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TO CONSIDER THE NOMINATION OF MR.
JOHN C. PHELAN TO BE SECRETARY OF
THE NAVY

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 2025

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m. in room SD-
G50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Senator Roger Wicker (Chair-
man of the Committee) presiding.

Committee Members present: Senators Wicker, Fischer, Cotton,
Rounds, Ernst, Sullivan, Scott, Tuberville, Budd, Banks, Sheehy,
Reed, Shaheen, Gillibrand, Blumenthal, Hirono, Kaine, King, War-
ren, Peters, Rosen, and Kelly.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROGER F. WICKER

Chairman WICKER. Good morning. The hearing will come to
order. The Committee on Armed Services is meeting to consider the
nomination of Mr. John Phelan to be Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. Phelan has had a distinguished career in the private sector.
His background showcases his ability to manage complex business
deals to drive efficiency and to deliver results. Our Navy will need
someone with all three of those skills and more to get our Navy
back on the right track.

The Navy is up against significant challenges, and the nominee
before us can be a crucial part of that solution. We also, my col-
leagues, need to be part of that solution.

Congress, industry, and Navy leadership have all contributed to
these problems. We must all work together to solve the issues fac-
ing us. We must begin by addressing the most urgent need, getting
ship building back on track. Our sailors have performed admirably
in combat operations, but Navy leadership has been unable to grow
the fleet even as its budget has been increased.

The Navy remains woefully short of the statutory requirement of
355 ships—the statutory requirement. Just about every major ship-
building program is behind schedule, over budget, or irreparably off
track. For years, we have seen significant delays. The failures are
everywhere. Ford-class carriers, Virginia-class submarines, Con-
stellation-class frigates all are behind schedule. Every year, the
Navy shipbuilding plan promises future growth. In reality, we have
only watched as the fleet diminished.

In December 2020, the shipbuilding plan said the Navy would
grow to 315 ships by 2025. Here we are in 2025, and we have only
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287 ships. It is clear that we have not gotten the job done—we
have not gotten the job done. Together, we can work to fix that.

We must stabilize shipbuilding programs, adopt commercial best
practices, and incentivize the shipyards to address workforce and
productivity issues in a collaborative, rather than combative, man-
ner. We can quickly inject innovation into naval procurement, par-
ticularly on unmanned ships.

The story of naval maintenance is no better than the story of
shipbuilding. Our maintenance performance is unimpressive across
ship classes. For just one example, last year, multiple amphibious
ships were unable to deploy on time. Instead, they sat in the yards
waiting for repairs. Sailors have been trained on fewer than half
the required maintenance tasks and only have enough time to ac-
complish 40 percent of required maintenance. The reduced quality
of recruits exacerbates the situation.

This chain of events raises cost and creates schedule challenges
for ship repair yards down the line. Deployments increase and the
nulmber of older ships decreases, sending the Navy into a death spi-
ral.

I am painting a dismal picture, but an accurate picture.

The Navy struggles to man the fleet. The previous administra-
tion paid too much attention to demographic traits, which contrib-
uted to the Navy’s failure to meet its recruiting goals. The Navy
did eventually meet last year’s recruiting targets, but only by low-
ering standards. Last year, nearly 20 percent of Navy recruits were
considered category IV. They tested below the 30th percentile on
the military aptitude test—below the 30th percentile.

Recruiting has improved significantly over the last few months,
but the Navy must keep up this recruiting pace for the next 3
years to fill the estimated 20,000 vacancies on our ships today.
Consistently deploying undermanned ships exhausts sailors and
creates real operational risks, as the Navy knows all too well from
its own accident investigations.

The stakes are high. We face a threat environment more complex
than any since World War II. Our naval forces must be ready to
operate in highly contested environments, from the Western Pacific
to the Atlantic, and from the North Sea to the Red Sea and beyond.

The Navy’s role in our national security is more important than
any moment since World War II, at exactly the worst time the
service has been beset with scandals, poor management, and a lack
of vision.

I am pleased with the nominee’s track record. He has rescued
companies in distress. Our Navy is certainly in distress and needs
that same kind of leadership. So I look forward to hearing Mr.
Phelan’s views about how to fix shipbuilding, maintenance, and re-
cruitment in the Navy, and I now recognize Ranking Member Reed
for his opening remarks.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED

Senator REED. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
Mr. Phelan, welcome. Congratulations on your nomination. I would
like recognize your wife, Amy, and daughter, Makenzie. Thank you
for being here.
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Mr. Phelan, you have been nominated to be Secretary of the
Navy. If confirmed, you will lead the Department of the Navy at
a consequential time. As Secretary, you will be responsible for re-
cruiting, organizing, training, and equipping the force while estab-
lishing forward-looking policies and programs for the Department.

The importance of the joint Navy and Marine Corps mission has
never been more clear. For over a year, our naval forces have oper-
ated in the Red Sea and Middle East to support Israel and defend
our interests in the region. United States Navy vessels have suc-
cessfully shot down hundreds of drones and missiles launched by
Iran, Hamas, and the Houthis, and our sailors and marines have
experienced more at-sea combat than any American forces since
World War II. They have saved lives, protected our allies, and de-
fended the international waterways. I salute the servicemembers
who have been involved in these operations.

Mr. Phelan, you have spent your career in the private invest-
ment field. You have founded and led a number of lucrative private
investment firms. However, while you clearly have experience man-
aging large companies, you do not have any significant experience
with the United States Navy or the military at large. You will have
to quickly learn a great deal about a complex organization, includ-
ing its hundreds of thousands of sailors and marines, while the
service faces growing international threats and internal challenges.
I think you will quickly come to discover that the culture of the
Navy—that should be plural—the cultures of the Navy are inter-
esting and will present a challenge to understand.

The U.S. Navy remains the finest maritime force in the world,
but it has struggled to grow and maintain its fleet, as the Chair-
man has pointed out. For several years, the service has fallen well
short of its shipbuilding and deployment plans. A number of ves-
sels, including an aircraft carrier and multiple destroyers and frig-
ates, are behind schedule, in some cases by several years.

I would also note that Virginia-class fast attack submarines and
the Columbia-class ballistic missile submarines, which are critical
for maintaining our undersea advantage and nuclear deterrent
against competitors like China, are facing construction delays of
over a year.

These acquisition programs have a multitude of parties in-
volved—major contractors, small subcontractors, military per-
sonnel, and civilian personnel. Each program is complex and costly.
Indeed, a recent Congressional Budget Office report estimated the
total shipbuilding cost for the Navy to reach its goal of 381 ships
would be $40 billion per year for the next 30 years.

Mr. Phelan, I am interested to know how you plan to learn about
these different acquisition programs and their unique challenges,
ﬁng how you will approach getting them back on schedule and on

udget.

The biggest cause of delays, seems to be a workforce shortage.
The private shipyards, in particular, lost many workers during
COVID and have struggled to hire and train new employees. The
employees of the Navy shipyards are all Federal workers, but both
private and public yards need stability in funding and employment
to be successful. I fear that a number of upcoming disruptions, in-
cluding a possible year-long Continuing Resolution (CR); Secretary
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Hegseth’s plans to slash 8 percent of the defense budget, or about
$70 billion each year; and Mr. Hegseth’s plan to fire up to 8 per-
cent of the defense workforce, or about 70,000 employees, will jeop-
ardize any progress the shipbuilding programs could make.

Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed, you will be responsible for
managing the fallout from these cuts within the Navy. At a time
when we face unprecedented threats from China and struggle to
hire enough workers to meet our shipbuilding demands, you will
need to find a way to balance these reductions against the Navy’s
increasing missions. I am interested, obviously, if you have any
thoughts on how you will accomplish these challenging missions.

As Secretary of the Navy, you will also oversee the Marine Corps
while it is in the midst of a substantial transformation. With a
focus on competition in the Indo-Pacific, the Marine Corps has been
restructuring around expeditionary concepts that will provide a
more flexible amphibious force that can support a broader naval
fight once ashore.

To achieve this, the Corps is prioritizing a number of moderniza-
tion efforts, including long-range fires, enhanced air and missile de-
fense, and improved ground and amphibious combat vehicles.
These platforms should help equip the marines with improved force
protection, lethality, and mobility. I would note, however, that the
Marine Corps is constrained in its ability to employ Marine Expedi-
tionary Units because of the current limitations of the amphibious
fleet.

Mr. Phelan, you are facing momentous challenges that will re-
quire all of your experience and skills, and thank you for your will-
ingness to serve, and I look forward to your testimony.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WICKER. Mr. Phelan, do you still want this job?

[Laughter.]

Chairman WICKER. Just kidding. Actually, I spot another highly
successful entrepreneur there at the desk with you, Senator Scott,
who I believe has some introductory words. Senator Scott, you are
recognized.

Senator SCOTT. Thank you, Chairman Wicker and Ranking Mem-
ber Reed, and Members of the Committee. First off, it is an honor
to sit here by my good friend, Mr. John Phelan, to be the next Sec-
retary of the Navy. I would also like to recognize his wonderful
wife, Amy, his daughter, Makenzie, and cousin, Francisca, who are
here in support of John, along with his friends.

I have known John for a long time. He is a proven leader of ex-
ceptional ability, a great businessman, and an individual with un-
wavering integrity. Whatever he tells you he is going to do, it is
going to happen. As a Navy veteran myself, I know he will be an
incredible asset to our Nation, leading the Navy, and he will work
closely with President Trump and Defense Secretary Pete Hegseth
to make the Navy a lethal force with accountability to taxpayers.

John’s work in the private sector shows his ability to build
teams, foster accountability, and make decisions that prioritize
long-term success. He also has demonstrated an ability to manage
complex organizations, drive innovation, and deliver results, all tal-
ents that are vital in leading the Department of the Navy.
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As we all know, our Navy faces significant challenges, global
threats from Communist China, Russia, and Iran, the urgent need
to modernize our fleet, and the responsibility to recruit and retain
the best talent.

Another serious problem the Department of Defense has faced for
years is the inability to pass an audit. I know the Secretary is fully
committed to fixing this, and he needs people like John leading
every single department of the military to make sure this is done
as soon as possible.

The issues that the Navy is facing are not just military chal-
lenges. They are leadership and management issues. President
Trump chose a leader who can deliver for Americans and for the
great men and women of our Navy, one who can cut through gov-
ernment bureaucracy to build efficiency and lethality. That is John.
His extensive business experience will bring fresh perspective to
strengthen the Department and drive solutions for years to come.

With his and the Secretary of Defense’s leadership, our military
forces will be accountable to taxpayers once again. His financial
management and operational efficiency background have made him
a respected figure in the business world. He is very well thought
of, and he will be an effective and respected leader at the Navy.

I have known John for many years. I know his leadership will
help drive the strategic vision necessary to maintain our naval su-
periority. More importantly, John is deeply committed to the men
and women who serve. He respects those who put on the uniform
and put their lives on the line to defend and protect our country,
as each of us do.

John knows that leadership is not just about numbers; it is about
empowering the people in the organization, ensuring they have the
trust and tools necessary to complete their mission, and the under-
standing that his decisions could mean life or death for our sailors
and marines. I know he will never take that lightly.

I look forward to hearing from John today about his vision for
the Navy and how he plans to strengthen our force. I am confident
that his skills, character, and expertise will make him an effective
Secretary of the Navy. I look forward to the Committee considering
him a highly qualified candidate. President Trump was elected
with a mandate. President Trump and the Secretary of Defense
need a Navy Secretary who will make sure that mandate is ful-
filled in the Department of the Navy.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I hope everybody will support my
good friend, John Phelan.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you very much, Senator, and Mr.
Phelan, you are now recognized for your opening statement.

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. PHELAN, TO BE SECRETARY OF THE
NAVY

Mr. PHELAN. Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and dis-
tinguished Members of the Committee, it is an honor to sit before
you as the nominee for Secretary of the Navy. Thank you for the
opportunity. I would also like to thank Senator Scott for his gen-
erous introduction.
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I am fortunate to be joined here by my wife Amy, my daughter,
Makenzie, as well as some dear friends behind me. Their unwaver-
ing support through the confirmation process has been invaluable.

I am deeply grateful to President Trump for his trust and con-
fidence in me. President Trump was right. Achieving peace through
strength is essential to deterrence and protecting our freedom and
our way of life.

Recently I had the humbling experience of visiting Arlington Na-
tional Cemetery with Medal of Honor recipients and Gold Star fam-
ily members. Standing among those thousands of crosses and re-
flecting on the magnitude of what these brave warriors accom-
plished, but most importantly sacrificed, reminded me of a quote by
the late Major Doug Zembiec, also known as the Lion of Fallujah.
“Never forget those that were killed. And never let rest those that
killed them.”

If confirmed, I will use my business and military charitable work
experience to ensure that our Navy and Marine Corps are prepared
to meet the moment.

The U.S. Navy and Marine Corps remain the most formidable ex-
peditionary force in the world, but the U.S. Navy is at a crossroads.
Extended deployments, inadequate maintenance, huge cost over-
runs, delayed shipbuilding, failed audits, subpar housing, and
sadly, record high suicide rates are systemic failures that have
ggrlle unaddressed for far too long, and frankly, this is unaccept-
able.

Admiral Bull Halsey put it best: “All problems become smaller if
you don’t dodge them but confront them.” If confirmed, that is ex-
actly what I will do.

The Department of the Navy’s mission requires persistent global
deployment across 72 percent of the Earth’s surface and the air-
space above it. If confirmed, my focus will be on three priorities:
the health, welfare, and training of sailors and marines; strength-
ening naval capabilities, particularly shipbuilding and the defense
industrial base; and fostering an adaptive, accountable, and inno-
vative warfighter culture.

Senators, as you all know, people are our most precious resource,
and their health and welfare must be our utmost priority. Recruit-
ing and retention challenges have left critical positions unfilled,
stretching our forces thin, and reducing readiness. Ships lack full
crews, deployments are extended, and the burden on sailors and
their families increases. Recruitment and retention challenges de-
mand a renewed focus on quality of life issues. If we are to attract
and retain the best talent, the Navy needs to become a place where
men and women see not just a job but a future.

Next, we must restore operational readiness. Today we face a
strategic inflexion point. Adversaries, in particular, China, are ag-
gressively expanding their naval capabilities. Every shipbuilding
delay, every maintenance backlog, and every inefficiency is an
opening for our adversaries to challenge our dominance. We cannot
allow that to happen.

Naval innovation must also extend beyond hulls and keels.
Strengthening relationships with the defense industrial base, incor-
porating lessons from recent conflicts, and integrating emerging
technologies are essential to maintaining our competitive advan-
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tage. This requires more than just funding. It requires a relentless
focus on execution, innovation, and accountability.

As to culture, the Navy and the Marine Corps historically have
embodied resilience, ingenuity, and adaptability. More than ever
we need to return to this ethos. I have analyzed thousands of orga-
nizations. A common refrain among those that are failing is, “This
is how we’ve always done it.” Yes, there is great value in stability
and tradition, which I will respect and do appreciate. But when it
suffocates adaptability, innovation, collaboration, and trust, it
erodes an organization’s ability to win.

I understand that some may question why a businessman who
does not wear the uniform should lead the Navy. I respect that con-
cern. The Navy and Marine Corps already possess extraordinary
operational expertise within their ranks. My role is to utilize that
expertise and strengthen it, to step outside the status quo and take
decisive action with a results-oriented approach.

I do recognize the critical importance of working closely with
Congress, and particularly this Committee. As my father, who
served, often reminded me, freedom is not free. That is why I ac-
cepted this nomination, because I believe in service to those who
dedicated their lives to defending this Nation.

Senators, if confirmed, it is my pledge to support our sailors and
marines and ensure we remain the premier maritime force in the
world. Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. John C. Phelan follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY JOHN C. PHELAN

Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and distinguished Members of the
Committee,

It is an honor to sit before you as the nominee for Secretary of the Navy, thank
you for the opportunity. I am deeply grateful to President Trump for his trust and
confidence in me.

I would also like to thank Senator Scott for his generous introduction. I am fortu-
nate to be joined today by my wife, Amy, my daughter Makenzie, as well as some
dear friends. Their unwavering support has been invaluable, thank you for coming.

As President Trump recently stated, “we will measure our success not only by the
battles we win, but also by the wars that we end, and perhaps most importantly, the
wars we never get into.” Peace through strength!

Recently I had the humbling experience of visiting Arlington National Cemetery
with Medal of Honor recipients and Gold Star Family members. Standing among
those crosses-thousands of them, row upon row-and reflecting on the magnitude of
what these brave warriors accomplished but most importantly sacrificed reminded
me of a quote by the late Doug Zembiec, “Never forget those that were killed. And
never let rest those that killed them.” If confirmed, I will ensure that our Navy and
Marine Corps are prepared to “meet the moment” and never forget. Never forget,
Meet the moment!!

The United States Navy and Marine Corps remain the most formidable expedi-
tionary force in the world; however, I believe the Department of the Navy is at a
crossroads, a critical inflection point. Extended deployments, inadequate mainte-
nance, enormous cost overruns, delayed delivery and repair dates, failed audits, sub-
standard housing, and sadly, record high suicide rates. Tackling these challenges re-
quires immediate action not a bureaucracy that often prioritizes process over re-
sults. These systemic failures have gone unaddressed for far too long and reflect an
organization in decay. Waiting for a crisis is the best way to get a crisis and that
is not a good idea when your business is warfighting. Admiral Bull Halsey put it
best, “all problems, become smaller if you don’t dodge them, but confront them.
Touch a thistle timidly, and it pricks you; grasp it boldly, and its spines crumble.”
The Department needs to act with a much greater sense of urgency, and I believe
that is why President Trump selected me.



8

The Department of the Navy mission is extremely complex, it requires persistent
global deployment across 72 percent of the earth’s surface and the airspace over it.
To ensure continued dominance, my focus will be on three priorities if confirmed:
the health, welfare, and training of sailors and marines; strengthening naval capa-
bilities, particularly shipbuilding and the defense industrial base; and fostering an
adaptive, accountable, and innovative warfighter culture.

People are our most precious resource. Recruiting and retention challenges have
left critical positions unfilled, stretching our forces thin and reducing readiness.
Ships lack full crews, deployments are extended, and the burden on sailors and
their families increases.

Now is a crucial time in improving retention. The Navy & Marine Corp 250th An-
niversary presents a unique opportunity to showcase the appeal of uniformed serv-
ice. Recruitment and retention challenges demand innovative solutions and a re-
newed focus on quality of life for our troops and their families. If we are to attract
and retain the best talent, our maritime services need to become a place where men
and women see not just a job but a future.

But recruiting and retention alone will not be enough. We must restore oper-
ational readiness. Today, we face a strategic inflection point. Near-peer adversaries
are aggressively expanding their naval capabilities, investing in advanced platforms,
and increasing their presence in contested regions. Every shipbuilding delay, every
maintenance backlog, and every inefficiency is an opening for China and Russia to
challenge our dominance. We cannot allow that to happen!

Naval innovation must also extend beyond hulls and keels. Strengthening rela-
tionships with the defense industrial base, incorporating lessons from recent con-
flicts, and integrating emerging technologies are essential to maintaining our com-
petitive edge. The Navy and Marine Corps must not only deter aggression but instill
fear in any adversary that challenges our maritime superiority. Achieving this re-
quires more than just funding—it requires leadership, execution, and a relentless
focus on efficiency, innovation, and accountability.

Throughout history, the Navy and Marine Corps have embodied resilience, inge-
nuity, and adaptability. More than ever, we need to return to this ethos. Over my
35-year business career, I have evaluated numerous successful and failing organiza-
tions. A common trait among failing organizations is resistance to change. Phrases
like “this is how we have always done it,” “if it ain’t broke, it don’t need fixing!”
The key point is that phrases like this can be dual-edged swords. There is great
value in stability, in tradition, in order, in a consistent way of doing things that
should be respected and appreciated. But when it suffocates adaptability, innova-
tion, collaboration, and trust, those same phrases erode an organization’s ability to
win particularly in a dynamic and rapidly changing environment.

As a surface warfare commander succinctly put it, “The Navy treats warfighting
readiness as a compliance issue ... you might even use the term compliance-centered
warfare.” Sailors in the same survey described a careerist environment that is risk
averse and has a “zero-defect” mentality. We cannot allow such an environment to
take root. Reforming large, change-resistant organizations is difficult and often un-
comfortable. In the business of warfare, failing to adapt is catastrophic.

I understand that some may question why a businessman who did not wear the
uniform should lead the Department of the Navy. I respect that concern. The Navy
and Marine Corps already possess extraordinary operational expertise within their
ranks. My role is to utilize that expertise and strengthen it—to step outside the sta-
tus quo and take decisive action with a results-oriented approach. I did not accept
this nomination out of personal ambition, but out of a deep commitment to service.
I believe in giving back to those who dedicate their lives to defending our Nation.
I recognize the critical importance of working closely with Congress—and particu-
larly with this committee—to ensure that our Navy and Marine Corps remain the
premier maritime force in the world.

If confirmed, I will work tirelessly to strengthen our naval forces, to support our
sailors and marines, and to ensure that America’s adversaries never question our
resolve at sea.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you very much. First of all, Mr.
Phelan, there are standard questions which this Committee is re-
quired to ask you and which you are required to answer, so let’s
begin with that.

Have you adhered to applicable laws and regulations governing
conflicts of interest?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, sir.
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Chairman WICKER. Have you assumed any duties or taken any
actions that would appear to presume the outcome of the confirma-
tion process?

Mr. PHELAN. No, sir.

Chairman WICKER. Exercising our legislative and oversight re-
sponsibilities makes it important that this Committee, its sub-
committees, and other appropriate committees of Congress receive
testimony, briefings, reports, records, and other information from
the executive branch on a timely basis. Do you agree, if confirmed,
to appear and testify before this Committee, when requested?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, sir.

Chairman WICKER. Do you agree to provide records, documents,
and electronic communications in a timely manner, when requested
by this Committee, its subcommittees, or other appropriate com-
mittees of Congress, and to consult with the requestor regarding
the basis for any good faith delay or denial in providing such
records?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I do.

Chairman WICKER. Will you ensure that your staff complies with
deadlines established by this Committee for the production of re-
ports, records, and other information, including timely responding
to hearing questions for the record?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, sir.

Chairman WICKER. There may be questions for the record today
because we will have rounds of only 5 minutes.

Will you cooperate in providing witnesses and briefers in re-
sponse to congressional requests?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes.

Chairman WICKER. Will those witnesses and briefers be pro-
tected from reprisal for their testimony or briefings?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes.

Chairman WICKER. Here endeth the required questions.

All right, Mr. Phelan, you have extensive experience in entrepre-
neurship. You testified in your prepared statement about health
and welfare, about moving past the status quo in our recruiting
and in shipbuilding and in increasing and enhancing the industrial
base through execution and accountability.

Could you elaborate on what you think we need to do, based on
what you have heard, to improve recruiting?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. I think there
are a couple of different things. First of all, I think in the last
month, as you mentioned in your opening statement, recruiting
numbers have gone up, and I think that is a reflection of first the
President’s victory, and second, a return to the warfighting ethos,
which is really what the business of the military is.

I believe a couple of different things. One, we have the 250th an-
niversary of the Navy and the Marine Corps coming up this year.
I think that is a great opportunity to show the benefits of service,
and that is something that I intend to take advantage of, from a
recruiting perspective.

Second, I think we can do things better from a digital perspec-
tive, in terms of outreach.

Third, I think there is something to be learned from the Marine
Corps, who has been pretty consistent in hitting their numbers. As
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I understand it, the Marine Corps has used the same advertising
agency for over 30 years, which I believe has allowed it to build its
brand, and it has got a very powerful message. So I think that is
something else we need to focus on is the marketing, and showing
the benefit of serving, and what a great opportunity that is for
young people, and what they get by serving.

Chairman WICKER. Okay. Let’s move to shipbuilding. If we threw
a zillion dollars at the Department of the Navy today, we could not
build the ships because we do not have the industrial base. We
have got to fix that, and I think that is why the President looked
to an entrepreneur and an experienced business person.

How are we going to fix our industrial base so we can get to the
number of ships that are required for us to be competitive and a
deterrent to adversaries that are working together like they have
never done before—Iran, Russia, North Korea, and Communist
China?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. I know this
issue is important to you, and we spent some time together when
I met with you in the office.

I think this is a critical task. The President has been very con-
sistent when he spoke with me—shipbuilding, shipbuilding, ship-
building. I think, if confirmed, I intend to go visit the shipyards.
I look forward to hopefully visiting it with you in Mississippi, be-
cause I know you have done an exceptional job in the shipbuilding
there. I think we need to take some of the best practices from those
yards, some of the best practices from some of the foreign yards,
as well, to learn.

But we have to reinvigorate the industrial base in America. That
could come from a couple of different angles. The SHIPS Act I
know is something that is being considered. I think there are some
very good ideas in the SHIPS Act in terms of trying to reinvigorate
the industrial base, such as opportunity zones for shipbuilding. I
think that if we can incent the private sector in the right way—
and I think that is by telegraphing demand—then you will get the
private sector to actually invest in these yards. I think that is an
important thing.

Then I think it is also making a career out of having the appro-
priate skill set in the workforce, and that comes from training and
having proper programs. I think these are things that I have expe-
rience with, with businesses that I have run, in terms of construc-
tion companies, and how to create an apprentice program that
tracks people and also makes sure your most talented skilled labor
does not leave so quickly and actually passes on those skills.

Chairman WICKER. Mr. Phelan, when a shipyard welder can go
outside the gate and work at a convenience store for a competitive
price, that has got to be fixed, does it not?

Mr. PHELAN. It does, sir. That needs to be analyzed and looked
at. You cannot have that kind of wage differential for those types
of different jobs.

Chairman WICKER. All right. Thank you very much for your tes-
timony. I am going to recognize the distinguished Ranking Member
for questions, and hand the gavel to Senator Cotton until I am
back from another hearing.
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Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr.
Phelan.

Let me zero in on one aspect of the shipbuilding and that is sub-
marine construction. As I pointed out, and as you well know, we
are behind. In addition to being behind, we have already made
commitments to Australia to provide attack submarines, and that
increases the demand on the system. Fortunately, we have been
trying to increase funding for submarine construction, and I must
1commend the Chairman for his efforts last year to include $5 bil-
ion.

But let me just ask you, how do you evaluate the importance of
submarines, to not only the Navy but to national defense, and how
do you propose securing sufficient funds to get us back on track?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Ranking Member Reed.
I appreciated the time we spent talking about this, for sure.

Look, I think the Columbia submarine program is incredibly im-
portant. It is the most important nuclear deterrent we have. It is
the most resilient, survivable one that we have. I think that I need
to really get in there and dig in and take a look at what exactly
is causing the delays. I am a big believer in what we call kind of
root cause analysis. I think there is a lot of this [witness indicated
finger pointing] going on, between requirements, contractors, work-
ers. I have not had the benefit of visiting the yard. I look forward
to doing that with you, if confirmed.

I think that it is a very complicated manufacturing process. I do
think we need to analyze ways to create more competition for some
of the components that are made in this sub, and potentially in the
sub making. The question is how do you do that, and that comes
from incentives. That comes from working together with the pri-
vate sector.

I think ultimately, at the end of the day, what you want to try
to do is make it so that the private sector—you make the pie bigger
and so that they can have a smaller slice of the bigger pie. I think
if we can create the right incentives, that is the right way.

I think one of the things again, and I have not reviewed con-
tracts, from what I can see, I am candidly fearful of what I am
going to find when I read some of these contracts and get in there,
in terms of they are pro to the private sector side. But we need to
go in there, take a look at them. If they need to be restructured
then we are going to have to do that.

But we have to get back to more of a concept of shared risk. I
think it is fine for the private sector to earn a profit. They should
make a profit, based on the risk that they are taking. That is what
we need to really get back to, and look at.

So if confirmed, Ranking Member Reed, this will be a top priority
for us, very quickly, to get our arms around this and try to get this
out.

Senator REED. Well, thank you very much, and I think you recog-
nize the invaluable role that the civilian workforce provides the
Navy and Marine Corps. Is that your view?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, sir.

Senator REED. Well, it is interesting, because the Department of
Defense announced a few days ago that 5,400 probationary employ-
ees would be fired, without any real analysis of the need. But more
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troubling is the declaration that there will be an eventual 5 to 8
percent reduction, which works out to about 70,000-plus people. I
do not know if you are aware of this, but Section 129(a) of Title
10 requires that no Federal civilian workforce employee can be
fired unless the Secretary—and I am quoting now—"“unless the
Secretary conducts an appropriate analysis of the impacts of such
reductions on workload, military force structure, lethality, readi-
ness, operational effectiveness, stress on the military force, and
burdened costs.”

So the simple question is, do you intend to follow the law as you
pursue these reductions?

Mr. PHELAN. Thanks for the question, Senator. If confirmed, I
will follow all laws, all lawful orders that we get. I am not privy
to the actual cuts that have occurred. I have just read what has
been in the paper as it relates to it. I do think the shipbuilding
force is critical. I do not know if we have labor shortages. I suspect
in certain yards we do. If confirmed, I will sit down with the Sec-
retary of Defense and the President and very quickly talk about
that, because I know that is a key priority for the President is en-
suring that our shipbuilding is done.

Senator REED. Finally, will you make available the documenta-
tion that the Department of Defense must have to justify these
firings?

Mr. PHELAN. I'm sorry. Say that again, Senator.

Senator REED. Would you commit to the Committee to make
available to us the documentation of all the criteria that I have
listed in the statute so that we can confirm that such a review has
been conducted?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I will follow all laws that exist. I assume
you guys get that documentation.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Senator COTTON. [Presiding.] Senator Fischer.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Senator Cotton. It is nice to see
you here today, Mr. Phelan, and welcome to your friends and fam-
ily for being here with you. I appreciate you putting yourself for-
ward to serve your country in this capacity.

Mr. Phelan, in your Advanced Policy Questions to the Committee
you stated, quote, “If confirmed, I will ensure the Department com-
plies with existing statutory requirements to continue funding de-
velopment of the nuclear sea-launched cruise missile,” unquote. Do
you stand by that statement? Yes or no.

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I think the nuclear sea-launched cruise
missile is a very important program. I have not been read-in on the
briefings on that, but I know it is a critical component to our de-
fense.

Senator FISCHER. Will you follow the statutory requirements?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I will.

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, sir. To followup on the shipbuilding
part that has been discussed by the Chairman, the Strategic Pos-
ture Commission recommended the establishment of additional
shipyards dedicated to nuclear-powered ships and submarines. If
confirmed, would you be open to exploring that option?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I would, Senator. I think it is a very important
part of our strategic focus.
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Senator FISCHER. Thank you. What we have learned from the
war in Ukraine is that the United States defense industrial base
was not equipped to scale up production rates of munitions for
these modern conflicts. Is it your view that the United States must
further increases munition production capacity?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator. I think we are at a critical shortage,
and we have far too much dependence on one facility.

Senator FISCHER. Do you have any initial thoughts that you can
share with us about steps that maybe you would be taking to en-
sure that the Navy has the munitions stockpiles that are required
to meet the needs of the combatant commanders?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator. I think, as you know, we are short
munitions, as we have seen. I think we need to create more of a
manufacturing base and incentivize more munitions plants in order
to supplement what we already have. So if confirmed, I intend to
focus on this very quickly and get that resolved, because I think
we are in a dangerously low level from the stockpile perspective,
as well as new.

I will use the skills that I had in the business world, in terms
of incenting. I think a lot of that also comes with working with you
and the Committee and the Congress, because we do need to send
signals to the private sector to incentivize them to build these
plants to get going. So ordering, giving them a contract to build I
think will be critical, and I would like to believe we should be able
to create a win-win between the private sector and for the taxpayer
of the United States.

Senator FISCHER. You mentioned contracts with the shipbuilding,
too, to be able to do a review of those contracts, to make sure that
there are incentives, that private companies can make profits with
that. You mentioned contracts again now. Would you look at that,
as well, in depth, on current contracts that we have with regard
to our munitions, and if maybe what we are looking at here are
roadblocks in being able to move ahead with being able to provide
these munitions?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. Yes, I intend
to sit down, day one, and we are going to go through every contract
that we have and understand what exactly they say and what flexi-
bility they do or do not give us, what contract needs to change or
not change, and why. I intend to do the same thing as it relates
to an audit. I need to understand why the Navy cannot pass an
audit. The Marine Corps has done it 2 years running now. They
deserve a lot of credit for that. I think that is a great thing.

We are going to change and create much more accountability and
understanding, because all of these things affect readiness. As I
said in my statement, readiness is critical, and I think we are at
a very critical inflection point, particularly versus our near-peer ad-
versaries.

These are all things that are a reflection of a culture, as I men-
tioned, in decay. We need to have a tight focus on these things. If
we do not know where our inventory is, how can we have a train-
ing mission? I have heard stories of training missions that are
failed because the equipment was not there, and so we end up los-
ing that money, and that is not good.
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Senator FISCHER. Thank you very much, sir. Thank you, Senator
Cotton.

Senator COTTON. Senator Shaheen.

Senator SHAHEEN. Good morning, Mr. Phelan. Congratulations
on your nomination. Welcome to your family and your friends who
are here with you.

