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Executive Summary

Growing the size of the Navy has been a bipartisan goal of successive administrations and 
Congress over the last decade. The service faces capacity limitations as it struggles to 
meet the demands of its current aggressive operational tempo with a fleet that is small 

by historical standards and faces delays in conducting maintenance. The demand to increase the 
Navy’s ship count has only grown as China’s navy has overtaken the U.S. fleet in terms of size with 
the blistering rate of production of its own shipbuilding industry.

Despite the Navy’s plans for growing the fleet and bipartisan efforts and funding from Congress, 
the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise—including the Navy, Department of Defense (DoD), Congress, 
and industry—has failed to consistently produce ships at the scale, speed, and cost demanded. 
These longstanding challenges stem from a series of interwoven, systemic issues within both the 
U.S. government and industry, as well as broader socioeconomic trends. This report outlines the 
challenges facing the U.S. naval shipbuilding enterprise, their underlying drivers, and some efforts 
the government has taken to mitigate them.

The government struggles to provide a consistent demand signal—in the form of the Navy’s annual 
budget request and long-range shipbuilding plans, Congress’s authorization and appropriations 
actions in response to those plans, and the contracts signed with industry partners—to the 
shipbuilders, hindering their efforts to plan over the long term and invest accordingly. The Navy’s 
volatile requirements process and, at times, unstable ship designs also contribute to shortcomings 
in program performance, delays, and cost overruns. 
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The shipbuilding industry simultaneously faces workforce limitations, aging and insufficient 
infrastructure, and a brittle supply chain, while being slow to adopt leading production practices. 
To address these challenges, the Navy and Office of the Secretary of Defense have provided 
significant funding support to the naval shipbuilding industrial base in the form of direct 
investments and contract incentives but have not yet determined the effectiveness of that spending 
according to the Government Accountability Office.

The U.S. naval shipbuilding challenge cannot be resolved with a single policy solution, and resolving 
any one of the underlying issues does not guarantee a drastic improvement of the situation. Finding 
the right path forward will require years of effort, investment, and cooperation between all the 
stakeholders involved in the process. Policymakers must be open to testing new and original measures 
to address the underlying issues and ultimately grow U.S. shipbuilding capacity and the overall fleet.  



Introduction

The United States relies on its navy as a strategic asset to create a forward presence, contribute 
to deterrence, enable sea control and power projection, ensure maritime security, conduct 
freedom of navigation operations, and offer humanitarian aid.1 The Navy thus serves a critical 

national security role in its ability to maintain a flexible forward presence. Yet despite the multitude 
of missions performed by the U.S. Navy, which have increased since the end of the Cold War, the size 
of the fleet is only approximately half of its peak Cold War strength in the 1980s. The quantitative 
decline of the fleet, coupled with a growing maintenance backlog, poses capacity challenges in 
ensuring the Navy has enough vessels available to fulfill the demands asked of it.  

Moreover, U.S. maritime leadership is increasingly threatened by China’s growing maritime 
influence. China has become the world’s largest shipbuilder, with substantial investments in both 
commercial and naval construction. The number of battle force ships in its fleet now exceeds that of 
the United States, and it has grown its blue water capabilities, conducting missions in the Western 
Pacific, the Indian Ocean, and even near Europe.2 And China is showing no signs of slowing its 
production, which will contribute to its global power—as well as its ability to contest U.S. sea power.3

While China has grown its fleet, the United States has struggled to maintain the number of ships it 
has—despite demands and funding from the government to grow the fleet and plans to reach 390 
ships by 2054, according to the Navy’s FY 2025 shipbuilding plan.4 U.S. shipbuilding industrial 
capacity is proving insufficient to meet the demands of growing the fleet. Submarine production 
has been particularly constrained; while the Navy has aimed to procure two Virginia-class attack 
submarines per year since FY 2011, current production stands at 1.1 to 1.2 per year.5 While new 
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surface ship production is largely keeping pace for amphibious ships, it has had its own series of 
challenges across the Littoral Combat Ship program and the recently terminated Constellation-class 
frigate program as a backlog grows of Arleigh Burke destroyers that have been procured but  
not completed.6

The United States faces challenges in building ships on relevant timelines and at cost.7 As aging 
ships within the fleet retire, delays in ship construction and delivery leave capability gaps and drive 
cost overruns.8

Sustainment of the current fleet has suffered from industrial capacity constraints as well. The 
United States’ strained maintenance, repair, and overhaul (MRO) capacity has left the Navy with 
a 20-year maintenance backlog, leading to the decommissioning of ships before the end of their 
expected service periods.9

The many analyses of these challenges point to factors across the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise—
to include the Navy, Department of Defense, Congress, and industry—as well as broader 
socioeconomic trends. On the government side, the lack of a consistent shipbuilding demand signal 
and changing requirements during construction impede program efficiency. Contributing factors 
on the part of industry include workforce limitations, aging and insufficient infrastructure, supply 
chain fragility, outdated production practices, and industrial base consolidation. These underlying 
issues that have contributed to the broader challenges of shipbuilding delays and cost overruns 
are interlinked and, as many years and dollars of effort have demonstrated, cannot be solved with 
narrowly targeted policies. Crafting viable solutions to the U.S. shipbuilding challenge will require 
a comprehensive effort on the part of both government and industry to understand the incentive 
structures driving behavior; considerable political will that persists across administrations; and 
a willingness to pursue innovative policies previously considered taboo by some parts of the 
shipbuilding enterprise.10

This report builds on the extensive literature on the challenges facing the U.S. shipbuilding 
enterprise by identifying trends based on available data and assessing the underlying drivers of 
those challenges. The first section lays out the United States’ shipbuilding issues, including the 
relative size of the U.S. Navy fleet, growth, and schedule delays. The brief then covers each of the 
contributing causes in more depth. Finally, it assesses efforts to mitigate the underlying causes on 
the part of the government. 



The Challenges Facing 
U.S. Naval Shipbuilding 

The U.S. Navy performs a wide range of missions that have increased over time to maintain 
national security and support other U.S. interests. However, the Navy’s force structure has 
diminished—just as the size of China’s navy has grown rapidly. Despite general bipartisan 

support and funding for increasing the size of the fleet, the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise has been 
unable to provide ships at scale, at cost, and on time. 

The size of the U.S. Navy’s fleet has fallen considerably since the end of the Cold War. Figure 1 
displays the number of Navy battle force ships between FY 1978 and FY 2025. The post–World War II 
fleet size peaked at 568 ships in FY 1987 under the Reagan administration. The end of the Cold War 
saw a rapid decline in ship count, with total force structure declining to a low point of 271 ships in 
FY 2015. The size of the fleet today is approximately half the size of the Navy at its FY 1987 peak. 

The Navy has sought to reverse this trend with plans to grow the fleet, most notably with its release 
of a 355-ship goal released in December 2016 under the outgoing Obama administration. Congress 
made this goal official U.S. policy with the passage of the FY 2018 National Defense Authorization 
Act (NDAA) during the first Trump administration. In June 2023, under the Biden administration, 
the Navy issued a new goal of 381 ships in its Battle Force Ship Assessment and Requirement 
(BFSAR) report, with an additional demand for 134 large unmanned surface and underwater 
vehicles.11 This priority has continued into the second Trump administration, offering evidence that 
growing the Navy is a bipartisan concern.
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Navy officials and congressional lawmakers have cited the rapid growth of China’s navy as further 
justification for growing the U.S. Navy. Figure 1 also shows China’s battle force levels between FY 
2000 and FY 2025 based on data from the Office of Naval Intelligence and DoD China Military 
Power report. China’s shipbuilding industry—buoyed by significant public investment in dual-use 
commercial and naval industrial capacity—has delivered new ships at an impressive rate, allowing 
its navy of 370 battle force ships, as of 2024 estimates, to exceed that of the United States.12 

The declining force structure of the U.S. Navy is not only a concern for its impact on strategic 
competition with China in the Indo-Pacific, but also for the overall readiness of the fleet. While 
the size of the fleet has fallen over time, the Navy has deployed a greater percentage of its ships, as 
shown in Figure 2. This higher operational tempo (OPTEMPO) puts greater stress on the fleet and 
its crews as a smaller number of ships must deploy more regularly to mission demands, thereby 
increasing the need for greater maintenance and sustainment. 

A Government Accountability Office (GAO) analysis in 2023 reported that 10 Navy ship classes 
suffered worsening sustainment metrics in the 10 years between 2011 and 2021.13 According to an 
April 2025 speech by then acting Chief of Navy Operations Admiral James Kilby, the Navy is at 68 
percent combat surge readiness for surface ships.14 The Navy is aiming for 80 percent readiness, 
with part of the pathway toward that goal being a reduction in ship maintenance delays.15 However, 
shrinking naval force structure together with higher OPTEMPO has led to the deterioration of 
readiness in the fleet. 

Figure 1: U.S. and China Battle Force Ship Count, FY 1978–FY 2025
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Obstacles to Growing the Fleet
Broad, bipartisan support exists to increase naval force structure to mitigate these strategic and 
operational challenges. Despite this backing, the Navy and broader shipbuilding enterprise has 
struggled to meet the demand and to grow the fleet on a relevant timeline and at cost, let alone 
maintain its size as older ships are retired. 

Ship construction times have increased overall by historical standards, as Figure 3 shows. Across 
different ship classes, the total construction time to complete one ship has grown by multiple years. 
For example, the first carrier in the Nimitz class took 8 years to construct, while the Ford took 11 years; 
for destroyers, the duration of construction grew from 5 years in the 2000s to 9 years in the 2020s.

Figure 2: Percentage of Total Navy Battle Force Ships Deployed, from the 2017 U.S. 
Navy Strategic Readiness Review
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Source: U.S. Navy, Strategic Readiness Review, 2017 (Washington, DC: U.S. Navy, December 2017), 19, https://www.globalsecurity.
org/military/library/report/2017/strategic-readiness-review_12112017.pdf.

Figure 3: Historical and Current Ship Construction Times
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Moreover, the challenge of late deliveries, where shipyards deliver ships months or years late, 
continues to bedevil naval force planning. A GAO analysis published in 2025 assessed 37 of the 45 
battle force ships under construction, as of September 2024, and found that all 37 vessels are facing 
delays.16 Figure 4 shows the delays by each ship, based on GAO data. The failure of the shipbuilding 
enterprise to deliver ships on time as older ships are retired out of service has limited the Navy’s 
ability to increase the overall size of the fleet. Navy contracting practices that focus on price—rather 
than speed—do little to incentivize shipbuilders to improve their timeliness.17

Despite the Navy’s focus on price in contract, rising prices for ships and program cost overruns have 
nevertheless made it more prohibitive for the government to grow the fleet rapidly. Cost growth—
defined as “increases in the estimated procurement costs of lead ships in Navy shipbuilding programs 
that occur after those lead ships are procured”—is “significant and chronic,” according to Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) and Congressional Budget Office (CBO) experts.18 This cost growth stems from 
unrealistically low lead ship cost estimates, made in part based on unbalanced assumptions and as an 
effort to sell new shipbuilding programs to Navy and DoD leadership as well as Congress.19

Figure 4: Navy Ship Schedule Delays for Ships Under Construction, as of 
September 2024
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The unit cost of particular ship classes has also significantly increased in real terms over time. 
Figure 5 shows the unit cost in the five-year period ending with the FY 2025 budget request, with 
the Arleigh Burke–class and Virginia-class vessels 26 percent and 22 percent, respectively, higher.

Moreover, the Navy must also contend with cost growth in shipbuilding programs that are currently 
underway. CBO found that the Navy “substantially increased the amount of money that it has 
budgeted to complete ships that were authorized in previous years.”20 Figure 6 shows the cost 
overruns for ships previously authorized in the FY 2024 and FY 2025 requests. Total cost overruns 
amounted to $3.4 billion for FY 2024 and $10.4 billion for FY 2025.21

Figure 5: Percentage Increase in Ship Unit Price (Above Inflation) Over Past Five Years
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Growing strategic competition with China and operational imperatives to improve readiness have 
amplified calls to grow the size of the fleet. However, the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise has struggled 
to meet this heightened demand as ship construction times increase, deliveries are delayed, and 
costs continue to rise. The goal of growing the Navy is not new. Yet, growth is not happening. The 
next section explores the challenges on the part of both the government and industry that have 
limited the ability of shipyards to meet the shipbuilding demand.

