feedback to a ship, if appropriate or requested.  The FEDFIRE training department assesses an
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engine’s performance against a standard set of criteria for aggregated response times, and, 
corrective actions are implemented, as required.  [Encl 310] 

889. FEDFIRE assessments have time-based criteria (aggregate response times), but these
generally evaluate the time required to respond to the incident.  FEDFIRE does not have a pre-
established “agent on fire” evaluation time because each situation differs and the amount of time
it could take to put agent on fire could vary.  [Encl 229]

890. According to FEDFIRE Metro , CNIC grades and evaluates FEDFIRE
during 8010 Manual Chapter 13 drills.  However, CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that
8010 Manual drills have “teachable moments,” but FEDFIRE is not graded on 8010 Manual
drills with the same rigor as on Anti-Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP) drills.  CNRSW
FEDFIRE  further stated that ATFP drills are “on a podium,” and are more
heavily scrutinized, because ATFP drills are focused on securing the naval installation, while
8010 Manual drills are only perceived as assisting NBSD tenants.  [Encl 188, 363]

891. Several FEDFIRE personnel stated that 8010 Manual drills are not effective for integrated
training, in part because 8010 Manual drills are neither realistic nor challenging.  One firefighter
described an 8010 Manual drill as follows: “[i]n a drill, usually a guy with a fire flag simulates a
flame and the nozzleman says, ‘I’m squirting you,’ and then they say the fire is out.”  [Encl 157,
257, 397]

892. FEDFIRE , who has served as a FEDFIRE training instructor for seven
years, assessed 8010 Manual drills as a “check in the box” for compliance to a requirement, but
8010 Manual drills do not constitute not good training for FEDFIRE, and there is room for
improvement with integration.  [Encl 257]

893. FEDFIRE Division  assessed that the value of 8010 Manual drills
is limited to the foundations of arriving on-scene in response to a fire.  [Encl 156]

894. CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that most 8010 Manual Chapter
12 and 13 drills are ineffective.  He explained that drills are normally rehearsed beforehand, and
participants can easily guess what happens next, without any curveballs thrown out during the
drill that would be expected in a real-world shipboard fire.  He thought the drills needed to be
more realistic and not staged.  [Encl 952]

895. CNRSW FEDFIRE  commented that 8010 Manual drills need to be more
diverse; otherwise, FEDFIRE repeats the same casualty, which reduces drills to a checklist.
CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that FEDFIRE does not provide input to 8010 Manual
drill packages, and he viewed the 8010 Manual drills as assisting the base tenants.  [Encl 188]

896. Several FEDFIRE Metro personnel concluded that the 8010 Manual drills are for Ship’s
Force training, primarily benefiting Ship’s Force.  [Encl 149, 156, 265, 363, 397]

897. Aside from participation in 8010 Manual drills, FEDFIRE Metro does not participate in
any other shipboard drills.  [Encl 363]
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898. FEDFIRE Metro  stated that Coronavirus Disease-2019 (COVID-19)
impacted FEDFIRE’s participation in 8010 Manual drills.  She noted that on 16 March 2020,
CNIC (through CNRSW) put all training on hold until further notice.  FEDFIRE Metro 

 also received an email notification from SWRMC noting all drills were cancelled for
60 days as a COVID-19 mitigation.  [Encl 363, 953]

899. FEDFIRE Metro Deputy  stated that the majority of drills FEDFIRE conducts in
conjunction with naval installations are ATFP drills due to the numerous annual program
requirements.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  commented that ATFP drills are more heavily
scrutinized as compared to 8010 Manual drills.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  explained
that during ATFP drills, FEDFIRE has a grading criteria, but 8010 Manual drills are not
similarly graded for FEDFIRE.  Instead, he characterized 8010 Manual drills as having
“teachable moments.”  [Encl 188, 193]

900. CNIC assessed that CNRSW should work with the Metro F&ES team to ensure
participation is being met for shipboard drills under the 8010 Manual.  CNIC expects all F&ES
departments to participate in shipboard drills but stated that “the large number of ships” in San
Diego “presents a scheduling and ship availability challenge for the limited number of FEDFIRE
staff” but that these issues should be addressed between CNRSW and SWRMC.  [Encl 350]

Mutual Aid Coordination and Interoperability Concerns 

901. NBSD borders the City of San Diego as well as National City and accounts for a large
portion of the waterfront.  NBPL borders land owned by the City of San Diego as well as the
National Park Service and Veterans Administration.  NBC’s assets adjoin the City of Coronado,
City of Imperial Beach, as well as unincorporated areas of San Diego County.  Mutual Aid
Agreements (MAAs) are in place with surrounding cities, including San Diego and Coronado.
There are also agreements with the United States Forest Service and California State Division of
Forestry.  [Encl 937, 954, 955]

902. NBSD and San Diego Fire Department (SDFD) signed a MAA in September 1991, which
provides automatic aid by either party to assist the other party.  NBSD and SDFD continue to
operate under the terms of this 1991 agreement.  [Encl 956]