Last week, Secretary Hegseth issued a memo to the Defense De-
partment, which we have referenced already. But it asks the serv-
ices and the Joint Staff for proposals to cut the defense budget by
8 percent every year for the next 5 years. The memo provides a
handful of exemptions, including for the Virginia-class submarine
program and military construction in the Indo-Pacific only. It does
not provide an exemption for our country’s maritime industrial
base. I am actually concerned that Secretary Hegseth may not be
aware of the work that the Navy is doing to modernize our public
shipyards. It is something that we discussed when you were kind
enough to meet with me.

But because, in his questions for the record following his own
confirmation hearing, Secretary Hegseth said, and I am quoting
here, in his statement, “The Navy has not made investments to
modernize our four public shipyards.” Mr. Phalen, that simply is
not true. The Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization Plan (SIOP),
which we discussed a little bit when we met, is a 20-year, $21 bil-
lion investment to make sure that our shipyards are ready to meet
the needs that our Navy has into the next century. I think we dis-
cussed the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, which we have an interest
in, in New Hampshire. It sits between New Hampshire and Maine.
It is our Nation’s longest serving public shipyard.

Senator KING. No. It is in Maine, Senator, just to be clear.

Senator SHAHEEN. But it has an address that is Portsmouth,
New Hampshire. I am willing to share it with you, Senator King.

It has the best record for on-time, on-budget maintenance and re-
pair of our submarine force.

I appreciate your focus on operational readiness, but I am trying
to square how operational readiness comports with the 8 percent
budget cuts that are going to affect our investment in our public
shipyards.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator Shaheen, and
I did appreciate the time with you, and it was enjoyable.

What I would say to you is my understand, again, and I have
just read what is in the paper, is that Secretary Hegseth has
talked about this as a planning tool, to kind of look at what would
happen if we need to cut 8 percent, and that is my understanding,
which I think is a useful exercise to go through, which is where
would we cut if we need to cut.

Now, also my understanding is it is to take money away from
non-lethal activities and reallocate that capital to more lethal ac-
tivities. Do I view the construction of our subs and ships as lethal
activities? The answer is yes, because we need to have these ships
and we need to get them out there quickly. As—go ahead. Sorry.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, and as you know, our nuclear attack
submarines are one of the advantages that we have over the Chi-
nese. As we are thinking about how do we stay competitive and
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stay ahead, it is very important that we ensure that we are able
to maintain those subs and keep them operational.

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, that is critical, and I believe that both the Sec-
retary of Defense and the President would agree with those state-
ments. Our nuclear subs and attack subs are critical. So whatever
we need to do to get them out as fast as possible, on time, hopefully
quicker than the delays that are currently being estimated, and
hopefully with some budget savings, we should be able to do that.
So I think that is very critical.

I do look forward to visiting the shipyard in Maine and New
Hampshire, as well, and see what you are doing. One of the things
I want to see is you guys are doing things on time. Why aren’t
other shipyards adopting this? What are the things that are not
happening? Those are things that we really need to start to do.

Senator SHAHEEN. One of the things that is critical to ensuring
that work continues on time, and on budget, is making sure that
we have the workforce that is required to do that maintenance.
Two weeks ago, Senator Collins and I sent a letter to Mr. Emmert,
who is the Acting Secretary of the Navy, pending your confirma-
tion, asking him to work with the Office of Personnel Management
(OPM) to create an exception for shipyard employees that would
protect them from mass layoffs. We have received no response from
Mr. Emmert.

The Pentagon is reportedly preparing to fire up to 75,000 civil-
ians, as Senator Reed said. Portsmouth, I think, cannot afford to
cut its workforce. In fact, they need to hire 550 workers annually
just to keep up with the Navy’s demand for submarine repairs.

So can you commit to this Committee that you are going to en-
gage with OPM to protect our employees who are necessary to en-
sure that they can do the maintenance that is required for our nu-
clear subs?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I commit to you that I will look into this,
and I will sit down with the Secretary of Defense and go through
this issue and ensure that we have the workforce we need to com-
plete the work we need on the ships and the subs and make sure
we have our talent.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. I look forward to hearing a report
on that meeting.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you.

Senator COTTON. Mr. Phelan, greetings. I want to continue along
the line of questions that Senator Fischer had about munitions.
You mentioned increasing capacity, building new facilities, and I
think that is going to be important in some cases. However, there
are also cases in which the Navy has consistently underfunded mu-
nitions production, and therefore we have excess capacity that is
not being fully used. That is the case, for instance, outside Cam-
den, in Arkansas, at the Highland Industrial Park, where we build
many of the munitions the Navy uses, like the Standard Missile 3
and the Standard Missile 6.

What are your thoughts on fully funding those programs so we
can get up to full capacity in the facilities that we have now, for
the Navy, for the other services, as well as for foreign partners?
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Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator Cotton, this is
an issue important to you. I appreciated the time we got to spend
in your office.

If confirmed, I will look into that. I think it is crazy to not have
facilities running at full capacity. So if you are under capacity it
just raises expense, in effect. It 1s one of the things I have noticed
when I have looked at all these different weapons programs. It
seems like the next missile costs more than the first missile, so you
have no economies of scale. That is a prescription for bankruptcy.
I do not understand how the second and third one is not less than
the first one. That is something, if confirmed, we intend to dig into
very hard and understand.

I do think having more flexible manufacturing, when you have
excess capacity in plants that are already making munitions, we
should absolutely make sure that we are taking advantage of that
capacity.

Senator COTTON. Thank you. I do agree, that is probably the
quickest and easiest way to address some of these shortfalls. As I
said, we are going to need more manufacturing capacity, but mak-
ing sure that current lines that have excess capacity are fully used
is probably the quickest way we can get there. I can assure you
that we have lots of people in south Arkansas who are eager to do
that work.

One other point I would like to make, just to encourage you, once
confirmed, to work with our State Department on foreign military
sales. That is another way to send the demand signal to our indus-
try, not just our services but our friends in Europe and the Middle
East and East Asia, cutting through the red tape and allowing
them to buy the weapons that we are providing here, to provide for
their common defense.

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I agree with you.

Senator COTTON. Thank you. Senator Fischer also mentioned the
sea-launched cruise missile, nuclear, also occasionally known as
SLCM-N. I am glad to hear you are committed to carrying out the
law there. I think it is an important part of our deterrent.

Another important part of our deterrent is the Columbia-class
submarine. It is one of the three legs of our nuclear triad. It is the
most survivable leg because they are almost undetectable, that
guarantees a second strike capability against Russia, and against
China, in particular, as China continues its breakneck nuclear
buildup. Are you committed to continuing the Navy’s highest pri-
ority on the Columbia-class submarine?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. Yes, the nu-
clear triad, and in particular the Columbia-class submarine is crit-
ical to the triad and its deterrence, and we have to absolutely make
sure we get that——

Senator COTTON. Thank you. I am very glad to hear that. Some
people up here in Congress need to hear it, as well.

The surface navy has not been in a good place for a long time.
I have made this case for many years now. Two destroyers, years
ago, were wrecked in the Pacific. The Bonhomme Richard caught
fire. Commanders were found to be overburdened by administrative
tasks and under-focused on warfighting. We had a friendly fire in-
cident with the Gettysburg in the Red Sea in December 2024, and
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just recently a collision between the Truman and a merchant ship
in the Suez Canal.

I raised this for the last Administration, and it did not seem like
we made much progress on it. What are your thoughts on how we
can get the surface navy, in particular, back up to the standards
of leadership and execution that the Nation expects?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question. I did read the study
that you helped commission in 2021, and I think one of the cap-
tains mentioned compliance-centered warfare versus warfighter-
centered warfare.

This comes back to the kind of culture issues that I mentioned,
which is I think that we have lost some of the adaptability, some
of the accountability, some of making sure that people are doing
their jobs, and those who are being promoted are the right ones.

I think there is also a lot of pressure on these captains and these
commanders today, because we are undermanned, and that puts
pressure on the entire force, which is very difficult.

So I think this comes back to recruiting. I think it comes back
to retention. I think it is making sure that we promote the best.
These people are operating huge, huge assets that are very, very
valuable. So we need to make sure they have the skills and that
they have the requisite capabilities around them to execute on this.

So if confirmed, I will focus on this relentlessly, and I would hope
that we would not have any more issues like that at all.

Senator COTTON. Thank you. Senator King.

Senator KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I love your focus on
maintenance. I have a half-facetious but half-serious suggestion.
We should benchmark our availability of our ships against Maersk
and Carnival Cruise Lines. If they had the low availability that we
have, they would have been out of business a long time ago, and
you understand that. When you have a major, an enormous capital
asset, it should be used. Every minute that it is not used is penal-
izing the taxpayers and also diminishing the effectiveness of the
Navy.

I hope that you will really focus on that, and I would like to see
the metrics over a period of years, of time in dry dock versus avail-
abilicy. I take it that that is going to be a significant focus of your
work.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator King, and I did
enjoy our time together. I jokingly say that President Trump has
texted me numerous times, very late at night, sometimes after 1
in the morning, of rusty ships or ships in the yard, asking me what
am I doing about it. I have told him I am not confirmed yet and
have not been able to do anything about it. But I will be very fo-
cused on it.

I view it as a critical issue, as you and I do, and I think your
idea about benchmarking versus some of those other private sector
companies is a very good idea, and understanding how they keep
these things running is very important. I know, under a prior Sec-
retary before, they used Southwest Airlines to come in to help with
our planes and getting more efficient.

I think there are a lot of best practices to be shared across the
two, and I am hoping with my relationships and contacts in the
private sector we should be able to do that.



18

Senator KING. I loved it when you said “we have never done it
that way before” is not a sufficient excuse. We have got to be look-
ing forward, not backward.

That brings me to fighting the next war rather than the last war.
There are two areas we have fallen behind in, and I believe have
been very damaging to national security and our deterrent. One is
directed energy. The other is hypersonics. For years I have been
asking admirals, that have been sitting in your seat, you are in the
GIUK [Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom] gap. A hypersonic mis-
sile is launched from Murmansk. It will hit your aircraft carrier in
12 minutes. What do you do? I have never had a good answer to
that question.

We have got to be able to answer that question. If part of our
deterrent and our strategy is forward-based naval assets, we have
got to have defensive capability as well as offensive capability in
hypersonics. Do you take that as a mission?

Mr. PHELAN. I do, Senator King. I believe, as I think Mr.
Feinberg the other day mentioned, hypersonics is a key component
to our defense, and we seem to be behind, and I believe we need
to focus on that. I think, as to directed energy, you and I spoke
about this when we met. I believe that recently the Navy executed
a successful directed energy defense against drones in the Red Sea.
I think it was the HELIOS program, which was very effective. I
think it is a very smart way to deter drone attacks. Using $2 mil-
lion missiles to take out $30,000 drones is not a model that is going
to survive.

Senator KING. That is not very business-like.

Mr. PHELAN. No.

Senator KING. Directed energy, I think, is about 50 cents a shot
once you have the device there, and I do appreciate that finally the
Preble and the HELIOS system are in the Red Sea. It has taken
an awfully long time. So that is one I hope you will followup on.

The next major surface combatant is called DD(X) [next-genera-
tion guided-missile destroyer]. It is the successor to the DDG [guid-
ed-missile destroyer], which is being built now in Mississippi and
in Maine. By the way, I want to invite you both to the ill-named
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and to Bath Ironworks, where the
DDGs are built.

In our legislation we talked about fostering a collaborative rela-
tionship between the Navy and the two major shipyards that build
DDGs on the DDX design so that it is designed and is buildable.
One of the problems is design is separated, and then you go to
build it and it is very, very expensive. I hope you will commit to
continuing that collaborative relationship and actually stepping it
up, because I understand it has faltered, to some extent.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator King. If con-
firmed, I look forward to visiting Maine and New Hampshire with
you.

Yes, I am very focused on that. I have been trying to spend as
much time trying to understand how the whole process works. I
read a book about how the B-2 bomber was designed by 12 people,
and I believe when I met with Senator Ernst she had mentioned
to me that, I believe, on one ship we have 800 people designing a
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ship. So I do not know how you build something with 800 people.
It just adds to requirements, mission creep

Senator KING. Well, collaboration between the Navy and the
shipbuilders I think would bear fruit for the taxpayers as well as
the buildability of the ship and the time to getting there.

Thank you very much. Workforce and shipbuilding, I wanted to
talk about. Believe it or not, parking and childcare are issues in
workforce, and that is something. It does not sound like it would
be as Navy project to build a parking garage or a childcare center,
but that is absolutely necessary in order to maintain the workforce
in shipbuilding and the economy that we are in today. I hope that
is something you will attend to.

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, as I mentioned in my opening statement, qual-
ity of life issues are something we need to focus on, and if con-
firmed, I will certainly look into that.

Senator KING. That is it. Thank you very much, Mr. Phelan.
Thank you for your testimony and thank you for your willingness
to serve your country.

Senator COTTON. Senator Ernst.

Senator ERNST. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and good morning, Mr.
Phelan. I want to start by welcoming you, saying thank you for
stepping up for this position, and to your family, as well. Thank
you so much.

Now, we have talked about this, but I have long been

committed to cutting waste in Washington, DC, and even the areas that are very,
very important to me, like the Department of Defense and the Navy, as well, they
are no exception.

The Department of the Navy receives about 30 percent, or a little
more, of the defense budget, but there is a lot of financial mis-
management, and we have audit failures that are persisting. So
what reforms will you implement to ensure budget accountability
&nd rf;lnancial transparency throughout the Department of the

avy’

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. I know that
is a topic important to you, and I appreciated the time we spent
in your office.

I think, as I mentioned, in the private sector if you fail an audit,
two things happen. You either go to jail or you get fired, and so
I think you need to fix it very fast. What I do not currently know,
and I have gotten two different answers as I was getting kind of
preparatory briefs, is some have said we have the systems in place
to tell us where everything is, and others have told me we have got
three more fleet commands to get done. So I do not know the an-
swer. I will get the answer, if confirmed, and get to it very quickly.

Candidly, we should be embarrassed that we cannot pass these
things and that we do not know where they are. That is important,
and it is little things that you do not do that start to become big
problems later.

I suspect that financial sorts of management, financial discipline,
are just not viewed as that important throughout the Navy, and it
is always that they will get the money. I think that just needs to
change. That is a culture change. That is a shift.

I think we need to be more transparent, more communicative,
and if confirmed, I will sit down and very quickly we will get our
arms around when we will get this done. I know that Congress and
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the Committee has authorized us to meet an audit by 2028. My
question is, if we have all these systems in, why can’t it happen
this year? I have not gotten that answer, but I promise you I will,
and you will hear directly from me and straight from me if we can’t
get there and the reasons why. I will endeavor to get those fixed
as quick as possible.

Senator ERNST. I appreciate that. I just want to take a moment
and get on my soapbox about being very wise about some of our
acquisitions. We have talked about the acquisitions process. But I
want to remind everybody that we all need to participate in exer-
cising a little more thoughtfulness when it comes to our taxpayer
dollars. The Navy procured a number of littoral combat ships years
ago, when I was first coming into the U.S. Senate. The Navy did
not want them, the Navy did not need them, and yet the primes,
the Congress, everybody said you are going to have them.

So we ran into a number of issues with those. Many of them,
they are just unusable, so they have been mothballed already. We
spent billions and billions and billions of dollars on ships we did
not need, cannot survive. What a waste. That money could have
been poured into other systems that we are talking about today.

But I also want to remind you that we need to think about the
future fight. It is not necessarily all about the aircraft carriers and
the destroyers. There are a lot of ways we can do intelligence gath-
ering and using other platforms, autonomous vehicles, and we need
to think about technology as we move forward too, so we do not
have to rely solely on these ginormous, prime systems that are out
there.

So with that, and just very little time remaining, we do still have
a lot of personnel and workforce challenges, but also the supply
chain struggles, which have left many of our ships waiting for crit-
ical spare parts and maintenance. We have about a $1.8 billion
backlog of deferred maintenance. What are your thoughts on get-
ting to those backlogs? How can we reduce that?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. Very impor-
tant problem we have that we need to get focused on very quickly.
I think in terms of understanding the maintenance backlogs and
the issues, again I need to get in there and go take a look and un-
derstand what is happening and why. I have heard different
things. I feel sometimes when I am in these, I have been in these
preparatory meetings, that it is like a contractor doing a project.
It is always someone else that causes a problem.

Until we can get to the root cause I cannot answer your question
optimally. But if confirmed, and once in, I will get my arms around
this very quickly and do that.

I think to your point about having the right arsenal, the right
tools, I intend to sit down with the combatant commanders to bet-
ter understand what it is they need and why. I think there are a
lot of learning lessons from the recent conflict. I think there are a
lot of implications on the Navy in terms of what has happened in
some of these recent conflicts, and understanding what weapons we
need.

Most important, we cannot fight yesterday’s fights. We have to
fight tomorrow’s fights. So incorporating all that, I think, will be
very important and critical.



21

Senator ERNST. Wonderful. Thank you very much.

Senator COTTON. Senator Rosen.

Senator ROSEN. Thank you, Senator Cotton, and thank you, Mr.
Phelan, your family, for being here today.

As we discussed in our meeting, Nevada is proud to host Naval
Air Station Fallon, home to Top Gun and our Nation’s premier car-
rier air wing, and our Navy SEAL training centers. The Nevada
delegation worked for years with the Navy, Federal agencies, and
local and tribal governments to pass modernization for the Fallon
Range Training Complex into law, which we did in 2023, in our
NDAA [National Defense Authorization Act]. Modernization is
going to expand that range by 600,000 acres.

The Navy is in Phase 1 of this modernization, currently working
to meet the requirement, under law, that grazing permit holders,
who will not be able, no longer be able to graze their livestock any-
more, receive full and complete compensation for their lifetime of
losses, as the Navy needs this land to modernize.

As the Navy goes through the process of appraising the loss of
these permits, it is critical that my ranching community, our
ranching community in Nevada, and Nevada stakeholders are ade-
quately and fully compensated.

Unfortunately, the first payment offers to ranchers in the B-16
Range have been well below the estimated value of the land. Ap-
praisals must consider FSA loans, groundwater availability, and
the lifetime value of the permit and business. I understand these
meetings between the Navy and impacted ranchers are happening
regularly, and these specific concerns have been raised extensively.

So, Mr. Phelan, will you commit to reviewing and reassessing the
Navy’s payment offers based on the latest input your team in
northern Nevada has received to ensure that every single permit
holder in Nevada is made whole?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator Rosen, thank you for the question. I appre-
ciate the important work you have done on this issue, and I know
in our meeting we spent a lot of time on this.

As I mentioned to you in our meeting, I have a great apprecia-
tion for multigenerational owners of land and how they feel about
it and trying to get the right thing. Fallon is a very, very important
base, critical training both for air and for our SEALs. If confirmed,
I will look into this matter, as I mentioned to you, and to make
sure that we create a fair deal for those landowners and for the
American taxpayer.

Senator ROSEN. So I am going to ask you for a specific commit-
ment. I am willing to set up the Zoom with key members from your
team, the appropriate members who need to be at the table, and
my constituents who are having these issues, to have them make
it on a Zoom, all be in the Zoom room so that they can connect,
that they can talk to each other, because this is what has been
missing. Will you commit to helping me to organize that as quickly
as possible?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I am happy to have that Zoom call and for
us to go through that, if confirmed.

Senator ROSEN. Thank you. The other issue we have in Fallon,
of course in rural Nevada, is the remoteness of Fallon Naval Air
Station. It is a major asset. It provides, as you know, the range
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space needed to ensure that our fleet is deployable and operation-
ally ready. The base has been designated a remote duty installation
since 1989, and quality of life challenges accompany it. It is the
only Navy base in the continental United States designated as a
critical housing area. Housing is in very short supply, well, not just
in Nevada, I know across the country. But the vast majority of
those stationed in Fallon live in Reno or Carson City, which are
both about an hour away.

So the Navy anticipates entering into a public-private venture to
build 172 new homes in Fallon, but more infrastructure is needed
to support the mission as we expand, and we need more fire-
fighters. We also have to expand our existing wastewater treat-
ment, the infrastructure.

So given the importance of the mission at Fallon, combined with
the Fallon Range Training Complex, FRTC, the modernization, the
base is expected to grow by 35 percent. Further critical services,
childcare, medical care, all of these things are really needed. So if
confirmed, will you meet with stakeholders so we can continue to
grow Fallon and be sure that the services are there for everyone
who works there?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, thank you for the question. I know this is,
again, a very important topic to you. If confirmed, I intend to look
into this. I know the housing shortage is real there, and we need
to focus on it. I look forward to getting the stakeholders together
to study this issue and try to get to an optimal outcome.

Senator ROSEN. Thank you. I appreciate it. The importance of
Fallon Naval Air Station on our operational readiness, the readi-
ness of our naval aviators, our Navy SEALs, some of our special
operations, is critical so that we expand this base, we have the
services, so we are ready to do whatever we need to for service men
and women and support them. It is critically important. Thank
you.

Senator COTTON. Senator Sullivan.

Senator SULLIVAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Phelan, thank
you very much for your willingness to serve and your family. I ap-
preciate your willingness to take a lot of time with me in a couple
of meetings, and I am looking forward to supporting your confirma-
tion.

This chart here depicts, I think, the biggest challenge that is
going to be facing you as Secretary of the Navy. I think it is the
biggest challenge facing our military, and that is the challenge of
the Chinese Communist Party’s PLA is on pace to surpass a 400-
ship Navy this year, and by the end of 2030, is on pace to have
about 120 more ships, compared to our very weak shipbuilding at-
tempts. In 2023, China added 30 ships to its fleet, 15 of which were
large surface combatants. We added 2. That is going to define the
tenure of your time as Secretary, whether it is successful or not,
if we can start to address this challenge.
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Fortunately, as you are seeing in this hearing, you will have very
strong bipartisan support. Once you get in, take a look under the
hood on exactly how we need to address this.

Let me ask one question. One of the things that has not come
up yet is the ability to work with our allies to make use of their
existing shipbuilding capacity, lessons learned from their ship-
yards, potential investments. President Trump has expressed an
interest in that kind of idea. Do you have any thoughts on that?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator Sullivan, and
I appreciate it. I appreciated the time we spent together.

Look, this is a critical issue. I think all options have to be on the
table. We cannot fall behind. We are already too far behind. So I
think that we have to definitely look at expertise and skill that for-
eign partners have, whether that means they build components, we
need to look at that. Or, as you know, Hanwha has recently bought
the Philadelphia shipyard, so they are going to look at enhancing
that and making that better. So bringing their capital and skill
sets here I think will be important. I think this is a very, very crit-
ical thing you pointed out.

Senator SULLIVAN. Let me ask this real quick. There is a lot of
focus on different surface and submarine warships, all the different
platforms. Can you commit to me, and you and I have talked about
this, to keep an eye on the amphib fleet? The GAO [Government
Accountability Office] recently came out with a report saying the
readiness in the amphib fleet is in a dismal State. Less than half
of all the ships in our amphib fleet, including four of the nine big
Duck amphibs, are not deployable.

Can you work with me and this Committee on that very impor-
tant issue? As you know, we got into law, a couple of years ago,
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an amendment of mine saying a minimum of 31 amphibs, 10 big
deck amphibs. The last Secretary of the Navy literally ignored that.
I would like to get your commitment to work with me so the Ma-
rine Corps can have three new ARGs [Amphibious Ready Group]
to deploy around the world, which is a huge force capability for the
United States.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator. I know this question and issue
is very important to you. I am glad you raised it. Yes, I will look
into this and work with you on this. I know this Committee has
passed it, and it is a law, and we need to try to meet that.

Senator SULLIVAN. The Ranking Member mentioned Marine
Corps force design. That is an innovative approach the Marine
Corps have taken. I think some of us believe that there has been
too much combat capability cut out of the Marine Corps. Can you
work with me and this Committee on making sure that we have
a proper balance on innovation with regard to the Marine Corps
but not getting rid of so much amphib and Marine Corps combat
capability? Also the marines had previously looked at a UDP [Unit
Deployment Program]. They have one in Norway, for cold weather
training. They looked at that in Alaska. Can you work with me on
doing that, as well, in terms of the overall focus on Marine Corps
force design?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator, I look forward to working with you on
that.

Senator SULLIVAN. Finally, I will not disappoint my colleagues
here in the Committee. Can I get that next slide? Mr. Phelan, I
want to make sure you get a commitment to come to Alaska with
me and see the great military up there. Not a lot of Navy and Ma-
rines but a lot of Air Force and Army. Can I get your commitment?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes. I look forward to it, Senator.
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Senator SULLIVAN. Right now, Alaska is on the front lines of
great power competition. This is a slide I have been showing. The
Russians, the Chinese are doing bare bomber runs, naval joint task
forces, strategic bomber task forces in our ADIZ [air defense identi-
fication zone], in our EEZ [exclusive economic zone]. We had two
Russian bare bomber runs just 2 weeks ago, in 48 hours.

The ability to address this is challenged by our infrastructure
there, both naval and aviation. The United States Northern Com-
mand (NORTHCOM) commander and United States Indo-Pacific
Command (INDOPACOM) commander, in response to this, which
they say are going to continue, recently said they believe that this
very strategic Navy base out here, Adak, Alaska, sub base, surface
warship base, and a naval aviation base, with huge fuel storage,
should be reopened to help address this increasing threat to our
northern territory.

Can I get your commitment to work with me on that?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator. I know it is an important issue, and
I think it is worth looking at, and I intend to work with you on
it and also talk with the combatant commanders, particularly Ad-
miral Paparo on this, if confirmed. I look forward to learning more
about it.

Senator SULLIVAN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator KING. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to correct the record. I
misspoke earlier. The USS Preble is not in the Red Sea. It is in
Japan. It should be in the Red Sea but it is in Japan. Thank you.

Senator SCOTT. [Presiding.] Senator Peters.

Senator PETERS. Thank you, Senator Scott.

Mr. Phelan, congratulations on your nomination to serve as the
Secretary of the Navy, and I am certainly happy that we were able
to meet before this hearing and discuss a few of my concerns and
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focus areas for the Navy. I certainly enjoyed learning about your
priorities, as well, moving forward.

During our meeting we discussed, if you recall, at length, con-
tracting delays, skilled personnel shortages, and overspending re-
lated to shipbuilding. As you know, the Constellation-class frigate
contract was awarded in 2020, during President Trump’s first
term. Unfortunately, it is experiencing delays with an expected de-
livery date of 2029, instead of 2026. Now while some of this delay
was certainly caused by industry, unfortunately, a good portion of
that blame can be squarely put on the Navy.

So my question for you, sir, is if confirmed, how will you collabo-
rate with Congress and industry to ensure timely delivery and
sustainment, specifically of the Constellation-class frigate?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator Peters, for the question, and I
did enjoy our time together.

This program is a mess, what it looks like. If confirmed, I plan
to dig into this very quickly and understand the issues, and will
come back to this Committee very fast with the knowledge that we
have, as soon as we get to the root cause of the problem. Most of
what I have seen comes from what I have read. I do not know if
it is requirement creeps. I have heard that we were using 80 per-
cent design of an existing and only modifying it 20, and that has
now been reversed to 80 percent customized and 20 percent stand-
ardized. I think we now have a frigate that potentially looks more
like a carrier or a battleship, actually, or a destroyer, I would say.

Again, I do not know until I get in there and go take a look at
it. There are a number of issues, and there is a lot of pointing fin-
gers at one another. If confirmed, I pledge to work with you on this
and get our arms around this and get this resolved quickly and un-
derstand what we need to do.

Senator PETERS. Well, I appreciate that. You know, roughly 40
percent of the Constellation-class frigate workforce is comprised of
Michiganders, and I am extremely proud of that workforce. I am
also very proud of the versatile mission and the capabilities of the
frigate, from air, surface, electronic, and anti-submarine warfare.

But my question for you, sir, is if confirmed, do I have your com-
mitment to support the Constellation-class frigate program—we
have got to work through all of these challenges—but as a long-
term cornerstone of the fleet, due to the critical role that it will
play in those various domains?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. As I said, I
will look at this and work with the Secretary of Defense, the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense, to understand all of the programs we
have and how they all fit, and how this important program fits in.
So once I have had an opportunity to do that I look forward to com-
ing back to you to discuss it.

Senator PETERS. Very good. I appreciate that.

Mr. Phelan, in 2023, then-Secretary of the Navy Carlos Del Toro
announced a new maritime strategic plan to conduct national
whole-of-government efforts to transform U.S. and allied naval and
commercial maritime power. The Michigan Maritime Manufac-
turing Initiative was formally launched at that time, within the
maritime strategy strategic plan. Through the initiative, the De-
partment of Defense is implementing pipelines and programs tar-
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geted to meeting the Navy’s demand signal for thousands of new
workers that will be necessary for this, and jobs, across my State
as well as all across the Great Lakes region.

So my question for you is, how do you plan on using the sub-
marine industrial base funding to partner with states like Michi-
gan, who are industrial states and manufacturing states, particu-
larly precision manufacturing, that can play a key role in address-
ing supply chain and workforce challenge in this highly technical
field?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator, for the question. Look, I think
Michigan has a great tradition of manufacturing and industrial ca-
pability. I think that we need to look across the country to find the
appropriate expertise and skill set and workers to do what is a
highly complex manufacturing process. The fact that some of those
skills already reside there is obviously an advantage, and an im-
portant advantage.

So if confirmed, I will look into that, and this is, as I said before,
an utmost priority, is making sure that we can ensure that our
subs are done on time and on budget.

Senator PETERS. Great. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Phelan.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator SCOTT. All right. Mr. Phelan, let me just ask a couple
of questions. First up, we have a picture. I just want to get your
reaction. I do not know if you have seen this picture yet. This was
the USS Dewey, in Singapore last week. How does it make you
feel?

g

USS DEWEY (DDG 105 ARLEIGH BURKE-CLASS FLIGHT IIA GUIDED MISSILE DESTROYER
FEBRUARY 18, 2025

Mr. PHELAN. Please do not give it to President Trump because
I will get a text at like one in the morning.

Senator SCOTT. I am taking it over to the White House right
after this, so you will know exactly what your expectations are.



28

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I think that is terrible. I think they should be
ashamed. I mean, would you want to go on that ship?

Senator SCOTT. No. But if this happened on our ship, we would
all have been painting all night long. I mean, we had to constantly
paint our own ship. We never would go into a port, when I was in
the Navy, it looked like this. It is pretty disgusting.

So you have heard those stories. We do not have enough ships.
We cannot build ships. We are not building the right ships. Re-
cruiting is bad. Retention is bad. Maintenance is bad. So, what is
your pitch? So you are a business guy. You have dealt with trou-
bled companies before. So how would you do it?

Mr. PHELAN. Thanks for the question. It is very complicated be-
cause this is a huge organization that is very complex, with a lot
of tradition in it. I think at the end of the day, I have to work with
the key senior leadership and set the vision and the tone for what
we are going to try to accomplish. I am hopeful that a large major-
ity of that leadership is on board with that vision and that tone
and what we are going to try to do. If they are not, then they
should reconsider staying on, ultimately.

I need them and they are going to need me. So we need to work
together in order to try to turn this around. I think we are at, as
I said, a critical inflection point. I take our adversaries at their
word. These are very strong people who are going to try to take on
our dominance and try to supplant the United States, and I think
we are at a much more critical time than most people recognize.

I think we need to fix the Navy. I think it was Ronald Reagan
who said the only thing more expensive than a Navy is not having
a good Navy, and I believe that is actually right.

So I think it is basically setting the proper vision, setting the
proper benchmarks, keep performance indicators, and then creating
the appropriate feedback loops to make sure we are getting those
done, and having the right team to do it. We have done this before
with many companies. Again, this is a complicated one with big
tradition. Some of those traditions need to be respected. Some of
them need to be questioned, and we need to modernize. That is
what I would hope I would bring to the table is more of a partner-
ship approach but with a shared vision and purpose.

Senator SCOTT. So were any of your companies like this?

Mr. PHELAN. I have dealt not with a company this size, but I
have dealt with companies that had a lot of complications and that
needed to be changed quickly.

Senator SCOTT. All right. Thank you. Senator Warren.

Senator WARREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Con-
gratulations on your nomination, Mr. Phelan.

Let’s talk about efficiency at the Defense Department. Last year,
the Navy asked for $260 billion to buy everything from ships to
night vision goggles. One reason it cost so much, big defense con-
tractors slip restrictions into their contracts that deny sailors ac-
cess to technical data that they need to maintain or repair equip-
ment, even equipment that the Navy owns.

So I want to give you an example. The Navy’s littoral combat
ships are designed to operate close to shore, to hunt mines, and to
sink submarines. But this ship has been bogged down with mainte-
nance issues, and when something breaks, sailors are not allowed
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to make repairs themselves because Lockheed Martin and General
Dynamics do not let them have access to the necessary data and
materials.

So what does the Navy do? The Navy has to fly contractors out
to these ships, which ProPublica found, quote, “adds millions of dol-
lars in travel costs and often delays missions.”

Mr. Phelan, these kinds of extra costs and delays to fly contrac-
tors to the Pacific to fix minor repairs, are they an efficient use of
taxpayer dollars?

Mr. PHELAN. It does not sound like it to me, Senator.