Figure 6: Cost Overruns in the FY 2024 and FY 2025 Budget Requests for Ships 
Authorized in Previous Years
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The Drivers of U.S. Naval  
Shipbuilding Challenges

The shortcomings of the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise to deliver ships at scale, on relevant 
timelines, and at cost stem from a wide range of factors affecting both the government and 
industry. The shipyards struggle with uncertain demand linked to changing government 

priorities, which are driven in part by the strategic environment. Factors linked to broader 
socioeconomic trends, like unemployment rates and supply chain constraints, also drive issues. In 
short, the shipbuilding challenge is a function of the overall ecosystem, and addressing shortfalls 
will require sustained attention from multiple stakeholders across years or decades. 

Government-Side Drivers

INCONSISTENT DEMAND SIGNAL
The demand signal for ships provided by the government—by the Navy in its plans released in the 
annual budget request and long-range shipbuilding plans, by Congress in its authorization and 
appropriations processes in response to those plans, and through contracts signed with industry 
partners—serves as the ultimate driver of naval shipbuilding activity. The maritime industrial 
base and supply chain in turn respond to that demand to scale up or down their operations 
in anticipation of changes in the number of ships they must construct. The drawdown in ship 
procurement in the wake of the Cold War led to a contraction in the naval shipbuilding industry. 
The Navy and Congress have since placed greater emphasis on growing the size of the fleet in 
response to changes in the strategic environment, but industry partners argue that fluctuations in 
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the demand signal and the government’s plans do not provide the necessary stability for their own 
planning and investment purposes.

During the 1980s, the Reagan administration outlined a goal for a 600-ship navy.22 This emphasis on 
naval shipbuilding from the government (as commercial shipbuilding declined, see “Consolidation” 
section below) and procurement quantities peaked in FY 1986 at 20 ships, as shown in Figure 7. In 
the eight fiscal years between FY 1982 and FY 1989, the Navy procured 137 total ships. 

The end of the Cold War precipitated a major decline in ship procurement as demand for new naval 
vessels receded. In the decade between FY 1990 and FY 1999, the Navy procured only 71 total ships, 
and the shipbuilding budget fell 76 percent in real terms from a peak of $37.8 billion in FY 1988 to a 
low of $9 billion in FY 1993.

While the Navy only procured 58 ships between FY 2000 and FY 2009 with ongoing ground-centric 
operations in Afghanistan and Iraq after the 9/11 attacks, quantities and budgets began to grow 
significantly in the following decade, with Congress funding the procurement of 103 ships. As 
previously stated, in December 2016, the Navy outlined its goal for a 355-ship fleet, which was 
confirmed by Congress as U.S. policy in the FY 2018 NDAA.23 

Figure 7: U.S. Battle Force Ships Procured or Requested and Navy Shipbuilding 
Procurement Budget, FY 1982–FY 2029
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These efforts to grow the overall size of the fleet—subsequently confirmed during the Trump and Biden 
administrations with Navy plans considering even larger force structures—have largely been met with 
growing procurement budgets; however, the shipbuilding budget did fall 22 percent in real terms 
between FY 2018 and FY 2021, and the number of ships procured dropped in FY 2024 and FY 2025. Still, 
this general upward trend in budgets has been accompanied by calls to further boost procurement and 
production rates of certain types of ships from Congress and the Navy. Officials and lawmakers support 
increasing the procurement of Virginia-class attack submarines from two per year to three per year.24 

While industry partners support this growth, they have cautioned that the Navy must provide a 
consistent, long-term demand signal to justify the capital expenditures needed to boost production, 
noting that inflation and appropriations uncertainty have dampened the prospects for such 
investments despite more robust order-books.25 Suppliers to the shipyards also require messaging of 
a sustained demand over time in order to ramp up their production to support shipbuilding efforts. 
Inconsistent demand can additionally lead to workforce instability and the loss of skilled labor.

Fluctuations in the Navy’s long-range, 30-year shipbuilding plan submitted to Congress annually 
exemplify industry’s concerns over the lack of a steady demand signal. Figure 8 compares the 
Navy’s requirements for the total number of ships in the fleet from the FY 2015 plan through the 
FY 2025 plan along with the actual size of the fleet over time. The top-line goals for the size of the 
fleet have changed considerably across the nine plans, with some failing to specify one target set 
of numbers and offering alternatives.26 This inconsistency, both at the top-line level and below for 
certain ship types, challenges industry’s ability to plan over the long term.

Figure 8: Comparison of Navy Long-Range Shipbuilding Plans and Actual Ship 
Count, FY 2015–FY 2025 Plans
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Political maneuvering within the budget and appropriations processes also threatens a steady 
demand signal. The Navy must construct its budget within the parameters set by DoD leadership, 
which in turn must comply with guidance from the Office of Management and Budget. Both the 
first Trump and Biden administrations only requested one Virginia-class submarine in the FY 
2021 and FY 2025 budgets, respectively, despite broad, bipartisan support for the program and a 
steady procurement rate of two per year.27 While DoD officials cited the delivery delays and backlog 
facing the program in FY 2025 as justification in the latter case, they may have also been relying on 
Congress to add the second boat back in its final appropriations.28 Regardless of whether they were 
legitimate concerns over industrial capacity or budgetary machinations, such changes from the 
standard procurement pattern do not provide a steady demand signal.

Some forms of government contracting practices can provide more consistent signaling to industry 
partners and the broader supplier base than other contract types. The use of congressionally 
approved, multiyear procurement and block buy contracting allows DoD to use a single contract 
for multiple years’ worth of procurement of a system or platform without having to exercise a 
contract option after the first year.29 This provides a more stable planning environment for industry 
while also potentially reducing weapon procurement costs for DoD.30 The Navy has previously used 
multiyear procurement contracts for Virginia-class submarines and Arleigh Burke–class destroyers, 
among other vessels, and block buy contracts for the littoral combat ship (LCS), the John Lewis–
class oiler program, and the two Gerald R. Ford–class aircraft carriers.31

While a more consistent demand signal would improve the ability of industry and the supply chain 
to respond to the Navy’s requirements, it is not the sole solution to the United States’ shipbuilding 
challenges. Despite the Navy having procured Virginia-class submarines at a rate of two per 
year from FY 2011 through FY 2024, the actual production rate has never reached that level. 
Approximately 1.2 boats per year have been built since 2022, leading to a backlog of submarines 
yet to be constructed.32 As this example illustrates, the government’s demand signal is just one of a 
plethora of issues that contribute to the challenges facing U.S. shipbuilding.

VOLATILE NAVAL REQUIREMENTS AND UNSTABLE SHIP DESIGN
The Navy’s requirements process translates strategic objectives and operational needs into 
specific, measurable capabilities for new ships and systems through a complex process involving 
multiple stakeholders. The overarching goal is to ensure that each acquisition program addresses 
validated warfighting gaps while balancing performance, cost, and schedule constraints. Setting 
requirements for ships is particularly difficult because they are highly complex, multi-mission 
platforms that must integrate dozens of major subsystems—propulsion, sensors, weapons, aviation, 
command and control, and habitability—into a single system of systems that must be able to operate 
for months at sea. Ships also have very long design and service lives (30–50 years), and mission 
systems requirements regularly change in light of evolving missions, threats, and technologies.33 
The complexity and expense of ships means that new ship classes are relatively rare, increasing the 
stakes for the Navy to ensure that the new ship classes meet evolving needs.

These factors have contributed to complicated and protracted naval ship design processes and 
an absence of design stability during construction, challenges highlighted by both former Navy 
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leadership and shipbuilders during this research. These practices have resulted in recurring cost 
overruns, delivery delays, and vessels that fail to meet initial performance expectations. In contrast, 
international shipbuilders—both naval and commercial—achieve far tighter cost and timeline control 
by ensuring design maturity before construction begins and strictly limiting change orders. Builders 
also typically have flexibility to implement their own construction standards so long as delivered 
vessels match operational and performance benchmarks.34 

U.S. naval procurement generally allows construction to commence before the design is mature 
and funding is finalized. This practice can create a cascading series of complications as shipbuilders 
must continuously accommodate design modifications, manage schedule slippage, and await extra 
appropriations. The nature of U.S. Navy technical specifications adds further complexity because 
they dictate specific construction methods and materials.35 This limits builders’ ability to adapt to 
construction issues and creates a time-intensive compliance regimen.36

The Constellation-class frigate program demonstrates how design instability and naval 
standards can impact delivery—and ultimately doom a shipbuilding program, as evidenced by 
its November 2025 cancellation. The program was formulated to deliver more reliable vessels 
than its troubled LCS predecessors, with the existing European FREMM (European Multi-Mission 
Frigate) design chosen specifically to reduce risk and accelerate delivery timelines.37 However, 
extensive modifications were required to meet U.S. Navy specifications, reducing commonality 
with the FREMM design from 80 percent to 15 percent.38 These turned what was intended as an 
off-the-shelf design into an effectively new class of vessels with complexity exceeding that of the 
clean-sheet design.39 The lead ship’s delivery had slipped from 2026 to at least 2029, with significant 
cost escalations.40 

Troublingly, the Constellation program fell victim to similar issues as the LCS program. In that 
instance, concerns about the LCS class’s survivability prompted a complete redesign of the hull and 
internals while ships were under construction—increasing weight, stretching construction timelines, 
and escalating per-unit costs above initial estimates.41 

Flight III of the Arleigh Burke destroyer program exhibited similar design-completion problems. 
The SPY-6 radar, a core component of the upgrade, encountered significant technical issues during 
development. These cascaded into the ship design itself, requiring redesigns of electric and cooling 
systems and delaying sea trials.42 

Ultimately, U.S. naval shipbuilding’s persistent challenges in this area stem from three 
interconnected problems: allowing construction to begin before designs are sufficiently mature; 
using prescriptive specifications that dictate methods rather than performance requirements; and 
contracting practices that provide limited financial incentives—and ability—for builders to control 
costs and timelines.
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Industry-Side Drivers

CONSOLIDATION OF THE SHIPBUILDING INDUSTRIAL BASE
The demand for new naval battle force ships today is met by a small number of major private 
shipbuilders. These shipyards emerged from a period of consolidation within the shipbuilding 
industry resulting from the decline of U.S. commercial shipbuilding and a decreasing naval demand 
signal in the wake of the Cold War. While some advocates argue the growth of U.S. commercial 
shipbuilding would bolster naval efforts, other analysts highlight the technical differences between 
the two industries and the potential for competition over a limited workforce.