903. Per OPNAVINST 11320.23G, installation F&ES chiefs are required to facilitate the
development, implementation, and periodic review of MAAs with other federal, state, and local
departments every three years to promote efficiency and economy per established respective
regional policy.  MAAs are to be updated at least once every 10 years. Contrary to this
requirement, the MAA with SDFD has not been updated since 1991.  [Encl 956]

904. According to FEDFIRE Metro , FEDFIRE submitted an updated MAA for
SDFD review, but the MAA was not ultimately updated because SDFD wanted an Inter-
Government Service Agreement (IGSA) instead of an MAA.  [Encl 363]

905. NBC and City of Coronado recently renewed their MAA, with efforts to renew beginning
in February 2020.  [Encl 363]
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906. FEDFIRE Metro  and Deputy  stated that they invited SDFD to
participate in 8010 Manual drills multiple times, but SDFD would either not show up or cancel at
the last minute.  [Encl 193, 363]

907. When CNRSW FEDFIRE  was asked whether he was aware of SDFD risk
prioritization, he stated that he was not aware SDFD’s policy to “not risk life to save property”
was written in SDFD’s internal directives.  When asked whether SDFD’s risk calculus was
considered and discussed during Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) negotiations, CNRSW
FEDFIRE  replied, “not really.”  [Encl 188]

908. In contrast, FEDFIRE Metro Deputy  and FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training
 understood that SDFD operates under a different risk calculus than FEDFIRE, in

that FEDFIRE is more willing to take risks to protect Navy assets than SDFD.  FEDFIRE Station
16  stated that he was aware that SDFD has a different risk
calculus, and he previously recommended that SDFD not be relied on for any mutual aid or
assistance due to their past actions of what he characterized as minimal support.  Despite these
concerns, NBSD’s MAA with SDFD has not been updated since 1991.  [Encl 193, 310, 956]

909. FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  has participated in San Diego’s bi-
monthly consortium of training officers for various local firefighting agencies.  This meeting
occurs every couple months to encourage local agencies to share information improving
practices and technologies.  During at least one consortium, he stated that he discussed with
SDFD how FEDFIRE conducts marine firefighting training to encourage SDFD to also
participate in marine firefighting training and drills.  [Encl 310]

910. FEDFIRE Metro Assistant Training  commented that consortium participating
agencies have discussed radio interoperability issues between FEDFIRE and SDFD.  He stated
that in general, FEDFIRE’s radios are outdated as compared to SDFD’s current radios.  [Encl
310]

911. FEDFIRE primarily utilizes 400 Megahertz (MHZ) radios.  FEDFIRE personnel reported
that 400 MHZ radios are not interoperable with other mutual aid radios, and FEDFIRE personnel
consider them outdated and inadequate.  FEDFIRE personnel also noted that spare parts for 400
MHZ radios are not readily accessible.  [Encl 149, 156, 158, 164, 175, 176, 181, 229, 310, 348,
397, 455, 941]

912. FEDFIRE has attempted to acquire more updated radios, but funding has been viewed as
an impediment.  FEDFIRE possesses a limited number of newer radios compatible with SDFD to
be used by the IC.  [Encl 158, 175, 183, 397]

913. SDFD, which primarily utilizes 800 MHZ radios, has the ability to communicate directly
with every firefighting agency in San Diego County except FEDFIRE.  Other civilian
firefighting agencies within the San Diego County utilize Regional Communications System
(RCS) radios operating on 700 MHZ frequencies.  [Encl 175, 181, 183, 397, 941]
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914. SDFD and FEDFIRE previously held meetings to discuss communications issues,
including a proposal to install SDFD radios on FEDFIRE trucks and engines, with FEDFIRE
reimbursing SDFD for the equipment installation.  SDFD ultimately did not have sufficient
funding to procure additional radios, and FEDFIRE purchased new portable radios programmed
with SDFD channels for their battalion chiefs.  [Encl 176, 183]

915. With a limited number of compatible radios, FEDFIRE prioritizes putting these radios in
the hands of centralized battalion chiefs and ICs to communicate with SDFD.  Other FEDFIRE
personnel may communicate with SDFD through dispatch by “patching,” which FEDFIRE
personnel stated may delay operations by several minutes to relay messages back and forth.
Another mitigation described as a standard practice by a FEDFIRE Captain is to physically trade
radios on-scene to ensure compatible communications.  [Encl 153, 397]

916. With regards to “patching” communications, firefighters may request the Region Dispatch
Center (RDC) “patch” a communications channel from FEDFIRE to SDFD, permitting a
common channel where the two agencies could communicate.  The Emergency Command &
Data System has a standing patch connecting the RCS to the City of San Diego system, enabling
all agencies within San Diego Country to communicate with SDFD.  [Encl 153, 183]

917. Dispatchers may conduct patching by:

a. Taking 1 of 2 standing FEDFIRE channels in the RCS.

b. Pairing with an RCS patch.

c. Aligning a SDFD channel to the RCS patch.