Senator WARREN. I am glad to hear that. Let me give you an-
other example. The Government Accountability Office found that
fuel tank level indicators were improperly calibrated on the USS
Fort Lauderdale, built by Huntington Ingalls. Now, it seems like an
easy fix, right? You just go in and recalibrate these things. Uh-uh.
The Navy’s technicians were denied the information they needed to
do that, so every time they had to recalibrate the indicators the
Navy had to fly out one of the contractor’s technicians.

Mr. Phelan, does not being able to maintain important ship parts
put the Navy’s readiness at risk?

Mr. PHELAN. It sounds like it, Senator, and I think, as I men-
tioned earlier, these contracts are something that really need to be
reviewed and better understood. I think that, if confirmed, that is
something I intend to do is focus on that.

Senator WARREN. I appreciate that, Mr. Phelan, but I want to
see more than just “reviewed” here. Sailors need to be able to rely
on their equipment, and that means being able to maintain their
own equipment. But from fiberoptic navigation lights to cranes that
deploy search and rescue boats, sailors do not have the right to re-
pair their own equipment thanks to defense contractors who want
to squeeze more money out of the military.

Many people on this Committee, both sides, Democrats and Re-
publicans, understand the risk here. Chairman Wicker released a
report last year showing DOD, quote, “consistently underperforms
in procuring data rights,” and pointed to the lack of technical data
as a factor that, quote, “inevitably leads to reduced training and
readiness.”

Mr. Phelan, can we count on you to advance the Navy’s right to
repair its own equipment?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. I know this
is an issue very important to you. As I said, it is something that
I intend to study and look at, and what I would commit to you is
let me come back to you and look at this and understand it, be-
cause it is a complicated issue. I am in agreement with a lot of the
examples you have given do not make sense to me, but I am not
up to speed enough yet to give you that answer. But I will come
back and see you and commit to that and look at this.

Senator WARREN. I appreciate that. But I just want to say right
now, this makes me uneasy, because there is so much pressure to
continue to let these defense contractors take advantage of our
servicemembers who, we waste taxpayer dollars, we delay mis-
sions, we actually put people at risk because we are not permitting
basic right to repair. Technical data needs to be a must-have in ac-
quisition contracts for the Navy. My Servicemembers Right to Re-
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pair Act would make sure that the Navy and every other part of
our military have fair access to the data right and to the other ma-
terials that servicemembers need to be able to repair their own
equipment and keep themselves safe.

Military right to repair has bipartisan support here in the Sen-
ate. I want to work with the Administration, I want to work with
my colleagues, and I want to work with you. We owe it to our tax-
payers, and we owe it to the men and women in the field to get
this straightened out. What is happening right now is fundamen-
tally wrong, and we can put a stop to it.

I apologize for going over, Mr. Chair.

Chairman WICKER. [Presiding.] Thank you very much, Senator,
and Senator Banks is next.

Senator BANKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and congratulations,
Mr. Phelan. You have been nominated to my dream job, the Sec-
retary of the Navy. I do not think in my lifetime it has ever been
more important that we have a leader like you to make the Navy
great again, make it strong again. It is especially important to me
because I wore the uniform and served as Navy Reserve officer for
10 years. I wanted to ask you, from the outset, have you thought
a lot about the importance of the Reserves, and making sure that
the Navy Reserves remains a strong component of the United
States Navy. Have you given a lot of thought to that and how im-
gortar})t it is and what you can do to strengthen it and make it even

etter?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator Banks, for the question. I know
it is an important issue to you, and I enjoyed spending time with
you in your office.

I think the Reserves are something we need to really look at and
strengthen and make better. I think it is kind of, you know, what
I have heard again, is that the Reserves are kind of an after-
thought, a little bit, in today’s Navy, and that is a mistake. I think
you have seen Reserve forces used with great efficacy in the Ma-
rines and in some of the other service branches, and I think that
is something to be looked at, and if confirmed, I look forward to
working with you on that, and getting some ideas on that.

Senator BANKS. I appreciate your commitment to that. I deployed
to Afghanistan as a Navy Reserve supply corps officer. The Navy
Reserves gave me an opportunity, a little bit later in life than typ-
ical military service, to use skills that I had, experiences that I had
to contribute, to wear the uniform, to serve my country, never
thinking that I would give 20 years and retire, but that avenue to
service 1s what the Navy Reserves, the Reserve component, is all
about. I appreciate your commitment to making sure that everyone
in the Navy organization understands how valuable the Reserves
are, and work together to strengthen it.

The other thing we talked about in my office, and I want to talk
about today, is the historic recruitment crisis in the United States
Navy. In the over 50 years of an All-Volunteer Force, the Navy has
missed the mark year after year, under the last Administration.
The last Administration had to lower standards to meet their re-
cruitment goals. I wonder, have you thought about that? I mean,
how can we get standards back to where they need to be, to find
the best and the brightest, the young leaders, whether enlisted or
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in the Officer Corps, to fix the recruitment crisis of the United
States Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. Look, I think
it is critical that we have standards that are high and that we have
people who can meet those standards. The business is warfighting,
and there is no margin for error in that. So you need the most ca-
p}zllble and best people, and we need to have high standards to meet
that.

I think that there are some things to learn from some of the
other services in terms of what they have done recruiting-wise. I
think the Marine Corps, in particular, have done a very effective
job at it. What I understand is the Marines Corps put some of their
best leadership into the recruiting role, and that is one of the rea-
sons why they do so well with it.

So I am going to try to adapt some of the best practices we get
from other services and from my business experience in how to at-
tract and retain talent. A lot of it is making sure that whatever the
job may be, that you kind of have the appropriate skill sets mapped
out, and then you try to hire that person. I think that is really an
important thing.

I think one of the important things, what I have learned in busi-
ness, is you always want to hire the person for tomorrow, not for
today. What happens to a lot of organizations is you hire for that
immediate need, and then that person cannot grow to that job. In
this business, we need to be hiring the Mr. and Mrs. Tomorrows,
to make sure that they can compete and do.

Recruiting will be a major focus for us.

Senator BANKS. Yes, your business background, what you bring
to the table, I think can go a long way to helping improve that
process. The great news is that the day President Trump was elect-
ed, on Election Day, we saw an immediate bump in recruitment at
all of the branches. It is remarkable. But it just goes to show that
when we tell the young men and women all over this country that
America is worth fighting for, that wearing the uniform is indeed
the greatest honor that you can have, then those recruitment num-
bers will go up.

I think you are the man for the job to help us get that done. I
appreciate you serving our country in a big way in the United
States Navy. I look forward to working with you. You have my full
support.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you, Senator Banks. Senator
Blumenthal.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for
your willingness to serve, Mr. Phelan.

I think you are very familiar with the firings that have taken
place in the Defense Department already, the firings of some of the
top military leaders, apparently based purely on an issue of polit-
ical loyalty, not loyalty to the Constitution. Some of our most dis-
tinguished and dedicated leaders, including the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chief of Staff of the Navy, Lisa
Franchetti. Have you spoken to her?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not, Senator.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Do you plan to do so?
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Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, Senator, I would be happy to hear her
views and understand her perspective on things. Obviously, I was
not privy to the releases of those people. I would

Senator BLUMENTHAL. You would agree with me that she is a
dedicated officer with an extraordinarily distinguished record of
contributing to our country.

Mr. PHELAN. Yes.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. In addition, the Administration appears to
be undertaking a first wave, part of a purge, an 8 percent slash to
both the budget and defense workforce. I view it as a breathtaking
act of disrespect. The Administration has branded these positions
as non-mission critical, and I do not know if you are familiar with
a memo on the fiscal year 2026 President’s budget relook, that re-
veals the staggering implications of these decisions.

Within its pages, somewhat buried, is a list of proposed reduc-
tions amounting to an 8 percent decimation of the existing fiscal
year 2026 budget estimate submission. It is a cut of $70 billion
from the $876 billion defense budget. To put it in perspective, the
Pentagon spent only $100 million on DEI [Diversity, Equity, and
Inclusion] initiatives and approximately $600 million on climate-re-
lated programs. So combined, these expenditures are only about 0.1
percent of the defense budget, and yet there is this huge, slashing
cut planned that will cause 72,000 personnel to be cast aside, along
with spending cuts of upwards of $70 billion.

Do you support those kinds of cuts?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator. As I under-
stand it, these proposed budget cuts were put in for planning pur-
poses, and then to basically take, redirect assets from non-
warfighting elements——

Senator BLUMENTHAL. That is why I am asking you. Do you sup-
port those cuts?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I do not have enough familiarity with
tﬁem to tell you whether I would support them or not support
them.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Well, would you walk into a corporation—
you have taken over many, and you have turned them around—
knowing that already a decision had been made to slash your work-
force by 10 percent, indiscriminately, across the board, and you had
no say in that decision.

Mr. PHELAN. Again, Senator, I am not privy to how they got to
their conclusions on this or what they did or what the criteria was,
so it is difficult for me to comment on it.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Well, would you walk into a situation, in
a deal—you have done many; you have turned around corpora-
tions—where there was a 10 percent slash in workforce before you
even started?

Mr. PHELAN. Again, Senator, it is a hard question to answer be-
cause I think typically——

Senator BLUMENTHAL. You know, I think that is probably a no.
I do not think any expert business person in your line of work
would do it.

Would you agree with me that the concerns about politicization
of our armed services are well founded, given the kind of firings
that we have seen?
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Mr. PHELAN. Senator, I do not believe politicization should be in
the military, and I do not believe those actions were politicization,
but I don’t know. Again, I was not part of them, and I have not
had any discussions around them.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

%hairman WickER. Thank you, Senator Blumenthal. Senator
Kelly.

Senator KELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Phelan, thank
you for being willing to do this very important job. The Navy, in
particular, means a lot to me. I spent 25 years on Active Duty in
the United States Navy, one of the great fighting forces in the
world.

I understand earlier you mentioned my SHIPS for America Act.
I appreciate that. Senator Young and I, and House members are
working on bringing back the U.S. Merchant Marine from its rath-
er dismal State of about 80 ocean-going merchant vessels to some-
thing much larger than that. Our adversary on the oceans, China,
has 5,500 ocean-going merchant ships. We have 80. We have got
to rebuild this industry. It is a national security and economic se-
curity issue for us. So thank you for bringing it up. I look forward
to getting your feedback on the legislation.

But I want I want to discuss now is something more specific, a
weapon system called SLCM-N, the nuclear version of the sub-
marine-launched cruise missile, that is sort of being debated. I
want to make sure we are clear on the direction of the system and
understand the opportunity costs that might come with fielding it.

So if we field SLCM-N, it would likely necessitate removing some
conventional munitions from Virginia-class submarines and mak-
ing some significant changes to the security systems, the launch
control systems within the submarines. That is concerning to me
if we wind up in a conflict in the Western Pacific, with China. I
do not think that conflict is inevitable. One of our great advantage
over other navies is our submarine force.

Mr. Phelan, given the cost and operational challenges, do you be-
lieve the SLCM-N, the nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missile
program, is worth some of the tradeoffs, and if confirmed, what di-
rection do you plan to take the Navy in with regards to the integra-
tion of this missile? Do you think we need it for deterrence?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator Kelly, thank you for the question. I did ap-
preciate the time we spent in your office, and your viewpoints on
this I thought were interesting.

I have not been read into the program so I do not have classified
information, so it makes it a little difficult for me to ask you. I
know there are very strong debates on both sides as it relates to
it, and I look forward to working with the Secretary of Defense to
come up with what we hope will be the optimal answer as it relates
to it. So if confirmed, I look forward to working with you on the
program and better understanding the pros and cons of it, and
hopefully coming up with the best solution.

Senator KELLY. Yes, it is a big decision. It is one of the, I would
say, bigger ones that Navy has to face with regards to a weapon
system.

Another decision that is going to have to be made here at some
point is whether to move forward with the development of F/A-XX
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[future sixth-generation strike fighter]. This is the Navy’s version
of NGAD [Next Generation Air Dominance] fighter. We need an
asymmetric capability. My view on this, in trying to penetrate the
A280 bubble that China has built in the Western Pacific, is we
need a capability that can fight its way in.

Right now, the F-35 has fantastic capability. It is very hard to
see on radar. I mean, the stealth qualities of that airplane are not
matched anywhere else in the world. But China continues to build
significant weapon systems, surface-to-air, air-to-air missile sys-
tems, that have much greater range, ways to detect fighter aircraft.
This is changing very, very rapidly.

I am not going to ask you a question on this. I just want—well,
I just want some reassurance that you understand the challenge in
the Western Pacific, that we cannot just replace this stuff right
now, anyway, with unmanned systems. Hearing some of that from
some corners of the Administration, where the thought is that we
could just do all this stuff with drones—we cannot. We do not con-
trol the electronic warfare environment the way we would need to
do that. I think some day we could get there. I just do not believe
now is the day. With the Chinese, some of their innovation, there
are areas where we have traditionally stayed way ahead. I am con-
cerned that we are getting to the point, in some of these areas,
where they are catching up, and these are the kinds of things we
need.

So thank you. I look forward to working with you on it.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you, Senator Kelly. No doubt Mr.
Phelan is now quite aware of your view on this issue, and they
make a lot of sense. Senator Hirono.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome to you and
your family.

I ask the following two foundational questions relevant to fitness
to serve of every nominee before any of my committees. Since you
became a legal adult, have you ever made unwanted requests for
sexual favors or committed any verbal or physical harassment or
assault of a sexual nature?

Mr. PHELAN. No, Senator, I have not.

Senator HIRONO. Have you ever faced discipline or entered into
a settlement relating to this kind of conduct?

Mr. PHELAN. No, Senator, I have not.

Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, I represent Hawaii, which is a lo-
cale for INDOPACOM, the largest AOR [area of responsibility] crit-
ical to our Nation’s defense. I am glad that you testified that poli-
tics should not enter into how the DOD is run, and of course, the
Navy. But we have Elon Musk with his chainsaw, cutting govern-
ment programs and eliminating positions without any transparency
or criteria. Do you think this approach will hurt Navy strength and
readiness?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you for the question, Senator Hirono.

Senator HIRONO. That is a yes-or-no answer, please.

Mr. PHELAN. It is a hypothetical question. I do not actually know
what DOGE is doing and how they are doing it. I am not privy to
that so I cannot really

Senator HIRONO. Okay, that is kind of amazing because you are
going to lead the Navy, and not to insult you or anything, but I
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do not think you need a lot of information to conclude that a slash-
and-burn approach to programs and personnel is the way to go.

In 2021, a massive and devastating leak at the Red Hill Fuel
Storage Facility contaminated Oahu’s drinking water. Ninety-three
thousand people were affected. They had to move to hotels. Some
of them left the State altogether, and it certainly hurt the mili-
tary’s reputation, although it was actually a naval facility. But for
the people of Hawaii, they do not need to make a distinction be-
tween something that the Navy was responsible for versus the
Army or Air Force or the Marines. So it is taking a lot to rebuild
the community’s confidence in our Navy.

Ultimately, the senior DOD leaders made the correct decision to
defuel and permanently close the facility, a complicated, as you can
imagine, ongoing effort being led by the Navy’s Closure Task Force,
and it is scheduled to complete in 2028.

I would like to get your commitment to see through the comple-
tion of the transparent closure of Red Hill, which involves not only
providing the adequate resources and manpower but also close col-
laboration with the State government officials and the Hawaiian
community to restore trust and faith in the military.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator. I know this is an issue very
important to you. I am committed to a full review of the issues at
Red Hill as related to the people of Oahu and Pearl Harbor, and
I am committed to the Navy fixing the issues that the Navy is re-
sponsible for.

Senator HIRONO. I think seeing this project or seeing this issue
through is going to be one of the major ways that you are going
to be able to restore faith.

The Navy is currently building a critical new dry dock at Pearl
Harbor to support Virginia-class attack submarine maintenance,
and this construction project is the largest in DOD history, at near-
ly $4.5 billion, but has been beset by significant cost overruns, in-
cluding an $834 million—that is not very far from a billion—in-
crease just last year.

I hope you are prepared to take steps to ensure that this dry
dock project remains on time and on budget and, in fact, I included
a provision in last year’s NDAA directing the Secretary of the
Navy, which would be you, should you be confirmed, to conduct
briefings on steps being taken to prevent future cost overruns.

Mr. PHELAN. Senator, thank you for the question. I am going to
have to see a $4.5 billion dry dock. That is something that seems
quite astronomical to me. If confirmed, I look forward to seeing it
there and hopefully visiting with you there to see it, and you do
have my commitment to getting my arms around this.

Senator HIRONO. Yes. I think that it is going to be very critical
that we do not keep getting the kind of increases that happened
just about 2 weeks after I was at the opening, wherein I said I
hope that this is going to come in on budget, and the next thing
you know it is a billion dollars more.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you, Senator Hirono. Mr. Phelan, let
me just say that that type of overrun has to end. We have got to
wrestle this issue down to the deck, and I hope this is the moment
where we can turn that around. Senator Rounds.
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Senator ROUNDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Phelan,
first of all thanks for the opportunity to visit with you in my office.
I appreciated that, and I most certainly think that you have got a
good insight into what some of the challenges are.

I also want to say thank you to your family for their recognition
of what you are in for and the challenges of having a family that
will not see you as much as they would have otherwise. So I appre-
ciate their sacrifice in this, as well.

Mr. Phelan, as you have heard me say before, and we talked a
little bit about this in my office, 24 senior DOD officials have con-
firmed that forcing the Department of Defense to vacate any por-
tion of the 3.1 to 3.45 GHz band of the spectrum would have se-
verely negative consequences on our warfighting capabilities. Spe-
cifically, the Navy relies heavily on spectrum, especially as it per-
tains to radar. As we speak, our sailors are conducting missile de-
fense missions off the coast of the U.S. Homeland, with Arleigh
Burke-class destroyers, and the Navy is protecting our deployed
forces in the Red Sea against pervasive Houthi missile and drone
attacks, with their AN/SPY-6 radars on seven different classes of
ships. The Navy’s Aegis Combat System relies heavily on the lower
3 band, using radars to track threats and guided weapons to tar-
gets.

If the Navy had to vacate that portion of the spectrum, testimony
before this Committee indicates it would cost up to $250 billion to
migrate those capabilities elsewhere, which may not even be pos-
sible, given the unique physics of the lower 3 band.

If confirmed, will you advocate for protecting the Navy’s
warfighting systems that require spectrum to function optimally?

Mr. PHELAN. Senator Rounds, thank you for the question. I did
enjoy our time together, as well. I am aware of this issue, and I
do not believe any changes should be made that increase risk to
the Navy.

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you, and look, we have got to do some-
thing about 5G and about being able to expand our abilities here
in terms of 5G and beyond. The fear I have is that some interests
do not understand how significant the threat is to our Homeland,
and in particular with the fact that the President has indicated he
really would like to do an Iron Dome for America like has been
done in Israel. There is no way he could do that without the protec-
tion of this particular part of the band. That is the reason why I
continue to bring this up. It is critical that we continue to let the
American public know, with these public discussions, but also indi-
viduals, our concern about what could happen if we do not protect
that band of the spectrum. So I thank you for that statement, sir.

Also, I understand that it basically costs right now, and based
upon what the Chairman’s concern has been about shipbuilding
and so forth, I understand that it costs roughly twice as much to
build a ship in the U.S. as it does elsewhere. Have you given any
thought to how AI and automation could be leveraged to dramati-
cally increase our shipyard efficiency?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator, I have, and I think there are a num-
ber of ways. We are in the early stages with Al and its implemen-
tation, and its ability to impact this. But I do think that there are
going to be ways to increase digital design and things that will
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allow us to design things quicker, to potentially reduce change or-
ders, as I like to call them, and increase speed of production. I
think there are a number of things being done with 3D printing
that we need to be looking at, particularly as it relates to parts and
things along those lines.

So if confirmed, I look forward to working with you and this
Committee on some of the more technologically advanced ways we
can increase manufacturing and help get our shipbuilding base in
order.

Senator RoOuNDS. Thank you. I have got language, by the way,
in the NDAA, the fiscal year 2025 NDAA, that would require the
Navy to use Al-enabled software to optimize workflow at one or
more of the shipyards. I am just hope that would be something that
you would support, and it sounds like you would, so I appreciate
that.

Let me just finish with this. Analysts agree that there is a grow-
ing potential that our next great conflict will be a multi-theater
conflict involving multiple near-peer adversaries. If confirmed,
what steps would you take to prepare the Department of the Navy
to simultaneous execute and sustain operations across multiple re-
gions while maintaining readiness and deterrence globally? Two
theaters, not just one.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator, for the question. Look, this is
a critical thing, and I need to work with the combatant com-
manders, the CNO, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps. My
job is to train, man, and equip the Navy to make sure that they
have all the appropriate tools that they need in order to defend the
country and to take on our adversaries.

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you, Senator Rounds. Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Phelan, good
to see you again. I enjoyed our visit.

A report came out this morning, at 10, so nobody has had a
chance to really see it, but I would recommend it to you. It is from
the GAO, and the title of it is, “Shipbuilding and Repair: Navy
Needs a Strategic Approach for Private Sector Industrial Base In-
vestments.” I am just going to read you, on page 67, the opening
paragraph, or the conclusion.

“Problems in Navy shipbuilding and repair have remained rel-
atively unchanged over the past decades. Programs are not achiev-
ing costs and schedule goals, and as a result, the battle force is not
sufficiently modernized and ready to meet national security needs.
These problems are, in part, because the ship industrial base faces
workforce and infrastructure challenges that put the Navy’s goals
out of reach.”

Here is the part I really wanted to read:

“Yet the Navy continues to expect different performance
outcomes in the coming years than it has achieved in the
past. There is no basis for expecting industrial base out-
comes to improve without changes from the Navy that
would motivate a different level of private industry invest-
ment and performance.”

I would like to introduce the report for the record, Mr. Chair.
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Chairman WICKER. Without objection, and with a hear, hear.
Senator KAINE. Yes.

Chairman WICKER. It is so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]

Please see Appendix A for the GAO report.

Senator KAINE. I think that this is something you are going to
want to read, although much of it seems to track things that we
discussed.

You are a nontraditional appointee for this position, and that can
be okay if the tradition is not working, and I think the punchline
in this report is the tradition is not working. I explained to you
that having been on the Committee now in my 13th year, and al-
ways been in the seapower space, that I have kind of operated on
the assumption that if we just do our job here on the resource side,
the Navy and our innovative private sector will deliver a product
successfully, and I have been wrong in that assumption. It has not
worked.

Last year, we not only had a robust defense budget but we joined
together in a bipartisan way twice in the year to bulk it up, once
in the April supplemental package and then once at the end of the
year.

So just putting more money into the bucket without changing
how we are doing things, I now have completely lost confidence
that that is going to solve the problem.

That leads me back to you. You are a nontraditional nominee,
but you are nominated for a position where the tradition does not
seem to be working, and so that makes me intrigued with what you
might do differently than has been done in the past.

When the President asked you to do the job, I know you guys—
I do not want to really get into the substance so much, but he
asked you for a reason. There were other people he could have
asked. In the discussions with the President, what do you under-
stand to be his priorities for the Navy and why he would think that
you would be the right person to carry out those priorities?

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator, for the question. I did enjoy
our meeting, as well.

I do not think I can say shipbuilding enough times in terms of
the President’s priorities, as he has made it very clear. I think
what is missing, from what I can see, is the sense of urgency. It
is kind of, we are just going along, and it is kumbaya. It is almost
as if you are waiting for a crisis to happen to ignite things. I think
in the business of warfare, that is a dangerous place to be.

So I think why the President selected me is I will bring a sense
of urgency to this. I will bring a sense of accountability to this. I
am good at setting up feedback loops. I am good at creating ac-
countability and making sure people execute. I am good at reward-
ing performance. You perform, you move up. And I think those are
all things that need to happen and need to be looked at again. And
I think that sense of urgency is important.

You know, again, I jokingly mentioned earlier in the hearing, the
President texted me, I think it was 1:18 in the morning, of like
three rusty ships in a yard, and said, “What are you doing about
this? This is terrible. How can this exist?” He is very focused. You
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know, Senator Wicker initially asked, do I still want the job after
hearing everything. He is a demanding man who wants things
done. And it will be a challenge, but I think the Navy needs to rec-
ognize that.

And I think one of the keys is you have to develop a strategy and
a vision, and then you basically have to come up with a force goal,
so that strategy is going to drive the force goal. So you sit down
with the combatant commanders and come up with a force goal.
And then you have got to make it affordable.

So we are going to need to make tradeoffs. We are going to need
to look at what is working, what is not working. What legacy sys-
tems no longer matter? What other conflicts have we seen things
happen that is going to inform what we should do?

Senator KAINE. I will say on that one, one virtue of being a new-
comer to this, in some ways, is you are not attached to a legacy
system because it was the system that you trained on and you have
a particular loyalty to.

I am over time, but I will just say this to conclude. I am heart-
ened to hear—I mean, I do not mind criticizing the President when
I think he is wrong, but when I think he is right, I will say it, and
I think shipbuilding is a focus, shipbuilding and ship repair.

And one of the little plusses in this report is they actually say
that we have gotten better at ship repair in the last 5 years. Still
got a long ways to go, but we actually have shown some improve-
ment. So there may be some improvement strategies that would
think about and then apply to shipbuilding.

I would love to go with you down to the shipyard in Norfolk
sometime, the public shipyard and the Huntington Ingalls shipyard
where we build carriers and subs.

With that, Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Mr. PHELAN. I will look forward to that.

Chairman WICKER. I think you will be doing a good bit of trav-
eling to shipyards, Mr. Phelan.

At this point I ask unanimous consent to enter into the record
a number of letters supporting the nomination of Mr. Phelan, the
first by Thomas J. Mundell, President and CEO of the National
Medal of Honor Center for Leadership; the second being a letter
signed by Melissa P. Allen, President and Chief Operating Officer,
and Steven D. Cashen, Chief Executive Officer, of the Third Option
Foundation; the third being a letter from Robert Sweetman, Navy
SEAL retired, founder of the Creed for Peaceful Warriors; fourth
being a letter of endorsement from Jim Hake, Founder and CEO,
on behalf of the Spirit of America; and finally, a letter of endorse-
ment from Pam Zembiec, widow of Major Doug Zembiec, known to
many as the Lion of Fallujah.

Without objection, those letters will also be entered into the
record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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* National Medal of Honor Center for Leadership
962 Houston Northcutt Blvd. Suite 203

. | Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
MEDAL o HONOR mohcenterforleadership.org

CENTER FOR LEADERSHIP

February 25, 2025

Chairman Roger Wicker

Ranking Member Jack Reed
Senate Armed Services Committee
228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and Distinguished Members of the Senate Armed Services Commiittee,

I write to you today on behalf of the National Medal of Honor Center for Leadership to express my strong and unequivocal
support for the nomination of John Phelan as the next Secretary of the Navy. His distinguished career in leadership, strategic
decision-making, and commitment to service aligns with the values that define our nation’s military and the principles we seek
to instill in future generations—honor, integrity, courage, and accountability.

At the Medal of Honor Center for Leadership, we work to ensure that the extraordinary values embodied by our nation’s most
decorated heroes are passed on (u fu(ure leaders. Strong cwlhan |eadershlp of our armed forces is critical to this mission, and
Mr. Phelan’s ing complex and navigating high-stakes decisions makes him
uniquely suited to lead the Depanment of the Navy.

As a business leader, investor, and philanthropist, Mr. Phelan has an i i to
His role as a Partner and Co-Chief Investment Officer at MSD Capital required the ability to assess risk, optimize resources,
and drive efficiency—skills that are ial in the ight of one of the most complex branches of our military.

His leadership extends beyond the private sector, as he has played a key role in educational initiatives and leadership
his ication to shaping the next generation of Americans who will serve and lead.

Mr. Phelan’s appointment would bring a fresh, Its-driven perspective to the Dep of the Navy. At a time when our
naval forces must maintain strategic superiority, confront global challenges, and adapt to evolving threats, his leadership will
ensure that our sailors and Marines have the resources, training, and support they need to succeed.

Furthermore, his ability to foster collaboration between the public and private sectors will help modemize and strengthen the
Navy's capabilities for the future.

For these reasons, | strongly urge the Committee to confirm Mr. Phelan as Secretary of the Navy. His proven leadership,
strategic expertise, and commitment to service will make him an exceptional steward of our naval forces and an advocate for
the men and women who defend our nation and their families.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please know | deeply appreciate your dedication to ensuring the best possible
leadership for our military.

Respectfully,

Thomas J. Mundell
President & CEO
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TH|RD OPTION
*

26 February 2025

Chairman Roger Wicker

Ranking Member Jack Reed
Senate Armed Services Committee
228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and Esteemed Members of the Senate Armed Services
Committee,

We are writing on behalf of Third Option Foundation to acknowledge Mr. John Phelan for his
extraordinary service and dedication to our mission. Third Option Foundation was established in 2013 to
support the officers and families of the CIA Special Activities Center (SAC) and the families of SAC
fallen officers. Since the Foundation’s inception, Mr. Phelan has been a stalwart supporter and leader of
our organization and has demonstrated unwavering commitment to our constituency.

Third Option Foundation was founded in the wake of a tragedy involving the loss of many SAC officers
killed in action while supporting covert operations abroad. As the spouses and children of these fallen
heroes struggled with the lack of access to military support services typically available to families, they
found themselves facing overwhelming financial and emotional challenges. It was during this difficult
time that Mr. Phelan stepped forward, offering vital assistance to Third Option Foundation. Investing
time, talent and treasure, Mr. Phelan worked with our Founders to ensure that these families had an
organization to lean on and resources to navigate their grief and their lives, moving forward.

In the years since, Third Option Foundation has grown into a trusted resource for SAC families in crisis.
We provide comprehensive support to SAC officers, their families, and the surviving families of SAC
fallen, who do not fall under the typical military assistance framework. In his role of Chairman of our
Board of Directors, Mr. Phelan played a key role in guiding our organizational growth, advising on
strategic direction, and developing our comprehensive programming to ensure that our constituents
receive the support, resources, and recognition that they deserve. Due in large part to his leadership, we
are now assisting hundreds of families facing some of the most trying circumstances imaginable.

Mr. Phelan’s commitment to Third Option Foundation’s mission illustrates his deep and abiding respect

for the service of SAC officers and their families. Mr. Phelan is a person who prioritizes people, whether
it’s supporting a grieving widow or navigating complex organizational challenges. His ability to build

11160-C1 South Lakes Drive, #158 | Reston, VA20191 | www.thirdoptionfoundation.org

Quietly Helping Those Wha Quietly S
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strong relationships and diverse networks, combined with his empathetic approach to leadership, made
him an outstanding figure at our organization.

During his tenure at Third Option Foundation, Mr. Phelan developed a deep understanding of the
intricacies of service, from the personal to the operational. His unwavering sense of duty to the SAC
community earned him the trust and respect of all around him and enabled him to forge deep connections
among SAC officers and their family members.

In conclusion, we at Third Option Foundation are grateful to Mr. John Phelan for his extraordinary record
of service with our organization. We wish him all the best in his next endeavor should he be confirmed as
Secretary of the Navy. We have no doubt that Mr. Phelan will bring this same dedication to service and
commitment to American values to his next post.

With respect and admiration,

A B T

Melissa P. Allen Steven T. Cashen
President and Chief Operating Officer Chief Executive Officer
Third Option Foundation Third Option Foundation
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February 25, 2025

Robert Sweetman

U.S. Navy SEAL (Ret)

Founder, Creed of Peaceful Warriors
Founder, 62romeo Non-Profit
Founder, Sleep Genius

Chairman Wicker and Members of the U.S. Armed Services Committee
228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-6050

Subject: Endorsement for John C. Phelan as Secretary of the Navy
Dear Senator Wicker,

I am writing to express my strong support for the nomination of John C. Phelan as Secretary of the Navy. His exceptional
leadership, financial acumen, and deep commitment to service make him the ideal choice to lead the Department of the
Navy at this critical juncture. Mr. Phelan’s distinguished career spans over three decades, during which he co-founded
MSD Capital, L.P., and MSD Partners, L.P. Under his visionary leadership, these firms generated over $20 billion in
profits while consistently delivering double-digit net returns. His strategic foresight and financial expertise have been
instrumental in navigating complex economic landscapes—an invaluable skill set for managing the Department of the
Navy's vast resources and operational challenges.

As a former Navy SEAL, I have witnessed firsthand the critical role of sleep in military readiness. As indicated in my
memorandum to the Secretary of Defence titled “Weaponizing Wellness: Fueling Lethality Through Optimal Health,” the
intersection of performance optimization and human resilience is essential to our national security. I strongly believe that
M. Phelan’s leadership will uphold these priorities. We must be dedicated to enhancing the health, cognitive function, and
operational effectiveness of service members, veterans, and first responders through science-backed sleep solutions.

Beyond his professional achievements, Mr. Phelan has demonstrated a lifelong commitment to philanthropy and public
service, earning honors such as the SMU Distinguished Alumni Award and the American Ireland Funds Philanthropic
Award. His dedication to service, integrity, and sound decision-making aligns with the core values of the Navy. Given the
increasing global demands on our naval forces, we need strong, visionary leadership to ensure readiness, efficiency, and
resource allocation that directly supports mission success.