The years immediately following World War II were the high-tide mark of American naval power. 
The United States possessed the world’s largest shipbuilding capacity, with eight publicly owned 
naval shipyards and at least 64 private shipyards actively constructing large ships.43 In the postwar 
period, the naval shipyards continued to serve as the primary source of Navy shipbuilding but scaled 
back operations.44 However, private shipyards quickly proved unsustainable as demand collapsed 
amid greater international competition for commercial ships, and several major yards closed, along 
with the emergency yards that were created during wartime.45 Competitors in Japan, Europe, and 
eventually South Korea progressively built new, state-of-the-art facilities that were optimized for the 
large, block-assembled, and welded vessels in the postwar era, while U.S. yards generally retained 
their obsolete, labor-intensive prewar layouts.46 However, no public Navy shipyards were closed.47

During the 1950s and 1960s, private U.S. shipyards received some relief as the Navy shifted new 
construction from the public naval yards to private yards, reflecting assessments of their greater 
efficiency as well as sustained industry lobbying while launching an effort to modernize the fleet.48 
The private shipyards received an even greater boost from the Nixon administration’s decision to 
extend subsidies to yards for building tankers and dry bulk carriers in addition to cargo and passenger 
ships. This led to a surge in demand for commercial vessels so great that the Navy struggled to find 
private shipyards to produce naval ships for which Congress had appropriated funding.49 

However, the largely intertwined fates of the private naval and commercial shipbuilding industries 
diverged during the 1980s. The Reagan administration ended the subsidies for commercial shipbuilding, 
leading to the collapse of the industry.50 The number of active shipyards declined by 40 percent and 
employment decreased by a third.51 Despite an increase in naval shipbuilding work as the Reagan 
administration set a goal of growing the Navy to 600 ships, it was not enough to sustain some major 
yards without additional commercial contracts to “fall back on,” leaving only six private shipyards to 
build naval ships, “none of which were making any money from building merchant ships.”52

As discussed earlier, the end of the Cold War also saw a significant reduction in the demand for 
naval shipbuilding, leading the remaining shipyards to scale back their capacity. It saw a decrease 
in U.S. MRO capacity as well, particularly in the organic (government-run) industrial base. The Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process in the 1990s halved the number of government-owned 
U.S. naval shipyards from eight to four, which significantly reduced MRO capacity.53 
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In total, 17 private shipyards that constructed ships for the defense industry have “closed or left the 
defense industry” over the last 50 years, according to the Navy.54 As of 2021, only seven shipyards 
constructed battle force ships for the Navy, out of the 25 remaining yards that construct medium- 
to large-sized vessels in the United States.55 Consequently, the consolidation of the shipbuilding 
industry and its decline in capacity from the post–Cold War drawdown has contributed to the 
challenges facing the U.S. naval shipbuilding enterprise to grow the fleet.

Some commentators have suggested that a resurgence of the U.S. commercial shipbuilding 
industry could alleviate some of the challenges facing naval shipbuilding.56 While U.S. private 
shipyards rely significantly on the Navy for contracts—forcing them to optimize for the unique 
technical requirements of combatant ships instead of efficiency and quantity of vastly less complex 
commercial vessels—advocates for this position argue that commercial orders could act to smooth 
out the often-unstable demand signal from the government for military ships.57 A robust commercial 
industrial base could also support investment in new production tools and methods, which might 
not have the business case in a smaller naval production run, as well as the development of a more 
robust supply chain for general maritime goods. In addition to supporting maritime industry, 
commercial shipbuilding could provide critical capacity for sealift or other shipbuilding production 
in the event of a national crisis, according to advocates.58 

In several major shipbuilding nations, such as China and South Korea, naval shipbuilding sectors 
benefit from commercial shipbuilding through a larger pool of skilled labor and a deeper supply 
chain of maritime materiel.59 Chinese yards’ commercial contracts—frequently awarded by Western 
and Taiwanese firms—subsidize the creation of dual-use capacity.60 Analysts point to satellite images 
of Chinese yards, which frequently show commercial and naval hulls in adjacent dry docks.61 

However, the extent to which commercial shipbuilding can realistically support naval needs in 
the United States is unclear and may be limited.62 Structural differences between commercial and 
naval shipbuilding complicates commercial integration into naval production. The commercial 
shipbuilding industry is shaped by clear profit incentives, relatively stable designs, and cooperative 
buyer-builder relationships, whereas naval shipbuilding in the United States has often emphasized 
technological innovation and high and unique standards rather than efficiency and predictability.63 
Navy ships have “significant amounts of interior outfitting for their combat systems and crew-related 
spaces,” compared to commercial ships, and are also designed for longer service lives.64

Commercial shipyards may also find the U.S. Navy a different and more difficult customer 
than traditional shipping clients, which may slow their integration into the naval industrial 
base, especially if they do not have experience building U.S. government ships for other 
entities like MARAD.65 Moreover, naval and commercial shipbuilders would likely compete 
over a limited labor supply (as described in the following section) and potentially exacerbate 
workforce challenges for naval programs—although commercial shipyards require fewer 
outfitting workers given the differences between commercial and naval shipbuilding.66 

A 2025 Center for Naval Analyses report noted that the commercial shipbuilding industry may 
be better suited to providing capacity for smaller, simpler, or more modular vessels instead of 
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the highly capable but complex major surface combatants produced by private naval-focused 
shipyards, which require a higher degree of precision and security standards.67 In this frame, in the 
event of national mobilization, the commercial sector could augment naval capacity by producing 
uncrewed platforms, decoys, or basic hulls outfitted with defense systems to provide needed mass 
in light of predicted high loss rates in a potential Indo-Pacific conflict. 

Other ideas for leveraging commercial industry in wartime relate to the concept of “federated 
shipbuilding” or “nation as a shipyard,” wherein commercial yards (and other industrial concerns) 
across the country could produce modules for assembly into standardized common hull designs 
at larger shipyards.68 However, this would require substantial changes to how the commercial and 
naval shipbuilding industry in the United States typically functions, with submarine construction 
being a major exception. Some of this work has already begun, as the Navy explores increasing the 
use of block production of parts of warships by yards distributed across more of the country.69

WORKFORCE LIMITATIONS
U.S. officials, shipbuilders, and experts have identified workforce issues as one of the most important 
challenges facing the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise.70 U.S. shipyards face recruitment and retention 
difficulties due to factors ranging from insufficient compensation to structural demographic trends. 
These difficulties were exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic, which simultaneously accelerated the 
retirement of the experienced legacy workforce and tightened the labor market for new entrants. 

The overall shipbuilding workforce has shrunk considerably over time. According to Federal Reserve 
data, 198,700 people were employed in “ship and boat building”—both naval and commercial—in June 
1980, over 36 percent more than the 145,700 employed as of June 2025.71 Navy officials and experts have 
indicated that U.S. shipyards will need to hire 100,000 new workers for submarine production alone, as 
part of 250,000 new workers needed for the overall maritime industrial base.72 Current employment is 
not only insufficient to meet demand from the Navy, but also the Coast Guard, which is embarking on a 
historic rebuilding program including cutters, waterway patrol boats, and icebreakers. 

This sectoral workforce shrinkage stems from multiple issues, including the legacy of a reduced 
demand signal from government and the consolidation of the maritime industrial base over the past 
three decades. Reduced demand for shipbuilding activity led private shipyards to shed workers and 
slow the hiring of new employees. The sector’s historic pattern of boom-and-bust hiring cycles may 
have further diminished new workers’ interest in joining the shipbuilding sector.  

Nationwide economic and demographic shifts have intensified the impact of the reduction in 
government demand since the Cold War. The decline of the U.S. manufacturing sector and shifts 
toward the service industry have shrunk the pool of workers with blue-collar experience or interest. 
Recruiting and retaining shipyard workers is difficult, in part because shipyard workers are required 
to perform physical labor while exposed to the elements for little more pay than employees in 
air-conditioned service jobs, like retail workers, a differential which reportedly has decreased over 
time.73 Raising shipyard wages would lead to much higher shipbuilding costs for the Navy as labor 
currently accounts for approximately 40 percent of a ship’s overall procurement cost, according to 
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CRS.74 However, higher shipbuilding costs to account for the labor market may be a price the Navy 
and Congress must pay in order to expand the shipbuilding workforce and thus industrial capacity. 

The concentration of maritime industrial base activity, especially in the Gulf and Hampton Roads 
areas, presents both challenges and opportunities for recruitment. The Gulf Coast has been referred 
to as a “bathtub” of labor, where workers flow between the region’s many naval, commercial, and 
repair yards as contracts and demand shifts.75 In general, shipyards recruit workers from a relatively 
small radius around their facility. The Gulf shipyards see a high concentration of workers located 
within the recruitment area of multiple yards, as Figure 9 below demonstrates. Employers in the 
Hampton Roads region have also described workforce flows between private shipyards, Norfolk 
Naval Base, and private repair yards whenever wages in one sector surpass the other two.76 

While proximity creates a larger labor pool that shipyards with work can pull from, clustering 
also creates upward wage pressures that can be a challenge for shipyards to manage. Additional 
naval work in the Gulf region has reportedly led to increased wages due to increased competition 
for workers.77 New Coast Guard contracts could add to this upward pressure, as would increased 
commercial shipbuilding demand. Nor is the region’s labor supply seeming to keep pace. As Figure 
10 shows, unemployment across the Gulf Coast, especially near major shipbuilders like Austal 

Figure 9: Gulf Coast Shipyards and the “Labor Bathtub”

Source: Analysis of U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data by Jose M. Macias III at CSIS.
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USA, is low as of 2025. However, a 2022 report commissioned by the Navy found that the area’s 
shipbuilding workforce peaked in 2016 and has fallen significantly since.78 In a normal market, 
high demand combined with low supply would drive up wages, but naval contracts often lock 
Shipbuilders into wage rates that subsequently prove unrealistic or noncompetitive.79 Wage relief 
from Congress and the Navy may be a necessary solution to fix this misalignment, particularly in 
shipbuilding clusters such as the Gulf Coast and southeastern Virginia.80 

Shipyards in other parts of the country face their own challenges in recruiting and maintaining an 
adequate workforce. In the Great Lakes region, efforts to recruit shipbuilders from elsewhere in 
the country have run into difficulties due to the climate and cultural differences.81 In the Northeast, 
as Figure 11 shows, and along the West Coast, elevated housing costs pose a significant challenge to 
shipyards attracting and retaining skilled labor. Shipyard workers often struggle to find housing, 
particularly when relocating to legacy shipyards near major urban centers or expensive coastal 
areas. Submarine builders have faced further difficulties due to their more extensive security 
clearance requirements.82 Shipyards, with financial support from the Navy, have made efforts to 
support affordable housing options for shipyard workers to counteract these affordability issues.83

Figure 10: Labor Force Availability Rates Along the Gulf Coast

Source: Analysis of U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data by Jose M. Macias III at CSIS.
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In addition to labor shortages, there has also been a reduction in the level of workforce 
experience. The cohort of skilled employees retained after the Cold War has largely retired, 
a trend exacerbated by Covid-19. This has fostered an increase of the proportion of “green” 
(inexperienced) labor, which has itself led to production difficulties. According to the GAO, several 
U.S. shipyards report that over half of their trade workers have less than five years of experience. 
Shipbuilders note that it takes between three and five years for their workers to become fully 
skilled.84 If U.S. shipyards substantially expand hiring in response to greater demand, the “green” 
proportion of their workforce will grow. Green workforces require greater supervision from 
experienced supervisors to successfully carry out work orders to lower the risk of costly and 
time-consuming rework. However, the “greening” challenge is not the same across all shipyards   
and regions, and each may require a tailored approach to resolving it.

Just as the success of a new or revitalized shipyard depends on physical plant and financial capital, 
the shipyard’s skilled workforce is a key determiner of its success—or failure.85 As the demand for 
skilled shipbuilding labor rises, the shipbuilders and the Navy will need to work together to tackle 
a wide array of challenges that are holding back the large increase in the workforce needed to build 
the United States’ naval strength. These challenges, including demographic trends, insufficient 

Figure 11: East Coast Median Monthly Rent, 2023

Source: Analysis of U.S. Census data by Jose M. Macias III at CSIS.
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wages, and housing costs, will require government action across the entire maritime industrial base, 
including the Navy, Coast Guard, military sealift, auxiliary, and commercial sectors. 