[Encl 183] 

918. A SDFD technical subject matter expert on system liaisons with neighboring agencies,
computer-aided dispatch (CAD) systems, and radio communication systems, stated that this
patching process with FEDFIRE has been more difficult than patching with other agencies, but
Dispatch Supervisors are aware how to execute patching.  Multiple RDC personnel also
confirmed that a patching capability exists between the RDC and SDFD.  [Encl 183, 957, 958]

919. FEDFIRE and CNIC described the patching process as “problematic” and “hit or miss,”
with FEDFIRE preferring to swap radios on-scene.  FEDFIRE Metro  noted
that he had never experienced patching correctly working, but he did not have any knowledge of
when any of the FEDFIRE battalion chiefs may have attempted to test patching communications
via dispatch.  The RDC Program Manager (PM) noted that the RDC maintains a patching
capability “nearly 24/7”.  [Encl 153, 193, 687]

920. CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that patching is ineffective inside the skin of a
ship, and multiple channels cannot be patched.  He noted that in the event of a major fire like the
USS BONHOMME RICHARD, firefighters are communicating on more than one channel.
CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that although patching can be done, it presents
hazards, and he assessed that patching is only beneficial for medical calls.  [Encl 188]
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921. A CNRSW dispatcher stated that neither training nor drills regularly require patching
between CNRSW and metropolitan assets, which is partially due to the fact that only dispatch
supervisors conduct patching.  However, the RDC PM noted that the RDC conducts a patching
exercise with SDFD every two weeks; during this test, patching capability is evaluated at the
unit-to-unit level.  [Encl 957, 958, 959]

922. Another CNRSW dispatcher stated that he has seen only a “handful” of requests to patch
frequencies with outside agencies in his nine years working at the RDC.  [Encl 959]

B. NBSD

Oversight of FEDFIRE 

923. Per COMNAVREGSWINST 5450.4 (Missions, Functions, Tasks of Naval Base San
Diego), the NBSD CO is responsible F&ES on the installation, to include “activities related to
fire prevention program services” and “activities related to establishing, directing, and
integrating DoD and DoN F&ES policy, strategy, protocols, and installation plans to ensure
operational readiness.”  The NBSD CO is also tasked with providing fire suppression and
incident command response services.  [Encl 466]

924. In CNIC N30, ’s view, the installation CO is “most likely” the first
commissioned officer to be held accountable if FEDFIRE does not meet requirements.  CNIC
N30 added that the installation CO shares “joint overall responsibility” with the Region Fire
Chief.  [Encl 687]

925. The NBSD CO stated that he did not have direct oversight over the FEDFIRE training
program.  He stated that the responsibility for the training and oversight of FEDFIRE is a region
function, which he assessed was not under his jurisdiction to monitor.  He stated that he did not
have a sense for how FEDFIRE operates with and integrates with Ship’s Force, and he was not
familiar with any nuances of hose line advancement practices.  [Encl 314]

926. The NBSD CO stated that FEDFIRE operates in support of the installation and has an
Operational Control (OPCON) relationship to the installation.  The NBSD CO stated that
FEDFIRE has national firefighting standards, which are monitored through the regional
FEDFIRE structure.  [Encl 314]

927. The NBSD CO stated that the Region Fire Chief bears responsibility for ensuring
FEDFIRE proficiency, and he was not aware of any OPNAV requirement for installation COs
for ensuring FEDFIRE’s proficiency.  Per OPNAVINST 11320.23G, installation COs shall
“[e]stablish and maintain an F&ES program that implements higher HQ guidance and plans;”
“[p]erform and coordinate all F&ES program requirements within the installation’s AOR;” and,
“[e]stablish an installation F&ES program, including the development of comprehensive
emergency response plans.”  [Encl 314]

928. CNRSW, RDML Bette Bolivar, stated that the FEDFIRE Metro Area Chief would be
treated similar to an installation, though FEDFIRE Metro  has oversight of all
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San Diego bases.  RDML Bolivar noted that the deputy fire chiefs on bases should assume a role 
similar to an XO, dealing with the administrative functions.  She stated that while the installation 
CO holds ultimate responsibility, the Region Commander is responsible for the oversight and 
compliance of policy of all Region Southwest installations.  She noted there is always an 
opportunity to better clarify the FEDFIRE Metro Chief role to ensure better visibility to 
installation COs.  [Encl 471] 

929. When asked whether he was aware of any FEDFIRE pre-planned responses for the
different classes of ships on NBSD, the NBSD CO responded that NBSD has an Emergency
Management (EM) plan, which accounts for shipboard firefighting responses.  He commented
that developing plans for the 62 ships on NBSD would be extremely difficult.  Additionally, he
was unaware who is resourced to develop these hull-specific shipboard firefighting response
plans.  [Encl 314]

930. When asked about the OPNAVINST 11320.23G requirement for establishing and
maintaining a F&ES program implementing higher headquarters guidance and plans, the NBSD
CO stated that he did not think there is a separate base F&ES policy, but an F&ES program.
[Encl 314]

931. The NBSD CO stated that he did not supervise the execution of FEDFIRE’s duties the
same way he monitored his N6, Base Security.  According to the NBSD CO, N6 or Naval
Security Force (NSF) falls directly within the authority of the installation CO.  He could not cite
any particular instruction or guidance relieving him of exercising the same authority over
FEDFIRE.  [Encl 314]