I respectfully urge the Committee to fully consider and confirm Mr. Phelan’s nomination as Secretary of the Navy. His
leadership will strengthen our naval forces, enhance operational effectiveness, and reinforce the lethality of our
warfighters.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this critical nomination.
Sincerely,

Robert Sweetman

U.S. Navy SEAL (Ret)

Founder, Creed of Peaceful Warriors
Founder, 62romeo Non-Profit
Founder, Sleep Genius
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Chairman Roger Wicker

Ranking Member Jack Reed

Senate Armed Services Committee

228 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and Esteemed Members of the Senate Armed
Services Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to write in support of Mr. John Phelan’s nomination as Secretary of the
Navy. In my capacity as founder and chief executive Officer at Spirit of America, | have known and
worked with Mr. Phelan for more than 10 years. Spirit of America is a privately funded 501c3 nonprofit
that for more than two decades has provided private assistance in support of the missions of US
military and foreign service personnel serving abroad. We do not receive and would not accept
government funding and we have no involvement in policy or politics. We have pioneered an
innovative new model that harnesses the power of the American people and private philanthropy in
support of American values and US national security objectives around the world.

Our ability to carry out this vital mission depends on strong, visionary leaders who understand the
magnitude of the sacrifices made by our service members, their families and that appreciate the
indispensable role America plays as a global leader. Mr. Phelan is precisely such a leader. He has been
a tireless champion of Spirit of America without ever seeking recognition or favor. There are American
servicemembers who have lives and limbs today because of Mr. Phelan'’s efforts.

Mr. Phelan’s deep commitment to the welfare of our troops is evident in every aspect of his career. He
has consistently demonstrated a profound respect for the men and women in uniform. | am confident
that, as Secretary of the Navy, he will ensure our Sailors and Marines receive the training, support, and
resources necessary to meet the complex demands of modern warfare. Mr. Phelan’s leadership is
further distinguished by his steadfast adherence to the values that form the foundation of our
democracy - honesty, integrity, and a profound sense of duty.

Mr. Phelan has an entrepreneurial mindset that he will use to find ways to strengthen America’s
security more effectively and at lower cost. He combines that entrepreneurial mindset with a keen
intelligence and ability to ask deeply insightful questions, connect with and listen to individuals from
diverse backgrounds, and synthesize inputs into effective courses of action. As he has done with Spirit
of America, Mr. Phelan will find and embrace other innovative approaches that serve our military,
strengthen our security, and serve America’s interests, if he is confirmed as Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. Phelan is an executive leader of great talent, patriotism, and character who will serve our great
nation with honor. | respectfully encourage you to confirm his nomination as quickly as possible.

Very respectfully,
.

jimhake@spiritofamerica.org

3033 WILSON BLVD., SUITE 700, ARLINGTON, VA 22201/ SPIRITOFAMERICA.ORG / +1.571.970.1370
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Chairman Roger Wicker

Ranking Member Jack Reed
Senate Armed Services Committee
228 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Chairman Wicker, Ranking Member Reed, and Distinguished Members of the Senate
Armed Services Committee,

| write to you today not just as the widow of Major Doug Zembiec but as someone who has
lived alongside the men and women who dedicate their lives to defending this nation—people
who sacrifice everything because they believe in something greater than themselves. These are
the individuals who form the backbone of our armed forces, and they deserve leadership that
honors their commitment with action, not just words. That is why | strongly endorse John
Phelan for Secretary of the Navy.

My late husband, known to many as “The Lion of Fallujah”, lived and died by a simple principle:
“Never forget those who were killed. And never let rest those who killed them.” This was not
just a motto—it was his way of life. Doug led his Marines through some of the toughest battles
in Iraq with unwavering courage and commitment. In 2007, while on loan from the Marine
corps to the CIA, Doug was killed in action while leading a raid in Sadr City, Iraq — fighting
alongside the very Iraqi forces he had trained. His sacrifice, like so many others, reminds us that
leadership is not about ranks or privilege; it is about responsibility and service to others.

John Phelan understands this at his core. He did not need to step forward for this role—he felt
called to it. He believes in something greater than himself, in service to the nation that has
given him so much. He is not seeking power or prestige, but the opportunity to lead and to give
back. That is the mark of true character.

John Phelan has built a reputation as a leader who delivers results. He sees the Navy and
Marine Corps at a critical crossroads. He is here to fix what is broken, to restore accountability,
and to ensure that Sailors, Marines and their families have the support and resources they need
to win.

For John Phelan, failure is not an option—victory Is the only path forward.

Like my late husband Doug, John Phelan believes leadership is not about titles—it is about
action. He understands that readiness is not just about budgets or policies—it is about people.
It is about ensuring that every sailor and Marine is properly trained, equipped, and supported,
and that their families are never forgotten.

John's commitment to service members extends beyond leadership; it is personal. His
philanthropic work with Gold Star families like mine is a testament to his values.
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He understands the weight of sacrifice, and he has made it his mission to ensure that the
families left behind are not just remembered but supported. That kind of dedication is rare, and
it is exactly the kind of leadership we need at the helm of the Department of the Navy.

This is a defining moment in our history. We need leaders who are unafraid to take bold
action—Ileaders who will prioritize readiness, accountability, and the well-being of our service
members and their families.

John Phelan is that leader. He is rea'dy to meet the moment, and if Doug were here today,
believe he would stand beside me in saying that John Is the right person to lead the
Department of the Navy.

1 urge you to confirm John Phelan as the next Secretary of the Navy. Our sailors, Marines, and
their families deserve nothing less.

Vi ly, o,
g%é)
aim Zembiec

Chairman WICKER. Now one final question. Mr. Phelan, regard-
ing nuclear submarines and shipbuilding, nuclear submarines are
some of our most formidable weapons. We must get these programs
back on track. The Navy developed an innovative contracting tech-
nique called SAWS, S-A-W-S, Shipbuilder Accountability and
Workforce Support, SAWS. The goal of SAWS is twofold, to invest
in our shipbuilders and to free billions of dollars over the next 5
years to support the shipbuilding industrial base.

Regrettably, the last administration did not move forward with
this plan, which has broad bipartisan support. Mr. Phelan, you
have said today that we have to end business as usual. So will you
commit to discussing with me, soon after confirmation, the benefits
of SAWS?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, Senator. I look forward to that.

Chairman WICKER. Thank you very much. And if there are no
further questions or comments, this hearing will soon be adjourned.
But I must say some magic words.

The record will be open for 2 days. Questions for the record will
be due to the Committee within 2 business days from the conclu-
sion of the hearing.

Without objection, we are adjourned. Thank you, sir.

Mr. PHELAN. Thank you, Senator.

[Whereupon, at 11:33 a.m., the Committee adjourned.]

[Prepared questions submitted to Mr. John Phelan by Chairman
Wicker prior to the hearing with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES
DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AS SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

Question. What is your understanding of the duties and responsibilities of the Sec-
retary of the Navy?

Answer. The Secretary of the Navy is responsible for leading the Department of
the Navy, which includes the Navy and Marine Corps, ensuring they are properly
trained, equipped, and ready to defend the Nation’s interests. This role involves set-
ting strategic priorities, managing budgets, strengthening shipbuilding and mainte-
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nance efforts, and enhancing the welfare of sailors, marines, and their families. The
Secretary must also drive innovation, improve operational efficiency, and uphold ac-
countability within the force. Additionally, the position requires close collaboration
with the Congress, the Department of Defense, the CNO/CMC, industry partners,
and allied nations to maintain maritime superiority and effectively support national
defense objectives.

Question. What management and leadership experience do you possess that you
would apply to your service as Secretary of the Navy, if confirmed?

Answer. Throughout my 35+-year career in business, I have overseen and funded
large, complex organizations, managed significant budgets, and driven operational
efficiency in dynamic and challenging environments. I have a track record of helping
transform organizations by fostering accountability, streamlining processes, and im-
plementing strategic reforms—skills that are directly applicable to leading the De-
partment of the Navy. I understand the challenges of workforce management, re-
cruiting, and retention, and I have successfully built teams that balance experience
with fresh talent. Just as in business, the Navy must adapt to evolving challenges,
and I will bring a results-oriented, innovation-driven approach to ensure our naval
forces remain the most capable and lethal in the world.

Question. If confirmed, what duties and responsibilities would you assign to the
Under Secretary of the Navy?

Answer. Under Title 10, the Under Secretary of the Navy performs the duties and
exercises such powers as the Secretary of the Navy may prescribe. The Under Sec-
retary serves as the Chief Management Officer of the Department, which carries the
primary responsibility for the business operations of the Department of the Navy.
Additionally, the Under Secretary oversees a number of other matters assigned by
the Secretary of the Navy. If confirmed, I will review the current duties and respon-
sibilities assigned to the Under Secretary and will work closely with the Under Sec-
retary to identify any appropriate reassignments, delegations or other measures al-
lowed by law that may more efficiently align responsibilities toward facilitating
warfighter readiness.

Question. If confirmed, over which members and organizations of the Navy would
you direct the Chief of Naval Operations to exercise supervision and what would be
the scope of such supervision? What other duties would you assign to the Chief of
Naval Operations or the Commandant of the Marine Corps?

Answer. Under Title 10, the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of
the Marine Corps perform their assigned duties under the authority, direction, and
control of the Secretary of the Navy and are directly responsible to the Secretary.
If confirmed, I will review the supervisory responsibilities of the Chief of Naval Op-
erations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps and consider any appropriate
reassignments, delegations or other measures allowed by law that may more effi-
ciently align responsibilities toward facilitating warfighter readiness.

Question. If confirmed, what innovative ideas would you consider providing to the
Secretary of Defense regarding the organization and operations of the Department
of the Navy?

Answer. If confirmed, I would prioritize innovation in four key areas: personnel,
shipbuilding, operational efficiency, and financial accountability. First, I would ad-
vocate for bold recruitment and retention reforms, cutting bureaucratic red tape and
improving quality of life initiatives to attract and retain top talent. A key compo-
nent of this effort would be reinvigorating the Navy’s marketing strategy, leveraging
both traditional and digital platforms to better connect with today’s generation. The
upcoming 250th anniversary of the Navy and Marine Corps presents a unique op-
portunity to celebrate their proud history while inspiring the next generation to
serve. We must ensure this milestone is not only a commemoration but a catalyst
for strengthening the force.

Second, I would push for a more agile, accountable and flexible shipbuilding strat-
egy by streamlining procurement, enhancing budget flexibility, strengthening part-
nerships with the defense industrial base, and holding contractors accountable for
cost and schedule overruns. I would also drive operational modernization by
leveraging emerging technologies, enhancing warfighter training through AI and
simulation, and fostering a culture that prioritizes adaptability and mission effec-
tiveness over rigid compliance. Finally, I would emphasize financial accountability,
ensuring the Department of the Navy achieves a clean audit as soon as practicable,
a critical step in restoring public trust, improving efficiency and readiness, and
maximizing every defense dollar. These efforts would ensure that the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps remain the world’s most capable and formidable maritime force.
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CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Question. Federal ethics laws, like 10 U.S.C. §208, prohibit government employ-
ees from participating in matters where they, or certain family members or organi-
zations with which they have certain relationships, have a financial interest.

Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to disclose any potential conflicts
of interest, including investments, business ties, family relationships, or other con-
nections that could be perceived as influencing your decisionmaking?

Answer. Yes

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, that if a conflict of in-
terest arises, you will recuse yourself from participating in any relevant decisions
regarding that specific matter?

Answer. Yes

Question. Do you commit, without qualification, if confirmed, to decisionmaking
on the merits and exclusively in the public interest, without regard to private gain
or personal benefit?

Answer. Yes

MAJOR CHALLENGES AND PRIORITIES

Question. What do you consider to be the most significant challenges you would
face if confirmed as Secretary of the Navy?

Answer. Shipbuilding, passing a department-wide audit, and recruiting and re-
taining servicemembers are the most significant challenges that I see within the De-
partment of the Navy.

Question. What plans do you have for addressing each of these challenges, if con-
firmed, and on what timeline?

Answer. I have spent my career leading businesses, recruiting talent, driving per-
formance, and solving problems. I will work alongside our industry partners and
uniformed and civilian leadership to deliver innovative solutions on time and within
budget starting on day one.

As a businessman I understand the importance of financial audits. They represent
accountability to Congress and the American people. I will endeavor to instill a cul-
ture of ownership, transparency, and accountability in the Department of the Navy.

Question. The Chief of Naval Operations published her strategic guidance, the
“2024 NAVPLAN,” seeking readiness for sustained high-end joint and combined
combat by 2027. What plans do you have that will support her strategic goals of
readiness for the possibility of war with the People’s Republic of China by 2027 and
enhancing the Navy’s long-term advantage?

Answer. The Department of the Navy’s ability to maintain and modernize complex
weapons platforms is key to strengthening our naval forces with combat relevant
capabilities. If confirmed, I will prioritize accelerating the development of a lethal,
modernized naval force capable of countering China’s challenges across the conflict
spectrum. I will focus on fleet modernization, maintenance, and sustainment to en-
sure readiness for prolonged conflict if necessary. I will work with Congress and this
Committee to secure necessary resources and will closely monitor progress, keeping
the Committee fully informed.

IDENTIFYING AND ADDRESSING SYSTEMIC PROBLEMS

Question. In 2017, the Navy conducted a Comprehensive Review of Surface Force
Incidents after a series of incidents including the tragic collisions of the USS Fitz-
gerald (DDG 62) and the USS John S. McCain (DDG 56) with civilian merchant
ships and the resulting combined loss of 17 U.S. sailors. The review listed a series
of systemic and endemic faults within the Surface Force and issued dozens of ac-
tions and recommendations for changes to the Surface Force. While some GAO re-
ports indicate the Navy has successfully monitored changes to Surface Warfare Offi-
cer training, other GAO recommendations still remain open, such as addressing fa-
tigue and inadequate sleep. To what extent has the Surface Force been successful
in tracking and implementing the recommendations from the 2017 Comprehensive
Review? Who is in charge of tracking completion of those recommendations? Has the
Navy conducted a review of the adequacy of the changes that have been imple-
mented to ensure the systemic and endemic faults have been corrected?

Answer. The collisions of USS Fitzgerald and USS John S. McCain are tragic, and
my heart goes out to the families and teammates of the sailors lost in those inci-
dents. I understand the Navy has taken significant action to ensure these incidents
are not repeated, not only in the surface fleet, but across the breadth of the Depart-
ment.
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If confirmed, I look forward to getting additional insight into what the Navy
learned from those incidents and how those lessons are being applied, including the
incorporation of any outstanding GAO recommendations.

Question. In the fallout of the Glenn Defense Marine Asia (GDMA) scandal, nu-
merous Navy personnel, including a significant number of Navy admirals, were in-
vestigated for bribery, corruption, and violations of criminal conflict of interest laws
and executive branch ethics regulations. Some were prosecuted and convicted in
Federal courts, and many more were subject to public censure and forced into early
retirement from the Navy. Are you satisfied with the actions the Navy has taken
in response to the GDMA scandal to ensure that its officers and other personnel are
trained—throughout their careers—on Government ethics and standards of conduct
and the Navy’s core values? Explain the steps the Navy has taken to train its per-
sonnel at each stage in their career on Government ethics and standards of conduct.

Answer. If confirmed, I will expect every sailor, marine, and civilian—including
myself—to act with utmost integrity and comply with Government ethics laws and
standards of conduct and the DON’s Core Values. While I am not aware of all the
actions the Department of the Navy has taken in response to the GDMA scandal,
in order to maintain an ethical culture, I believe that a continuum of quality train-
ing needs to be provided throughout an individual’s career. If confirmed, I will en-
sure that initial and annual training, as required by law and regulation, are faith-
fully executed. Moreover, I will continue to support the programs that were estab-
lished to provide milestone-based legal training on issues associated with incre-
mental leadership responsibilities. This includes, but is not limited to, government
ethics and standards of conduct training for prospective executive and commanding
officers; major commanders; and Flag Officers.

Question. In 2021, the Navy conducted a Command Investigation and Major Fires
Review following the fire on the USS Bonhomme Richard (LHD 6) which resulted
in the total loss of the ship. To what extent has the Navy been successful, through
its Learning to Action Board or otherwise, in implementing and assessing the ap-
proved recommendations from these investigations?

Answer. I understand the majority of the Learning to Action Board’s overall rec-
ommendations are implemented, improving shipboard firefighting and safety during
maintenance periods and fostering strong relationships with community first re-
sponders to provide additional support, when required. If confirmed, I look forward
to reviewing the lessons from this tragic event and driving resolution on any re-
maining recommendations to ensure enduring solutions preclude complacency and
sustain adherence to fire safety requirements across the Fleet.

Question. A 2023 GAO report found that the Navy still has not shared lessons
learned about fire safety across the Fleet nor has it developed a Navy-wide standard
for evaluating the effectiveness of fire safety trainings. To what extent is the Navy
tracking these open recommendations from the GAO toward completion?

Answer. I do not have insight into the particular systems and processes Navy uses
to share such lessons. However, if confirmed, I will be committed to instilling a cul-
ture of shared learning. I look forward to reviewing the Navy’s actions regarding
fire safety and any specific open recommendations from GAO.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS READINESS

Question. How would you balance the near-term demand for naval forces with the
need to generate readiness and surge capacity for future contingencies?

Answer. If confirmed, I would prioritize Fleet readiness first, while continuing em-
phasis on building the fleet of tomorrow to ensure we are prepared to deter future
conflict, defend the homeland, and protect American interests. Our Nation and our
sailors deserve a lethal, modern fighting force, and I believe this will be achieved
through proper, on-time maintenance and strategic modernization of the fleet we
have today and dedicated efforts to deliver the fleet of tomorrow as expeditiously
as possible. It also demands the right mix of depot capability and capacity across
the commercial and organic industrial base to ensure that the Navy can surge to
meet increased maintenance demands when necessary. If confirmed, I commit to en-
sure that this mix is maintained.

Question. To what extent has Optimized-Fleet Response Plan (O-FRP) been suc-
cessful in stabilizing rotational deployments and making them more predictable?

Answer. It is my understanding that the O-FRP has allowed the Navy to project
forces around the globe to support U.S. national security in a predictable manner.
I understand the O-FRP is a 36-month schedule for surface ships that dedicates
time for maintenance, training/certification and deployment/sustainment and aligns
to support deployments of Carrier Strike Groups and Amphibious Readiness Groups.
The O-FRP has been successful with regard to providing stable, predictable mainte-
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nance and repair schedules for the vital Navy Repair Shipyard Industrial Base,
while generating sufficient operational forces to support operational demands. No-
tional O-FRP dedicates 8-months for Maintenance, 10-months for Training/Certifi-
cation and 18-months for Sustainment. While ships don’t normally deploy for 18-
months at a time, I understand O-FRP allows Operational Commanders to have
surge capacity of forces in times of escalation or conflict.

Question. Amphibious warfare ships account for nearly 75 percent of deferred
maintenance in the fiscal year 2025 budget request.

If confirmed, how would you address the deferred maintenance accruing to the
amphibious warfare ships?

Answer. It is my understanding the Navy conducted an Amphibious Ship Mainte-
nance Study to identify areas where the Navy can apply its Get Real Get Better
methodology. That study covered broad aspects of maintenance planning, execution,
government oversight, and quality control. If confirmed, I would evaluate the results
of the study and progress achieved in order to continue to reduce deferred mainte-
nance on amphibious warfare ships.

Question. Given the current operational tempo, are the Navy and the Marine
Corps able to maintain desired dwell ratios?

Answer. Dwell ratios are critical periods for training, maintenance, as well as
Quality of Service and Quality of Life for our personnel in between deployments.
While the current operational tempo poses challenges; I am committed to closely
monitoring and assessing the impact on dwell ratios. By prioritizing personnel read-
iness, optimizing deployment schedules, and implementing efficient resource man-
agement practices, I will aim to uphold the desired dwell ratios for our sailors and
marines. My focus will be on balancing operational requirements with the well-being
and readiness of our servicemembers to sustain a high State of readiness across the
Naval force.

BUDGET

Question. In its 2018 and 2024 reports, the National Defense Strategy Commis-
sion recommended that Congress increase the base defense budget at an average
rate of three to 5 percent above inflation through the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram (FYDP).

If confirmed, by what standards would you measure the adequacy of funding for
the Department of the Navy?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the Department of Defense to ensure the
Department of the Navy has a balanced budget that aligns with the President’s pri-
ority to achieve Peace through Strength. As the Secretary of Defense has directed,
we must act urgently to restore the warrior ethos, rebuild our military, and reestab-
lish deterrence.

The budget should be focused on delivering resources to ensure America’s mari-
time forces—our Navy and Marine Corps team—are ready, resilient, flexible, and
forward-deployed to do our Nation’s tasking.

Question. How will you ensure the Navy and the Marine Corps are appropriately
resourced to simultaneously modernize, grow readiness, and take care of their peo-
ple?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work with the Department of Defense to ensure the
Navy and Marine Corps have a balanced budget that aligns with the President’s pri-
orities. The budget will prioritize the Navy and Marine Corps ability to deploy and
fight in this decisive decade, invest in our Warfighters, and invest in the health of
our industrial base.

The budget should be strategy-driven to meet the requirements of the National
Security Strategy, National Defense Strategy and the President’s priorities to pre-
serve peace through strength.

Question. Section 222a of title 10, U.S. Code, provides that not later than 10 days
after the President’s submission of the defense budget to Congress, each Service
Chief must submit to the congressional defense committees a report that lists, in
order of priority, the unfunded priorities of his or her armed force. If confirmed,
would you agree to support the Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of
the Marine Corps in providing their unfunded priorities lists to Congress in a timely
manner?

Answer. Yes.

ALLIANCES AND PARTNERSHIPS

Question. Mutually beneficial alliances and partnerships are one of our greatest
comparative advantages in competition with near-peer rivals.
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Answer. I agree. Mutually beneficial alliances and partnerships enhance deter-
rence, provide additional strength and lethality and are a strategic competitive ad-
vantage over our near-peer rivals. Today’s operating environment is interconnected,
multi-domain, and requires integration with Allies and partners across all
warfighting functions. In an era of strategic competition, our alliances and partner-
ships enable unified action to deter our adversaries during competition and com-
plicate adversary decisionmaking.

Question. What do you see as the role of the Department of the Navy in building
relationships and interoperability with allies and partners?

Answer. In today’s security environment, the United States will be more secure
and prosperous if we work alongside Allies and partners who align with our objec-
tives and work across the instruments of national power to advance the President’s
national security objectives. If confirmed, I will ensure that our maritime forces
work with not only our strongest Allies but also emerging partners in order to lever-
age their unique capabilities and regional expertise to grow our access, interoper-
ability and combined lethality to deter potential adversaries such as the PRC and
limit malign influences that seek to challenge our security.

Question. If confirmed as Secretary of the Navy, what specific actions would you
take to prioritize and strengthen existing U.S. alliances and partnerships, build new
partnerships, and take advantage of opportunities for international cooperation?

Answer. If confirmed, I will leverage all the security cooperation tools available
to support the President’s America First Foreign Policy. Under the direction of the
President and Secretary of Defense, the Department of the Navy will work to iden-
tify and advance opportunities to improve our global force and basing posture,
strengthen interoperability with partners in priority regions such as the Indo-Pa-
cific, and expand collaborative development and production of weapons and muni-
tions to increase productivity of our industrial base. If confirmed, we will conduct
bilateral and multilateral exercises with both our strongest Allies and also emerging
partners to maintain our competitive advantage and grow our influence where it
makes the United States more secure. Using these and other means we can expand
U.S. reach around the globe while lessening the burden on the United States and
the American taxpayer by leveraging the combined capabilities of our partners to
strengthen our collective security.

INDO-PACIFIC REGION

Question. What are the key areas in which the Department of the Navy must im-
prove to provide the necessary capabilities and capacity to the Joint Force to deter
Chinese aggression and, if necessary, prevail in a potential conflict with China?

Answer. In the face of China’s rapid development of sophisticated military capa-
bilities and continued aggressive behavior that threatens regional stability and secu-
rity, the Department of the Navy has an urgent mandate to fully resource the fight-
ing force required to reestablish deterrence. If confirmed, I will lead the Department
to meet this challenge, focusing on weapon and system modernization; investing in
our forward deployed force posture and required infrastructure; prioritizing the
Indo-Pacific; energizing key alliances and partnerships; and, expanding the core of
our capacity through a re-doubled emphasis on recruitment, retention, and ship-
building. I pledge to work with the Congress to provide the Joint Force a lethal,
integrated Navy and Marine Corps team of combat-ready forces.

Question. How would you assess the threat to Navy forces and facilities from Chi-
nese missile forces? In your assessment, have Navy investments, posture shifts and/
or new operational concepts sufficiently addressed this threat?

Answer. I do not yet have access to the information necessary to assess these
threats. China continues to rapidly develop and field both an increasingly sizable
and sophisticated conventional missile force and nuclear force. Forward deployed
and expeditionary Naval forces are critical to maintain freedom of the seas in peace-
time and prevent an adversary from controlling the seas in wartime. If confirmed,
my goal would be for the Navy and Marine Corps to provide joint and allied forces
with the best resourced, most lethal naval force to ensure our freedom of maneuver
and to protect our national interests. If confirmed, I will thoroughly examine this
issue and ensure Naval forces and facilities have the protection they need to carry
out their missions.

Question. In your assessment, what are the priority investments the Department
of the Navy could make that would help implement the National Defense Strategy
in the Indo-Pacific?

Answer. I do not yet have access to the information necessary to make an assess-
ment. I believe providing resources to conduct forward operations, securing greater
access and logistics to operate forward; and developing the right force posture in the
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Indo-Pacific are essential to reestablishing and strengthening deterrence. Identi-
fying and making—with the help of Congress—the key investments in the force
structure, capabilities, and capacities to deter and defeat adversaries will be critical
for implementation. In addition, we must prioritize rebuilding our military through
the training and exercise of naval and naval infantry forces with regional Allies and
partners, to establish new and strengthen existing strategic maritime partnerships,
and enhance interoperability and lethality in support of a safe and secure Indo-Pa-
cific. If confirmed, I will thoroughly examine this issue to ensure the Department
of the Navy’s investments are properly prioritized.

Question. What is your current assessment of the risk of operational failure in a
conflict with China as a result of a critical logistics failure?

Answer. Although I lack access to information to fully address the risk of oper-
ational failure, I recognize that our logistics and sustainment capabilities and capac-
ities are critical to any successful campaign, and any conflict with China invariably
will be fought under the conditions of contested logistics. If confirmed, assessing our
logistics capabilities in support of maritime and joint operations, and addressing any
gaps found, will be a priority.

Question. In your opinion, what role will Guam play in a conflict with China? Do
you believe Guam’s infrastructure is currently adequate to support the current and
future mission?

Answer. I understand the strategic significance of Guam to our national security
and position as a Pacific power. Guam is a critical strategic hub in the Pacific due
to its proximity to Taiwan and the South China Sea. However, its aging infrastruc-
ture and increasing DOD on-island presence present challenges. Continuous mod-
ernization to enhance its defense and resilience against missile and cyber threats
will be critical. If confirmed, I intend to support collective DOD efforts to ensure
our force posture on Guam is balanced with the appropriate defenses and risk miti-
gations necessary to enable continued and unimpeded access to the Western Pacific.

Question. What is your view of the role of unmanned systems in deterring conflict
in the Taiwan Strait?

Answer. Unmanned systems can play a crucial role in deterring conflict in the
Taiwan Strait. These systems, operating in the air, surface, and sub-surface do-
mains, provide the Combatant Commander with a host of low-cost, attritable, scal-
able, and resilient capabilities. By providing persistent surveillance, intelligence
gathering, defensive, and strike capabilities, unmanned systems will enhance
lethality and serve as a strong and efficient deterrent to quickly respond to provo-
cation while reducing risks and maintaining flexibility in the region. Integration of
unmanned systems into naval and joint force architecture is a force multiplier for
providing combat capacity against peer competitors and adversaries. An integrated
manned/unmanned force, leveraging the unique and disruptive elements that un-
manned systems provide, is a critical component of our capability to deter and, if
necessary, prevail in conflict against a peer competitor like China who enjoys a nu-
ISneric advantage, and thereby plays a crucial role in deterring conflict in the Taiwan

trait.

Question. What are the key areas in which the Navy must improve to provide the
necessary capabilities and capacity to the Joint Force to deter Russian aggression
and, if necessary, prevail in a potential conflict with Russia?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department of the Navy is manned,
trained, and equipped to promote America’s national security interests and to sup-
port the President’s priority to reestablish peace and prosperity through strength.
I am committed to defending U.S. interests and promoting national security, in close
partnership with our regional partners and Allies with aligned interests. The De-
partment of the Navy must collaborate with Allies and partners in the region, con-
tinue to modernize our surface and submarine fleets globally, improve our logistics
and resupply capabilities, and maximize our mobility to rapidly deploy forces to key
littoral terrain. We must also ensure that our NATO Allies invest in the capabilities
they need to more robustly deter Russian aggression and maintain interoperability
with our Allies.

Question. In your view, are there investments the Navy should prioritize for the
competition with Russia below the level of direct military conflict in order to counter
Russian malign influence and hybrid warfare operations?

Answer. The Navy must prioritize non-traditional investments such as cyber capa-
bilities, information operations, and enhanced anti-submarine warfare. Engaging
with Allies and partners through joint exercises and cooperative deployments fo-
cused on countering hybrid tactics will strengthen our collective resilience. Invest-
ment in scalable, cutting-edge hardware and software in support of a variety of au-
tonomous systems, artificial intelligence, and advanced sensors and munitions will
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enable the Department of the Navy to field flexible response options for combatant

commanders to respond to a variety of adversary actions.

- Quesg)ion. How do you assess the Navy’s current posture to support operations in
urope?

Answer. I do not yet have access to the information necessary to make this assess-
ment. The Department of the Navy’s current posture in Europe is robust but re-
quires continuous adaptation to evolving global threats. It will be important to con-
tinue work with our Allies and partners in the region to identify areas of collabora-
tion that strengthen ally and partner capabilities and provide a credible deterrent.
Forward deployed forces provide critical maritime power projection. If confirmed, I
commit to support the Administration in an assessment of global posture laydown
and Zp%ropriate scaling of our naval posture in Europe to meet our commitments
to NATO.

MIDDLE EAST

Question. Iranian-linked Houthi rebels continue to launch drone and missile at-
tacks against United States and international vessels in the Red Sea, disrupting
global commerce and putting the United States, its allies and partners at risk. If
confirmed, how would you adjust or augment the current strategy to be more effec-
tive to deter and counter Houthi attacks?

Answer. Forward-deployed Navy assets have executed persistent deterrence and
precision strikes to impose greater costs on Houthi operations. We must adapt our
technologies and tactics based on the lessons we are learning in response to Iranian
backed Houthi drone and missile attacks against U.S. and international vessels in
the Red Sea. I am committed to looking at our full suite of capabilities to ensure
we can confront and defeat threats of this nature and to ensure we have more cost-
effective solutions to counter such threats.

ACQUISITION

Question. Congress has expanded and refined the acquisition-related functions of
the Chief of Naval Operations, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and the other
Service Chiefs. If confirmed, how would you synchronize your acquisition respon-
sibilities and those of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Develop-
ment, and Acquisition, with those of the Chief of Naval Operations and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps?

Answer. I am committed, if confirmed, to ensuring the Navy-Marine Corps team
functions optimally; our sailors and marines deserve no less. The Department of the
Navy’s acquisition process require collaboration between the uniformed Services and
the Secretariat to provide the best equipment to our sailors and marines. The Chief
of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps play critical roles
in developing requirements, identifying tradeoffs, and protecting against require-
ments creep. Once requirements are set and resources provided, the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition has responsibility to
acquire and deliver within cost, schedule, and performance thresholds. If confirmed,
I look forward to revitalizing the engagement and synergy across the Department
of the Navy as we deliver incredible capability to the fleet.

Question. Congress has authorized a range of authorities, including the Middle
Tier of Acquisition authority, rapid acquisition authority, and the software acquisi-
tion pathway, to tailor the acquisition process to enable the rapid delivery of new
capabilities.

In your view, what benefit has the Department of the Navy derived from its utili-
zation of Middle Tier of Acquisition authorities?

Answer. It appears the Department of the Navy (DON) has fully embraced the
use of the Middle Tier of Acquisition (MTA), and I am encouraged by the codifica-
tion of these authorities in the Fiscal Year 2025 National Defense Authorization
Act. The DON has proven the effectiveness of the MTA pathway, which in my view
allows programs to start faster and often get capability to the fleet faster. The MTA
pathway also enables the DON to “fail fast” and rapidly pivot, if needed, to more
promising solution sets.

Question. In your view, what benefit has the Department of the Navy derived
from its utilization of the rapid acquisition authority?

Answer. Similar to the Middle Tier of Acquisition (MTA) pathway, I believe rapid
acquisition authority allows the Department of the Navy (DON) to respond in the
most expedited manner to critical fleet and combatant commanders needs. It is my
understanding that the DON has leveraged rapid acquisition authority to address
emerging operational contingencies. With the coming strategic challenges, tools that
support rapid acquisition will be more essential than ever before.
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Question. How will you ensure that rapid acquisition pathways are not inundated
with unnecessary or unwarranted bureaucratic processes?