AGING AND INSUFFICIENT INFRASTRUCTURE
The infrastructure and physical plants of U.S. shipyards contribute to the challenges facing 
the shipbuilding enterprise due to their age and relatively outdated status. As far back as 1986, 
shipbuilding industry analysts in the United States noted that “module construction, prefabrication, 
assembly lines . . . all require large amounts of physical space, a commodity in very short supply 
and one difficult to create in older yards.”86 The issue of physically constrained production 
space has been compounded by a lack of spending from both government and industry.87 A 
GAO report similarly noted infrastructure limitations for naval shipbuilders as including aging 
infrastructure, a lack of space to expand, and insufficient capacity to produce future ship orders.88 
Former Navy Secretary Carlos del Toro’s WEST 2024 address criticized U.S. shipbuilders for 
prioritizing shareholder returns and executive compensation over capital expenditures and 
workforce development.89 

The Navy has pushed contractors to commit to substantial capital investments in recent years. 
However, the shipyards and suppliers would likely seek to recover the cost of those investments 
and associated interest through changes to their cost structure, which would lead to higher 
procurement costs for the Navy and Congress.90 Furthermore, constructing a new yard or 
reactivating an inactive one would face significant hurdles, including alternative developments 
of valuable waterfront real estate, extreme weather, environmental remediation, and a dearth of 
relevant construction expertise.91 CRS has estimated that constructing new shipbuilding facilities 
could cost hundreds of millions or billions of dollars and take years to complete.92

Industry has invested its own money in infrastructure upgrades. Since 2014, the shipbuilding 
and broader marine industries spent $8.5 billion in capital expenditures, according to data from 
Aswath Damodaran of NYU Stern, though not all of this money was spent on infrastructure.93 
HII’s Ingalls Shipyard on the Gulf Coast embarked on a capital intensive “Shipyard of the Future” 
modernization in the 2010s, with the funds drawn from corporate, state, and Navy sources.94 
This modernization was aimed at improving their cost competitiveness on upcoming amphibious 
warfare vessel contracts for the Navy.95 However, in 2023, the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
paused the program, causing considerable consternation over the possible loss of revenue after 
a major investment, as well as the risk of losing its skilled workforce.96 An inconsistent demand 
signal for shipbuilding, epitomized by the pausing of the amphibious program, was cited by several 
major shipbuilders as a reason to not invest in their own shipyards’ infrastructure ahead of proven 
demand in the form of signed contracts.97

BRITTLE SUPPLY CHAIN
The U.S. maritime industrial base extends well beyond the small number of private and government 
shipyards. The maritime supply chain is dependent on a sprawling array of subcontractors and 
parts manufacturers. The health of this network is a critical enabler—and possible vulnerability—for 
U.S. shipbuilding. Challenges impacting the supplier base, particularly corporate consolidation 
and the growing prevalence of sole-source suppliers, contribute to the United States’ shipbuilding 
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shortcomings. The shipbuilding sector’s supply chain faces issues such as the reduction of 
demand following the Cold War, corporate consolidation, and the growing prevalence of 
sole-source suppliers.

The shipbuilding supplier network has contracted following the post–Cold War drawdown 
in demand.98 This has mirrored broader trends in the defense sector; Kirt Wendelken, vice 
commander of the Naval Supply Systems, stated in 2022 that 20 percent of defense sector suppliers 
left the industry between 2015 and 2020 due to supply chain, economic, and labor challenges.99 
The submarine industrial base alone has lost 12,000 suppliers since the 1990s, while a 2018 DoD 
report estimated the shipbuilding material sector has lost 20,500 establishments since 2000.100 
This exodus has left the Navy dependent on small-to-mid-sized single-source supplies for over 80 
percent of naval parts.101 In the submarine industrial base specifically, around 70 percent of the 
suppliers of critical components do not have competitors.102 Similarly, the Aircraft Carrier Industrial 
Base Coalition reported in 2023 that 50 percent of its suppliers provide sole or single-source 
materiel.103 While there is no public list of all of the critical sole or single-source suppliers in the 
maritime industrial base, some publicly mentioned examples include the manufacturing and 
refurbishment of propeller shafts,104 aircraft carrier air conditioning systems,105 turbines, reduction 
gears, and castings.106 While experienced and specialized suppliers can lead to greater efficiency in 
the provision of high-technology materiel supply, the prevalence of sole or single-source suppliers 
increases the fragility of the industrial base and hampers the United States’ ability to rapidly 
increase its naval production. 

Corporate consolidation, principally spurred by this drawdown in demand, has also shrunk the 
maritime industrial base. In response to market conditions, companies like Fairbanks Morse 
Defense (FMD) have begun to consolidate the sector. FMD alone has acquired over a dozen 
suppliers since the end of 2020, including AMMCON (fittings and assembled components), Federal 
Equipment Company (cranes and specialized material handling), Hunt Valve (actuators and valves), 
Research Tool & Die (electrical systems), and Rolls-Royce’s naval propulsors and handling division 
(the United States’ only private facility capable of casting naval propellers).107 This consolidation is 
not necessarily a negative, unless it leads to the creation of single sources of supply for particular 
items. Members of Congress and some experts have raised concerns about the possibility of the 
consolidation of the United States’ only two firms capable of manufacturing precision valves.108

The formation of consolidated naval suppliers is a natural—and potentially healthy—response to 
shipbuilding’s historically cyclical demand patterns. However, it may run contrary to broader 
national security imperatives if it creates a single-source market. Competition in the supplier base 
not only helps keep costs under control and encourages innovation but also provides alternative 
sources of supply in the event of an emergency. A more robust, distributed, and unconsolidated 
marine industrial base would be more capable of quickly scaling in wartime, drawing on workforce 
and material from across more of the country and its industrial base.   

The health of the shipbuilding sector’s supply base is a critical determinant of the success of the 
broader shipbuilding effort. Reversing decades of contraction within the supply base will not be 
easy or quick. Government action could shape the market by credibly signaling a demand increase 
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sufficient for new suppliers to justify entering the market or via its direct investments capacity and 
technology in the subprime industrial base. Industry can also play its part. The shipbuilding primes 
are aware of the plight of the supply chain and have repeatedly raised concerns about the health of 
the supplier base in interviews. They too could assist suppliers with cooperative agreements or by 
helping them secure capital to expand production.109

INSUFFICIENT UPTAKE OF LEADING PRACTICES
The shipbuilding industry has undergone a period of technological and practice transformation 
over the past several decades.110 The commercial industries in shipbuilding nations like South 
Korea and Japan have invested heavily in shipyard digitization and automation initiatives, as well as 
advanced management practices, to create greater efficiency.111 Foreign-owned, especially dual-use 
shipbuilders with commercial business often make better use of robotics and automation in 
manufacturing processes such as panel making than U.S. naval shipyards. These advancements help 
address difficulties such as the depleted workforce and offer efficiency improvements that can help 
bring down costs in the long run.112

The United States’ shipbuilding enterprise has struggled to stay abreast of best practices in 
shipbuilding in recent decades, in no small part because of the small size of the U.S. commercial 
shipbuilding base, which tends to be where innovation arises in the sector worldwide.113 Ongoing 
competition on cost and quality, along with strict delivery schedules, has driven commercial 
shipbuilders to invest in technological improvements. A higher level of production in some sectors, 
like liquified natural gas (LNG) carriers, enables a business case in which there is sufficient return 
on investment to make these investments worthwhile. The GAO assessed in 2024 that “the Navy 
has continued to face persistent challenges in its ability to design and deliver timely, affordable new 
ships that perform as expected” due in part to it having not adopted leading commercial practices.114 
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Efforts to Bolster the 
Naval Shipbuilding 
Industrial Base

The U.S. government has taken a series of actions over the past decade to address these 
challenges facing the shipbuilding enterprise. Beyond directly procuring more ships, DoD 
spent over $5.8 billion to support the shipbuilding industrial base from FY 2014 to FY 2023, 

with additional plans for $12.6 billion in spending from FY 2024 to FY 2028, according to a February 
2025 GAO analysis.115 As Figure 12 shows, that includes direct investments from the Navy ($3.4 
billion for FY 2014–FY 2023) and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) ($628 million for FY 
2014–FY 2023) across different areas and programs. The Navy also provides contract incentives ($1.8 
billion for FY 2014–FY 2023) in the form of special capital expenditures and construction readiness 
incentives to encourage shipbuilders to make Navy-approved shipyard facility investments and help 
meet construction schedules and deliveries through capital improvements.116 

The submarine industrial base (SIB) has been a key priority for and recipient of the Navy’s direct 
investments. These investments have sought to establish new supply sources as a means of reducing 
risk and to coordinate the procurement of materials for both the Virginia-class and Columbia-class 
submarine programs.117 The Navy established an SIB program in October 2021, as part of its goal to 
deliver one Columbia-class submarine and two Virginia-class submarines annually by 2028, with 
efforts to strengthen the submarine supply chain, invest in advanced manufacturing technologies, 
and recruit and train the workforce.118 
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Building on the progress made by the SIB program in the submarine sector, the Navy stood up 
the Maritime Industrial Base (MIB) program in September 2024, integrating the SIB program 
and other maritime industrial base initiatives, like the Surface Combatant Industrial Base (SCIB) 
program, under a single organization.119 The MIB program was established to strengthen the 
maritime industrial base through three primary lines of effort: supplier development, workforce 
development, and advanced manufacturing. The Navy reports having funded over 800 initiatives 
across 38 states aimed at reinforcing supply chain resiliency since FY 2018, with the MIB program 
playing a role in these efforts.120 The MIB program has invested in expanding large casting capacity, 
while the Navy also launched a public-private collaboration to redevelop Alabama Shipyard into a 
hub for submarine, ship, and component production.121  

To bolster the shipbuilding workforce, the MIB program has invested in programs to identify and 
train the next generation of workers, including recruitment, education, and K–12 outreach initiatives 

Figure 12: Navy and OSD Investments and Contract Incentives in the Shipbuilding 
Industrial Base
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and advanced training programs across the country.122 MIB programs have produced 10,000 new 
workers as part of efforts to meet the projected need for 250,000 new workers across the maritime 
industrial base over the next decade.123

As part of its advanced manufacturing line of effort, the MIB program has worked with partners in 
the government and industry to deliver technologies including additive manufacturing, automation, 
artificial intelligence, and robotics to the industrial base.124 The MIB program reports that these 
initiatives have yielded progress with additive manufacturing solutions, reducing maintenance 
delays by over 1,300 days since the beginning of FY 2014.125 A U.S. shipbuilder noted in an interview 
that MIB program investments have made a difference in restoring both supply chain and workforce 
capacity.126 These improvements suggest a gradual modernization of the maritime industrial base, 
but concerns persist surrounding the pace of innovation and scalability. 

OSD is also investing resources into programs aimed at revitalizing the maritime industrial 
base. According to the GAO, between FY 2014 and FY 2023, OSD provided $628 million of direct 
investments into the shipbuilding industry, primarily through its Industrial Base Analysis and 
Sustainment (IBAS) program and using Defense Production Act (DPA) Title III authorities.127 OSD 
has used IBAS, a program that tackles deficiencies across the defense industrial base, to address 
challenges in the maritime industrial base by providing funding and support for programs that 
address critical needs, such as workforce building efforts. DPA Title III authorities can be used to 
provide loans, grants, and purchase agreements for projects that expand the production capacity 
of the industrial base.128 These programs support broader defense industrial initiatives that provide 
technical training programs, advance research and development efforts, and scale technological 
advancements to directly benefit the shipbuilding industrial base.129 For instance, in 2020, DPA 
Title III was used to award Austal Limited a $50 million investment for enhancing U.S. domestic 
production of steel capabilities, an investment which Austal subsequently matched, opening a steel 
shipbuilding facility in Mobile, Alabama, in 2022.130 

While the government has taken steps to address some of the challenges facing the U.S. shipbuilding 
enterprise by providing these direct investments and incentives, the GAO has found that DoD “has 
yet to fully determine the effectiveness of these funds or ensure visibility into how they are spent.”131 
Moreover, the Navy and OSD do “not coordinate spending across all of their investment efforts to 
prevent duplication and overlap of spending.”132 While additional effort and time to track these 
investments will provide a better idea of their effectiveness in supporting the shipbuilding industrial 
base, the plethora of issues discussed in the preceding section show that more funding alone cannot 
serve as the sole solution.
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Conclusion

Despite support and funding—albeit inconsistent at times—from the Navy and Congress to 
grow the size of the fleet, the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise has struggled to deliver ships 
on a relevant timeline and at cost. The underlying drivers of these shortcomings—an 

inconsistent demand signal; volatile requirements and ship design; industrial consolidation; 
workforce limitations; and insufficient infrastructure, among others—show that the U.S. 
shipbuilding challenge is a complex, enterprise-wide issue. There is no single policy solution to 
solve the overall problem. Moreover, resolving any one of the underlying issues does not guarantee 
a drastic improvement of the situation.