932. The NBSD XO stated that he did not think FEDFIRE is prepared to combat a major
shipboard fire.  He stated that the issue is not a capacity problem, but rather a capability problem
in that the FEDFIRE organization lacks the capability to respond accordingly.  The NBSD XO
later clarified that he thinks this capability issue is due to manpower limitations.  He assessed
that FEDFIRE does not know what firefighting systems the ships are equipped with and do not
know whether systems are functional or even available aboard ships.  [Encl 938]

933. When asked about his knowledge about FEDFIRE’s participation in shipboard fire drills,
the NBSD XO stated that he neither had information nor oversight.  The NBSD XO was also
unaware of FEDFIRE’s execution of shipboard familiarization walkthroughs.  He stated that
FEDFIRE training and participation in drills fell under CNRSW.  If FEDFIRE were unavailable
for a drill, the ship would report to CNRSW.  [Encl 938]

Emergency Management Program 

934. In accordance with the U.S. Navy Regulations,  OPNAVINST 3440.17A, CNICINST
3440.17, and COMNAVREGSWINST 3440.1B, the NBSD CO has the authority and
responsibility to protect personnel, equipment, and facilities, and may direct tenants and visiting
commands on matters concerning EM and ATFP.  [Encl 314, 467]
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935. The NBSD EM Program is based on an all-hazards approach to prepare for, mitigate
against, respond to, and recover from, potential hazards and threats potentially impacting NBSD.
Per CNICINST 3440.17 the EM Program establishes policy, program guidance, and specific
criteria for preparing all-hazards EM onboard regions and installations.  The criteria is drawn
from DoD and Navy Directives and Instructions, as well as established criteria from the National
Fire Protection Association (NFPA), the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), and others.
[Encl 960]

936. NBSD’s Emergency Management Officer (EMO), , is responsible for
the Installation Emergency Operation Center’s (EOC) management, administration, and
operation.  NBSD’s EOC is part of the Base Operations Center (BOC), a facility manned 24/7 by
NBSD personnel.  The NBSD EOC/BOC supports execution of the Installation EM Plan, the
Installation Anti-Terrorism (AT) Plan, as well as other supporting plans.  [Encl 240, 312, 314,
938, 960]

937. The mission of the Installation EOC is to support the IC or Unified Commander (UC)
during emergencies with resource management support and establish strategic/operational-level
objectives as necessary.  The EOC is responsible for coordination and serving as a liaison with
local, other service, and/or private response and recovery assets.  From the Installation EOC, the
Installation Commander exercises operational control of installation forces and allocates
resources.  [Encl 312, 363, 938, 960]

938. When the EOC Incident Management Team (IMT) is fully activated, the team consists of
the installation CDO, Anti-Terrorism Tactical Watch Officer (ATTWO), Battle Watch Captain
(BWC), Port Operations, Navy Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) Agent, NBSD Security
Forces, FEDFIRE, Public Works Officer (PWO), Public Affairs Officer (PAO), Logistics,
Medical, Supply, SWRMC representatives, the EOC Director, and the Command Triad (plus
others as situationally dictated).  The NBSD XO is the IMT Lead when activated.  [Encl 311,
938, 961, 962, 963]

939. In accordance with the Installation EM plan, NBSD is required to conduct four integrated
functional exercises per year (two major exercises and two locally developed).  Unless otherwise
directed, the Installation Training Team drills would include the activation of the EOC.  This
training requirement does not include 8010 Manual Chapter 12 or Chapter 13 drills.  [Encl 960]

940. The NBSD CO stated that in the EM plan, integrated training events include simulated
shipboard fires.  However, he stated that there are likely more ATFP drills than DC drills
onboard NBSD.  He noted that training is more focused on force protection because force
protection presents a higher threat than a shipboard fire.  [Encl 314]

941. The NBSD CO commented that Commander, U.S. THIRD Fleet (C3F), Commander, U.S.
Fleet Forces Command (USFF), and CNIC are focused on ATFP concerns.  He again noted an
assumption that Ship’s Force and FEDFIRE would be effective.  [Encl 314]

942. The NBSD Emergency Management Officer (EMO), , stated that
IMT/EOC watchstanders often participate in ship fire drills on a smaller scale, such as
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communications, securing the pier, and similar actions.  He stated that the NBSD CO, on the 
advice of the training officer, approves the frequency and scale to which NBSD participates in 
ship fire drills.  The NBSD EMO stated that this integration has occurred a “handful” of times, 
and typically is conducted whenever the fire drill involves a FEDFIRE response as well.  [Encl 
312] 

943. The NBSD XO explained that he had not completed any training evolutions in the EOC
with SWRMC or their representatives.  He stated that there was some discussion in the past
about accomplishing cross-training with SWRMC Emergency Control Center (ECC) personnel
for IMT operations due to a recognized gap, but there had not been follow-on discussion between
NBSD and SWRMC to schedule drills within the EOC IMT and ECC organizations.  Following
the fires aboard USS CHAMPION (MCM-4) and USS HARPERS FERRY (LSD-49), the NBSD
XO recalled there were some short discussions about running integrated exercises between the
ECC and EOC, but no action arose from those discussions.  [Encl 938]