Answer. It appears the use of many of the new acquisition pathways have only
existed over the past five to 6 years. If confirmed, I look forward to utilizing and
accelerating these hard-won pathways; having these tools in the toolchest is abso-
lutely critical to being able to get more capability into the fleet at a much more up-
tempo pace. I am aware that the Department of the Navy (DON) has leaned in sig-
nificantly to delegate authorities and streamline approvals to minimize unnecessary
or unwarranted bureaucratic obstacles. If confirmed, I will scrutinize any barriers
to these novel and promising pathways, and will continue to streamline processes.
I am also supportive of the Forged Act’s efforts to apply these same improvements
to the ways in which DON conducts oversight of Major Capability Acquisition pro-
grams and eliminate obstacles that impede these rapid acquisition pathways.

Question. How will you seek to balance the need to rapidly acquire and field inno-
vative systems while ensuring acquisition programs provide effective capabilities for
the joint force?

Answer. It is clear to me that we must deliver capabilities faster, and if confirmed
I'm committed to sparing no effort in achieving that outcome. That means a mix
of innovative technologies, with perhaps non-traditional players, but also ensuring
rigor and accountability for the key strategic and power-projecting assets and pro-
grams that the Navy and Marine Corps bring to the table.

Question. Based on your experience, how would you structure the Navy to conduct
better tradeoff analysis so that programmatic investments are not stove-piped and
can be assessed against the impact of various alternatives?

Answer. As I understand it, there exists a robust process for analysis of alter-
natives, with the objective of selecting an optimal solution prior to proceeding with
an acquisition program. If confirmed, I am committed to instilling a greater focus
on capability portfolio management and to eliminating stove pipes that exist today.
I believe that if we provide more flexibility within our Program Executive Offices,
we will achieve better acquisition outcomes.

Question. What is your assessment of the adequacy with which the Navy has been
transitioning nontraditional defense contractors from research and development into
production contracts? What steps, if any, would you take to improve the Navy’s abil-
ity to do business with nontraditional defense contractors?

Answer. It appears that organizations the Department of the Navy (DON) put in
place, such as NavalX, have helped create venues to connect more broadly with non-
traditional defense companies, and I believe that more effort is required to integrate
the technologies these firms offer into Naval environments. If confirmed, I look for-
ward to working with industry, defense innovation organizations, and Congress to
knock down barriers to entry with respect to doing business with the DON. I am
equally convinced that the DON’s traditional contractors will continue to play a crit-
ical role into the future as well. The DON needs to more effectively employ these
critical opportunities as we face down adversaries in both the distant and near fu-
ture.

TEST AND EVALUATION

Question. What do you see as the role of the developmental and operational test
and evaluation communities with respect to rapid acquisition, spiral acquisition, and
other streamlined acquisition processes?

Answer. Test and evaluation of all systems, regardless of acquisition approach, is
critical. I understand that the Department of the Navy’s acquisition policy provides
program managers and test teams guidance for developing tailored, capabilities-
based test and evaluation strategies that best align with the selected acquisition
pathway to include urgent capability acquisition, rapid prototyping and fielding
(mid-tier) acquisition, and rapid and iterative software capability acquisition. If con-
firmed, I will continue these efforts to ensure that each program has the appropriate
level of test and evaluation rigor to assess effectiveness, suitability, survivability
and safety while providing the data needed to inform acquisition and fielding deci-
sions.

Question. Are you satisfied with Department of the Navy’s test and evaluation ca-
pabilities? In which areas, if any, do you feel the Navy should be developing new
test and evaluation capabilities?

Answer. As the Department of the Navy continues to develop systems capable of
operating autonomously with greater endurance and at increased ranges, it may not
be practical to always conduct live testing of these systems in all of their intended
operational environments. Innovative solutions must be identified to bridge this gap,
much as the increased use of high-fidelity models and simulations, to evaluate
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weapon systems across a broader range of representative operational conditions. If
confirmed, I am committed to assessing the Navy’s test and evaluation capabilities
to identify areas for improvement to ensure we continue to field the weapon systems
our warfighters need.

Question. Do you believe that current Navy test and evaluation facilities and per-
sonnel and technical test apparatuses are up to par for what is needed for the mod-
ernization challenges of the Navy, now and in the near future?

Answer. As the complexity of weapon systems increases, test and evaluation facili-
ties must continue to evolve and adapt to meet these demands. Stable investments
will be needed to ensure the Department of the Navy meets the demands of future
weapon systems. With respect to the test and evaluation workforce, they must con-
tinue to implement best practices to support programs that incorporate iterative and
accelerated development strategies. Additionally, developmental and operational test
teams must be fully integrated and utilize Capabilities Based Test and Evaluation
methodologies to enable these programs to “test like we fight” and provide data in
a mission context throughout the acquisition lifecycle.

Question. What do you see as the operational test and evaluation needs for non-
developmental or commercial items to ensure they can still meet the technical re-
quirements and human factor needs of environments often more complex and de-
manding than commercial settings?

Answer. Operational test and evaluation will play a vital role in ensuring systems
that incorporate non-developmental or commercial items are effective, suitable, sur-
vivable and safe. In cases where robust, mature commercial items are utilized there
may be opportunities to leverage data from previous tests to reduce government
testing and expedite fielding. Having a thorough understanding of the risks associ-
ated with these items will enable programs to strike the right balance between the
need to rapidly field the capability and the level of data needed to inform decision-
makers that the system can execute its intended mission. If confirmed, I will focus
on reducing the barriers that impede the fielding of needed capabilities while ensur-
ing the level of testing is adequate to support sound decisions.

AUDIT

Question. If confirmed, what specific actions will you take or direct to enable the
Navy to achieve a clean financial audit in the most expedited fashion?

Answer. If confirmed, achieving a clean audit for the Department will be a pri-
ority to ensure the Department meets the congressional deadline of 2028.

Question. What are the benefits to Navy missions and effectiveness of achieving
and maintaining a clean audit?

Answer. Achieving a clean audit will enable the Navy to improve operations, be
more effective, and prevent wasteful spending. A clean audit permits the Depart-
ment to be transparent with the public and Congress and ensures we are using tax-
payer funds for the benefit of our country. Specifically, a clean audit improves the
accountability of our assets to enable the warfighter needs.

Question. How will you hold Department of the Navy leaders and organizations
responsible and accountable for making the necessary investments and changes to
correct findings and material weaknesses identified in the audit process?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure leaders and organizations are held accountable
through an entity-wide governance structure that conducts mandatory and regular
audit readiness reviews, which will ensure audit is a priority throughout the De-
partment. Senior leaders will be held accountable for audit outcomes through per-
formance standards and evaluations and Flag Leadership promotions will be tied to
successful execution of audit responsibilities.

Question. Based on your experience, how do you see improved data from Navy fi-
nancial management IT systems that support audit help Navy decisionmaking and
readiness?

Answer. Improved data management can significantly enhance decisionmaking
and readiness by offering a clearer, more accurate financial picture. This enables
agile reallocation of resources when needed, which increases buying power, and that
in turn, improves force readiness outcomes.

RED HILL BULK FUEL STORAGE FACILITY (RHBFSF)

Question. The Department of the Navy is continuing efforts to close and remediate
the Red Hill Bulk Fuel Storage Facility after several high-profile fuel leaks in 2021.
The Navy needs to continue to rebuild trust not only with the local population, but
also with sailors and their families who reside in the area.
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If confirmed, what steps will you take to continue to communicate transparently
with the local community and sailors and their families in the area to ensure con-
cerns are investigated property?

Answer. Nothing is more important than the health, safety and well-being of sail-
ors, marines, civilians, their families, and neighbors. The Navy Closure Task
Force—Red Hill (NCTF-RH) conducts extensive community outreach regarding tank
closure, remediation, and water security via a robust combination of open houses,
webinars, podcasts, websites, roundtables, engagements at neighborhood boards,
and participation at State-led discussion forums. If confirmed, I will make sure that
this active outreach will continue throughout the Navy response efforts at RHBFSF.

Question. The challenges at RHBFSF have highlighted several significant infra-
structure challenges relating to power, water infrastructure, and others, on Oahu.
If confirmed, how will you prioritize resourcing these necessary improvements to
avoid any future water contamination or power generation shortages?

Answer. I plan to take the lessons learned from this incident to ensure the De-
partment is focused on proactive improvements to our infrastructure in order to pro-
vide sustainable and resilient infrastructure in support of operations.

COST OF RECAPITALIZING THE FLEET

Question. Despite the Navy’s existing 355-ship policy goal, the Navy is currently
operating with 287 battle force ships. Every year over the past decade, the Congress
has added funding to the President’s budget request for shipbuilding, and yet the
Navy has failed to grow the fleet according to the 30-year shipbuilding plans.

If confirmed, what actions would you take to ensure growth of the fleet to the 355-
ship policy goal?

Answer. The Navy is currently operating with 295 battle force ships, and if con-
firmed, I am committed to ensuring the Navy continues its coordination with Con-
gress, OSD, and industry to increase our national shipbuilding capacity. I under-
stand this will require targeted efforts to improve shipyard productivity and address
workforce development issues across the shipbuilding supply chain ecosystem, and
I am committed to making this a priority as growing our fleet is of critical impor-
tance to our Nation.

Question. What is your view on balancing the need for the 30-year shipbuilding
plan to provide a stable demand signal for industry and the need to be flexible in
response to changing requirements?

Answer. I understand and agree that the Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding plan is a
key communication tool to industry of the future demand signal for the number and
types of ships required. While requirements may evolve at the macro level due to
changing world and operational environments, I do not anticipate these changes
being abrupt or significant enough to drastically change the Navy’s plans that are
gublished annually. We must provide a fixed plan as a stable demand signal for in-

ustry.

Question. The 30-year shipbuilding plan assumes that construction backlogs will
be eliminated and ships will be produced on-time and on-budget. If confirmed, what
“ﬁ)ul(}, you do to support industry in controlling costs and reducing build-spans for
ships?

Answer. If confirmed, I plan to work closely with the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Research, Development & Acquisition to identify opportunities to get our
shipbuilding programs back on track, delivering prioritized and critical capability on
time and on budget. Our plan to improve shipbuilding must address the size and
modernization of public and private shipyards, the depleted shipbuilding workforce
and the number and quality of suppliers and subcontractors.

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT TECHNICAL CONTROL IN SHIPBUILDING

Question. The Constellation-class frigate was intended to be an affordable capa-
bility based on a parent ship design. The previous Secretary of the Navy certified
basic and functional design completion in August 2022 in order to start construction,
but the GAO report Navy Frigate (GAO-24-106546) found that most basic and func-
tional design packages remained incomplete due to Navy-directed changes to the
proposed design.

What is your view of the relationship between the Navy’s Senior Technical Au-
thority and the Program Manager in reviewing and approving designs on Navy
ships?

Answer. Relationships are crucial, and in designing and producing the ships our
Navy needs, few relationships are as crucial as those between our technical and pro-
gram management communities. This relationship must be one that is committed
to delivery of the most capable and lethal equipment that our Warfighters can uti-



57

lize while doing so cost effectively and with urgency. For this reason, the relation-
ship between the Navy’s Senior Technical Authority and the Program Manager
must be based upon unity of purpose, pragmatism, and with clarity toward the goal
of efficiently delivering capability to the Fleet.

Question. If confirmed, what improvements would you make to coordinate and
control lead ship design activities?

Answer. Both lead ship design efforts as well as construction of early ships within
a class have presented significant challenges for the Department. I am keenly inter-
ested in determining the root causes for these issues. If confirmed, it will be my
highest priority to ensure basic principles and best practices are applied to lead ship
design activities. This, along with a critical look across the breadth of the acquisi-
tion process, are crucial in rebuilding our fleet.

Question. The GAO’s report “Navy Shipbuilding, Increased Use of Leading Design
Practices Could Improve Timeliness of Deliveries” May 2, 2024, (GAO-24-105503)
recommended reevaluation of requirements, the incorporation of end user represen-
tation in design choices, the creation of a digital ship design library, and timelines
to approving design products.

}Po yog support recommendations #1, #3, #4, and #6 from GAQO’s report? Why or
why not?

Answer. I support the GAO’s recommendations to improve Navy shipbuilding effi-
ciency, particularly regarding the reevaluation of requirements, the creation of a
digital ship design library, and the establishment of clear design approval timelines.
These measures will enhance program stability, reduce costly redesigns, and im-
prove ship delivery schedules. Implementing these best practices aligns with the
Navy’s ongoing efforts to optimize shipbuilding, mitigate risks, and ensure readi-
ness.

Question. If confirmed, what other options would you explore for improving lead
ship performance?

Answer. If confirmed, I would explore options to ensure critical systems are ma-
tured before integration to reduce design and construction risks. Expanding collabo-
ration with industry and shipbuilders early in the process would improve design fea-
sibility and production efficiency. Additionally, leveraging digital ship design tools
and advanced manufacturing techniques would streamline processes and reduce
costly delays. Strengthening contractor accountability and incentives for meeting
cost and schedule goals will also drive improvements in lead ship performance.

TECHNICAL WORKFORCE

Question. A significant challenge facing the Navy today is a shortage of highly
skilled data scientists, computer programmers, cyber, and other scientific, technical
and engineering talent, especially those needed to work at Navy institutions outside
of the defense laboratories and technical centers (which currently benefit from spe-
cific workforce authorities available to Navy labs). If confirmed, what actions would
you take to increase the recruiting and retention of scientists, engineers, software
coders, and in other technical positions across the Navy’s enterprise?

Answer. The crucial role that our high-performing civilian employees with quali-
fications in fields such as data science, cybersecurity, and engineering cannot be un-
derstated as they are key contributors to meeting the Department of the Navy’s mis-
sion. It is imperative that we remain focused on attracting and hiring individuals
with these core technical skills while simultaneously implementing strategies to
keep our current technical cadre employed within the Department by providing op-
portunities for growth, competitive compensation, and a positive work environment.
If confirmed, I will examine existing human capital strategies and work with appro-
priate stakeholders to develop new and innovative approaches that will target high-
ly skilled individuals committed to the ideals of American greatness.

FORD-CLASS AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Question. What are your views on the procurement of CVN-82 and CVN-83? Do
you believe the two ships should be part of a block buy?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Navy maintains a Battle Force Ship As-
sessment and Requirement (BFSAR) objective of 12 nuclear aircraft carriers (CVNs)
and a commitment to sustain a Title 10 minimum of 11 CVNs. A 2023 Navy Report
to Congress recommends an optimal CVN procurement strategy of two-ship buys
with 3 years of advance procurement, and 4 years between builds, to reduce supply
chain and industrial base risks to production and reduce acquisition costs to tax-
payers. Such a block buy for CVN 82/83 is the most efficient and cost-effective
means of acquiring Ford-class aircraft carriers. It is my understanding that the
CVN 80/81 two-ship buy saved approximately $4B versus single ship buys. It is my
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understanding that the Navy estimates a two-ship buy for CVN 82/83 will support
CVN construction efficiency and stabilize the CVN industrial base, delivering a sub-
stantial procurement savings. If confirmed, I will authorize an examination of
whether a block buy for CVN 82/83 is the most efficient and cost-effective means
of acquiring Ford-class aircraft carriers. If a block buy is confirmed as the best ap-
proach, I will pursue funding for a block buy.

Question. Do you support the fiscal year 2025 plan to delay the CVN-82 buy until
fiscal year 2030, or would recommend that we buy it sooner?

Answer. Balancing Navy topline, Fleet requirements, vendor capacity and reduc-
ing unit costs are some of the critical factors for determining where best to place
individual ship acquisitions. In the case of CVN 82, if confirmed, I will work with
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition and the
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Financial Management and Comptroller, as well
as the Chief of Naval Operations, to determine the optimal acquisition timeline in
consideration of those factors.

Question. What is the optimal number of years of advance procurement for the
Ford-class aircraft carrier?

Answer. Advance procurement is a critical authorization from Congress that pro-
vides sufficient lead time for vendors to deliver sequence critical material on time
to support the most efficient and effective build strategy for a nuclear aircraft car-
rier (CVN). If confirmed, I will work with Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Re-
search, Development and Acquisition and the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Financial Management and Comptroller to determine the best optimal timing of ad-
vance procurement to maintain the industrial base and deliver schedule of our CVN
program.

COLUMBIA-CLASS SUBMARINES

Question. The Columbia-class will replace the Ohio-class ballistic missile sub-
marines and are expected to ensure the Nation’s most survivable nuclear forces re-
main effective into the 2070’s. However, costs for the program have continued to
grow and projected completion dates are slipping. Navy leaders have testified that
if a higher Navy topline or outside funding is not provided, the investment required
by the Columbia-class program will result in equivalent reductions elsewhere within
the Navy budget.

If confirmed, what steps will you take to arrest cost growth and schedule slippage
in the Columbia-class program?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure a comprehensive affordability review and im-
plement targeted actions to address the underlying causes of cost growth and sched-
ule slippage in submarine construction. This will include evaluating current proc-
esses, identifying inefficiencies, and developing proposals to streamline operations,
improve cost management, and ensure timely delivery. My focus will be on driving
accountability, optimizing resources, and fostering closer collaboration between
stakeholders to prevent further delays and cost overruns.

Question. The Navy has proposed selectively extending the operational life of cer-
tain Ohio-class submarines to mitigate the risk of Columbia-class delays. If con-
firmed, what mitigation options would you consider in the event the Columbia-class
program incurs schedule delays that prevent the lead ship from deploying in 2031?

Answer. If confirmed, the recapitalization of the Navy’s Ballistic Missile Sub-
marine Fleet would remain my top acquisition priority, as the Columbia-class is
vital to maintaining the survivability of the nuclear triad. It is my understanding
that the Navy is working closely with industry to identify and implement mitigation
actions. If confirmed, I will evaluate all proposed options to address the delay and
ensure the program meets its critical objectives.

Question. If confirmed, do you commit to ensuring that the Columbia-class pro-
gram will remain the Navy’s highest priority shipbuilding effort?

Answer. If confirmed, I commit to ensuring that the Columbia-class program re-
mains the Navy’s highest priority shipbuilding effort. As the cornerstone of our sub-
marine-based strategic deterrence, it is the most survivable leg of the Nuclear Triad
and critical to our national security.

ATTACK SUBMARINE FORCE LEVELS

Question. The Navy’s current requirement for attack submarines is at least 66.
However, the Navy currently has less than 50 attack submarines in the fleet inven-
tory.

Do you support the 2-per-year Virginia-class submarine production requirement,
growing to at least 2.33-per-year in support of the agreement between Australia, the
United Kingdom and the United States, referred to as AUKUS?
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Answer. Yes, I fully support the current submarine production requirement. The
execution and delivery of submarines, along with the successful implementation of
the tri-lateral AUKUS agreement, are critical strategic imperatives. Achieving this
requires once-in-a-generation investments and a unified effort from both government
and industry to strengthen the defense industrial base. It is my understanding that
the Navy is deeply committed to the health of the submarine industrial base and
is working closely with our industry to increase overall production capacity.

Question. How could the Navy improve attack submarine readiness through
changes to the maintenance, repair, and overhaul enterprise?

Answer. It is my understanding that the submarine industrial base supplemental
funding provided by Congress is key to supporting both domestic submarine produc-
tion and operational readiness. By focusing on workforce development, advancing
manufacturing technology, and expanding large-scale fabrication and outfitting ca-
pacity, we can better support our critical strategic partnerships. The supplemental
funding not only strengthens the shipyards involved in new construction but also
boosts the capacity of the Navy’s four public shipyards, which are crucial for repair-
ing and modernizing nuclear submarines. If confirmed, I would continue to pursue
this holistic approach that ensures a more efficient, effective, and ready attack sub-
marine fleet.

NAVEL REACTOR FUEL

Question. The Director of Naval Reactors, in their dual hatted role in the Depart-
ment of Energy, has a statutory responsibility to supply naval reactor fuel for the
existing and future fleet of submarine and surface ships. The Director of Naval Re-
actors estimates that an adequate supply of such fuel will not be available in the
late 2040’s. The Department of Energy currently does not have a capability to en-
rich or recycle spent Naval fuel. They estimate that it will take at least a decade
to develop such a capability to be able to meet existing and future Navy fleet re-
quirements. If confirmed will you commit to advocate for the necessary funding and
programs within the Department of Energy to meet current and future Naval reac-
tor fuel requirements?

Answer. The Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, or Naval Reactors, is responsible
for keeping the U.S. Navy’s aircraft carriers and submarines safely operating
around the globe under nuclear power. If confirmed, yes, I will continue to work
alongside Naval Reactors, and in coordination with the Department of Energy and
its National Nuclear Security Administration, to ensure continued availability of en-
riched uranium to fuel the U.S. Navy’s nuclear fleet. It is my understanding that
the Navy has sufficient enriched uranium to support Navy shipbuilding into the
2050’s, and Naval Reactors is directly engaged with the Department of Energy and
its National Nuclear Security Administration on efforts to meet future enriched ura-
nium requirements.

SHIP MAINTENANCE

Question. The Navy has experienced continuing problems maintaining the current
fleet, including experiencing cost overruns and delays in schedules. These problems
have plagued both public and private shipyards.

In your view, what are the benefits and challenges of establishing a fully rotatable
pool of spare and repair parts to avoid maintenance availability delays and
cannibalizations?

Answer. Improving maintenance throughput for our submarines and surfaces
ships hinges on several key levers, including having the correct material available
at the start of a maintenance availability, which significantly reduces the risk of
schedule delays, minimizes the need for parts cannibalization, and allows ships to
return to the fleet faster. Accomplishing this by establishing a fully rotatable pool
of spare and repair parts for our submarines and surface ships may provide some
benefit to reducing delays but also presents challenges due to the multiple configu-
ration and maintenance requirement differences between platforms.

Question. In your view, how could contract changes for new and growth work in
private yard availabilities be made more efficient?

Answer. If confirmed, I look forward to working with all stakeholders to focus on
efficient change management, which is critical to delivering ships on time. For new
work, I understand the Navy team is continuing to explore ways to improve execu-
tion planning by awarding the larger, more complex availabilities earlier, allowing
the collective team to better identify new or growth work before starting the avail-
ability. For growth work and changes during execution, I look forward to working
with stakeholders to learn more about the positive results being realized from pilots
currently in progress, which aim to drive down change cycle time during surface
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ship availabilities being performed in private ship repair yards, and to identify op-
portunities and timelines to scale these pilots across the surface portfolio.

To update and improve the capability of the Navy-owned public shipyards, the
Navy has been pursuing a Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization Program (SIOP).
The Committee is not aware of a specific plan to expand the capacity or improve
the efficiency of private sector shipyards.

Question. In your view, can the SIOP plan be accelerated without harming the
public shipyards’ ability to improve readiness of the nuclear fleet?

Answer. The Navy’s four public shipyards are strategic enablers to the National
Security of the United States. For over 100 years these shipyards have played a
vital role in our Nation’s defense. As we look into the future, these facilities will
continue to have an out-sized role essential to our National Defense and are re-
quired to maintain our current and future nuclear-powered platforms. The Navy re-
mains fully committed to the needs of our force and to ensure the safety of our ship-
yard workforce, the public, and the environment. Accordingly, the Navy is making
historic investments to modernize these century old facilities to modern standards.
Change will not happen overnight. It takes deliberate planning and time to ensure
we do this in a smart fashion to upgrade facilities without impacting production.
If confirmed, I will look for opportunities to accelerate the SIOP plan without im-
pacting our readiness.

Question. Should the U.S Government spend money to expand private shipyards?

Answer. I understand the Navy stood up the Maritime Industrial Base Direct Re-
porting Program Office in 2024. That organization is focused on industrial base
health for shipbuilding, repair and the supply chain. If confirmed, I will seek to un-
derstand the ongoing analysis of where investments should be made. I am com-
mitted to working with Congress to identify those critical investments required to
enable our industrial base to support our maritime needs. In the meantime, the au-
thority granted by Congress to support the private ship repair yards in the Fiscal
Year 2024 National Defense Authorization Act will be critical in supporting the in-
dustrial base.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. Aegis ballistic missile defense (BMD) ships perform their mission in
support of other Navy assets, as well as in defense of U.S., allied, and partner forces
on land. There continues to be higher demand for Aegis BMD ships than the num-
ber of ships available at any given time.

Do you view BMD as a core Navy mission?

Answer. Yes, Ballistic Missile Defense is a core Navy mission.

Question. How would you balance the competing demands for Aegis BMD ships?
Are there opportunities to transition some of the defense of land-based forces to
other Navy or land-based assets, to free up Aegis BMD ships for maritime-focused
missions?

Answer. The Navy uniquely provides missile defense from the sea. This capability
allows for the forward projection of missile defense, as demonstrated in the Red Sea
last year, and enables sea forces to operate within the threat range of adversary
missile systems, enhancing our lethality. To balance the competing demands for
Aegis BMD ships, if confirmed, I will direct the Navy to enhance ship deployment
efficiency, transition certain land-based defense missions to other platforms, and
emphasize the doctrinal use of naval forces. By advocating for multi-mission de-
stroyers and strengthening collaboration with other military branches, I will aim to
maintain a strong maritime focus while ensuring effective integration into the na-
tional Ballistic Missile Defense System and any future requirements for defense of
the homeland. Combatant Commanders rely on Navy Destroyers for offensive and
defensive effects across multiple mission areas.

NUCLEAR ENTERPRISE

Question. Every Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) has reaffirmed the importance of
all three legs of the nuclear triad. Additionally, due to the rapid expansion of adver-
sary nuclear capabilities, the last two administrations have also elected to pursue
additional supplemental capabilities to manage the threat of escalation, including
the W76-2 warhead, the nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missile, and the B61—
13 gravity bomb.

Do you support full funding for the modernization of each leg of the nuclear triad
and the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) weapons complex?

Answer. Yes. It is critical to maintain and modernize all three legs of the triad;
the nuclear command, control, and communications systems; as well as the Depart-
ment of Energy’s ongoing efforts to modernize the Nation’s nuclear weapons stock-
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pile and infrastructure. The Navy is committed to modernizing its contribution to
the triad through development of the Columbia-class SSBN replacement for the
Ohio-class SSBN and fielding a life extension to the TRIDENT II D5 missile to
carry through the life of the Columbia-class program.

Question. Do you believe the current Navy program of record is sufficient to sup-
port the modernization of the sea-based leg of the nuclear triad?

Answer. Yes, I believe the Columbia-class SSBN Major Defense Acquisition Pro-
gram will fully meet the Navy’s requirement for a survivable strategic deterrence
platform. In conjunction with the fielding of the successor to the TRIDENT II D5
Life Extension (D5LE), D5LE2, the combined weapons system will fully meet the
requirements of the sea-based leg of the strategic nuclear triad. If confirmed, I will
review each of these programs to ensure effectiveness, responsiveness, survivability,
flexibility, visibility and on-time delivery of capability to the Nation.

Question. The first Trump administration identified a need to begin development
and redeployment of a nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missile to address known
gaps in United States tactical nuclear forces—gaps which have only been exacer-
bated by the rapid growth of Chinese, Russian, and North Korean arsenals. Con-
gress supported this effort on a bipartisan basis and has directed the Navy and the
National Nuclear Security Administration to establish a formal program to deploy
this weapon no later than 2034.

If confirmed, do you commit to complying with existing statutory requirements to
continue funding development of the nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missile and
work toward meeting the congressionally mandated date of 2034 for initial oper-
ational capability?

Answer. Yes. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department complies with existing
statutory requirements to continue funding development of the Nuclear-Armed Sea-
%allunched Cruise Missile (SLCM-N) in support of a 2034 initial operational capa-

ility.

Question. In 2014, then-Secretary of Defense Hagel directed a comprehensive re-
view of the DOD nuclear enterprise in response to adverse incidents involving U.S.
nuclear forces. The review yielded recommendations to improve personnel manage-
ment, enforce security requirements, increase deliberate senior leader focus and at-
tention, enact and sustain a change in culture, and address numerous other con-
cerns. More than 10 years later, responsibility for addressing these recommenda-
tions and monitoring implementation of corrective actions has been transferred from
OSD to the Military Services.

In your view, is the Navy maintaining appropriate focus on implementing the cor-
rective actions recommended by the 2014 nuclear enterprise review?

Answer. My understanding is that the Department of the Navy has maintained
a strong focus on implementing the 2014 nuclear enterprise review recommenda-
tions, prioritizing readiness, personnel management, and security across its nuclear
platforms, weapons, infrastructure, and personnel. An Echelon 1 nuclear regulator
conducts regular assessments, while the Navy Nuclear Deterrence Mission Over-
sight Committee ensures continuous oversight and transparency. If confirmed, I will
uphold the Navy’s commitment to nuclear security, safety, and readiness—aligning
capabilities with threats, reinforcing deterrence, and ensuring sustained oversight
of corrective actions.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that the Navy continues to improve
the training, readiness, morale, welfare, and quality of life of the sailors charged to
execute and support the Navy’s nuclear mission?

Answer. I understand the criticality of the Navy’s nuclear mission and the impor-
tant role of our nuclear trained sailors. If confirmed, I will work with the Navy to
provide the highest-level training, readiness, and Quality of Service for all sailors,
improving their readiness to fight and win. It is my understanding the Navy has
succeeded in implementing lessons learned in the Red Sea, creating a rapid feed-
back loop to the Fleet training centers to provide more ready forces. Furthermore,
I will review current Quality of Service initiatives and, working closely with the
Chief of Naval Operations, I will focus Department efforts on effective, efficient im-
provements to the amenities and care we provide our sailors.

AMPHIBIOUS FLEET REQUIREMENTS

Question. What is your view of the requirement for the Navy to have 31 amphib-
ious warfare ships in the active inventory?

Answer. I understand the required minimum inventory for Amphibious Warships
is 31 ships, to include no less than 10 large deck, amphibious assault ships. If con-
firmed, I would maintain the inventory as required by law while directing the Chief
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of Naval Operations and Commandant of the Marine Corps to evaluate our 30-Year
Shipbuilding Plan and Force Structure to ensure our inventory is sufficient.

Question. If confirmed, how would you support the Commandant of the Marine
Corps’ goal of having three deployable Amphibious Readiness Groups and Marine
Expeditionary Units at all times?

Answer. As a Navy-Marine Corps team, we will generate ready and certified
forces to meet our service and joint requirements. The Fiscal Year 2023 National
Defense Authorization Act delineated in statute a requirement for not less than 31
traditional amphibious ships. I support procuring our amphibious ships affordably
and as efficiently as possible to meet this requirement.

Question. It is my understanding that the Navy is working with the Marine Corps
to 1dentify a path to meeting presence requirements. Additionally, the Navy is fo-
cused on improving ship maintenance outcomes across the portfolio to improve oper-
ational readiness levels. If confirmed, completing availabilities on time and with re-
quired work completed would be a top focus of mine and challenge to the mainte-
nance and acquisition communities. Fleet commanders must be able to depend on
every ship to be on-time and ready.

READY RESERVE FORCE (RRF) RECAPITALIZATION

Question. DOD has developed a three-pronged recapitalization strategy for the
Ready Reserve Force (RRF) and Military Sealift Command surge fleet consisting of
a combination of constructing new vessels, extending the service life of certain ves-
sels, and acquiring used vessels.

What is your understanding of the Navy’s recapitalization strategy for the RRF
and the affordability of acquiring more than 40 sealift vessels as outlined in the lat-
est 30-year shipbuilding plan?

Answer. The Navy needs to recapitalize its fleet of Ready Reserve vessels. I un-
derstand the Navy, Military Sealift Command, and the Maritime Administration are
executing a 2-part strategy that includes buying used roll-on, roll-off vessels, and
building new ships. If confirmed, I will review this plan to ensure it is the most cost-
effective way to quickly recapitalize sealift capacity.

Question. To what extent do you believe the Navy has identified the appropriate
mix of used and new ships to meet sealift and auxiliary requirements?

Answer. I understand the Navy conducts market research to identify candidate
vessels for the buy-used program and utilizes this research to continually evaluate
the appropriate mix of new and used ships needed to satisfy the sealift requirement.
The buy-used program is critical to replacing lost capacity and complements the new
construction program while the new vessel is in the design and construction process.

I understand the Navy procures auxiliaries through new construction avenues and
assesses the feasibility of buying used vessels if necessary.

If confirmed, I will review each of these strategies to ensure we deliver the re-
quired capacity to the fleet efficiently and on-time.

UNMANNED SYSTEMS

Question. The Chief of Naval Operations identified that robotic autonomous sys-
tems are a crucial pillar for the future naval force in Navigation Plan 2024.

What steps will you take to integrate unmanned systems into the existing fleet
while ensuring operational effectiveness and readiness?