The organizations that make up the U.S. shipbuilding enterprise—from executive branch actors 
(the Navy, DoD, and the White House) to Congress and the broader maritime industrial base—must 
recognize that finding a solution will require years of effort, investment, and cooperation. They 
must also be open to testing new and original measures to address the underlying issues and 
ultimately grow U.S. shipbuilding capacity and the overall fleet. 

Proposed options include continuous production, which emphasizes maintaining continuous and 
steady production rates of Navy ships based on multiyear contracting.133 This approach would 
“avoid year-to-year changes in procurement profiles,” as downstream force levels could change, and 
would manage the transition from procuring one class of ship to the next-generation class.134  

To expand U.S. shipbuilding capacity, the Navy could also consider a federated shipbuilding 
approach, as discussed earlier, to expand strategic outsourcing efforts. This could involve 
applying a modular strategy to ship design and construction that allows the Navy to leverage 
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production facilities and labor workforces across the country before transporting modules to a final 
assembly shipyard.135

Alternatively, policymakers could look to solutions beyond U.S. borders to bolster shipbuilding 
capacity by expanding cooperation with allies and partners. There are several pathways for 
cooperation that policymakers could explore, from allied acquisition or investment in U.S. 
shipyards and joint distributed production to expanded allied MRO of U.S. ships and U.S. purchase 
of existing allied warship designs.136

Each of the approaches above, along with other proposed options, address different aspects of the 
challenges facing the U.S. naval shipbuilding enterprise. Each also has different benefits, limitations, 
and barriers to implementation. While deciding on one or a combination of approaches to improve 
U.S. naval shipbuilding demands further research and careful consideration—and likely changes to 
existing law, processes, and organizations—policymakers cannot afford to delay. 



Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  30

About the Authors

Seamus P. Daniels is a fellow for Defense Budget Analysis in the Defense and Security Department 
at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), where he researches issues related 
to U.S. and global defense funding, force structure, and military readiness. He has authored 
publications on trends in the overall U.S. defense budget, the legislative process surrounding 
defense appropriations, defense strategy and force structure, and NATO burden sharing. Prior 
to joining CSIS, Mr. Daniels worked for Government Executive Media Group. He holds an MA in 
international relations from Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies and 
an AB from Princeton University’s School of Public and International Affairs with minors in Near 
Eastern studies and Arabic language and culture.

Henry H. Carroll is a research associate with the Center for the Industrial Base at CSIS. His 
analytical focuses include the defense industrial base, naval policy, and assessing foreign military 
industrial capacity. Prior to joining CSIS, he worked as an intern in the defense and international 
practices of Brownstein and as a defense-focused legislative intern for Senate Majority Leader 
Chuck Schumer. Henry holds a BA in history, with a concentration in war and society, from Yale 
University. His undergraduate senior thesis examined the politics of U.S. naval shipbuilding in the 
interwar period.

Cynthia R. Cook is a senior fellow with the Center for the Industrial Base in the Defense and 
Security Department at CSIS and was previously the director of the Defense-Industrial Initiatives 
Group. She is widely published on defense acquisition policy and organization, the defense 
industrial base, new technology development, and weapon systems production and sustainment. 



Seamus P. Daniels, Henry H. Carroll, Cynthia R. Cook, Oliver Buntin, and Sarah O’Rourke  |  31

Dr. Cook is a member of the editorial board for the Defense Acquisition Research Journal and is 
an adjunct professor at the Pardee RAND Graduate School. From 1997 to 2021, Dr. Cook worked as 
a senior management scientist at RAND, where she served as the director of the Acquisition and 
Technology Policy Center and managed a wide range of studies for components across the U.S. 
Department of Defense, along with the Australian Department of Defense and the UK Ministry of 
Defense. Previously, Dr. Cook was a research specialist at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
working on the Lean Aerospace Initiative. Before her graduate studies, Dr. Cook worked in New 
York as an investment banker, specializing in high-yield finance. She holds a PhD in sociology 
from Harvard University and a BS in management from the Wharton School of the University 
of Pennsylvania.

Oliver Buntin is an intern with the Center for the Industrial Base at CSIS. He is a junior at the 
University of Chicago studying political science and architecture.

Sarah O’Rourke is an intern with the Center for the Industrial Base at CSIS. She recently earned 
her master’s degree in international security from the Fletcher School at Tufts University.



Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  32

1	 Jonathan Masters, “Sea Power: The U.S. Navy and Foreign Policy,” Council on Foreign Relations, June 20, 
2024, https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/sea-power-us-navy-and-foreign-policy.

2	 Reuben Johnson, “China’s Massive Navy Simply Summed Up in 4 Words,” 19FortyFive, May 9, 2025, 
https://www.19fortyfive.com/2025/05/chinas-massive-navy-simply-summed-up-in-4-words/.

3	 Alexander Palmer, Henry H. Carroll, and Nicholas Velazquez, “Unpacking China’s Naval Buildup,” CSIS, 
Commentary, June 5, 2024, https://www.csis.org/analysis/unpacking-chinas-naval-buildup.

4	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Navy Surface Ships: Maintenance Funds and Actions Needed to 
Address Ongoing Challenges,” January 31, 2025, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-25-106990.

5	 U.S. Naval Institute Staff, “Report to Congress on Navy Virginia-Class Submarine Program and AUKUS 
Submarine,” USNI News, March 21, 2025, https://news.usni.org/2025/03/21/report-to-congress-on-nav
y-virginia-class-submarine-program-and-aukus-submarine-2.

6	 Ronald O’Rourke, Navy DDG-51 and DDG-1000 Programs: Background and Issues for Congress, (Washing-
ton, DC: Congressional Research Service, December 2025), 7, https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_
products/RL/PDF/RL32109/RL32109.284.pdf.

7	 Shelby S. Oakley, “Navy Shipbuilding: Enduring Challenges Call for Systemic Change,” GAO, March 25, 
2025, https://files.gao.gov/reports/GAO-25-108225/index.html.

8	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Navy Shipbuilding: Past Performance Provides Valuable Les-
sons for Future Investments,” June 6, 2018, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-18-238sp.

9	 Jeffrey L. Seavy, “The United States Must Improve Its Shipbuilding Capacity,” U.S. Naval Institute, Febru-
ary 8, 2024, https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/february/united-states-must-improve-it
s-shipbuilding-capacity.

Endnotes

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/sea-power-us-navy-and-foreign-policy
http://fortyfive.com/2025/05/chinas-massive-navy-simply-summed-up-in-4-words/
https://www.csis.org/analysis/unpacking-chinas-naval-buildup
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-25-106990
https://news.usni.org/2025/03/21/report-to-congress-on-navy-virginia-class-submarine-program-and-aukus-submarine-2
https://news.usni.org/2025/03/21/report-to-congress-on-navy-virginia-class-submarine-program-and-aukus-submarine-2
https://files.gao.gov/reports/GAO-25-108225/index.html
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-18-238sp
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/february/united-states-must-improve-its-shipbuilding-capacity
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/february/united-states-must-improve-its-shipbuilding-capacity


Seamus P. Daniels, Henry H. Carroll, Cynthia R. Cook, Oliver Buntin, and Sarah O’Rourke  |  33

10	 Mike Waltz et al., “Congressional Guidance for a National Maritime Strategy,” April 30, 2024, 
https://www.kelly.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Congressional-Guidance-for-
a-National-Maritime-Strategy.pdf.

11	 Ronald O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure and Shipbuilding Plans: Background and Issues for Congress 
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, March 2025), https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/
RL32665.

12	 Department of Defense, Military and Security Developments Involving the People’s Republic of China (Wash-
ington, DC: Department of Defense, 2024), https://media.defense.gov/2024/Dec/18/2003615520/-1/-1/0/
MILITARY-AND-SECURITY-DEVELOPMENTS-INVOLVING-THE-PEOPLES-REPUBLIC-OF-CHINA-2024.
PDF; and Matthew P. Funaiole, Brian Hart, and Aidan Powers-Riggs, Ship Wars: Confronting China’s 
Dual-Use Shipbuilding Empire (Washington, DC: CSIS, March 2025), https://www.csis.org/analysis/shi
p-wars-confronting-chinas-dual-use-shipbuilding-empire.

13	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Weapon System Sustainment: Navy Ship Usage Has De-
creased as Challenges and Costs Have Increased,” January 31, 2023, https://www.gao.gov/products/
gao-23-106440.

14	 Justin Katz, “Acting CNO Reveals Fleets’ Surge Readiness at around 68 Percent amid Quest for 80,” Break-
ing Defense, April 8, 2025, https://breakingdefense.com/2025/04/acting-cno-reveals-fleets-surge-readine
ss-at-around-68-percent-amid-quest-for-80/.

15	 C. Todd Lopez, “Readiness, Shipbuilding Top Priorities for Navy,” U.S. Department of War, May 15, 2025, 
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/4187514/readiness-shipbuilding-top-priorities-fo
r-navy/.

16	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair: Navy Needs a Strategic Approach for Pri
vate Sector Industrial Base Investments (Washington, DC: GAO, February 2025), 16, https://www.gao.gov/
products/gao-25-106286.

17	 CSIS roundtable, November 17, 2025.

18	 SPF Hearing: The State of U.S. Shipbuilding, House Armed Services Committee (2025) (statement of Ron-
ald O’Rourke, Naval Affairs Analyst), 3. 

19	 Ibid.

20	 “An Analysis of the Navy’s 2025 Shipbuilding Plan,” Congressional Budget Office, January 2025, 15, 
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2025-01/60732-shipbuilding.pdf.

21	 Interviews with retired Navy officials highlight the role that the Covid-19 pandemic and related labor 
challenges played in contributing to cost overruns. 

22	 Ronald Reagan, “Address at the United States Naval Academy Commencement Exercises in Annapolis, 
Maryland,” Ronald Reagan Presidential Library and Museum, May 22, 1985, https://www.reaganli-
brary.gov/archives/speech/address-united-states-naval-academy-commencement-exercises-annapolis
-maryland.

23	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure. 

24	 Megan Eckstein, “Navy Confident It Could Build 3 Virginia SSNs a Year, Though More Study Needed On 
Shipyard Capacity,” USNI News, November 18, 2020, https://news.usni.org/2020/11/18/navy-confident-i
t-could-build-3-virginia-ssns-a-year-though-more-study-needed-on-shipyard-capacity.

https://www.kelly.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Congressional-Guidance-for-a-National-Maritime-Strategy.pdf
https://www.kelly.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Congressional-Guidance-for-a-National-Maritime-Strategy.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/RL32665
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/RL32665
https://media.defense.gov/2024/Dec/18/2003615520/-1/-1/0/MILITARY-AND-SECURITY-DEVELOPMENTS-INVOLVING-THE-PEOPLES-REPUBLIC-OF-CHINA-2024.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2024/Dec/18/2003615520/-1/-1/0/MILITARY-AND-SECURITY-DEVELOPMENTS-INVOLVING-THE-PEOPLES-REPUBLIC-OF-CHINA-2024.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2024/Dec/18/2003615520/-1/-1/0/MILITARY-AND-SECURITY-DEVELOPMENTS-INVOLVING-THE-PEOPLES-REPUBLIC-OF-CHINA-2024.PDF
https://www.csis.org/analysis/ship-wars-confronting-chinas-dual-use-shipbuilding-empire
https://www.csis.org/analysis/ship-wars-confronting-chinas-dual-use-shipbuilding-empire
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-23-106440
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-23-106440
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/04/acting-cno-reveals-fleets-surge-readiness-at-around-68-percent-amid-quest-for-80/
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/04/acting-cno-reveals-fleets-surge-readiness-at-around-68-percent-amid-quest-for-80/
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/4187514/readiness-shipbuilding-top-priorities-for-navy/
https://www.war.gov/News/News-Stories/Article/Article/4187514/readiness-shipbuilding-top-priorities-for-navy/
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2025-01/60732-shipbuilding.pdf
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/address-united-states-naval-academy-commencement-exercises-annapolis-maryland
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/address-united-states-naval-academy-commencement-exercises-annapolis-maryland
https://www.reaganlibrary.gov/archives/speech/address-united-states-naval-academy-commencement-exercises-annapolis-maryland
https://news.usni.org/2020/11/18/navy-confident-it-could-build-3-virginia-ssns-a-year-though-more-study-needed-on-shipyard-capacity
https://news.usni.org/2020/11/18/navy-confident-it-could-build-3-virginia-ssns-a-year-though-more-study-needed-on-shipyard-capacity


Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  34

25	 Megan Eckstein, “Submarine Industrial Base Ready to Grow – But Only If Pentagon, Congress Send the 
Right Signals,” USNI News, November 6, 2020, https://news.usni.org/2020/11/06/submarine-industria
l-base-ready-to-grow-but-only-if-pentagon-congress-send-the-right-signals.