944. When the NBSD XO was asked whether NBSD trained to use the OPNAVINST 3440.18,
he stated that NBSD does not train to that instruction and NBSD’s training is scenario-based.  He
further explained that NBSD has not done any shipboard fire response training in the past to the
best of his knowledge.  [Encl 938]

945. The NBSD XO stated that local agencies had not participated in drills or exercises during
his time onboard NBSD.  [Encl 938]

946. Per DoDI 6055.17 and CNICINST 3440.17, the installation EMO is responsible for
reviewing any MAAs annually and exercising support agreements in conjunction with
installation exercises.  Where support agreements exist at an installation, the installation
emergency manager is required to:

a. Maintain listings of all EM-related support agreements.

b. Integrate support agreements into the EM plan.

c. Validate offices of primary responsibility review and document EM-related support
agreements annually, at a minimum, and when the ability to meet the requirements in the
support agreements cannot be met.

d. Exercise support agreements in conjunction with installation exercises, with the goal of
exercising at least a portion of each agreement annually.

Contrary to this requirement, it is not apparent that the established MAAs with the City of San 
Diego and National City were incorporated into the NBSD’s EM Plans.  [Encl 960] 

947. It also not apparent that the MAAs with San Diego City or National City were exercised in
conjunction with installation exercises, with at least a portion of each agreement exercised
annually, contrary to DoDI 6055.17.  [Encl 188, 193, 310, 363]



CUI 

198 

CUI 

948. San Diego City’s MAA was signed in 1992 and has not been reviewed annually by NBSD.
CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that it was the NBSD N5’s responsibility to do so,
which is contrary to the DoDI 6055.17 requiring the EMO to do so.  [Encl 363, 956]

949. The NBSD EM plan must be coordinated with regional and installation fire departments’
supporting plans.  Contrary to this requirement, FEDFIRE Metro , CNRSW
FEDFIRE  and FEDFIRE Metro  stated that the EM plan was not
coordinated with the F&ES SOGs.  F&ES Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and SOGs are
not referenced as supporting plans in the NBSD EM plan.  [Encl 188, 193, 312, 363, 960]

950. FEDFIRE Metro  commented that FEDFIRE’s SOPs and SOGs were
not shared with installation commands.  He further stated that he had not been directly involved
in reviewing any Installation EM Plans.  [Encl 193]

951. The NBSD EMO stated that he annually reviews the NBSD Emergency Operations Plan
and Hazard-Specific Index.  [Encl 312]

952. The NBSD EM plan does not incorporate OPNAVINST 3440.18, which was signed and
released 13 November 2018.  [Encl 312, 314, 938]

953. The NBSD EMO explained that in the event of a major shipboard fire, the IMT/EOC
provides support to SWRMC and the IC.  Additionally, the IMT/EOC serves as a conduit for
information to the Regional Operations Center (ROC).  [Encl 312]

954. The IMT/EOC has a general emergency checklist for gathering data, manning up the EOC,
making notifications, and executing pre-planned responses.  Actions for fire emergencies are
contained in a Hazard-Specific Appendix (HSA) of the NBSD Emergency Operations Plan.
[Encl 312]

955. Appendix 3 to the NBSD EM Plan contains the HSA for Fire Hazards, of which
“Shipboard Fires” is included under Tab C.  Appendix 3, Tab C provides that “[s]hipboard fires
are the primary responsibility of the shipboard firefighters with secondary support from Navy
F&ES only when the ships are in port.  The responsibilities for a shipboard fire rest with the
Fleet Commander of the affected ship.  The primary responsibility for the EOC is to maintain
situational awareness (SA), make required notifications to higher headquarters (HQ), and
provide resources to Incident Commander (IC) as requested.  NBSD is physically located by two
shipyards that host naval ships for construction and maintenance.  NBSDs F&ES assets may be
called to support local, shipyard and ships F&ES teams during a casualty onboard or adjacent to
any Navy asset.  Since the USS Miami fire in 2012, the Navy has adopted new fire safety
policies at its shipyards.  NBSD F&ES perform training with afloat commands and local
agencies in preparation for a fire onboard any vessel docked at NBSD or a nearby shipyard.”
[Encl 964]

956. Appendix 3, Tab C to the NBSD EM Plan describes response actions for shipboard fires
and provides a “Shipboard fire Specific Checklist.”  The following response actions for as
shipboard fire are provided:
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a. Set up Incident Command and activate EOC.

b. Identify the materials involved.

c. Identify the limits of the affected area.

d. Secure the perimeter.

e. Conduct rescue operations.

f. Initiate warnings, shelter in place, and evacuation if necessary.

g. Initiate appropriate containment measures.

h. Request assistance.

i. Activate EOC to higher activation levels if required.

j. Relocate Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEFs )/ Combined Maritime Forces (CMFs) if
necessary

k. Reference Industrial Ship Safety Manual for Fire Prevention and Response S0570-
ACCCM-010/8010 (comely [sic] referred to as the 8010).