Answer. The Navy’s recent IOC of the MQ-4C Triton high-altitude UAS and its
introduction of the MQ-25 Stingray unmanned aerial refueling tanker are crucial
steps toward a future of Manned-Unmanned Teaming in Naval aviation. These
“pathfinder” platforms establish the foundation for autonomous airborne operations
within the fleet force structure. The MQ—4 is already realizing rapid improvement
in intelligence gathering and dissemination across multiple forward locations as
Fleet Commanders increasingly employ its sophisticated sensor suite. The MQ-25
will carry similar importance within the Carrier Air Wing (CVW), immediately in-
creasing strike fighter availability by taking over refueling duties from F/A-18 E/
Fs. I understand the Navy is developing a comprehensive training and support pipe-
line for the MQ-25, ensuring proficiency with unmanned systems while maintaining
current fleet readiness. If confirmed, I will study recent actions taken to determine
how to integrate future unmanned systems into the fleet.

Question. If confirmed, how will you prioritize funding for unmanned systems in
the Navy’s budget and ensure that all the needs for doctrine, organizations, train-
ing, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities are addressed?

Answer. The unique capabilities that unmanned systems bring to the naval and
joint force are a tremendous force multiplier, and I believe the Department of the
Navy should appropriately and adequately resource the right solutions and doctrine,
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organization, training, personnel and facilities that support these capabilities, par-
ticularly in the Indo-Pacific. There can be no dispute that unmanned systems are
now very much part of the landscape of modern war. Also revealed is the rapid pace
of innovation for these systems, as well as the rapid operational adoption of the
evolving systems in battle. If confirmed, I will thoroughly examine this issue to en-
sure the Department of the Navy investments are properly prioritized in this area
by ensuring appropriate system selection through early, data-driven analysis. This
will include championing joint investment in enabling technologies like autonomy,
mission systems, and communications to guarantee interoperability across services
and with coalition partners, for example through ongoing all-domain attritable au-
tonomous systems efforts. I will prioritize timely infrastructure and logistical readi-
ness, such as the ongoing modifications to Nimitz-class carriers for unmanned sys-
tem integration. Furthermore, I will advocate for smart investments in programs
like Collaborative Combat Aircraft, fostering competition—including non-traditional
industry players—to drive down costs, accelerate timelines, and maintain techno-
logical superiority.

Question. How do you plan to ensure interoperability between manned and un-
frpanngd systems, both within the Navy and with other branches of the armed
orces?

Answer. I understand the Navy, Marine Corps and Air Force are aligned on key
enabling technologies, including mission systems, autonomy architecture, and com-
munication and command architecture. This alignment ensures that both manned
and unmanned platforms can operate effectively together, enhancing interoper-
ability across branches. If confirmed, I will commit to continue collaboration with
the other services and the Office of the Secretary of Defense to ensure that systems
are compatible and ready to integrate seamlessly in joint operations, supporting
interservice coordination and maximizing mission effectiveness.

Question. What role do you see for small businesses and non-traditional defense
contractors in advancing unmanned technologies?

Answer. Small businesses and non-traditional defense contractors play an essen-
tial role by bringing innovation, competition, and agility into developing cutting-
edge solutions rapidly. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the Department of
the Navy continues to promote Small Business Innovation Research / Small Busi-
ness Technology Transfer (SBIR/STTR) programs, and DOD small business pro-
grams that encourage participation from smaller firms in critical Navy programs
such as the submarine industrial base. This will streamline acquisition processes
making it easier for small businesses and non-traditional defense contractors to con-
tribute, establish partnerships facilitating knowledge exchange between traditional
primes and innovative newcomers, support incubators/accelerators by nurturing
groundbreaking ideas that transform into viable products/services benefiting naval
operations involving unmanned tech advancements and enable warfare centers and
laboratories to actively engage with ecosystems that include non-traditional and
small business partners to drive experimentation and fleet integration.

Question. The Navy divested all legacy Hornets (F/A-18C/D) from its Active com-
ponent squadrons and has stopped buying Super Hornets. What is the Navy’s plan
for upgrading and maintaining its Super Hornet fleet and on what timeline will this
plan be executed? What capabilities are being added or should be added to maintain
the Super Hornet’s relevance in the high-end fight?

Answer. I understand the Navy intends to use capability upgrades and Service
Life Modification to enhance inventory and maintain tactical relevance of the F/A—
18E/F Super Hornet with those modifications already underway and fully mature.
Those upgrades, including Beyond Line-of-Sight communications, passive surviv-
ability systems, and future weapons capabilities, will deliver relevant lethality and
survivability, while ensuring that the aircraft can provide the capacity to augment
the capability provided by the F—-35C. Should I be confirmed, I will work to ensure
the Department is making investments in capability and sustainment to maintain
the Super Hornet’s tactical relevance in a future conflict and to carry out the re-
quired missions articulated in the National Defense Strategy.

Question. The Navy delayed the development of the F/A-XX next generation strike
fighter in the fiscal year 2025 budget request. What is your view on the future of
the carrier air wing and the need for developing the F/A-XX? Where do you see Col-
laborative Combat Aircraft (CCA) fitting into this future? In what ways could the
Navy and Air Force work together on next generation aircraft, if any?

Answer. I understand that the F/A-XX next-generation aircraft, offering signifi-
cant advancements in operational reach and capacity within contested environ-
ments, is intended to enable Carrier Strike Groups to outpace adversaries while
maintaining naval air dominance. I also understand the Navy, Marine Corps, and
Air Force are collaborating closely to ensure interoperability through shared ena-
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bling technologies like autonomy, mission systems, and communication architec-
tures. This collaborative approach, encompassing both manned and unmanned plat-
forms, including Collaborative Combat Aircraft (CCA), will maximize operational ef-
fectiveness and flexibility across the services. In my view, aligning technology devel-
opment and operational requirements will ensure the Services are poised to fully le-
verage next-generation unmanned systems, ultimately enhancing capabilities and
long-range mission effectiveness.

Question. The Navy is investing in extending the E-2D Advanced Hawkeye into
the 2040’s as part of its naval battle management function.

What is the Navy’s approach to air battle management command and control and
how do the Navy and Air Force intend to execute joint air battle management in
a high-end fight?

Answer. I understand the Navy, in conjunction with the Air Force, Joint Staff and
the combatant commanders, is beginning an Office of Secretary of Defense’s (OSD)
Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (CAPE)-directed study to define the re-
quirements for joint air battle management in a high-end fight. The results of this
study will inform me, if confirmed, and the rest of the Navy leadership as to any
potential investments needed in airborne command and control capabilities.

Question. Given the new capabilities the E-2D Advanced Hawkeye will bring to
the battlespace, and the new tactics and concepts of operation it will enable, does
the Navy perceive a need for expeditionary squadrons of E-2Ds? Why or why not?

Answer. The E-2D Advanced Hawkeye 1s designed to operate as part of the car-
rier air wing (CVW), and it is the airborne centerpiece of the Carrier Strike Group
air warfare and surface warfare missions. I understand that in conjunction with the
Air Force, the Joint Staff and the Combatant Commanders, the Navy is beginning
a study to define the requirements for employment of expeditionary joint air battle
management capabilities. The results of this study, to include the concepts of oper-
ations, basing options, training, materiel, and doctrine, will inform me, if confirmed,
and the rest of the Navy leadership as to any potential investments needed in expe-
ditionary airborne command and control capabilities.

THE F—35 JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER PROGRAM

Question. The follow-on modernization of the F-35 is scheduled to bring key
warfighting capabilities to the fleet, but the budget and schedule remain in flux.
The total number of F-35s planned for the Department of the Navy was set at 680,
bu;cj the Marine Corps alone has articulated a requirement for 420 F-35B and F-
35C.

Do you believe that the plan for 680 aircraft can fully accommodate the needs of
both the Navy and the Marine Corps?

Answer. I understand the United States Navy and Marine Corps continuously
evaluate the number and types of platforms to ensure they can meet their commit-
ment to defend U.S. interests around the globe, maintain a high State of readiness
for any contingency, and be prepared to ensure Naval and Marine air dominance
in times of war. If confirmed, I will evaluate this requirement and ensure the Navy
and Marine Corps are right sized to meet these objectives.

Question. How many of the Marine Corps’ current F-35Bs will not be upgraded
to Block 4?

Answer. My understanding is that the Marine Corps has not yet fully defined the
desired capabilities for a Block 4 upgrade. Therefore, if confirmed, I will evaluate
the Marine Corps’ Short Take-Off and Vertical Landing (STOVL) variant of the F—
35, to gain a comprehensive understanding of the Marine Corps evolving operational
needs and translate those into clear requirements for a potential Block 4 upgrade.

Question. What is the appropriate mix of F-35B and F-35C in the Marine Corps?

Answer. I understand the Marine Corps continually assesses its platforms—ensur-
ing it has the right number and types—to fulfill its mission of defending U.S. inter-
ests globally, maintaining a high State of readiness, and guaranteeing Naval and
Marine air dominance in times of war. If confirmed, I will evaluate this requirement
to ensure the Marine Corps is appropriately sized to meet these objectives.

Question. What do you view as the biggest challenges to successful integration of
the F-35 into the carrier air wing?

Answer. The F-35 is the most lethal and capable multi-mission aircraft in the
United States Navy’s inventory. It provides stealth, sensor fusion, and interoper-
ability that is unmatched by any 4th generation aircraft. Accordingly, it serves as
a deterrent against our most advanced adversaries and is in high demand. Unfortu-
nately, the speed at which the Navy can procure and deploy these aircraft to pro-
mote our national security objectives remains the biggest challenge to successful in-
tegration of the F-35 into the carrier air wing.
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Question. The F-35B brings new capabilities and operational possibilities to the
Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU). What is your vision for how the F-35B can en-
hance amphibious assault ship connectivity with the joint force? What are the
Navy’s current plans to achieve that vision?

Answer. The F-35 delivers unparalleled joint force connectivity and will remain
a force multiplier for decades to come. Due to its rapid deployability with Marine
Expeditionary Units, my vision is to use F-35B as a critical asset for crisis response,
providing the Joint Force with immediate connectivity, advanced sensing capabili-
ties, and fire support. This ability to rapidly process and share data across the bat-
tlefield, especially at the tactical edge, provides a decisive advantage over adver-
saries. If confirmed, I plan to prioritize investments in capabilities, such as F-35B,
that enhance warfighter situational awareness and enable decision dominance, cre-
ating a more lethal and effective force.

MODERNIZATION OF MARINE CORPS CAPABILITIES

Question. The Marine Corps’ concepts for modernization of its amphibious capa-
bilities have included Ship-to-Shore Connectors, Landing Ship Medium, LCU-
1700’s, and Amphibious Combat Vehicles.

What is your assessment of the current capability of amphibious maneuver and
assault systems in the Navy and Marine Corps?

Answer. I understand that amphibious surface mobility is critical to enable ship-
to-shore and shore-to-shore maneuver and sustainment in support of distributed
maritime operations. Navy is modernizing its landing craft inventory with the
steady procurement of Ship to Shore Connector and LCU-1700’s to ensure the fleet
has the capacity needed for global crisis response and amphibious operations. In ad-
dition to landing craft, a purpose-built Landing Ship Medium (LSM) is essential and
will be procured and delivered to support intra-theater operational mobility and tac-
tical maneuver to enable naval expeditionary forces, such as Marine Littoral Regi-
ments, campaigning to deter threats in the Indo-Pacific, and in times of crisis or
conflict. If confirmed, I will confer with the Commandant of the Marine Corps to
understand the Marine Corps’ current capabilities as well as the readiness of the
assets and any gaps in capabilities that the Marine Corps has identified.

Question. If confirmed, how would you prioritize the development and acquisition
of capabilities required for sea basing, connectors, and armored amphibious assault
aCnd tgctical mobility ashore to achieve a full spectrum capability in the Marine

orps?

Answer. If confirmed, I will confer with the Commandant of the Marine Corps to
understand the Marine Corps’ current capabilities, as well as the readiness of the
assets and any gaps in capabilities that the Marine Corps has identified. In my
view, I believe the development and acquisition of capabilities required for sea bas-
ing, connectors, and armored amphibious assault and tactical mobility ashore should
be prioritized to holistically support the amphibious warfare requirements of the
Marine Corps. We must have prioritization must include a realistic balance between
new acquisitions and effective, economical upgrades to legacy capabilities.

Question. Given the Marine Corps’ operating concept of the stand-in force, how
will the Navy ensure that such forces are adequately sustained in a contested envi-
ronment?

Answer. I understand the Navy has identified Contested Logistics as one of five
Key Capabilities in the 2024 Navigation Plan. Contested Logistics includes essential
skills, technologies and assets to achieve strategic naval objectives, including sup-
porting sustainment of Marine Corps stand-in forces.

MUNITIONS

Question. Navy munitions inventories—particularly for precision guided munitions
and air to air missiles—have declined significantly due to high operational usage,
insufficient procurement, poor program execution, and a requirements system that
does not adequately account for the ongoing need to transfer munitions to our allies.

If confirmed, what steps would you take to ensure the Navy has sufficient inven-
tories of munitions to meet the needs of combatant commanders?

Answer. Recent events have exposed the inability of our munitions industrial base
to meet the demands of a high-intensity conflict. Modern weapons often rely on com-
plex, global supply chains, leaving us vulnerable to adversaries. If confirmed, I will
implement a multi-pronged approach. First, I expect the Department will invest in
cutting-edge technologies like hypersonic weapons, directed energy, and autonomous
systems, while enhancing our cyber warfare capabilities. Second, I expect the De-
partment will revitalize the industrial based by incentivizing domestic production,
streamlining regulations, and securing critical supply chains. Third, I expect the De-
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partment will order a renewed focus on operational wargaming, leveraging data and
analysis to ensure our commanders have the most effective weapons and munitions
for any contingency. These actions will guarantee our military remains the most le-
thal fighting force in the world.

Question. If confirmed, what changes in budgeting and acquisition processes
would you recommend to facilitate faster Navy munitions replenishment rates?

Answer. If confirmed, I will direct a munitions acquisition and industrial base
strategy that aligns resources and objectives. It will encompass organizational struc-
ture, acquisition processes, and communications with industry. The Department will
build on momentum that Congress has given us in legislation. We will also provide
industry a clear demand signal to build investment strategies and accurately plan.
I would also explore all means to onboard new commercial entrants and increase
competition. The department also needs to create a stable funding stream that is
protected from programmatic rebalancing to maintain a consistent demand signal
and encourage small businesses to participate.

Question. If confirmed, how will you address the cost-exchange ratio challenges
experienced in the Red Sea where more expensive rounds are used to defeat anti-
ship threats?

Answer. The Red Sea engagements provided valuable lessons. While cost ex-
change ratios are a useful metric against low-cost threats, they don’t encompass the
full complexity of naval warfare. I fully support a Captain utilizing the most effec-
tive means available to eliminate threats and protect their multibillion-dollar ship
and crew. However, we must provide them with a wider variety of reliable options
beyond their current limited and costly solutions. If confirmed, I will prioritize ex-
panding development of layered ship defense capabilities, including guns, directed
energy, loitering munitions, and other innovative technologies.

Question. The Navy has long been at the forefront of development for new and
novel energetic materials, especially at places like the Naval Surface Warfare Cen-
ter-Indian Head Division and the Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake. However,
since the end of the cold war the Navy has struggled to maintain investment to keep
up with developments from adversary nations in this space.

What do you see as the levers to motivate the defense industrial base to make
additional capital investment (for facilities and tooling), as well as research and de-
VNelopgnent investments to broaden the range of energetic materials available to the

avy?

Answer. The defense industrial base has several options to pursue additional cap-
ital investment to refine and expand their ability to deliver energetic materials solu-
tions to the Navy. OSD and Navy Manufacturing Technology programs, Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research grants, Small Business Technology Transfer grants, the
Office of Strategic Capital, and other OUSD R&E programs all provide significant
capital investments opportunities. In addition, procurement officials can better
apply contracting incentives to encourage industry to meet or exceed production
deadlines. The organic industrial base serves as a critical lever to develop, transi-
tion, and surge energetics capacity by working industry.

Question. How is the Navy considering incorporation of new energetic materials,
like CL—-20, or new manufacturing processes for energetics, like biomanufacturing,
into existing munitions to increase explosive effects or operational envelope of its
weapons?

Answer. I understand that the Navy is working to integrate higher performance
energetic materials, like CL-20 into existing munitions as they allow for increased
lethality while decreasing size. From what I understand, the Navy’s organic indus-
trial base locations at Indian Head and China Lake are at the forefront of exploring
these modern processing methods for both energetics, and non-energetics, that will
allow for scaled approaches or bring on additional entrants. I am also aware that
biomanufacturing of energetic ingredients may provide a great opportunity to de-
crease reliance on foreign sources.

FREEDOM OF NAVIGATION

Question. In your view, what role should the Navy play in supporting the freedom
Zf nav?igation in international waters, including in the South China Sea and in the

rctic?

Answer. The Navy plays a vital leadership role in ensuring international waters
and airspace are free and open. This freedom of navigation and overflight is crucial
to the flow of global commerce and to the national security interests and prosperity
of the United States, as outlined in the Title 10 mission of the Navy.

The Department of the Navy plays a pivotal role in preserving these navigational
rights through presence and global operations. Protecting this freedom of navigation
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and overflight is especially important in strategically contested areas like the South
China Sea and the Arctic.

Question. If confirmed, how would you lead the Navy in engaging our allies in the
common cause of ensuring freedom of navigation?

Answer. Freedom of navigation and overflight is fundamental to our national in-
terests and the preservation of the global economic order. If confirmed, I will ensure
that the Department of the Navy continues to defend America’s access to the global
commons, including freedom of navigation and overflight rights. I will work closely
with our Allies and partners to ensure a shared understanding of the necessity of
freedom of navigation, to reinforce our collective security, and to vigilantly assert
and preserve the navigation and overflight rights that are essential to our collective
security and prosperity.

CYBER AND ELECTRONIC WARFARE

Question. Section 1657 of the fiscal year 2020 National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) directed the appointment of an independent Principal Cyber Advisor (PCA)
for each Military Department, to act as the principal advisor to the Secretary con-
cerned on all cyber matters affecting that Department.

If confirmed, how would you plan to utilize the Navy PCA as part of your leader-
ship structure?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure the PCA remains my independent advisor sole-
ly focused on the Department of the Navy’s (DON) cyberspace activities, in accord-
ance with section 392a of Title 10 of the U.S. Code. I will expect the PCA to certify
the adequacy of the DON’s cyberspace activities budget and provide funding rec-
ommendations based on their analysis. In addition to coordinating within the Navy
and Marine Corps, I expect the PCA to effectively engage with the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense, Joint Staff, Combatant Commands, and Military Departments to
ensure I am fully informed of the Department’s cyberspace activities.

Question. What are the Department of the Navy’s top 3 Cyber Challenges, and
how will you use the Principal Cyber Advisor to address them?

Answer. The Department of the Navy’s top three challenges are: securing defense
critical infrastructure and weapon systems; increasing cyber force readiness; and
executing critical modernization efforts. Removing legacy information technology,
modernizing cryptography, implementing zero trust, and hardening classified net-
works all contribute to modernizing the Department of the Navy. Importantly, the
readiness of our military and civilian workforce is critical for achieving our priorities
in cyberspace. It is my understanding that the Navy and Marine Corps have made
notable progress in strengthening cybersecurity and resiliency in operational tech-
nology environments and in improving the readiness of their personnel in the Cyber
Mission Force. Additionally, the Department of the Navy recently delivered the first
fully validated implementation of a true Zero Trust architecture in the Department
of Defense. If confirmed, I will expect the PCA to work closely with the Chief Infor-
mation Officer and Navy and Marine Corps stakeholders to drive tangible outcomes
in these areas.

Question. In November 2023, the Navy released its inaugural Cyber Strategy. In
your view, how well postured are the Navy and the Marine Corps to meet the goals
outlined in the 2023 Department of the Navy Cyber Strategy?

Answer. The 2023 Department of the Navy Cyber Strategy outlines an effective
path forward for the naval services in cyberspace. I believe the Navy and Marine
Corps can achieve the goals outlined in the Department of the Navy Cyber Strategy
and are demonstrating success in key areas. Where works remains to be done, I will
support the necessary combination of personnel, resources, and funding to drive
credible outcomes in alignment with the Department of the Navy Cyber Strategy.

Question. If confirmed, what will you do to enhance Navy and Marine Corps infor-
mation dominance capabilities?

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek a detailed briefing on our information domi-
nance capabilities and determine resourcing, workforce, and innovation priorities to
integrate into the joint force’s modernization efforts. I will maintain a close partner-
ship with our industrial base which will be critical in achieving success. I would also
engage with the Secretary of Defense to ensure our maritime information forces
have the authorities needed to accomplish national security objectives.

Question. Given the difficulty in defining where cyber operations and electronic
warfare merge, if confirmed, how you would organize, train, and equip the Navy to
minimize gaps and seams in these two critical mission areas?

Answer. The Information Warfare Community integrates Naval information-based
capabilities to include cyber operations and electronic warfare. If confirmed, I will
empower the Naval Information Warfare Community to recruit, retain and promote
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the most skilled and qualified sailors to train and conduct integrated fires to effec-
tively deter and combat threats to our Nation. These actions align to the Depart-
ment of the Navy Cyber Strategy which calls for effective sequencing and synchroni-
zation of non-kinetic effects to generate decisive advantages.

Question. The Navy has had the hardest time among the military services in
training and retaining cyber forces provided to US Cyber Command for the Cyber
Mission Force.

What ideas do you have to improve the readiness of cyber mission forces within
the Navy?

Answer. If confirmed, I will advocate for integrating cyber course curricula into
service training centers to bring force generation under direct service control for
greater efficiency. I will advocate for continued investment in recently acquired in-
frastructure to ensure all training is completed before personnel report to their
teams, maintaining readiness and effectiveness. I will continue to work with
CYBERCOM to implement cyber incentives that help drive advanced skills and re-
tain a qualified workforce and I look forward to working with Congress on this
issue.

Question. In what ways could Navy cyber forces be better leveraged to address
tactical cyber effects at a theater warfighting level?

Answer. I believe the Navy is in a unique position to take advantage of extended
access granted via waterways to support cyber effects in the littoral zone. Small
cyber tactical teams deployed on Navy platforms could be force multipliers in a con-
tested environment.

NAVY-RELATED DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

Question. What is your assessment of the Maritime Industrial Base (MIB) pro-
gram office? If confirmed, how would you coordinate this office with the Program
Executive Officers?

Answer. It is my understanding the Navy’s Maritime Industrial Base program of-
fice is the Navy’s lead organization to integrate, facilitate, and support efforts across
the Department of the Navy, the Department of Defense, other U.S. Government
agencies, and industrial base partners to develop and execute programmatic efforts
to increase the capacity of the maritime industrial base, to scale and deploy modern
manufacturing technologies, and to support the development of a new generation of
skilled workforce that support our national security programs. This effort includes
closely working with the Program Executive Officers to ensure real portfolio and
platform needs and requirements are being met. Revitalizing the Nation’s maritime
industrial base is a national security imperative. If confirmed, I would work with
these offices to ensure the industrial base is capable of supporting the Department
of the Navy’s national security missions, and ability to surge in response to a dy-
namic threat environment.

Question. What is your assessment of the systems and processes for identifying,
evaluating, and managing risk in the Navy’s industrial base, especially the ship-
building industrial base?

Answer. The Navy’s industrial base, particularly the shipbuilding sector, plays a
critical role in ensuring national security, so understanding and being responsive to
the systems and processes for managing risks within this sector is vital. The Mari-
time Industrial Base program office directly reporting to the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition (ASN RD&A) is responsible for
assessing, tracking, and reporting on the performance of the industrial base and its
ability to meet the Department’s shipbuilding acquisition programs’ needs. If con-
firmed, I intend to better understand the drivers that are impacting the perform-
ance of the Navy’s industrial base and the ways we can more proactively respond
to those drivers.

Question. If confirmed, would you support expanding the strategy of dedicated in-
dustrial base funds currently used for the submarine industrial base to other capa-
bilities?

Answer. Stabilizing, modernizing, and expanding the defense industrial base may
require dedicated industrial base funds, and likely a model similar to that currently
used for the submarine industrial base. The dedicated funding model for the sub-
marine supply base is addressing the unique challenges and complexities associated
with nuclear platform construction and maintenance, especially given the high costs,
long production cycles, and specialized workforce required. Applying this approach
to other defense capabilities would require careful evaluation of the needs and land-
scape of each sector. If confirmed, I will undertake this evaluation.
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Question. If confirmed, how will you improve the timeliness and quality of the
qualification, certification, and test process for suppliers to participate in the Navy’s
industrial base?

Answer. If confirmed, as the Navy develops advanced munitions and the maritime
industrial base, I will ensure the Department eliminates the bureaucracy that pre-
vents these capabilities from transitioning to the battlefield.

Question. If confirmed, how will you ensure prime contractors leverage new or ex-
panded sources of supply?

Answer. The Navy must ensure that both our prime contractors and our Program
Offices can equally access our new and expanded sources of supply. We can struc-
ture contracts and incentives to build resiliency in the production lines. The Navy
should evaluate its license rights over technical data and proactively certify new
sources where critical sub-components have been identified. We must partner with
our Primes, to balance adding new sources vs spreading procurement too thin.

Question. How would you seek to ensure the Navy engages with the broadest in-
dustrial base possible, including traditional contractors, nontraditional contractors,
and small businesses?

Answer. This is one of the most exciting times to be developing new warfighting
solutions for the Navy. Navy has access to a new set of commercial entrants and
a revitalized organic industrial base. Navy must use it all and leverage existing pro-
grams to reach all types of businesses. If confirmed, I would instruct my acquisition
executives to develop engagement plans to bring our challenges and opportunities
directly to industry and to our defense association partners who can reach up and
down our supply chains, in collaboration with our Department of Defense innovation
organization partners.

OPERATIONAL ENERGY AND ENERGY RESILIENCE

Question. The Department defines operational energy as the energy required for
training, moving, and sustaining military forces and weapons platforms for military
operations, including the energy used by tactical power systems and generators. De-
partment of Defense energy requirements are projected to increase due to techno-
logical advances in weapons systems and the execution of distributed operations
over longer operating distances.

If confirmed, how would you lead the Navy in harnessing innovations in oper-
ational energy and linking them with emerging joint operational concepts in order
to reduce contested logistics vulnerabilities for warfighters?

Answer. If confirmed, I will leverage my experience and harness the Department
of the Navy subject matter experts to identify and accelerate operational energy in-
novation advancements that improve warfighting capability. These innovations, cou-
pled with emerging joint operational concepts, will assist with reducing contested
logistics vulnerabilities for our warfighters.

Question. In what specific areas, if any, do you believe the Navy needs to improve
the incorporation of energy considerations and alternative energy resources into the
strategic planning processes?

Answer. If confirmed, I will work to understand the role of energy considerations
and alternative energy resources in the Navy’s strategic planning process.

Question. How can energy supportability that reduces contested logistics
vulnerabilities become a key performance parameter in the requirements process be-
yond just a “check the box” consideration?

Answer. If confirmed, I will use my business background and exercise oversight
to ensure that key energy performance indicators are aligned with mission needs.
I believe that the integration of energy supportability issues early in the capability
development process is essential to enhancing our warfighting capabilities while
also mitigating logistical risks in contested environments.

Question. It is essential that DOD maintain capability to sustain critical oper-
ations in the event of an energy disruption—including commercial grid outages.

If confirmed, specifically to Guam, how would you inculcate energy resilience as
a mission assurance priority for the Department of the Navy, including acquiring
and deploying sustainable and renewable energy assets to support mission critical
functions and address known vulnerabilities?

Answer. If confirmed, I will ensure that mission assurance assessments and in-
stallation energy plans inform the evaluation of generation, distribution, and stor-
age technologies available to meet Department of Navy energy resiliency require-
ments. Furthermore, the Department of the Navy is part of a whole of government
effort to mitigate known vulnerabilities, including vulnerabilities to cyber threats to
Guam’s energy infrastructure, to ensure that the Navy and Marine Corps critical
missions are supported.
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Question. How can the Department of the Navy better integrate energy security
and resilience as standard components of its Military Construction (MILCON) pro-
grams, in your view?

Answer. The DON integrates Installation Energy Plans into the master planning
process to inform necessary enhancements of the Department’s energy security and
resilience posture. If confirmed, I will ensure critical mission energy requirements
identified in the Installation Energy Plans are included in the MILCON process to
better support warfighter readiness.

INSTALLATION MODERNIZATION AND RESILIENCE

Question. Decades of underinvestment in Department of Defense installations has
led to substantial backlogs in facilities maintenance, and substandard living and
working conditions for sailors and marines.

In your view, how is the readiness of navy shore installations linked to the readi-
ness and lethality of naval power?

Answer. Navy and Marine Corps shore installations are the platforms from which
our sailors and marines train, equip, and operate their aircraft, ships, submarines,
and weapons systems for future deployment. This makes the capabilities of these
installations a key component of the readiness of the Fleets and Fleet Marine Forces
and facilitates the lethality of the Navy and Marine Corps forces. Infrastructure and
facilities capabilities are derived from military operational requirements. Shore In-
stallations are a critical piece of mission performance that directly impact the oper-
ations and maintenance of our offensive and defensive weapons systems and the
Quality of Life and Quality of Service for sailors and marines.

Question. In your view, does the Department of the Navy receive adequate fund-
ing for base operations support, writ large? Please explain your answer.

Answer. From what I understand, the systemic underfunding of the maintenance,
sustainment, and modernization funding for aging shore infrastructure require-
ments has led to a backlog of maintenance needs and degraded systems across the
DON. Like many communities across the Nation, the Department shore installa-
tions are upwards of 60 years old. Modernization of the core utilities, telecommuni-
cations, and transportation infrastructure is far more expensive and requires signifi-
cantly more funding to upgrade. If confirmed, I will look for innovative solutions to
update the Department’s infrastructure within our designated budget and available
authorities.

Question. Do you have any specific plans to leverage infrastructure modernization
to improve the quality of life for Navy and Marine Corps servicemembers and their
families, who are under considerable strain as a result of repeated deployments?

Answer. Quality of Life is an important aspect of Readiness. Ensuring sailors and
marines are afforded the quality resources from which to work and quality facilities
in which to live is a top priority. If confirmed, I am committed to identifying and
supporting opportunities that will sustain and improve the quality of life for sailors,
marines, and their families and I am supportive of the Department’s efforts to
prioritize critical infrastructure and Quality of Life projects, including the focus on
unaccompanied housing.

ENVIRONMENT

Question. According to the GAO, the Navy has identified 127 installations with
known or suspected releases of perfluorooctane sulfonate (PFOS) and
perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA).

What is your understanding of the Department of the Navy’s strategy for moni-
toring drinking water on Navy and Marine Corps installations, as well as public and
private drinking water off-installation, for PFOS, PFOA, and other contaminants?

Answer. It is my understanding that consistent with Department of Defense pol-
icy, the Navy and Marine Corps will monitor and treat for Per-and Polyfluoroalkyl
Substances (PFAS) in drinking water, in compliance with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) April 2024 National Primary Drinking Water Regulation
final rule requirements, for Navy and Marine Corps-owned drinking water systems
in the United States, including those drinking water systems not subject to EPA’s
rule, but which provide drinking water to our on-installation communities.

For public and private drinking water wells off-installation, I understand the
Navy has been proactively addressing elevated PFAS levels from Navy and Marine
Corps sources under Federal cleanup law, the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). Currently, the Navy addresses
PFAS in private wells from Navy and Marine Corps sources in accordance with the
Department of Defense policy memo, “Prioritization of Department of Defense
Cleanup Actions to Implement the Federal Drinking Water Standards for Per-and
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Polyfluoroalkyl Substances Under the Defense Environmental Restoration Pro-
gram.” This policy describes DOD’s plans to incorporate EPA’s PFAS drinking water
levels into DOD’s ongoing PFAS cleanups and prioritize actions to address private
drinking water wells with the highest levels of PFAS from DOD activities.

Question. If confirmed, how would you further efforts to identify and remediate
PFOS/PFOA contamination on Navy installations, including Reserve component lo-
cations?

Answer. This program is vital to protect the health of sailors, marines, civilians,
their families, and the communities in which they serve, and I will commit to sup-
porting this program to the benefit of our long-term mission goals.

SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND INNOVATION

Question. What are the key technologies that the Navy should be focused on to
support modernization activities?

Answer. I recognize that invention, innovation and modernization are the driving
forces behind technological breakthroughs, ultimately leading to a more dominant
maritime force. Our potential adversaries have demonstrated significant science and
technology capability that challenges our capacity to maintain our technological
lead. I believe the Department should focus on technologies across a spectrum of
cutting-edge fields, including artificial intelligence driven autonomous systems and
advanced decisionmaking systems, quantum capabilities, advanced materials and
maritime cybersecurity. A forward-looking approach will ensure our naval superi-
ority.

Question. What do you see at the role of the Navy’s in-house laboratories and re-
search and development centers in supporting Navy modernization goals?

Answer. The Office of Naval Research, Naval Research Lab and the Naval War-
fare Centers are critical to the Naval fighting capabilities. They are engines of inno-
vation, bringing the warfighter, industry and domain area experts together to tackle
hard technical challenges and deliver for the Fleet and Force. They actively work
in a number of areas that address the scientific and technological foundation needed
to support Naval modernization goals with emerging technologies including cyber,
directed energy, advanced sensor technologies, artificial intelligence, autonomous
systems, quantum sensors and quantum computing, advanced manufacturing tech-
nologies for ships, submarines and air platforms, advanced electronics, swarming
technologies, space and terrestrial robotics, hypersonics, biotechnologies for logistics
advantage and warfighter performance, communications and networking technology,
and advanced electronic warfare (EW).