26	 The FY 2023 and FY 2024 plans offered three alternatives while the FY 2025 plan offered two.

27	 “DOD Releases Fiscal Year 2021 Budget Proposal,” U.S. Department of War, February 10, 2020, https://
www.war.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/2079489/dod-releases-fiscal-year-2021-budget-proposal/; 
and Connor O’Brien and Joe Gould, “Biden Wants to Cut a Submarine — and Top Dems Aren’t Happy,” 
Politico, March 12, 2024, https://www.politico.com/news/2024/03/12/biden-cut-subs-dems-00146534.

28	 Ibid. 

29	 “Multiyear Procurement (MYP) and Block Buy Contracting in Defense Acquisition: Background and 
Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, September 12, 2025, https://www.congress.gov/
crs_external_products/R/PDF/R41909/R41909.144.pdf.

30	 Ibid.

31	 Ibid.

32	 “Navy Virginia-Class Submarine Program and AUKUS Submarine (Pillar 1) Project: Background and 
Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, March 28, 2025, https://www.congress.gov/crs_ex-
ternal_products/RL/PDF/RL32418/RL32418.293.pdf.

33	 “Systems Engineering Guidebook,” Office of the Deputy Director for Engineering, Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, February 2022, 35. 

34	 Mark V. Arena, John Birkler, John F. Schank, Jessie Riposo, and Clifford A. Grammich, Building Ships On 
Time (RAND Corporation, 2005), https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB9116.html.

35	 Robert Greenway et al., A Strategy to Revitalize the Defense Industrial Base for the 21st Century (Washing-
ton, DC: Heritage Foundation, April 2025), https://www.heritage.org/sites/default/files/2025-04/SR314.
pdf.

36	 U.S. naval shipbuilders claim some of these standards improve survivability but acknowledge cost and 
speed trade-offs. Interview with U.S. shipbuilder on April 1, 2025. U.S. Government Accountability 
Office, “Navy Shipbuilding: Increased Use of Leading Design Practices Could Improve Timeliness of 
Deliveries,” August 8, 2024, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-105503. 

37	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, “Navy Frigate: Unstable Design Has Stalled Construction and 
Compromised Delivery Schedules,” May 29, 2024, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106546.

38	 Jerry Hendrix, “The Navy’s Shipbuilding Doldrums Have Been Mostly Self-Inflicted,” National Review, 
April 10, 2024, https://www.nationalreview.com/2024/04/the-navys-shipbuilding-doldrums-have-b
een-mostly-self-inflicted/.

39	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilder on April 1, 2025. 

40	 John Grady, “Navy’s Plan for Frigate Parent Design Caused Delays, Former Acquisition Chief Says,” 
Breaking Defense, February 19, 2025, https://news.usni.org/2025/02/19/navys-plan-for-frigate-parent-de-
sign-casued-delays-former-aquisition-chief-says.

41	 Sapien Joaquin, “The Inside Story of How the Navy Spent Billions on the ‘Little Crappy Ship,’” ProPubli-
ca, September 7, 2023, https://www.propublica.org/article/how-navy-spent-billions-littoral-combat-ship.

42	 Justin Katz, “Raytheon to Start Backfitting Destroyers with SPY-6 Radar,” Breaking Defense, January 11, 
2022, https://breakingdefense.com/2022/01/raytheon-to-start-back-fitting-destroyers-with-spy-6-radar/.

https://news.usni.org/2020/11/06/submarine-industrial-base-ready-to-grow-but-only-if-pentagon-congress-send-the-right-signals
https://news.usni.org/2020/11/06/submarine-industrial-base-ready-to-grow-but-only-if-pentagon-congress-send-the-right-signals
https://www.war.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/2079489/dod-releases-fiscal-year-2021-budget-proposal/
https://www.war.gov/News/Releases/Release/Article/2079489/dod-releases-fiscal-year-2021-budget-proposal/
https://www.politico.com/news/2024/03/12/biden-cut-subs-dems-00146534
https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_products/R/PDF/R41909/R41909.144.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_products/R/PDF/R41909/R41909.144.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_products/RL/PDF/RL32418/RL32418.293.pdf
https://www.congress.gov/crs_external_products/RL/PDF/RL32418/RL32418.293.pdf
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB9116.html
https://www.heritage.org/sites/default/files/2025-04/SR314.pdf
https://www.heritage.org/sites/default/files/2025-04/SR314.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-105503
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106546
https://www.nationalreview.com/2024/04/the-navys-shipbuilding-doldrums-have-been-mostly-self-inflicted/
https://www.nationalreview.com/2024/04/the-navys-shipbuilding-doldrums-have-been-mostly-self-inflicted/
https://news.usni.org/2025/02/19/navys-plan-for-frigate-parent-design-casued-delays-former-aquisition-chief-says
https://news.usni.org/2025/02/19/navys-plan-for-frigate-parent-design-casued-delays-former-aquisition-chief-says
https://www.propublica.org/article/how-navy-spent-billions-littoral-combat-ship
https://breakingdefense.com/2022/01/raytheon-to-start-back-fitting-destroyers-with-spy-6-radar/


Seamus P. Daniels, Henry H. Carroll, Cynthia R. Cook, Oliver Buntin, and Sarah O’Rourke  |  35

43	 Tim Colton and LaVar Huntzinger, A Brief History of Shipbuilding in Recent Times (Center for Naval Analy-
sis, September 2002), 5, https://www.cna.org/reports/2002/D0006988.A1.pdf.

44	 Ibid., 8.

45	 This section includes a quick but incomplete history of the post-war U.S. shipbuilding industry. For 
a more complete overview, see Tim Colton and LaVar Huntzinger, A Brief History of Shipbuilding in 
Recent Times; and Brian Potter, “Lessons from Shipbuilding Productivity - Part I,” Construction Physics, 
May 3, 2024, https://www.construction-physics.com/p/lessons-from-shipbuilding-productivity.

46	 Lukas Brun and Stacey Frederick, “Korea and the Shipbuilding Global Value Chain, Global Value Chains 
Initiative,” Global Value Chains, September 29, 2017, https://www.globalvaluechains.org/cggclisting/
chapter-4-korea-and-the-shipbuilding-global-value-chain/.

47	 Colton and Huntzinger, A Brief History of Shipbuilding, 8.

48	 Ibid., 13.

49	 Ibid., 13.

50	 Frank Silva, “Governmental Influence on Shipbuilding,” Department of Defense Management, Naval 
Postgraduate School, June 2024, https://dair.nps.edu/bitstream/123456789/5280/1/NPS-AM-24-225.pdf; 
and Colton and Huntzinger, A Brief History of Shipbuilding.

51	 Colton and Huntzinger, A Brief History of Shipbuilding, 18.

52	 Ibid., 13. General Dynamics (Quincy MA), Sun Shipbuilding (Chester PA), and Bethlehem Steel (Sparrows 
Point MD) went out of business during this period.

53	 The following major naval shipyards were closed from 1996 to 1997: the 1,455-acre Philadelphia Naval 
Shipyard facility, the 5,285-acre Mare Island Naval Shipyard, the 2,922-acre Charleston Naval Shipyard, 
and the 396-acre Long Beach Naval Shipyard. Portions of the Philadelphia Naval shipyard were tak-
en over by Philly Shipyard; the remainder has been commercially redeveloped. The Charleston and 
Long Beach shipyard sites have been repurposed for port expansions. The city of Vallejo is pursuing 
mixed-use redevelopment of the Mare Island site.

54	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair: Navy Needs a Strategic Approach for Pri-
vate Sector Industrial Base Investments (Washington, DC: GAO, February 2025), 2, https://www.gao.gov/
products/gao-25-106286.

55	 Ibid., 2.

56	 Steve Brock and Hunter Stires, “Maritime Statecraft and Its Future,” Center for International Maritime 
Security, October 21, 2025, https://cimsec.org/maritime-statecraft-and-its-future/; and “Sen. Sullivan 
Chairs Commerce Hearing on Reviving Commercial, Navy Shipbuilding,” U.S. Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, & Transportation, October 28, 2025, https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/10/se
n-sullivan-chairs-commerce-hearing-on-reviving-commercial-navy-shipbuilding.    

57	 Niharika Mandhana, “China’s Shipyards Are Ready for a Protracted War. America’s Aren’t.,” Wall Street 
Journal, February 13, 2024, https://www.wsj.com/world/china/chinas-shipyards-are-ready-for-a-pro-
tracted-war-americas-arent-d6f004dd; “Proposed Plan/Draft Remedial Action Plan Investigation Area K: 
Former Mare Island Naval Shipyard,” U.S. Department of the Navy, March 2025, https://media.defense.
gov/2025/Mar/17/2003668455/-1/-1/0/MINS_FINAL_PROPOSED_PLAN_IA_K.PDF; and “Mare Island Specif-
ic Plan,” City of Vallejo, October 1, 2024, https://www.cityofvallejo.net/common/pages/GetFile.ashx-
?key=CTY5Ac%2fI.

https://www.cna.org/reports/2002/D0006988.A1.pdf
https://www.construction-physics.com/p/lessons-from-shipbuilding-productivity
https://www.globalvaluechains.org/cggclisting/chapter-4-korea-and-the-shipbuilding-global-value-chain/
https://www.globalvaluechains.org/cggclisting/chapter-4-korea-and-the-shipbuilding-global-value-chain/
https://dair.nps.edu/bitstream/123456789/5280/1/NPS-AM-24-225.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-25-106286
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-25-106286
https://cimsec.org/maritime-statecraft-and-its-future/
https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/10/sen-sullivan-chairs-commerce-hearing-on-reviving-commercial-navy-shipbuilding
https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/10/sen-sullivan-chairs-commerce-hearing-on-reviving-commercial-navy-shipbuilding
https://www.wsj.com/world/china/chinas-shipyards-are-ready-for-a-protracted-war-americas-arent-d6f004dd
https://www.wsj.com/world/china/chinas-shipyards-are-ready-for-a-protracted-war-americas-arent-d6f004dd
https://media.defense.gov/2025/Mar/17/2003668455/-1/-1/0/MINS_FINAL_PROPOSED_PLAN_IA_K.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2025/Mar/17/2003668455/-1/-1/0/MINS_FINAL_PROPOSED_PLAN_IA_K.PDF
https://www.cityofvallejo.net/common/pages/GetFile.ashx?key=CTY5Ac%2fI
https://www.cityofvallejo.net/common/pages/GetFile.ashx?key=CTY5Ac%2fI


Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  36

58	 Captain Brent D. Sadler et al., “The Nation Needs a Shipbuilding Revolution,” U.S. Naval Institute, Feb-
ruary 1, 2025, https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2025/february/nation-needs-shipbuildin
g-revolution; and John Frittelli, “U.S. Commercial Shipbuilding in a Global Context,” Congressional 
Research Service, November 15, 2023, https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/IF12534.

59	 John F. Schank et al., Commercial Shipbuilding Techniques: Can They Be Applied to Warship Production in 
the United Kingdom? (RAND Corporation, 2005), https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB9085.
html.

60	 Notable purchasers from Chinese dual-use shipyards include Singapore, Switzerland, France, and Tai-
wan. Purchasers from Chinese commercial shipyards include Singapore, France, Greece, and Germany. 
Funaiole, Hart, and Powers-Riggs, Ship Wars, 22–23.

61	 Funaiole, Hart, and Powers-Riggs, Ship Wars. 

62	 This section briefly discusses some of the differences between commercial and naval shipbuilding. For a 
comprehensive review, see O’Rourke, SPF Hearing, Appendix H. 