[Encl 965] 

957. The following checklist items are also provided under Appendix 3, Tab C to the NBSD EM
Plan:

a. Utilize Nonspecific Hazard Response Checklist.

b. Activate first response protocols as necessary (protect lives).

c. Begin damage assessment and form a recovery working group.

d. Determine heavy equipment and personnel need for recovery.

e. Request additional resources from ROC as necessary.

f. Determine impact to pier operations and formulate continuity of operations plan.

g. Begin HAZMAT remediation with NBSD Environmental support.

h. Protect the scene to support investigation.

i. Protect and treat first responders and bystanders affected by hazardous smoke.

[Encl 965] 
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958. While Appendix 3, Tab C to the NBSD EM Plan references the 8010 Manual, this
appendix does not reference SWRMC’s FRP or refer to coordination with SWRMC.
Additionally, while the shipboard fire appendix references a “major fire” in the context of EOC
activation levels, the first two assumptions of the shipboard fire hazard annex are that “[m]ost
ship fires are quickly contained” and “[s]hipboard fires require limited manpower and resources
from NBSD.”  [Encl 965]

959. According to , the NBSD EMO and EOC Director, he began working with
SWRMC after the BONHOMME RICHARD fire to revise the hazard specific appendices to
reflect necessary coordination for a shipboard fire.  [Encl 312]

960. NAVBASESANDIEGOINST 5450.8T, section 402, also provides guidance to base tenant
commands on responding to shipboard emergency:

“In addition to the ship’s alarm, the fire alarm shall be sounded by calling 911 and/or by pulling 
the nearest fire alarm or auxiliary fire alarm box. If a fire alarm has been pulled, an individual 
shall be based at the box to direct the fire department to the fire.  The ship should immediately 
call the Regional Dispatch Center when a fire is detected and start combating the fire.  CDO or 
other ship crewmember shall meet the first arriving Federal Fire Department personnel, evacuate 
non-essential personnel and provide: location and class of fire, details of measures taken to 
combat the fire, number of members available to assist with the incident.”  [Encl 936] 

Port Operations 

961. NBSD Port Operations is responsible for coordinating harbor operations, berthing
assignments, tug support, oiler, oil spill control, and pollution control services.  Port Operations
is also responsible for approving pier laydown requests and coordinates pier safety and
cleanliness inspections.  [Encl 635, 966, 967]

962. The NBSD XO stated that ships are primarily assigned to berth at piers by the Port
Operations Department, , based on the draft of the ship and available space.  The
NBSD XO stated that pier laydown requests for ships in an availability should originate from
SWRMC and industry partners before being submitted via the ship’s chain of command to the
NBSD port operations department for approval.  He stated that the NBSD CO is the final
approver, but assignments are recommended by port operations.  The NBSD XO has not seen an
assignment denied.  If a ship is extended in an availability, it neither changes the pier laydown
requirements nor status.  The NBSD XO further explained that a Chief of Naval Operations
(CNO) availability status does not affect the assignment.  [Encl 938, 968]

963. The NBSD XO thought there should be greater fidelity over the pier laydown approval
process, and he noted that changes would be coming in a forthcoming updated instruction.  [Encl
938]

964. Pier inspections are conducted daily by NBSD safety, port operations, and environmental
departments, along with FEDFIRE representatives, when available.  Conducting these
inspections jointly is a practice that began post-BONHOMME RICHARD fire.  The inspection
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results (to include infractions, mitigation actions, and corrections) are briefed to  
 of the port operations department, who is in charge of the pier inspection process.  He 

generates a daily message for dissemination to all NBSD tenant sea commands.  The office citing 
the discrepancy reviews and re-inspects the pier on the same day, or as soon as practicable, for 
correction.  Infractions are to be corrected within 24 hours; however, currently, there is no 
enforcement mechanism in place.  [Encl 938, 969, 970, 971, 972, 973, 974] 

965. The NBSD Port Operations Program Director opined that ships generally disregard pier
inspection reports, and while temporary corrections are made, they rarely last more than a few
days.  [Encl 151, 969, 971, 972, 973, 974]

966. The NBSD CO noted that the biggest issues on the piers are environmental and safety
concerns.  The NBSD CO stated that he has limited authority to direct contractor personnel
conducting ship maintenance work on the installation unless the issue endangers the safety of
personnel or the environment.  [Encl 314]

967. The NBSD CO stated that he was aware which ships are in major availabilities.  While he
was aware of general completion dates, he did not know the intimate details of each ship’s
respective availabilities.  He was not tracking which ship systems were operational at specific
times.  [Encl 314]

968. The NBSD Port Operations Program Director stated that Port Operations receives no
formal notice of ship material conditions or backup systems status.  [Encl 151]

969. The NBSD Port Operations Program Director stated that Ports Operations does not dictate
to ships how to maintain laydown areas, so long as the laydown stays within the bow-to-stern
and does not impede the fire lane.  However, he mentioned that contractors and their equipment
routinely causes violations by blocking fire lines and impeding pier access.  He went onto say
that contractors seem to have limited accountability regarding pier violations.  Moreover,
SWRMC seems to “lack teeth” to enforce compliance.  [Encl 151, 975]

970. The NBSD Port Operations Program Director stated that scheduling ships for guaranteed
pier location has been difficult due to the dynamic nature of ships’ schedules.  He stated that
NBSD berthing locations are prioritized based on ship size, propulsion plant type, and power
requirements; for example, pier locations are limited for certain ship classes and the 4160 volt
ships.  In particular, LHD-class ships could only be placed at certain berths — Piers 2, 7, and 13.
[Encl 151, 966, 967, 976, 977, 978]