It is important to maintain a robust portfolio that not only works with industry
and other stakeholders to develop disruptive capabilities, but also supporting the in-
creased lethality, survivability and affordability of our current platforms.

Question. Are there enduring technology areas that might not be considered
emerging (for example, energetic materials, or corrosion control) that the Navy
should remain focused on as categories outside of the modernization priorities?

Answer. I understand that the Office of Naval Research, Naval Research Lab and
the Warfare Centers are actively working in several foundational areas that address
the scientific and technological components supporting operations in the harsh mari-
time environment, significant deep ocean depths and other unique Naval mission
areas. The Navy fights from the deep oceans to space and to pace the threat re-
quires a wide range of superior technology across numerous domains.

Question. How should the Navy make investment decisions to balance the needs
between these emerging and enduring technology areas?

Answer. It is a national security imperative to achieve and maintain unquestioned
and unchallenged global Naval technological dominance. To do so, I believe the
Navy must strike a balance between investments that make the current Fleet and
Force more lethal and survivable with—higher risk—potentially high impact capa-
bilities in the future. Visionary investments made many years ago resulted in the
capabilities our sailors and marines have use in the fight with great effect today.
Near-term readiness will be paramount to ensuring deployed and deploying forces
are prepared for any challenges they may encounter. Still, the Department of the
Navy must make investment decisions in Naval cutting-edge science and tech-
nologies that will be transitioned to industry and acquisition to scale and support.
The Navy incorporates science and technology into its war games to shape the fu-
ture of the Fleet and Force, and experiments at sea to drive the solutions it needs
near term. Naval research teams bring industry, leading researchers and other in-
novative problem solvers to the table to help us make the right choices. If confirmed,
I intend to make strategy-driven, data-informed decisions maximizing effectiveness
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to balance near-term capacity with future capability requirements and moderniza-
tion opportunities with enduring Naval needs.

Question. If confirmed, what steps would you take to support the Navy’s in-house
innovation enterprise at its labs and engineering centers?

Answer. The Naval Warfare Centers and Naval Research Laboratory have a
proud legacy of innovation, seamlessly transitioning cutting-edge scientific discov-
eries into real-world capabilities for the Naval Services and our Nation’s fleet.
Today, they are agile and on-call supporting the warfighter pivoting technology to
pace our adversaries. The workforce, comprised of brilliant scientists, engineers, and
dedicated business and administrative personnel, is a strategic advantage. These in-
dividuals, working collaboratively across the Naval Research and Development En-
terprise (NRDE), form the very foundation of technological edge, driving discovery,
development, and delivery of critical technologies to our warfighters.

If confirmed, I am committed to further strengthening the Naval laboratory enter-
prise, recognizing its critical role as our “technical bench.” This enterprise spans the
full spectrum, from groundbreaking science and technology development, to pro-
viding indispensable technical expertise, to acquisition programs, and sustaining our
fleet and force to support the Naval research and development enterprise efforts to
address workforce challenges, anticipate emerging technology requirements, and
modernize infrastructure.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that a greater percentage of the
technologies being developed by Navy labs transition into programs of record for de-
ployment to the warfighter? How would you ensure that appropriate technologies
are transitioning more quickly into programs of record?

Answer. The ultimate goal of research investments is to put capability into the
hands of sailors and marines to fight and win. Sailors and marines operate in a
world of evolving security threats and rapid technological change. It is vital to accel-
erate discovery and delivery, and key to that is partnerships with industry and the
Nation’s commercial innovative capacity. Successful transitions in the innovative
naval prototype and future naval capability portfolio have coupled the pioneering
science and technology development of our research and technology teams such as
the Warfare Centers, Office of Naval Research and the Naval Research Laboratory,
academia and other partners with commercial industry earlier resulting in faster ca-
pabillglty with firm commitments to acquisition to support smoother integration into
our Fleet.

Additionally, our Naval Warfare Centers, have consistently provided responsive
technical leadership and engineering support to our programs of record, directly con-
nected to the Fleet and Force, they are a key enabler for transitioning technologies
into the demanding environments our warfighters operate within.

In that regard, I would encourage and support quick reaction efforts that apply
new technology capabilities to solve current warfighting gaps and give us an advan-
tage over our adversaries.

Question. What efforts is the Department of the Navy making to identify new
technologies developed commercially by the private sector and apply them to mili-
tary and national security purposes?

Answer. The Navy must seek ways to engage new industry partners to support
the Fleet and Force. I understand NavalX, working in conjunction with the Naval
Warfare Centers and Department of Defense innovation partners, works to lower
the barrier of entry to bring new capabilities to the table. They execute deliberate
and dedicated efforts to foster innovation ecosystems with non-traditional, commer-
cial industry partners and enable the exposure and experimentation of those com-
mercially available and developing technologies in operationally relevant environ-
ments supporting transition opportunities. Navy efforts to spearhead innovation and
competitiveness in critical and emerging technologies is essential as Navy is fos-
tering the transition of science and technology from across traditional and non-tradi-
tional partners. Office of Naval Research develops and enables the business of inno-
vation within the Department of the Navy to expand the Naval industrial base via
engagement with traditional and nontraditional innovative commercial partners, en-
trepreneurs, and academia to innovate and rapidly identify and transition cutting
edge technologies with military application to the warfighter for competitive advan-
tage.

Question. How do you think the Navy needs to approach the testing, experimen-
tation and integration of such commercial technologies in parallel with traditional
innovation processes?

Answer. Rapid experimentation is a foundational learning tool used across the full
spectrum of technology maturity. The Navy and Marine Corps must focus on con-
ducting a wide array of experimentation, bringing new and enduring industry part-
ners, the research teams, and most importantly the sailors and marines to learn and
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drive solutions. Navy must learn from these experiments as well as current system
employment in operations.

MILITARY HEALTH SYSTEM (MHS) REFORM

Question. Do you support the implementation of the MHS reforms mandated by
the NDAAs for fiscal years 2017, 2019, and 20207

Answer. Yes. I understand the mandated reforms intended an integrated system
of readiness and health. The MHS is critical to the Navy’s ability to generate medi-
cally ready operational forces, and I understand the DON is committed to helping
stabilize the MHS with a staffed and ready medical force.

Question. Will you ensure that the Navy continues to provide the military medical
personnel needed to provide care in these facilities?

Answer. Yes. The Department is committed to supporting the Defense Health
Agency with predictable military staffing to support healthcare delivery for our sail-
ors, marines and their families, concurrently continuing to train, sustain, and mod-
ernize our medical forces in support of operational missions.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that the Navy reduces its medical
headquarters’ staffs and infrastructure to reflect the more limited roles and respon-
sibilities of the Navy Surgeon General?

Answer. It is my understanding that Navy Medicine underwent two significant
cuts of both military and civilian manpower due to the transfer of military treat-
ment facility oversight to the Defense Health Agency. If confirmed, I will ensure our
medical headquarters structure complies with the readiness responsibilities retained
by the Navy and the Marine Corps.

END STRENGTH

Question. The Navy’s Active Duty end strength was 352,633 in fiscal year 2021
and has fallen to a requested average end strength of 332,933 in fiscal year 2025.
The Marine Corps’ Active Duty end strength is also shrinking from 179,678 in fiscal
year 2021 to 172,300 requested in fiscal year 2025.

Do you believe that Navy and Marine Corps end strengths are appropriate and
sufficient to meet national defense objections? Please explain your answer.

Answer. Navy and Marine Corps end strength must be sufficient to address the
Nation’s security challenges. If confirmed, I would assess Navy and Marine Corps
end strength together with the mission requirements and budget factors driving
those numbers.

Question. GAO report “Navy Readiness” (GAO-24-106525) found that surface
ships were undermanned by 19 to 37 percent leading to work overload. If confirmed,
what steps will you take to support adequate personnel aboard ships?

Answer. I understand the Navy has significant gaps in sea assignments, largely
from increasing operational requirements. My understanding is that the forward de-
ployed ships are manned at the highest levels to ensure operational readiness. Prop-
er ship manning is essential to operational readiness and the well-being of our sail-
ors. If confirmed, I would ensure the Navy aggressively addresses these gaps and
employs effective efforts to attract and retain America’s best and brightest.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS RESERVES

Question. What is your vision for the roles and missions of the Navy and Marine
Corps Reserves? If confirmed, what objectives would you seek to achieve with re-
spect to the organization, force structure, and end strength of the Navy Reserve?
Of the Marine Corps Reserve?

Answer. Warfighting Readiness is Priority One. The Navy and Marine Corps Re-
serve Forces provide strategic depth to the most powerful Navy and Marine Corps
in the world and stand ready to carry out missions across the globe. The Reserve
Forces can rapidly mobilize and deploy to support emerging and steady-State oper-
ations for the Navy, Marine Corps, and Joint Force. If confirmed, I will work with
leaders across the Department of Navy and the Department of Defense to expand
our Nation’s Maritime Dominance by ensuring our Reserve Components are sized
and organized for maximum readiness and lethality.

Question. Do you expect to meet prior service accession goals for the Navy and
Marine Corps Reserves this fiscal year? Please explain your answer.

Answer. It is my understanding from public reporting that the Navy and Marine
Corps are both on track to meet their accession goals this year. If confirmed, I will
work with the Services to meet accession goals.
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RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. The 2024 National Defense Strategy Commission stated that “The DOD
workforce and the all-volunteer force provide an unmatched advantage. However, re-
cruiting failures have shrunk the force and raise serious questions about the all-vol-
unteer force in peacetime, let alone in major combat.” In addition, DOD studies indi-
cate that only about 23 percent of today’s youth population is eligible for military
service, and only a fraction of those who meet military accession standards are in-
terested in serving.

In response to military recruiting difficulties, the Navy has lowered enlistment
standards more than any other service, including accepting category IV recruits at
the maximum amount allowed by law and lowering the test scores required to serve
in dozens of enlisted ratings.

In your view, what is the risk associated with accessing large numbers of category
IV recruits, and if confirmed, do you intend to continue with this practice?

Answer. The Department of the Navy must play a role in inspiring America’s
young people to serve, ensuring they meet the high standards of enlistment, and de-
veloping them so that they continue to meet those high standards throughout their
careers. I am committed to evaluating and thus ensuring the highest fitness and
aptitude standards. I understand the Navy has recently accepted additional recruits
with lower Armed Forces Qualification Test scores, but requires they complete the
Future Sailor Preparatory Course intended to improve aptitude prior to bootcamp.
If confirmed, I intend to review the risks, benefits, and mitigation strategies the
Navy has put in place, and will assess if any changes are necessary.

Question. Rather than relying solely on ever-higher compensation for a shrinking
pool of volunteers, what creative initiatives would you implement, if confirmed, to
expand the pool of eligible recruits and improve Navy and Marine Corps recruiting?

Answer. Service in the Navy or Marine Corps offers the American public a value
proposition that is both exciting and unique relative to typical private sector occupa-
tions. I understand the Navy and Marine Corps, and the Department of Defense as
a whole, have been proactively exploring opportunities to expand the pool of eligible
recruits. If confirmed, I would consider all potential options to expand our reach
across the country so that the Department of the Navy maximizes our ability to find
high-quality young Americans interested and able to serve. I would also ensure we
are making informed and right-sized investments and modernizing our efforts to re-
cruit effectively in an evolving market for talent and effectively conveying the value
of service within our two military branches.

Question. In your view, what effect do current recruiting standards—particularly
DOD-wide criteria for tier-one recruits—have on recruit attrition and/or future suc-
cess in the Navy and the Marine Corps?

Answer. I believe higher-quality recruits are more likely to succeed. If confirmed,
I will review data concerning the degree to which current recruiting standards pre-
dict success in the Navy and Marine Corps. If these standards are less likely to
yield effective lethality and deterrence, I will work with leaders in the DOD to mod-
ify those standards.

Question. What recommendations would you have for increasing the pool of youth
who are both eligible and disposed for military service?

Answer. I believe the Department of the Navy should be partnering with all
stakeholders to demonstrate the value of service to one’s personal and professional
growth and future opportunities. The opportunity for training and education is
world class and we should be showcasing that to all Americans. The Department
of the Navy must play a role in inspiring America’s young people to serve, ensuring
they meet the high standards of enlistment, and developing them so that they con-
tinue to meet those high standards during their careers. If confirmed, I look forward
to sharing the story of naval service with lawmakers, educators, and community
leaders who can carry that message back to their communities.

MILITARY COMPENSATION

Question. What is your assessment of the adequacy of military compensation?

Answer. Regular evaluation of military compensation is necessary to ensure that
pay and benefits for servicemembers remain competitive. I understand that the 14th
Quadrennial Review of Military Compensation (QRMC) found that regular military
compensation remains very competitive relative to civilian earnings for those with
similar education levels and work experience. The QRMC also found that special
and incentive pays remain effective means of increasing the recruitment and reten-
tion of personnel with skills that command higher wages in the civilian marketplace
or who need to be compensated for particularly arduous or dangerous duties. Ulti-
mately, the relevant gauge of the adequacy of military compensation is whether we
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are able to recruit and retain sufficient talent to man the Navy and Marine Corps.
It is my understanding that the Navy and Marine Corps are currently achieving re-
cruiting and retention goals in the aggregate, but face challenges for specific
skillsets. If confirmed, I will work closely with Navy and Marine Corps leadership
to preserve our recruiting and retention in an ever-changing environment.

THE GI BILL, VOLUNTARY EDUCATION, AND CREDENTIALING PROGRAMS

Question. Do Navy and Marine Corps Voluntary Education Programs contribute
to military readiness, in your view? Please explain your answer.

Answer. It is my understanding that the voluntary education programs play a key
role in enhancing military readiness because they contribute to the development of
a skilled and accomplished force and promote recruitment and retention. From my
experience in the private sector, I recognize that education is a powerful recruiting
and retention tool that helps members of a team realize their full professional and
personal potential. An educated force that is skilled, adaptable, and flexible is essen-
tial for addressing emerging global threats and challenges.

Question. What progress have the Navy and Marine Corps made in identifying
and leveraging credentialing programs, both to enhance a sailor or Marine’s ability
to perform his/her official duties, and to qualify the sailor or Marine for meaningful
civilian employment on separation from the military?

Answer. I understand that the Department of the Navy Credentialing Opportuni-
ties Online (COOL) program offers sailors, marines, and DON civilians many oppor-
tunities to earn licenses and certifications that validate their knowledge and experi-
ence, while opening doors to new opportunities in both the Department and the ci-
vilian sector. I understand successful programs like these come through meaningful
partnerships with Congress and other stakeholders.

c %uesgion. What is your vision of the role and mission of the Naval Community
ollege?

Answer. My vision of the U.S. Naval Community College (USNCC) is to provide
accessible, high-quality educational opportunities to enlisted sailors, marines and
coastguardsmen that are aligned with the operational needs of our naval services.
The goal is to deliver naval-relevant curricula for maximum warfighting effective-
ness. Additionally, USNCC educational offerings will improve the professional and
personal development of servicemembers. If confirmed, I would seek to buildupon
the initial successes of the USNCC, continuing to work in partnership with accred-
ited wuniversities and institutions to ensure the program 1is developing
servicemembers who can outthink and outfight any adversary.

NON-DEPLOYABLE SERVICEMEMBERS

Question. In your view, should sailors and marines who are non-deployable for
more than 12 consecutive months be subject either to separation from the service
or referral to the Disability Evaluation System, as is current Department policy?

Answer. The Navy and Marine Corps must maintain a globally deployable force.
It is my understanding that sailors and marines who are non-deployable for more
than 12 consecutive months will receive an individualized review that weighs
whether their continued service is in the Nation’s best interest. If confirmed, I com-
mit to evaluating existing policy and processes to ensure our personnel are being
properly cared for, while simultaneously maintaining an effective fighting force ca-
pable of achieving the mission.

Question. Under what circumstances would the retention of a servicemember who
has bee;l non-deployable for more than 12 months be “in the best interest of the
service”?

Answer. I understand the determination of whether it is in the best interest of
the Service to retain a servicemember who has been non-deployable for more than
12 months is based upon an individualized review of several factors, including the
likelihood that the member will be able to return to deployable status and the mem-
ber’s unique skills and qualifications to fit identified needs of the Service.

Question. In your view, should a sailor or marine’s readiness to perform the re-
quired specific missions, functions, and tasks in the context of a particular deploy-
ment also be considered in determining whether that servicemember is deployable?

Answer. Yes, the ability of a sailor or marine to perform the specific job function
should be a consideration when making any assignment.

Question. What are your ideas for addressing the challenges of medical non-
deployability in the Reserve components?

Answer. If confirmed, I would seek to better understand the unique challenges as-
sociated with non-deployable Reserve Component members. Along with the Service
Chiefs, I would consult with the Chief of the Navy Reserve and the Commander of
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the Marine Corps Forces Reserve to understand their current process, demands, and
challenges, and would welcome their feedback and proposed solutions.

MILITARY FAMILY READINESS AND SUPPORT

Question. What do you consider to be the most important family readiness issues
for sailors, marines, and their families?

Answer. Family readiness is an important tenet of warfighter readiness. If we
take care of our families, our warfighters are ready. In that vein, some of the most
pressing issues facing sailors, marines, and their families are increased access to
health care, spouse employment, and reliable quality and affordable childcare. These
issues, along with many others, are vitally important to the readiness that allows
our sailors and marines to deploy far from home with reasonable assurance that
their families will be safe and have what they need to cope with what are often long
absences. Through my interactions with our brave servicemembers, I am acutely
aware of the many sacrifices our families make for us every day. I am committed,
if confirmed, to ensure that families do not just endure, but thrive, in the Navy and
Marine Corps family.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure that the family readiness issues you
identified are properly addressed and adequately resourced?

Answer. Family readiness and quality of life issues will be a top priority if I am
confirmed. It is my understanding that the Navy and Marine Corps provide a com-
prehensive range of programs. I plan to examine these programs to learn how we
can improve our family readiness, measure program effectiveness, and ensure ade-
quate resourcing.

Question. The Navy completed a Quality of Service review after a string of sui-
cides. If confirmed, how will you continue the work to improve the quality of service
of sailors? Are there any new efforts you would undertake?

Answer. It is my understanding that the Navy currently has an effort led by a
three-star admiral addressing quality of service issues associated with that review.
If confirmed, I will seek a briefing to understand how the report’s recommendations
have been implemented so far, any barriers the Navy faces in implementing the re-
maining recommendations, and any additional initiatives that effort is pursuing.

SUICIDE PREVENTION

Question. The number of suicides in each of the Services continues to concern the
Committee. Over the past several years, the Navy has struggled with suicides for
sailors in a limited duty status, and sailors assigned to ships in long-term mainte-
nance. If confirmed, what would you do to maintain a strong focus on preventing
suicides in the active Navy and Marine Corps, the Navy and Marine Reserve, and
in the families of your sailors and marines?

Answer. The loss of any sailor, marine, civilian, or family member to suicide is
one too many, and we must remain committed to ensuring the health, safety and
well-being of all members of our military community. If confirmed, I will prioritize
suicide prevention strategies that are evidence-based, explore opportunities to ad-
dress unit climate health, and ensure members and families have access to nec-
essary resources and that commanders encourage their use. It is critical for sailors
and marines to foster their mental, physical and spiritual well-being to continue
their mission to protect our Nation and remain combat-ready, lethal fighters. If con-
firmed, I will continue to advance an approach that guards our greatest asset, our
people, by ensuring that our sailors, marines, and civilians have the necessary sup-
port to meet the demands of the warfighter’s mission.

SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND ASSAULT PREVENTION AND RESPONSE PROGRAMS

Question. Do you believe the policies, programs, resources, and training that DOD
and the Military Services have put in place to prevent and respond to sexual as-
sault, and to protect servicemembers who report sexual assault from retaliation, are
working? If not, what else must be done?

Answer. There is no place for sexual assault in the Navy or Marine Corps. Offend-
ers must be held appropriately accountable, and victims must be able to access the
resources that they need. No one should fear retaliation for reporting this crime. I
understand that both Services within the Department of the Navy are resolute in
their efforts to reduce the prevalence of these behaviors and ensure comprehensive
care to those who seek help. In partnership with Congress, the Department of De-
fense and the Department of the Navy have taken meaningful steps to reduce prev-
alence of sexual assault, as evidenced by the findings of the most recent annual re-
port on sexual assault in the military. If confirmed, I will ensure these programs
have the support and resources they need to succeed and continue making progress.
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Question. If confirmed, what would you do to increase focus on the prevention of
sexual assaults?

Answer. If confirmed, I will continue the emphasis on addressing problematic be-
haviors before they escalate and focus on evidenced-based prevention programs. I
will review the Department of the Navy’s current prevention strategies and
prioritize data-driven initiatives that leverage behavioral science and lessons
learned from both civilian and military sectors. I will encourage the implementation
of tailored prevention strategies to reduce harmful behaviors by equipping leaders
at all levels with the skills and resources necessary to quickly address emerging be-
haviors that are harmful and set conditions for healthy climates.

Question. What is your view of the necessity of affording a victim both restricted
and unrestricted options to report sexual harassment?

Answer. Statistics seem to indicate that sexual harassment may be under-
reported. I am committed, if confirmed, to look more closely at this issue. I believe
the Department of the Navy should explore available avenues to eliminate barriers
for sailors, marines and civilians to come forward and report sexual harassment.
Ensuring sexual harassment victims have options for reporting fosters trust in the
system and encourages survivors to come forward.

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE AND CHILD ABUSE IN NAVY AND MARINE CORPS FAMILIES

Question. What is your understanding of the extent of domestic violence and child
abuse in the Navy and Marine Corps, and, if confirmed, what actions would you
take to address these issues?

Answer. Domestic violence and child abuse have lasting consequences for military
families, negatively impact the readiness and resilience of the total force and are
unacceptable. My understanding is that data concerning these cases is reflective of
national trends. Understanding the unique pressures of deployment, extended fam-
ily separations, and warfighting is vital to addressing these issues. If confirmed, I
will work with Navy and Marine Corps leadership to improve victim safety, ensure
access to available resources and reporting options, and promote help-seeking be-
haviors of sailors, marines, civilian personnel, and their families.

Question. In your view, what more can the Navy and Marine Corps do to prevent
child abuse and domestic and intimate partner violence?

Answer. If confirmed, I will focus on promoting the health, safety, and well-being
of Navy and Marine Corps members and their families. I will ensure leaders
prioritize efforts to strengthen the resiliency of our warfighters and emphasize the
importance of seeking help and encourage early intervention.

WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION

Question. Section 1034 of title 10, U.S. Code, prohibits taking or threatening to
take an unfavorable personnel action against a member of the armed forces in retal-
iation for making a protected communication. Section 2302 of title 5, U.S. Code, pro-
vides similar protections protected communication. Section 2302 of title 5, U.S.
Code, provides similar protections protected communication. Section 2302 of title 5,
U.S. Code, provides similar protections protected communication. Section 2302 of
title 5, U.S. Code, provides similar protections

If confirmed, what actions would you take to ensure that sailors, marines, and ci-
vilian employees of the Department of the Navy who report fraud, waste, and abuse,
or gross mismanagement to appropriate authorities within or outside the chain of
command, are protected from reprisal and retaliation, including from the very high-
est levels of the executive branch?

Answer. I fully appreciate the important role that whistleblowers play in combat-
ting fraud, waste, abuse, and gross mismanagement. If confirmed, I will ensure that
the Department of the Navy abides by the applicable laws, regulations, and rules
regarding whistleblower disclosures and protections; reprisal allegations are prop-
erly investigated; and appropriate administrative or disciplinary actions are taken
against personnel who engage in illegal reprisal or retaliation.

JOINT OFFICER MANAGEMENT

Question. What modifications, if any, would you recommend to Junior Qualified
Officer (JQO) prerequisites necessary to ensure that military officers are able to at-
tain both meaningful joint and Service-specific leadership experience, as well as ade-
quate professional development?

Answer. From my experience in the private sector, leaders capable of thinking
and working beyond siloed responsibilities can play an outsized role in advancing
strategic objectives. If confirmed, I will consult with the Chief of Naval Operations
and Commandant of the Marine Corps to assess the needs, benefits, and challenges
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of joint qualification requirements. I understand Joint Professional Military Edu-
cation opportunities are intended to ensure the Navy and Marine Corps provide
competent, well-educated, and qualified officers capable of operating in the joint
force and the Service echelon commands. If changes to joint qualification require-
ments are necessary, I will work with the Secretary of Defense to propose statutory
and/or policy changes as appropriate.

Question. What are your ideas for improving the JQO system better to meet the
needs of Reserve component officers?

Answer. The Navy and Marine Corps Reserves are critical components of the
Total Force and are integrated into current Joint Training Requirements. We will
continue to prioritize Joint integration and innovative solutions to ensure the Re-
serve Components continue to receive the training needed to operate in the Joint
environment. I am not aware of any modifications that are needed at this time.
However, should present circumstances change, I will review the new information
available and solicit the advice and views of relevant individuals before making any
decision that may come before me on this matter.

Question. In your view, should the requirement to be a JQO be eliminated as a
consideration in selecting officers for promotion and assignment?

Answer. I believe the joint qualification requirement as a consideration in select-
ing officers for promotion and assignment has historically provided the Navy and
Marine Corps with a highly qualified cadre of officers capable of working strategi-
cally with cross-Service partners. If confirmed, I will consult with the Services to
assess the need for, as well as benefits and challenges of, joint qualification require-
ments for promotion and assignment. Should change be warranted, I will work with
appropriate stakeholders to address that need.

OFFICER PROMOTION POLICIES AND PROCESSES

Question. In your judgment, how effective are the Navy and Marine Corps at iden-
tifying, promoting, and rewarding top performers?

Answer. I understand Navy and Marine Corps promotion selection board proc-
esses, informed by the performance evaluation system, are designed to select the
very best of fully qualified officers for promotion. These processes should be fair, ob-
jective, and merit based. If confirmed, I will require regular review of these proc-
esses to ensure they are effective in building a capable, ready, and lethal force.

Question. Similarly, how effective are the Navy and Marine Corps at identifying
and removing underperforming or counterproductive servicemembers?

Answer. It is my understanding that both Services have mechanisms in place to
identify and, when necessary, remove underperforming and/or counterproductive
members. Such individuals are identified by their reporting seniors in the annual
performance evaluation process, resulting in direct inputs to the promotion selection
board process. I am committed, if confirmed, to reviewing these policies and proce-
dures to ensure they are aligned with the principles of retaining the best talent and
restoring lethality and deterrence.

Question. In your view, what should be done to improve Navy and Marine Corps
talent management, both in the Active and Reserve components?

Answer. If confirmed, I will look closely at this issue. I understand both the Navy
and Marine Corps are currently modernizing their talent management systems. I
will assess, in consultation with the Services, whether any additional authorities
and flexibilities are needed to optimize the development, evaluation, assignment, se-
lection, and promotion of high-performing, high-potential sailors and marines who
can outthink and outfight any adversary.

Question. If confirmed, how would you ensure compliance with the requirements
of law and regulation regarding the investigation and promotion board consideration
of adverse and reportable information in the context of both general and flag officer
and O-6 and below promotion selection processes?

Answer. It is my understanding the law and DON policy provide the parameters
to ensure promotion boards properly consider adverse and reportable information in
the selection process. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Department of the Navy
continues to adhere to these directives. I also will consult with the Chief of Naval
Operations and Commandant of the Marine Corps to review mechanisms for holding
leaders accountable. Accountability is essential Marine Corps to review mechanisms
for holding leaders accountable. Accountability is essential

Question. Do you believe Navy and Marine Corps procedures and practices for re-
viewing the records of officers pending the President’s nomination for promotion or
assignment are sufficient to enable fully informed decisions by the Secretary of the
II\)IavyEi the? Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, and the

resident?
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Answer. I understand the procedures and practices for reviewing the records of
officers pending nomination for promotion are robust and include collaboration with
appropriate investigatory agencies to identify any adverse or reportable information
concerning selected officers. If confirmed, I will consider, in consultation with the
Service Chiefs, whether any improvements are necessary to ensure promotion and
assignment decisions are based on merit.

Question. In your view, are these procedures and practices fair to the individual
military officers proceeding through the promotion or assignment process? Please
explain your answer.

Answer. I understand promotion and assignment processes are designed to ensure
the right personnel are placed in the right roles. If confirmed, I will review these
processes to verify that they are fair and merit-based and will be vigilant in identi-
fying opportunities for improvement.

PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION (PME)

Question. What is your view of the Commandant of the Marine Corps’ proposal
to replace “non-observed academic fitness reports” with an evaluation that docu-
ments how well a Marine did at a professional school, assigns the marine a class
rank, and differentiates high-performing marines from low performers?

Answer. If confirmed, I will seek a briefing on this practice. It is my under-
standing that the Marine Corps introduced observed academic fitness reports in
2020. I have not formed an opinion on this matter and will consult with the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps.

Question. What changes or reform would you recommend to the PME system to
ensure that tomorrow’s leaders have the intellectual acumen, military leadership
proficiency, and emotional maturity necessary to ensure the Navy and Marine Corps
meet the national defense objectives of the future?

Answer. I am committed to review this matter if confirmed. I believe that profes-
sional military education could be improved through use of cutting-edge tech-
nologies, expansion of joint-service training, and emphasis on critical thinking and
strategic decisionmaking. These reforms will ensure our leaders are intellectually
equipped and strategically proficient to meet current and future national defense ob-
jectives. I will consult with the Chief of Naval Operations and Commandant of Ma-
rine Corps to review, explore, and implement necessary changes and reforms.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY CIVILIAN PERSONNEL WORKFORCE

Question. In your judgment, what is the biggest challenge facing the Navy and
Marine Corps in effectively and efficiently managing their civilian workforce?

Answer. I believe the biggest challenge facing the Navy and Marine Corps in ef-
fectively and efficiently managing their civilian workforce is work underway right
now to size this workforce appropriately to meet the Department of the Navy’s most
pressing missions. We cannot afford an oversized civilian workforce working on the
wrong things. If confirmed, I am committed to working with leaders across the De-
partment of Defense to build and sustain a lean and highly technical civilian work-
force that contributes directly to readiness and lethality or our naval forces.

Question. In your view, do Navy supervisors have adequate authorities to address
and remediate employee misconduct and poor duty performance, and ultimately to
divest of a civilian employee who fails to meet requisite standards of conduct and
performance?

Answer. It is my understanding there are adequate authorities to take various in-
formal and formal corrective actions, such as suspensions and removals, but they
appear to be overly burdensome and time-consuming. If confirmed, working with
Congress and leaders across the Department of Defense, I would explore ways to
streamline the disciplinary process.

Question. What recommendations do you have to improve DOD’s management of
its civilian workforce?

Answer. The Department of the Navy’s highly technical civilian workforce plays
a vital role in supporting warfighting readiness, contributing to Department of De-
fense mission capabilities and operational effectiveness. Our civilians are able part-
ners with our warfighters, and essential to maintaining the strength of the all-vol-
unteer force. As we right size and refocus the civilian workforce, we must likewise
commit to a campaign to recruit America’s best talent to public service.

Question. What do you see as the impact of the Navy civilian workforce on Navy
and Department of Defense missions? Are there “health metrics” that the Navy is
or could be using to help ensure that the civilian workforce is adequately sized for
all of the tasks assigned to it?
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Answer. The civilian workforce plays a critical role in mission readiness. Within
the Department of the Navy, civilians provide continuity and expertise to our sailors
and marines, and many of them are veterans themselves. It is my understanding
the Department conducts workforce analysis to determine civilian and military staff-
ing requirements for peacetime and mobilization operations. I also understand that
the Department has been advancing data-driven decisionmaking regarding work-
force composition, readiness, and allocation. If confirmed, I will review existing
metrics and drive improvements.

Question. In what ways does the Navy civilian workforce take on tasks that would
otherwise have to be done by military personnel, and thus taking them away from
their core warfighting functions?

Answer. The civilian workforce primarily relieves military personnel of non-core
duties by managing business, technical, and logistical support functions, such as
base maintenance, IT systems management, acquisition of major weapon systems
and other supplies and services, financial management, acquisition of major weapon
systems and other supplies and services, financial management, acquisition of major
weapon systems and other supplies and services, financial management, acquisition
of major weapon systems and other supplies and services, financial management, ac-
quisition of major weapon systems and other supplies and services, financial man-
agement, acquisition of major weapon systems and other supplies and services, fi-
nancial management, acquisition of major weapon systems and other supplies and
services, financial

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

Question. In order to exercise legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is impor-
tant that this committee, its subcommittees, and other appropriate committees of
Congress receive timely testimony, briefings, reports, records—including documents
and electronic communications, and other information from the executive branch.

Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, and on request, to appear and
testify before this committee, its subcommittees, and other appropriate committees
of Congress? Please answer with a simple yes or no.

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to provide this com-
mittee, its subcommittees, other appropriate committees of Congress, and their re-
spective staffs such witnesses and briefers, briefings, reports, records—including
documents and electronic communications, and other information, as may be re-
quested of you, and to do so in a timely manner? Please answer with a simple yes
or no.