63	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Best Practices: High Levels of Knowledge at Key Points Differenti-
ate Commercial Shipbuilding from Navy Shipbuilding (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Accountability 
Office, 2009), https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-09-322.

64	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure, 71–72.

65	 “CNA Maritime Dialogue: Commercial Shipbuilding Industry and National Defense,” CNA, June 18, 2025, 
https://www.cna.org/quick-looks/2025/06/CNA-Maritime-Dialogue-Commercial-Shipbuilding-Indus-
try-and-National%20Defense.pdf.

66	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure, 71.

67	 CNA, “CAN Maritime Dialogue.” 

68	 Ibid.; and O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure. 

69	 Mallory Shelbourne and Sam LaGrone, “U.S. Naval Shipyards Accelerating Outsourcing for New 
Construction Programs,” USNI News, September 12, 2025, https://news.usni.org/2025/09/12/u-s-nava
l-shipyards-accelerating-outsourcing-for-new-construction-programs.

70	 Secretary of the Navy Phelan has made clear that he views workforce as a key issue for U.S. shipbuilding, 
and that change is needed. Sam LaGrone, “SECNAV Phelan to Navy, Shipbuilders: ‘Change Is Coming,’” 
USNI News, April 9, 2025, https://news.usni.org/2025/04/09/secnav-phelan-to-navy-shipbuilders-chang
e-is-coming.

71	 “All Employees, Ship and Boat Building,” Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, September 5, 2025, https://
fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CES3133660001. However, the most recent MARAD figures (2019) place the 
number at 107, 810, likely due to methodology or classification differences. MARAD’s figure only includes 
private shipbuilding and repair firms, not U.S. government facilities, for example.

72	 “The Maritime Industrial Base Program,” Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development, 
& Acquisition, accessed September 25, 2025, https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/Pages/default.aspx; 
Matt Sermon, “America’s Maritime Future Depends on Building Our Workforce Today,” Breaking Defense, 
June 23, 2025, https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/americas-maritime-future-depends-on-build-
ing-our-workforce-today/; and “US Navy Submarine Industrial Base Celebrates Growing Workforce,” 
Naval Sea Systems Command, June 29, 2023, https://www.navsea.navy.mil/Media/News/Article-View/Ar-
ticle/3444392/us-navy-submarine-industrial-base-celebrates-growing-workforce/.

https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2025/february/nation-needs-shipbuilding-revolution
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2025/february/nation-needs-shipbuilding-revolution
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/IF12534
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB9085.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB9085.html
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-09-322
https://www.cna.org/quick-looks/2025/06/CNA-Maritime-Dialogue-Commercial-Shipbuilding-Industry-and-National%20Defense.pdf
https://www.cna.org/quick-looks/2025/06/CNA-Maritime-Dialogue-Commercial-Shipbuilding-Industry-and-National%20Defense.pdf
https://news.usni.org/2025/09/12/u-s-naval-shipyards-accelerating-outsourcing-for-new-construction-programs
https://news.usni.org/2025/09/12/u-s-naval-shipyards-accelerating-outsourcing-for-new-construction-programs
https://news.usni.org/2025/04/09/secnav-phelan-to-navy-shipbuilders-change-is-coming
https://news.usni.org/2025/04/09/secnav-phelan-to-navy-shipbuilders-change-is-coming
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CES3133660001
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CES3133660001
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/Pages/default.aspx
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/americas-maritime-future-depends-on-building-our-workforce-today/
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/americas-maritime-future-depends-on-building-our-workforce-today/
https://www.navsea.navy.mil/Media/News/Article-View/Article/3444392/us-navy-submarine-industrial-base-celebrates-growing-workforce/
https://www.navsea.navy.mil/Media/News/Article-View/Article/3444392/us-navy-submarine-industrial-base-celebrates-growing-workforce/


Seamus P. Daniels, Henry H. Carroll, Cynthia R. Cook, Oliver Buntin, and Sarah O’Rourke  |  37

73	 “Navy Shipyards Compete with Fast Food, and Are Losing,” Politico Pro, April 9, 2024, https://subscrib-
er.politicopro.com/article/2024/04/navy-shipyards-compete-with-fast-food-and-are-losing-00151350; 
Greg Ip, “The Hidden Threat to National Security Is Not Enough Workers,” Wall Street Journal, Decem-
ber 19, 2024, https://www.wsj.com/economy/the-hidden-threat-to-national-security-is-not-enough-wor
kers-1dc7abe1; and “2025 U.S. Naval Institute Annual Meeting,” U.S. Naval Institute, May 14, 2025, https://
www.usni.org/events/2025-us-naval-institute-annual-meeting.

74	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure, 23.

75	 Shelbourne and LaGrone, “U.S. Naval Shipyards Accelerating Outsourcing.”

76	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilder on October 28, 2025.

77	 O’Rourke, SPF Hearing, 31. 

78	 Billy Fabian and Jen Gebhardt, Labor Market Impacts on Navy Shipbuilding & Fleet Efficiency, Technical 
Report (Acquisition Research Program, 2022), https://dair.nps.edu/handle/123456789/4552.

79	 Interview with U.S shipbuilder on October 28, 2025. 

80	 O’Rourke, SPF Hearing. 

81	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilding experts, June 12, 2025, and U.S. shipbuilder on April 1, 2025.

82	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure; and Heather Burian, “Electric Boat Hiring Hindered Amid Backlogged 
Federal Background Checks,” NBC News, November 7, 2016, https://www.nbcconnecticut.com/news/lo-
cal/electric-boat-hiring-hindered-in-wake-of-backlogged-federal-background-checks/85955.

83	 General Dynamics Bath Iron Works, “General Dynamics Bath Iron Works Breaks Ground on Workforce 
Housing,” Bath Iron Works, October 28, 2025, https://www.gdbiw.com/press-media/bath-iron-work
s-breaks-ground-on-workforce-housing/.

84	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair, 21. 

85	 Tyler Pitrof, “The Shipyard Shortage Is a People Problem,” U.S. Naval Institute, September 1, 2024, 
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/september/shipyard-shortage-people-problem.

86	 Clinton H. Whitehurst, The U.S. Shipbuilding Industry: Past, Present, and Future (Naval Institute Press, 
1986), 118.

87	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilder on April 1, 2025; and Tom Kington, “Naval Work Booming at Fincant-
ieri,” Defense News, May 16, 2015, https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2015/05/16/naval-work-boomin
g-at-fincantieri/.

88	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair.

89	 Sam Lagrone, “SECNAV Del Toro Tells U.S. Shipyards ‘Invest More’, Encourages Foreign Investment,” 
U.S. Naval Institute, March 7, 2024, https://news.usni.org/2024/03/07/secnav-del-toro-tells-u-s-shipyar
ds-invest-more-encourages-foreign-investment. 

90	 O’Rourke, Navy Force Structure, 19–20.

91	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilding expert on May 23, 2025; Lieutenant Jeong Soo Kim et al., “The Case for 
a Fifth Naval Shipyard,” U.S. Naval Institute, September 1, 2024, https://www.usni.org/magazines/pro-
ceedings/2024/september/case-fifth-naval-shipyard.

92	 O’Rourke, SPF Hearing, 23.

93	 “Damodaran Online: Data Archives,” NYU Stern School of Business, accessed December 1, 2025, https://
pages.stern.nyu.edu/~adamodar/New_Home_Page/dataarchived.html#industry.

https://subscriber.politicopro.com/article/2024/04/navy-shipyards-compete-with-fast-food-and-are-losing-00151350
https://subscriber.politicopro.com/article/2024/04/navy-shipyards-compete-with-fast-food-and-are-losing-00151350
https://www.wsj.com/economy/the-hidden-threat-to-national-security-is-not-enough-workers-1dc7abe1
https://www.wsj.com/economy/the-hidden-threat-to-national-security-is-not-enough-workers-1dc7abe1
https://www.usni.org/events/2025-us-naval-institute-annual-meeting
https://www.usni.org/events/2025-us-naval-institute-annual-meeting
https://dair.nps.edu/handle/123456789/4552
https://www.nbcconnecticut.com/news/local/electric-boat-hiring-hindered-in-wake-of-backlogged-federal-background-checks/85955
https://www.nbcconnecticut.com/news/local/electric-boat-hiring-hindered-in-wake-of-backlogged-federal-background-checks/85955
https://www.gdbiw.com/press-media/bath-iron-works-breaks-ground-on-workforce-housing/
https://www.gdbiw.com/press-media/bath-iron-works-breaks-ground-on-workforce-housing/
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/september/shipyard-shortage-people-problem
https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2015/05/16/naval-work-booming-at-fincantieri/
https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2015/05/16/naval-work-booming-at-fincantieri/
https://news.usni.org/2024/03/07/secnav-del-toro-tells-u-s-shipyards-invest-more-encourages-foreign-investment
https://news.usni.org/2024/03/07/secnav-del-toro-tells-u-s-shipyards-invest-more-encourages-foreign-investment
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/september/case-fifth-naval-shipyard
https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/september/case-fifth-naval-shipyard
https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~adamodar/New_Home_Page/dataarchived.html#industry
https://pages.stern.nyu.edu/~adamodar/New_Home_Page/dataarchived.html#industry


Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  38

94	 Brian Cuccias, “HII SASC Written Testimony Final,” Senate Armed Services Committee: Subcommittee 
on Seapower, May 24, 2017, https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Cuccias_05-24-17.
pdf.

95	 “Gov. Bryant Signs Investment Bill for Ingalls Shipbuilding’s ‘Shipyard of the Future’ Project,” HII News-
room, May 28, 2015, https://hii.com/news/gov-bryant-signs-investment-bill-for-ingalls-shipbuildings-shi
pyard-of-the-future-project/.

96	 Megan Eckstein, “Ingalls Shipbuilding Weighs Changes to LPD after DoD Pauses Line,” Defense News, 
April 4, 2023, https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2023/04/04/ingalls-shipbuilding-weighs-chan
ges-to-lpd-after-dod-pauses-line/.

97	 Interview with U.S. shipbuilder on October 23, 2025, and interview with U.S. shipbuilder on October 28, 
2025.

98	 Edward Lundquist, “Guertin: Navy Needs Growing Workforce, Recapitalized Shipbuilding Industry, 
Continuing Culture of Innovation,” Seapower, accessed September 25, 2025, https://read.nxtbook.com/
kiva_communications/seapower/seapower_mon_2025/guertin_qa.html.

99	 George Whittier, “The US National Defense Supply Chain Is in Crisis,” IndustryWeek, August 3, 2022, 
https://www.industryweek.com/supply-chain/procurement/article/21247914/the-us-national-defens
e-supply-chain-is-in-crisis.

100	 “Supplier Development: Rebuilding and Revitalizing the Nation’s Submarine Manufacturing Capacity,” 
Submarine Industrial Base Council, https://submarinesuppliers.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-
Supplier-Days-Supplier-Dev-Issue-Paper.pdf; and Department of Defense, Assessing and Strengthening the 
Manufacturing and Defense Industrial Base and Supply Chain Resiliency of the United States (Washington, 
DC: Interagency Task Force in Fulfillment of Executive Order 13806, 2018), 79, https://ustr.gov/sites/de-
fault/files/Exhibits%20131-140.pdf.

101	 Ibid. 

102	 “An Analysis of the Navy’s Fiscal Year 2024 Shipbuilding Plan,” Congressional Budget Office, October 26, 
2023, 23, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59508.

103	 “A Critical Moment for the Shipbuilding Industry,” Aircraft Carrier Industrial Base Coalition, January 27, 
2025, https://www.acibc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/UPDATE_Survey-Infographic-Print-Version-1-2
7-25-FINAL.pdf.

104	 Department of Defense, Assessing and Strengthening the Manufacturing and Defense Industrial Base, 79.

105	 CAPT John Dettleff, “A Calculated Intervention: Practical Actions to Revitalize the U.S. Maritime Indus-
try,” National Defense University, 2024, 5.

106	 Comments by VADM (ret.) Tom Moore, SVP of Government Relations at HII, on panel at “2025 U.S. Naval 
Institute Annual Meeting,” U.S. Naval Institute, May 14, 2025, https://www.usni.org/events/2025-us-nava
l-institute-annual-meeting.