971. The NBSD CO stated that he had not been informed of any ships experiencing difficulties
acquiring a third brow.  He commented that three-brow requirement per the 8010 Manual had not
been resourced on the shore side.  He also stated that NBSD has been resourced to provide
operational support, not necessarily industrial support.  [Encl 314]

972. There are no designated repair piers on NBSD.  Repair piers have specific firemain
requirements to provide saltwater to meet the “total demand” requirement defined in Appendix C
of Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-145-02 for the largest ship berthed at the pier plus the
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aggregate cooling/flushing demand of all remaining ships at the pier, which is then multiplied by 
section 3-3.2 diversity factors.  [Encl 979] 

973. All NBSD piers are designated as active berthing piers.  [Encl 151, 300, 938, 980, 981]

974. Berthing piers provide ships shore power, oily water collection, collection holding transfer
(CHT), potable water, and internet connections.  Berthing piers are not required to provide a
firemain capability.  As such, none of the NBSD piers have an installed firemain capability.  The
Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) Failure Review Board (FRB) noted that NBSD piers
previously had firemain service, but firemain was removed in approximately 2005.  [Encl 151,
315, 325, 938]

975. The UFC 4-150-02 states that berthing piers should not have a permanent fireman system
installed unless specifically required: “[p]ermanent salt or non-potable water systems should not
be provided at active berthing facilities unless instructed otherwise . . . It is the Navy’s intent that
ships at active berth will normally rely upon their own pumping capabilities to supply saltwater
for flushing/cooling and firefighting.  In the event of a major fire or other emergency, shore-
based portable pumps and other available station fire apparatus would be utilized to augment the
ship’s saltwater pumping capability.”  [Encl 979]

976. CNIC does not fund firemain services on active berthing piers.  [Encl 315]

977. The NBSD CO did not know of Program Objective Memorandum (POM) submissions
regarding the capabilities of the NBSD piers.  [Encl 314]

978. According to the NBSD Port Operations Program Director, NBSD previously had several
piers equipped with saltwater firemain lines designed for firefighting several decades ago, but
due to environmental reasons, these lines were removed and repurposed.  Additionally, Pier 2
has undergone repairs starting in 1995 and 2018.  [Encl 151, 315, 644, 924, 925, 982, 983]

979. The NBSD XO stated that none of NBSD’s piers are currently equipped with firemain or
firefighting services, and the installation has no temporary firemain available for use by ships.
[Encl 938]

980. Maintenance is permitted to occur on a berthing pier that does not have firemain equipped.
UFC 4-152-01 states: “Phase Maintenance . . . will generally be conducted at a repair berth,” but
“at some Naval stations, Phased Maintenance Activities (PMA) is performed at general purpose
berthing piers.”  [Encl 984]

981. Pier 2 meets design specifications for a berthing pier to include minimum potable water
pressure requirements.  [Encl 985]

982. Potable water connections on piers supply water at approximately 70 Pounds-Per-Square-
Inch (PSI), which the NBSD Port Operations Director stated is not sufficient for firemain
support.  [Encl 151]
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983. SWRMC proposed designating south piers as repair piers and arranging NBSD to support
designated maintenance areas.  The SWRMC Code 300 Waterfront Operation Department Head,

, stated she was unfamiliar with available pier services on NBSD.  [Encl 309, 321,
325]

984. The NBSD Port Operations Director stated that in recent years, NBSD had experienced an
increased number of scheduled availabilities, particularly with regard to longer-term
availabilities, despite piers being designated as berthing piers.  [Encl 151]

985. The NBSD CO stated that NBSD exists to support COMPACFLT.  He commented that the
assumption is if ships are homeported at NBSD, maintenance would be conducted while
pierside.  He further stated that he did not have a vote on the status of an availability contract —
he was merely given requests for berths.  [Encl 314]

986. NBSD port operations coordinates tugs and pilots, but contracted tugs work for CNRSW
vice NBSD.  [Encl 151, 348]

(b) (6)
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Regional Operations Center and Region Dispatch Centers 

992. The CNRSW Regional Operations Center (ROC) serves as the command, control,
communications, computer, intelligence and surveillance point for CNRSW.  The ROC functions
as a 24/7 operations center gathering information, gaining and maintaining situational awareness,
and exercising control over F&ES, Force Protection, and EM Forces.  The ROC establishes
priorities for incidents at CNRSW installations and prioritize resources among incident locations.
The CNRSW ROC is a National Incident Management System (NIMS) compliant operations
center.  [Encl 349, 986, 987]

993. CNRSW ensures that each dispatch center establishes Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs) which are Region or local installation specific.  Dispatch centers are to be incorporated
into Navy region and installation exercises based on identified training requirements per
CNICINST 3440.17.  [Encl 988]

994. Dispatch Centers provide: emergency call taking, alarm monitoring, sensor monitoring,
video monitoring/control, communications support, channel/frequency assignments/allocation,
emergency notification to Category 1 personnel, mass warning to Category 2-4 personnel
(public), Category 5 personnel dispatching, responder reach-back capability during emergencies,
and notification of an emergency to the receiving Military Treatment Facility (MTF)/Hospitals.
A Dispatch Center is a 24/7 operation existing to receive notification of an emergency and then
directing the correct responders (Category 5 personnel including F&ES, Emergency Medical
Services (EMS), National Security Force (NSF), Explosive Ordinance Disposal (EOD),
Emergency Response Teams (ERT), Public Works, etc.) to the right place, with the right
capability, as quickly as possible.  Dispatch Centers are tactical level operations directing
responders’ day-to-day movements to all types of emergency and non-emergency incidents.
[Encl 957]

995. When asked to explain the region response to a report of shipboard fire, CNRSW N3
explained that the first step is a dispatcher receiving a call at Regional Dispatch Center (RDC),
and once the call is received, the dispatcher activates a prepared response package signaling the
closest FEDFIRE station to respond to the fire and initiate an assessment of the situation.  As the
assessment is completed and the incident evolves, the response is a standard NIMS response.
CNRSW N3 explained that under the NIMS response program, the vessel’s CO is the Incident
Commander.  The Incident Commander requests incident support from their Emergency
Operations Center (EOC), and if the EOC is unable to fill the Request for Support (RFS), then
the request is elevated to the ROC for response support by either the normal 24/7 watch or the
Crisis Action Team (CAT), if activated.  [Encl 348, 989]

FEDFIRE Oversight 

996. Per OPNAVINST 11320.23G, Region Commanders are required to establish, manage, and
evaluate the execution and effectiveness of the region and installation F&ES program.  CNRSW
FEDFIRE  is responsible for ensuring F&ES personnel meet certification
requirements, developing SOPs and Standard Operating Guides (SOG), and annually review the
F&ES operations and capabilities at each installation in CNRSW.  [Encl 188, 363, 687]

(b) (6)
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997. CNRSW N30 is staffed with three positions directly reporting to CNRSW 
a Deputy Fire Chief, a Region Fire Chief, and a Chief of Fire Prevention.  CNRSW Fire
Prevention  stated that there are currently five CNRSW F&ES positions with
2 – 3 vacancies.  The Region F&ES staff ensures installation F&ES departments are organized,
trained, and equipped to execute their respective missions.  [Encl 188, 952, 990]

998. Region FEDFIRE follows OPNAVINST 11320.23G, and there are no CNRSW or
Commander, Navy Installation Command (CNIC) instructions implementing OPNAVINST
11320.23G.  However, CNIC N30 publishes F&ES Headquarters Policy Directives (HPD)
Advisories with various training requirements and program updates for region and installation
F&ES chiefs to execute and oversee.  [Encl 691]

999. CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that there are SOPs governing how FEDFIRE
deploys resources at any event or casualty.  While there is an SOP for FEDFIRE responses when
an incident occurs in a structure with occupants, there is not a specific plan for each respective
building or vessel on NBSD.  [Encl 188]

1000.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  stated that FEDFIRE does not have different response 
plans for each ship platform on NBSD.  While CNRSW FEDFIRE  did not 
reference the HPD requirement for IAPs, he commented that he did not interpret the 
OPNAVINST 11320.23G as requiring FEDFIRE to have pre-incident plans for each type of 
vessel on NBSD.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  commented that he believes there is a 
larger issue regarding whether NBSD or Naval Base Point Loma (NBPL) are shipyards or naval 
installations.  CNRSW FEDFIRE  commented that the language in OPNAVINST 
11320.23G should be more directive to eliminate the ambiguity of its intent.  Additionally, he 
commented that NBSD is inconsistent as to where ships are berthed and thus, it has been 
extremely difficult for FEDFIRE to develop ship-specific pre-incident plans.  [Encl 188] 

1001.  CNIC N30 HPD Advisory 2016-01 requires comprehensive Incident Action Plans (IAPs) 
tailored to the individual ship class and specific berth location to manage shipboard incidents.  
Contrary to the requirement in CNIC N30 HPD Advisory 2016-01 for Region Fire Chiefs to 
provide oversight ensuring comprehensive IAPs are developed by Navy Ship Repair and/or 
Construction Activities (SRCA) and installations supporting SRCA maintenance operations, 
there are no platform or berth-specific IAP for the ships at Naval Base San Diego (NBSD).  
[Encl 188] 

1002.  CNIC N30, , stated that he would expect a plan to be developed for each 
ship platform.  He also observed “a lot of maintenance” at NBSD and he assumed NBSD’s EM 
plan would address this point.   interpreted OPNAVINST 112320.23G’s requirement 
for incident plans to require a plan for each class of ship.  [Encl 687] 

1003.  CNRSW stated that IAPs are oftentimes developed with multiple stakeholders in the event 
of an emergency.  In the case of FEDFIRE San Diego, CNRSW stated that numerous IAPs had 
been established throughout the years supported by Installation Commanders, Southwest 
Regional Maintenance Center (SWRMC), and FEDFIRE.  CNRSW noted that berth-specific 
IAPs have presented a challenging prospect onboard NBSD, as the operational tempo and ship 
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