107	 Fairbanks Morse, “Fairbanks Morse Defense Reshaping U.S. Shipbuilding Supply Chain with Strategic 
Acquisitions,” April 8, 2024, https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defens
e-reshaping-u.s.-shipbuilding-supply-chain-with-strategic-acquisitions; and Fairbanks Morse, “Fairbanks 
Morse Defense to Acquire Rolls-Royce Naval Propulsors & Handling Business,” September 19, 2024, 
https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defense-to-acquire-rolls-royce-nav
al-propulsors-handling-business.

https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Cuccias_05-24-17.pdf
https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Cuccias_05-24-17.pdf
https://hii.com/news/gov-bryant-signs-investment-bill-for-ingalls-shipbuildings-shipyard-of-the-future-project/
https://hii.com/news/gov-bryant-signs-investment-bill-for-ingalls-shipbuildings-shipyard-of-the-future-project/
https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2023/04/04/ingalls-shipbuilding-weighs-changes-to-lpd-after-dod-pauses-line/
https://www.defensenews.com/naval/2023/04/04/ingalls-shipbuilding-weighs-changes-to-lpd-after-dod-pauses-line/
https://read.nxtbook.com/kiva_communications/seapower/seapower_mon_2025/guertin_qa.html
https://read.nxtbook.com/kiva_communications/seapower/seapower_mon_2025/guertin_qa.html
https://www.industryweek.com/supply-chain/procurement/article/21247914/the-us-national-defense-supply-chain-is-in-crisis
https://www.industryweek.com/supply-chain/procurement/article/21247914/the-us-national-defense-supply-chain-is-in-crisis
https://submarinesuppliers.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Supplier-Days-Supplier-Dev-Issue-Paper.pdf
https://submarinesuppliers.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Supplier-Days-Supplier-Dev-Issue-Paper.pdf
https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/Exhibits%20131-140.pdf
https://ustr.gov/sites/default/files/Exhibits%20131-140.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59508
https://www.acibc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/UPDATE_Survey-Infographic-Print-Version-1-27-25-FINAL.pdf
https://www.acibc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/UPDATE_Survey-Infographic-Print-Version-1-27-25-FINAL.pdf
https://www.usni.org/events/2025-us-naval-institute-annual-meeting
https://www.usni.org/events/2025-us-naval-institute-annual-meeting
https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defense-reshaping-u.s.-shipbuilding-supply-chain-with-strategic-acquisitions
https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defense-reshaping-u.s.-shipbuilding-supply-chain-with-strategic-acquisitions
https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defense-to-acquire-rolls-royce-naval-propulsors-handling-business
https://www.fairbanksmorsedefense.com/blog/fairbanks-morse-defense-to-acquire-rolls-royce-naval-propulsors-handling-business


Seamus P. Daniels, Henry H. Carroll, Cynthia R. Cook, Oliver Buntin, and Sarah O’Rourke  |  39

108	 Marcus Weisgerber, “Pending Sale Raises Fears of Consolidation Among Submarine Suppliers,” Defense 
One, June 30, 2023, https://www.defenseone.com/business/2023/06/pending-sale-raises-fears-consolida-
tion-among-submarine-suppliers/388149/.

109	 Interviews with U.S. shipbuilders on October 23, 2025, and on October 28, 2025.

110	 Ryan Brukardt, Hugues Lavandier, Benjamin Plum, “McKinsey on the Maritime Industry,” McKinsey & 
Company, November 2024, https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/industries/aerospace%20
and%20defense/our%20insights/mckinsey%20on%20the%20maritime%20industry%20november%20
2024/mckinsey-on-the-maritime-industry-november-2024.pdf.

111	 “Hd Hyundai to Expand Digital Automation to Improve Shipyard Productivity,” Maritime Executive, Oc-
tober 18, 2023, https://maritime-executive.com/article/hd-hyundai-to-expand-digital-automation-to-imp
rove-shipyard-productivity; “6 Industry-Defining Shipbuilding Facts,” Hanwha, February 25, 2025, 
https://www.hanwha.com/newsroom/news/feature-stories/whats-in-a-number-6-insights-into-hanwhas-s
hipbuilding-expertise.do; and “Four New Major Japanese Maritime Organizations Join Digital Twin Proj-
ect,” NAPA, September 29, 2025, https://www.napa.fi/news/new-members-to-digital-twin-project/.

112	 Chris Lo, “The Digital Shipyard: Robotics in Shipbuilding,” Ship Technology, August 26, 2013, https://
www.ship-technology.com/features/feature-the-digital-shipyard-robotics-shipbuilding/?cf-view.

113	 Shelby S. Oakley, Navy Shipbuilding: A Generational Imperative for Systemic Change (Washington, DC: 
Government Accountability Office, 2025), 15, https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-108136.pdf.

114	 Shelby S. Oakley, Navy Shipbuilding: Increased Use of Leading Design Practices Could Improve Timeliness 
of Deliveries (Washington, DC: Government Accountability Office, 2024), https://www.gao.gov/products/
gao-24-105503.

115	 Ibid., 33. 

116	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair, 34. 

117	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair, 38; and Justin Katz, “Navy Assures Law-
makers Billions Were Well Spent in Sub Industrial Base, despite Lag in Production,” Breaking Defense, 
June 5, 2025, https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/navy-assures-lawmakers-billions-were-well-spent-in-
sub-industrial-base-despite-lag-in-production/.

118	 Maritime Industrial Base, FY 2024 Submarine Industrial Base Program Year in Review (Washington, DC: 
U.S. Navy, October 2024), https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/64a6d0b0fdba0fa38a362e04/67462ec93d-
2fef7097a947fb_Distro%20A%20-%20FY24%20Year%20In%20Review.pdf.

119	 “Navy’s MIB Program Celebrates Year of Focused Effort to Strengthen Maritime Industrial Capability and 
Capacity,” Maritime Industrial Base Program, September 4, 2025, https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/
News-Stories/display-news/Article/4293743/navys-mib-program-celebrates-year-of-focused-effort-to-stre
ngthen-maritime-indu/.

120	 “The Maritime Industrial Base Program,” Department of the Navy, https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/
mib/Pages/default.aspx.

121	 “Navy’s MIB Program.” 

122	 “The Maritime Industrial Base Program.”

123	 Ibid. 

124	 Ibid., and “Lines of Effort,” Maritime Industrial Base, U.S. Navy, https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/
pages/effort.aspx. 

https://www.defenseone.com/business/2023/06/pending-sale-raises-fears-consolidation-among-submarine-suppliers/388149/
https://www.defenseone.com/business/2023/06/pending-sale-raises-fears-consolidation-among-submarine-suppliers/388149/
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/industries/aerospace%20and%20defense/our%20insights/mckinsey%20on%20the%20maritime%20industry%20november%202024/mckinsey-on-the-maritime-industry-november-2024.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/industries/aerospace%20and%20defense/our%20insights/mckinsey%20on%20the%20maritime%20industry%20november%202024/mckinsey-on-the-maritime-industry-november-2024.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/mckinsey/industries/aerospace%20and%20defense/our%20insights/mckinsey%20on%20the%20maritime%20industry%20november%202024/mckinsey-on-the-maritime-industry-november-2024.pdf
https://maritime-executive.com/article/hd-hyundai-to-expand-digital-automation-to-improve-shipyard-productivity
https://maritime-executive.com/article/hd-hyundai-to-expand-digital-automation-to-improve-shipyard-productivity
https://www.hanwha.com/newsroom/news/feature-stories/whats-in-a-number-6-insights-into-hanwhas-shipbuilding-expertise.do
https://www.hanwha.com/newsroom/news/feature-stories/whats-in-a-number-6-insights-into-hanwhas-shipbuilding-expertise.do
https://www.napa.fi/news/new-members-to-digital-twin-project/
https://www.ship-technology.com/features/feature-the-digital-shipyard-robotics-shipbuilding/?cf-view
https://www.ship-technology.com/features/feature-the-digital-shipyard-robotics-shipbuilding/?cf-view
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-25-108136.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-105503
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-105503
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/navy-assures-lawmakers-billions-were-well-spent-in-sub-industrial-base-despite-lag-in-production/
https://breakingdefense.com/2025/06/navy-assures-lawmakers-billions-were-well-spent-in-sub-industrial-base-despite-lag-in-production/
https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/64a6d0b0fdba0fa38a362e04/67462ec93d2fef7097a947fb_Distro%20A%20-%20FY24%20Year%20In%20Review.pdf
https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/64a6d0b0fdba0fa38a362e04/67462ec93d2fef7097a947fb_Distro%20A%20-%20FY24%20Year%20In%20Review.pdf
https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/News-Stories/display-news/Article/4293743/navys-mib-program-celebrates-year-of-focused-effort-to-strengthen-maritime-indu/
https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/News-Stories/display-news/Article/4293743/navys-mib-program-celebrates-year-of-focused-effort-to-strengthen-maritime-indu/
https://www.navy.mil/Press-Office/News-Stories/display-news/Article/4293743/navys-mib-program-celebrates-year-of-focused-effort-to-strengthen-maritime-indu/
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/pages/effort.aspx
https://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/mib/pages/effort.aspx


Outlining the Challenges to U.S. Naval Shipbuilding  |  40

125	 Ibid. 

126	 Interview with industry professional on October 28, 2025.

127	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair, 36. 

128	 “Defense Production Act Title III,” Industrial Base Policy Assistant Secretary of Defense, https://www.
businessdefense.gov/ibr/mceip/dpai/dpat3/index.html.

129	 Ibid.

130	 “US Government to Invest US$50M in Austal USA Shipbuilding and Maintenance Capacity,” Austal 
USA, June 22, 2020, https://www.austal.com/media-releases/us-government-invest-us50m-austal-us
a-shipbuilding-and-maintenance-capacity; and “Austal USA Opens US$100 Million Steel Shipbuilding 
Facility in Mobile, Alabama,” Austal USA, April 12, 2022, https://www.austal.com/media-releases/austa
l-usa-opens-us100-million-steel-shipbuilding-facility-mobile-alabama.

131	 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Shipbuilding and Repair, 31.

132	 Ibid., 31.

133	 O’Rourke, SPF Hearing, 26.

134	 Ibid., 26.

135	 Ibid., 22.

136	 Henry H. Carroll and Cynthia R. Cook, “Identifying Pathways for U.S. Shipbuilding Cooperation with 
Northeast Asian Allies,” CSIS, CSIS Briefs, May 15, 2025, https://csis-website-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/
s3fs-public/2025-05/250514_Carroll_Identifying_Pathways.pdf?VersionId=JiExEydf7UMtQpcZG83dbOb-
7chotvnMF.

https://www.businessdefense.gov/ibr/mceip/dpai/dpat3/index.html
https://www.businessdefense.gov/ibr/mceip/dpai/dpat3/index.html
https://www.austal.com/media-releases/us-government-invest-us50m-austal-usa-shipbuilding-and-maintenance-capacity
https://www.austal.com/media-releases/us-government-invest-us50m-austal-usa-shipbuilding-and-maintenance-capacity
https://www.austal.com/media-releases/austal-usa-opens-us100-million-steel-shipbuilding-facility-mobile-alabama
https://www.austal.com/media-releases/austal-usa-opens-us100-million-steel-shipbuilding-facility-mobile-alabama
https://csis-website-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2025-05/250514_Carroll_Identifying_Pathways.pdf?VersionId=JiExEydf7UMtQpcZG83dbOb7chotvnMF
https://csis-website-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2025-05/250514_Carroll_Identifying_Pathways.pdf?VersionId=JiExEydf7UMtQpcZG83dbOb7chotvnMF
https://csis-website-prod.s3.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/2025-05/250514_Carroll_Identifying_Pathways.pdf?VersionId=JiExEydf7UMtQpcZG83dbOb7chotvnMF


1616 Rhode Island Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 887 0200 | www.csis.org

COVER PHOTO: MATTHEW WEINBERGER VIA DVIDS

http://www.csis.org