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to consult with this
committee, its subcommittees, other appropriate committees of Congress, and their
respective staffs, regarding your basis for any delay or denial in providing testi-
mony, briefings, reports, records—including documents and electronic communica-
tions, and other information requested of you? Please answer with a simple yes or
no.
Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to keep this com-
mittee, its subcommittees, other appropriate committees of Congress, and their re-
spective staffs apprised of new information that materially impacts the accuracy of
testimony, briefings, reports, records—including documents and electronic commu-
nications, and other information you or your organization previously provided?
Please answer with a simple yes or no.

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, and on request, to pro-
vide this committee and its subcommittees with records and other information with-
in their oversight jurisdiction, even absent a formal Committee request? Please an-
swer with a simple yes or no.

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to respond timely to
letters to, and/or inquiries and other requests of you or your organization from indi-
vidual Senators who are members of this committee? Please answer with a simple
yes or no.

Answer. Yes.

Question. Do you agree, without qualification, if confirmed, to ensure that you and
other members of your organization protect from retaliation any military member,
Federal employee, or contractor employee who testifies before, or communicates with
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this committee, its subcommittees, and any other appropriate committee of Con-
gress? Please answer with a simple yes or no.
Answer. Yes.

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR M. MICHAEL ROUNDS
DIAGNOSTIC TESTING TECHNOLOGY

1. Senator ROUNDS. Mr. Phelan, almost 3 years ago the Department of Defense
estimated that the inability to detect and isolate electronic faults resulted in over
383,000 non-mission capable days each year and over $5.5 billion in non-value-
added sustainment costs. In response to this readiness and sustainment challenge,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) proposed funding for the purchase of
a readily available, effective, and proven technology to address this issue. The Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee (SASC) fully supports this technology, and the fiscal
year 2024 defense appropriation included $35.2 million for it. My concern is that,
under the previous administration, the Navy resisted its acquisition. If confirmed,
would you commit to following up with me on this technology?

Mr. PHELAN. I recognize the importance of a loss of mission capable days and
sustainment costs associated with the inability to detect and isolate electronic inter-
mittent faults. If confirmed, you have my commitment to followup with you regard-
ing employment of these technologies.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAN SULLIVAN
SHIPBUILDING AND MAINTENANCE

2. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the Chinese Communist Party is on pace to sur-
pass a 400-ship fleet this year, giving them an advantage of over 120 ships com-
pared to us. While the “quality” of these ships could be debated, as the saying goes,
“quantity has a quality all its own”. In 2023, China added 30 ships to its fleet, 15
of which were large surface combatants; we added 2. This is an existential threat
to our national security and economic prosperity. Republican Presidents have a long
and proud tradition of building great Navies: Teddy Roosevelt’s “Great White Fleet”
and Ronald Reagan’s “600-ship navy” come to mind. If confirmed, how will you work
with the Department of the Navy and industry to revive American shipbuilding?

Mr. PHELAN. Strengthening America’s maritime industrial base is an Administra-
tion priority and has my full attention. If confirmed, I will ensure that the Depart-
ment of the Navy undertakes efforts to revitalize American shipbuilding through fo-
cused investments to build capacity, to scale and deploy modern manufacturing
technologies, and to support the development of a new generation of skilled work-
force. Additionally, I am committed to working with industry, as well as Federal,
State, and local agencies to ensure the Nation’s maritime industrial base is capable
of supporting the Navy and ensuring our national and economic security. This re-
quires leveraging the full strength of American ingenuity, economy, and innovation,
and requires integrating the public and private sectors to meet this Nation’s de-
mand.

3. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, President Trump has expressed a vision where
we work with our allies to make use of their existing shipbuilding capacity, leverage
lessons learned from their shipyards, and encourage their investment in our own
maritime industrial base. What 1s the role that you see our allies playing in expand-
ing our navy shipbuilding infrastructure and growing the Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. As a maritime Nation, the United States must have a strong and
resilient maritime industrial base capable of securing our national and economic se-
curity. Working with Allies to leverage their shipbuilding and ship repair capacity
and expertise, while encouraging them to invest in the U.S. maritime industrial
base, is a multifaceted approach that involves whole-of-government collaboration,
shared knowledge, and strategic investments. If confirmed, I am committed to work-
ing within the Administration and with our Allies in executing President Trump’s
vision.

4. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, what is your view on expanding the authorities
for overseas preventive maintenance on U.S.-based ships?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that the Navy appreciates the authority provided by
10 USC § 8680, which was recently expanded to allow preventative maintenance
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not to exceed 21 days in duration or impact any homeport by more than 2 percent
of its workload. If confirmed, I will continue to operate within the confines of statute
to support the readiness of the Fleet.

5. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, last year, we introduced the Expanding Naval
Shipbuilding and Growing the Navy (ENSIGN) Act to address the chronic issues
plaguing our Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise. Provisions include:

e Reducing turnover and increasing the rank of the Commander, Naval Sea Sys-
tems Command (NAVSEA)

e Requiring independent cost estimates for our ships by NAVSEA

e Requiring the lead ship in class to have fully mature designs prior to the start
of construction

e Incorporating shipbuilding best practices from industry leaders in Japan and
South Korea

o Identifying locations for two new private shipyards west of the Panama Canal

e Require the Navy to assess the potential for collaboration with or investment

by foreign-owned shipbuilding companies

Will you work with me to help shape this important legislation, pass these critical
provisions into law, and rebuild our American Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. The Department of the Navy faces many challenges in shipbuilding,
including high costs, labor shortages, and inconsistent demand. These challenges
have resulted in backlogs, overruns, and a widening gap in shipbuilding capabilities
between the United States and China. For this important problem solving, I further
commit to working with Congress to build the most lethal naval force to ensure our
freedom of maneuver and protect our national interests.

6. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, what, in your mind are the biggest barriers fac-
ing our Naval Shipbuilding Industry and how do you plan to approach them, if con-
firmed?

Mr. PHELAN. The Naval Shipbuilding Industry faces several significant barriers
that are impacting performance and efficiency. Key challenges include workforce re-
cruitment, training, and retention issues, choke points in the supply chain and
growing material lead times, and slow integration and adoption of manufacturing
technology. The Navy’s Maritime Industrial Base program office is focused on re-
moving these barriers through targeted initiatives and investments with the support
of industry partners. If confirmed, I am committed to reviewing key elements of the
Navy’s program to identify whether any changes or additional investments are re-
quired to achieve the President’s objective of strengthening America’s maritime in-
dustrial base.

7. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, I am very concerned about both our ship and
submarine readiness. I know the Navy has established an 80 percent surge readi-
ness goal, but we are nowhere near there today. Chinese President Xi is deathly
afraid of our submarines. What will you do to get subs in and out of maintenance
on time and what will you do to simultaneously increase sub maintenance capacity?

Mr. PHELAN. Completing availabilities on time and with the required work com-
pleted, remains the top focus and challenge to the maintenance and acquisition com-
munities. If confirmed, I will ensure continued focus to revitalize and modernize the
Navy’s public shipyards, to include the introduction of technology to make the ship-
yards more effective and efficient. Additionally, I will continue to support efforts to
identify and resolve capacity constraints for submarine maintenance. If confirmed,
I am committed to improving Navy warfighting readiness.

8. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, we need new icebreakers as soon as possible
and dedicated engagement from Program Executive Offices (PEO) Ships on the
Polar Security Cutter (PSC) project is essential to making that happen. Will you
commit to helping accelerate the PSC acquisition and making future icebreakers a
priority?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, if confirmed, I am committed to working with the Coast Guard
in accelerating PSC acquisition. While icebreaking is a Coast Guard mission, the
Navy has equities in supporting the Coast Guard with developing and acquiring
new icebreakers to supplement the current Coast Guard fleet. If confirmed, I will
continue the Navy and Coast Guard collaboration to recapitalize the Nation’s fleet
of icebreakers by leveraging the Navy’s shipbuilding and acquisitions expertise.
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9. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, we spend millions of dollars each year to main-
tain and modernize the fleet, but unplanned maintenance and supply chain issues
prevent ships from completing their maintenance availabilities on time. This means
that our surface fleet is not ready when it needs to be, and I am particularly wor-
ried about Amphibious Warfare Ship readiness and their ability to meet the 3.0 Am-
phibious Ready Group/Marine Expeditionary Unit (ARG/MEU) requirement. Despite
having 31 ships on the books, we have ships that haven’t deployed since 2013, and
recent Amphibious Ready Groups have been delayed or unavailable. This affects de-
terrence and posturing for conflict or crisis. Do I have your commitment to work on
improving surface ship maintenance so that we have ships available to support com-
batant commanders?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to working to improve surface ship mainte-
nance on-time delivery from maintenance availabilities.

10. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
released a study in December 2024 and another this January that highlighted the
issues of Navy Surface Ships, specifically the Amphibious Warfare Fleet. The re-
ports list many actions that would help address maintenance and readiness issues.
Currently the Navy has not implemented all of the actions recommended by the re-
port. If confirmed, will you commit to reviewing these prescribed actions and, if nec-
essary, implementing them to improve the readiness of our Fleet?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, you have my commitment to review all recommenda-
tions provided to the Navy by the GAO and to identify and implement corrective
actions that will generate Fleet readiness.

11. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to working with the Senate
Armed Services Committee to review military specification requirements for naval
vessels created and executed by Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) and to
proactively recommend the removal of those deemed most burdensome?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to reviewing specifications and remov-
ing or revising them, as appropriate, based on such factors as their currency, neces-
sity, and reasonableness.

12. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to reviewing programs like
Blue Forge and the recruitment plans of U.S. private and public shipyards to ensure
they are aligned and that they are exploring recruitment pools in the interior of the
country?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand the Navy, with a range of partners in State and local
government, industry, academia, and training organizations have launched hun-
dreds of initiatives to attract, recruit, train, and retain the vital maritime manufac-
turing workforce across the country. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that Navy
investment to support maritime industrial base workforce development is aligned to
the workforce requirements at U.S. private and public shipyards, as well as industry
members throughout the supply chain and across the country.

13. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, last year, Military Sealift Command (MSC)
and the Navy said it could sideline up to 17 support ships due to workforce issues
and maintenance concerns. How do you plan to review the Navy’s requirements for
support ships, reinvigorate the MSC, and communicate to Congress the need for
resourcing for these ships?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, my review of Navy support ship requirements will be
a central part of my overall assessment of the current State of the Navy. I will re-
view logistics and support ship capabilities and capacity against current and future
requirements to identify any potential gaps and necessary investments to close
those gaps. My review will include any challenges faced by the Military Sealift Com-
mand and applicable initiatives to eliminate these challenges. I will not hesitate to
engage with Congress and address the resourcing of Navy logistics and support
ships, if confirmed.

14. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, over the last year we've seen a worrying trend
of destruction of undersea cables in Europe and threats to cables in the Indo-Pacific.
As security and repair of cables becomes more important, will you commit to review
the need for cable layers in operation plans (OPLAN) for communications security
and ensure that Congress is building enough of these ships?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to review the need for Cable Laying/Repair
Ships in operation plans for communications security and to identify requirements
for these ships.
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15. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the delays identified by the previous Secretary
of the Navy’s 45-day shipbuilding review paint a damning picture whereby five
major ship classes are delayed by 12—-36 months. Do you believe the regular congres-
sional authorization and appropriation cycle and DOD PPBE [Planning, Program-
ming, Budgeting, and Execution] process can deliver ships on time and on budget?

Mr. PHELAN. The delays identified in the previous Secretary of the Navy’s 45-day
shipbuilding review are certainly concerning, and they highlight significant chal-
lenges within the shipbuilding process. There are many factors that I need to better
understand to opine on this issue, however, if confirmed, you have my commitment
to prioritizing efforts to address shipbuilding delays and identifying areas the PPBE
process may be negatively affecting delivering ships on time and on budget.

16. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, what will be your personal involvement in
DOD’s efforts to address significant cost and massive time overruns in the Navy’s
major ship procurement programs?

Mr. PHELAN. Addressing the significant cost overruns and delays in the Navy’s
major ship procurement programs will require close collaboration with Navy leader-
ship, industry partners, and other stakeholders. If confirmed, I am fully committed
to being actively involved in this process, including identifying root causes, refining
acquisition strategies, and improving coordination across the Department of De-
fense, the Navy, and the shipbuilding industry. Additionally, my focus will be on
enhancing transparency, accountability, and flexibility in funding and program man-
agement to ensure more efficient, timely, and cost-effective shipbuilding while set-
ting the stage for long-term improvements.

17. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, recognizing that attack submarines are one of
our biggest advantages compared to the People’s Republic of China (PRC) do you
agree that our inability to produce at least two submarines per year (and deliver
them on time) increases risk in the Indo-Pacific during this decade?

Mr. PHELAN. The production rate and timely delivery of attack submarines are
critical factors in maintaining a competitive advantage in the Indo-Pacific region
and remains a challenge in trying to keep apace of China’s production rates. The
inability to produce at least two submarines per year and deliver them on time in-
creases risk in the region. Attack submarines play a vital role in providing undersea
dominance, intelligence gathering, and deterrence capabilities. A consistent produc-
tion rate is essential to ensure a robust and present submarine fleet to effectively
respond to regional challenges and threats. Delays in production and delivery lead
to gaps in operational capacity and capabilities, impacting readiness and strategic
deterrence efforts in the Indo-Pacific region. If confirmed, I am committed to ad-
dressing these challenges for attack submarines as this will be essential to any ef-
forts to maintain operational advantage and maintain a strong naval presence in
the region.

AUSTRALIA, THE UNITED KINGDOM, AND THE UNITED STATES PARTNERSHIP

18. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, I have been a strong supporter of AUKUS
[Australia, the United Kingdom, and the United States] since its launch, and believe
it is a potential game changer for U.S. and allied posture in the Indo-Pacific as well
as the weapons capabilities at allied disposal. The nominee for Secretary of State,
Senator Marco Rubio, was enthusiastically supportive of AUKUS in his confirmation
hearing and I agree with him that AUKUS is a “blueprint” for future consortium
partnerships with allied nations facing global threats. Do you agree?

Mr. PHELAN. AUKUS is a powerful example of defense cooperation. The sale of
United States Nuclear powered submarines to Australia will expand the respective
submarine industrial bases, strengthen undersea capabilities, and increase the cu-
mulative deterrence effect. By growing our defense industrial bases together and by
removing barriers to technological cooperation, our countries become more capable
and lethal. The “AUKUS blueprint” demonstrates how likeminded countries are able
to work toward a common security goal through equitable burden sharing that will
pay mutual dividends for all partners.

19. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to working with the State De-
partment to strengthen AUKUS and break down some of the bureaucratic chal-
lenges it has met with in our own Government?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to working closely with Secretary
Hegseth to implement ways to streamline and eliminate bureaucratic processes be-
tween the Department of Defense, the Department of State, and the broader Inter-
agency. These efforts will strengthen the AUKUS trilateral partnership in ways that
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retain our strategic advantages over our regional adversaries and enhance our
lethality in future combat.

20. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, our inability to produce at least two sub-
marines per year obviously creates doubt in Australia that we can deliver 3-5 Vir-
ginia-class submarines as part of the optimal pathway for Pillar I. What will you
tell your Australian counterparts to assure them of our commitment to increasing
Virginia production and executing the optimal pathway?

Mr. PHELAN. The AUKUS alliance reflects the shared understanding that an
interoperable and ready submarine force is essential to securing a free and open
Indo-Pacific region. The addition of allied conventionally armed, nuclear-powered
submarines serves as a powerful deterrent against any actors who threaten inter-
national law and norms in the region.

To strengthen this deterrent, Australia is investing $2 billion USD in the United
States Submarine Industrial Base this year and an additional $1 billion over the
next 10 years. This funding is designed to augment the United States’ own invest-
ment of more than $17 billion to increase production to 2.33 Virginia-class sub-
marines per year by the early 2030’s to offset the sale of submarines to Australia.
This combined Australia and United States investment confirms the shared commit-
ment of both governments to the success of the AUKUS Optimal Pathway.

8(A) CONTRACTING

21. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, in your hearing and in our meeting, you men-
tioned the need to thoroughly review our existing contracts and contract vehicles to
ensure they are providing the best benefit to the taxpayer. The Small Business Act
8(a) program, created by Congress, provides a contract vehicle through which sole
source and set aside contracts can be awarded to small businesses owned by Alaska
Native corporations, Community Development Corporations, Indian tribes, and Na-
tive Hawaiian organizations. These corporations are tied to political relationships,
not racial classifications. They also are some of our most efficient contractors, earn-
ing stellar Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) marks.
Last many of these small businesses employ veterans at rates far exceeding the na-
tional average, allowing our Nation’s finest to continue to serve after they take off
the uniform. Will you commit to me to work to preserve and strengthen 8(a) con-
tracting for the Department of the Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to leveraging the 8(a) program in
alignment with mission requirements. The acquisition strategies prioritize the mis-
sion needs and when an 8(a) firm is the best suited provider, if confirmed, I will
fully support and sustain those procurements. Additionally, I will encourage the
workforce to conduct market research to identify and engage emerging 8(a) firms
that can meet evolving Navy and Marine Corps requirements ensuring a mission
focused approach while fostering partnerships that strengthen the Defense Indus-
trial Base and support our sailors and marines.

ADAK AND ARCTIC POSTURING

22. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) continues
to disrupt regional dynamics and intimidate neighbors, many of which are American
partners and allies. We also know that the CCP’s strategic objectives extend beyond
Taiwan and the South China Sea, ultimately aiming for global primacy at the ex-
pense of a free and open Indo-Pacific. Our ability to deter adversaries and respond
decisively in crises and conflict underpin our commitments and serve as the bedrock
of regional security. Our forces are positioned around the world, postured to defend
American interests and our treaty obligations. Yet, in the Northern Pacific, we have
retreated from bases we once held in the Aleutians. Our adversaries have taken
note, and continue to probe the Exclusive Economic Zone and Air Defense Identifica-
tion Zone at our Northern Border for weaknesses.

President Trump recently said:

“We will ensure Alaska gets even more defense investment as we fully rebuild our
military, especially as Russia and China are making menacing moves in the Pa-
cific.”

1Do dy%u think the United States Navy should maintain a presence in the Aleutian
Islands?

Mr. PHELAN. To defend American interests around the globe, the U.S. Navy must
remain prepared to execute this timeless role, as directed by Congress and the
President. The Navy has a unique role operating forward in support of national de-
fense and global deterrence. U.S. naval forces are underway conducting operations
globally, 24 / 7 / 365, under the responsibility and authority of the Secretary of De-
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fense and his Combatant Commanders. Navy vessels and aircraft assigned to the
Commander, U.S. Northern Command and Commander, U.S. Indo-Pacific Com-
mand, routinely operate without restriction in the vicinity of the Aleutians, and in
the international waters and airspace of the Northern Pacific and Bering Sea bor-
dering Russia, respectively. If confirmed, I pledge to work with you, the Secretary
of Defense, and the Combatant Commanders to maintain this presence as we defend
freedom, preserve economic prosperity, and keep the seas open and free.

23. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, do you think this need could be best met by
rebuilding the Naval Air Station at Adak Island to give our surface and air forces
needed reach into the Northern Pacific?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to reviewing the Navy’s recent analysis
of options to redevelop the airfield, port, and supporting infrastructure at Adak,
Alaska, and I am committed to working with Secretary Hegseth, U.S. Northern
Command and U.S. Indo-Pacific Command to ensure Navy is postured to defend the
homeland and deter adversaries in the Northern Pacific.

24. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, in the Fiscal Year 2025 National Defense Au-
thorization Act (NDAA) report, we directed a report on Arctic refueling capabilities
in response to the 2024 joint Russian-Chinese incursion into our Exclusive Economic
Zone (EEZ) in Alaska. Will you commit to releasing this report to the Committee?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to working with Congress regarding
our Arctic refueling capabilities.

25. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, I've been informed that the Navy is looking
for more pier space in Kodiak, Alaska and has contracted to remove derelict pilings
in Women’s Bay on Kodiak Island. In addition to restoring naval forces to Adak,
can you commit to working with me to expand the Navy’s presence on Kodiak?

Mr. PHELAN. I am currently unaware of pier space requirements in Alaskan ports;
however, I am aware of the Naval Cold Weather Maritime Training Facility in Ko-
diak. If confirmed, I commit to reviewing the Naval footprint and infrastructure on
Kodiak and ensuring appropriate resourcing.

FORCE DESIGN AND UNIT DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM

26. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, Marine Corps Force Design and its “divest to
invest” initiatives are a bold idea to create an agile and lethal force that can maneu-
ver effectively in a maritime environment. However, many Marine Corps advo-
cates—myself included—are concerned that Force Design may be hollowing out cer-
tain critical combat capabilities that will detract from the Marine Corps’ mission as
the Nation’s premiere “9-1-1” rapid response force. Militaries around the world
have long understood “combined arms” to mean employing a combination of infan-
try, tanks, cannon artillery, engineers, and close support aircraft in a coordinated
manner. Those same military today are endeavoring to add these systems to their
inventories and we see their utility on battlefields in Ukraine. Yet, the Marine
Corps has divested all the Marine Corps’ tanks, two-thirds of its cannon artillery,
nearly all its engineering equipment to breach enemy minefields and obstacles, all
its engineering equipment that enables clearing and proofing of minefields, all its
bridging, and nearly a third of its close support rotary and fixed wing aircraft. How
is it possible for the Corps to have “the most proficient combined arms teams on
the globe” without these needed weapons and items of equipment?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that Force Design divestitures enabled investments in
expeditionary Marine Air Ground Task Forces (MAGTFs)—such as the Amphibious
Ready Group/Marine Expeditionary Unit (ARG/MEU) and Marine Littoral Regi-
ments (MLRs)—that enhance lethality, agility, and all-domain integration with the
Navy and Joint Force. If confirmed, I am committed to leveraging lessons learned
and refining these capabilities to ensure that the MAGTFs remain the most pro-
ficient combined arms teams by leveraging advanced technologies and joint kill
webs, rather than relying solely on legacy systems. If confirmed, I will ensure the
Marine Corps balances these innovations with its rapid-response mission, maintain-
ing readiness to meet Combatant Commander needs across all domains.

27. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, part of Force Design rests on the assumption
that the Marine Corps will be able to fill gaps in its combat power (i.e. borrowing
tanks, bridging assets, etc.) from other services including the Navy and Army, if the
need arises. While the services do train together, there are concerns that training
for specialized equipment between the services as well as inventory constraints in
a major conflict will hinder the Marine Corps’ ability to operate effectively. Given
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the assumptions of Force Design regarding equipment support, will you commit to
reviewing integration between the Marine Corps and other services in support of
OPLAN execution to include the readiness of outside branches?

Mr. PHELAN. I recognize the concerns regarding Force Design’s assumptions about
the Marine Corps leveraging equipment like tanks and bridging assets from other
services, such as the Navy and Army, and the potential challenges posed by training
disparities and inventory constraints in a major conflict. If confirmed, I will delve
into the Marine Corps’ ongoing Campaign of Learning to ensure active refinement
of capabilities, such as rebalancing artillery, reorganizing amphibious assault battal-
ions, and pursuing new expeditionary bridging and breaching assets, to ensure oper-
ational effectiveness while adapting to contingency plan demands. Additionally, if
confirmed, I commit to reviewing the integration and readiness of the Marine Corps
with other services to support OPLAN execution, ensuring that training, equipment
a}xllailability, and inter-service coordination are robust enough to meet evolving
threats.

28. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the Marine Corps is making a lot of assump-
tions in my opinion about Navy and Army support for Force Design to be successful.
If confirmed, how do you intend to work with General Eric Smith and Admiral
James Kilby in order to ensure alignment across the Department?

Mr. PHELAN. To ensure alignment across the Department, I will work with the
Commandant and the Chief of Naval Operations to ensure the readiness, training,
equipment availability, and inter-service coordination between the Navy and Marine
Corps are robust enough to support OPLAN execution to meet evolving threats.

29. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to reviewing the need for a
formal agreement or memorandum of understanding between the services for equip-
ment sharing and training in support of Force Design’s assumptions and OPLAN
execution?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to reviewing this matter. Continuous
improvement and leveraging lessons learned to assess and implement necessary
changes informed by real-world conditions is important. I understand that Force De-
sign is fundamentally about modernization to ensure that the Marine Corps remains
agile and lethal in distributed maritime environments and future conflicts. As those
warfighting concepts are evaluated and refined, if confirmed, I will continue working
across the services to enhance interoperability in support of operational require-
ments. Additionally, I will remain committed to continuously refining the approach
to ensure effective execution of operational plans, adapting to emerging challenges,
and balancing modernization with operational readiness.

30. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the Marine Corps’ ability to conduct shore-to-
shore operations in a contested maritime environment relies on its ability to field
sufficient numbers of medium-sized ocean-going craft that can execute movement
and landing operations at the operational and tactical level. The Landing Ship Me-
dium (LSM) program is supposed to create a new ship that will achieve those oper-
ational requirements. The LSM program however has hit a major snag as the pro-
jected costs and time needed to construct these ships is much higher than antici-
pated requiring the Navy and Marine Corps to look for alternative solutions. These
ships are vital to any contingency in the South China Sea or elsewhere. Will you
commit to review the LSM program with the Secretary of the Navy, Chief of Naval
Operations, and Commandant of the Marine Corps and place influence on the need
for speed in this program both within the services and in your communications with
Congress?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to working with the Chief of Naval
Operations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps to review the LSM program.
I understand the importance of this capability to the Marine Corps.

31. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, 6 years ago, the Marine Corps was poised to
alter its Indo-Pacific force laydown to account for the inherent risk of access, basing,
and overflight (ABO) denial and limited training opportunities on Marine Corps
bases across the Indo-Pacific. The 37th Commandant of the Marine Corps, General
Robert Neller, sent several teams to Alaska to assess infrastructure and training
opportunities to support a Unit Deployment Program (UDP) to preposition assets
the Marine Corps would need to surge forward in the event of conflict with the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Army (PLA). Alaska’s benefits were as obvious then as they are
now: Alaska provides year-round training for the Marine Air-Ground Task Force
(MAGTF) in nearly every clime and place found on the globe; Alaska’s cold weather
training opportunities are cheaper than other overseas options and permit signifi-
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cantly larger forces to train simultaneously; perhaps most importantly, Alaska is in
the U.S. Indo-Pacific Command (INDOPACOM) area of responsibility (AOR). Will
you work with me to ensure we resource our Marine Corps appropriately so that
we can support a UDP and take advantage of the unique opportunities afforded by
the great State of Alaska?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed I will continue to work with you to ensure the Marine
Corps is appropriately resourced and afforded training opportunities that support
UDP matters. I recognize the importance of the vast and wide-ranging training op-
portunities that exist in Alaska as well as highlight its strategic importance to the
Indo-Pacific. If confirmed, I will remain focused on the optimization of existing force
laydowns and the allocation of resources that best support current operational re-
qcllllirei‘ments as outlined by the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint

iefs.

CAMP LEJEUNE JUSTICE ACT

32. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, as you may remember from our first meeting,
the passage of the Camp Lejeune Justice Act is an important priority to me, as it
should be to all Americans. While attorney fees were not included in the bill, The
Attorney General under President Biden put these cases under the Federal Tort
Claims Act. The Navy then accepted the Federal Tort Claims Act attorney fee caps
for their expedited pathway. Despite multiple Navy staff telling me those fee are
far too high, the Navy has not chosen to fight these caps. Do you think 20-25 per-
cent attorney fee caps are appropriate?

Mr. PHELAN. I appreciate your concern regarding how excessive attorney’s fees
could negatively impact the Government’s ability to fund restitution to those in-
jured. My understanding is that the Camp Lejeune Justice Act (CLJA) does not in-
clude a specific cap for attorney’s fees. In the absence of such a provision, the Gov-
ernment applied the attorney fee cap from the Federal Tort Claims Act, a statute
which covers complex, personal injury litigation, to the CLJA settlements. I view
this as a policy issue, and I will work with lawmakers to ensure appropriate alloca-
tion of resources to support our servicemembers.

33. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to reviewing these fee caps
and lowering them?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to reviewing the attorney fee cap structure
to ensure appropriate spending in keeping with the objectives of the CLJA.

34. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, the expedited pathway to settle Camp Lejeune
cases allows individuals to get settlements with or without an attorney. While the
Navy has instituted attorney fee caps, my understanding is that the Navy is not
enforcing these fee caps. This has resulted in some attorneys still charging up to
60 percent contingency fees. Will you commit to enforcing attorney fee caps for our
veterans and those exposed to contaminated water at Camp Lejeune?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to fully supporting the DOJ in all enforce-
ment actions they deem appropriate in connection with the Department of the
Navy’s adjudication of CLJA claims.

2025 GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE REPORT

35. Senator SULLIVAN. Mr. Phelan, in a 2025 GAO report on ship building, one
of the recommendations was for the Secretary of the Navy to develop performance
metrics to assess the programmatic and aggregate effect of investment in the Navy’s
ship industrial base. This echoes a similar recommendation from a 2024 GAO report
on Amphibious Ship readiness. Will you commit to me that you will work to develop
necessa;"y metrics to better track our shipbuilding and maintenance capability
against?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to addressing these recommendations from
the GAO. It is vital that the Navy understands and assesses the return on invest-
ment that it makes across the ship industrial base.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED BUDD
NAVAL AVIATION

36. Senator BUDD. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, what steps will you take to ensure
that as the carrier fleet is upgraded, that those upgrades are able to integrate with
naval aviation needs in the future?



89

Mr. PHELAN. I consider every carrier maintenance availability to be a moderniza-
tion opportunity in order to realize the inherent flexibility of the Navy’s large-deck,
nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to evolve along with the needs of the Fleet and em-
bark increasingly lethal platforms, weapons, and capabilities organic to the com-
bined carrier and carrier air wing team.

37. Senator BuDD. Mr. Phelan, how do you plan to ensure naval aviation main-
tains a high level of readiness and operational availability, especially in the face of
increasing operational tempo and aging equipment?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will prioritize readiness and buildupon aviation’s
process reforms since 2019, the year F/A-18s hit 80 percent mission capable rate.
To sustain readiness and maintain high operational availability requires a balance
between current readiness and future capability growth.

Investment in outfitting spares procurement, maintenance best practices, and air-
craft flight hours supports maintaining readiness forward. I understand that fiscal
year 2022 to fiscal year 2024 invested $657 million to increase deployed spares
range and depth for the air wing across seven CVNs.

The Naval Aviation Enterprise must continue to gain efficiencies through
sustainment process reforms and internal cost savings which can be internally rein-
vested back to logistical improvements, engineering expertise, and organic repair.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION CHERRY POINT MODERNIZATION PROJECTS

38. Senator BUDD. Mr. Phelan, last years’ Marine Corps requested included sig-
nificant investments in Cherry Point North Carolina for projects support for F-35
aircraft maintenance and operational readiness. However, last year the F-35
Flightline Utilities Modernization project was not integrated into the 2025 Depart-
ment of the Navy budget. Taxpayers have heavily invested in facilities at Cherry
Point, and the Navy should follow through on supporting the utilities to run them.
If confirmed, do you commit to updating my office on plans for Marine Corps Air
Station Cherry Point in North Carolina and the corresponding utilities moderniza-
tion project?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will work to understand the status of this effort, and
I commit to ensuring that Congress is kept informed of all key updates and develop-
ments related to the F-35 Flightline Utilities Modernization Phase 2 improvements
at MCAS Cherry Point.

DEPARTMENT AUDIT

39. Senator BUDD. Mr. Phelan, the Marine Corps passed its second straight audit
this year, setting the standard for every military service. What steps will you take
to replicate these successful audits for the Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I intend to make achieving a clean audit a priority for
all echelons of the Navy and I will hold individuals accountable. Commanders will
update me on their audit plan, status, and metrics associated with achieving a clean
audit by 2028 and I will evaluate options to accelerate. Additionally, I intend to hold
senior leaders personally accountable for audit outcomes to ensure accountability
starts at the top.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

40. Senator BUDD. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, what will you do to ensure we are
able to meet our recruiting goals without lowering standards?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe that enormous value comes from serving in the world’s
greatest Navy, and that we can more effectively communicate the exciting oppor-
tunity of naval service to our Nation’s best and brightest eligible recruits. If con-
firmed, I would consider all potential options to expand our reach across the country
so that the Department of the Navy maximizes our ability to find high-quality
young Americans interested and able to serve. I believe higher-quality recruits are
more likely to succeed. If confirmed, I would work with the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps to better understand what is
working in the Services’ approach to recruiting, and what could be improved upon
so we can make any necessary adjustments while ensuring that all accessions meet
standards required of high-quality recruits.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERIC SCHMITT
CRITICAL MINERALS

41. Senator BUDD. Mr. Phelan, China has gained an outsized control of the min-
ing and refinement of rare earth minerals that are crucial to almost all aspects of
American manufacturing and defense technologies. What steps do you and the ad-
ministration of President Donald Trump feel can and should be taken by the De-
fense Department, directly and through procurement, to better develop domestic
sources of critical materials for national and economic security and reduce our de-
pendency on foreign supplies?

Mr. PHELAN. Economic security is national security, and access to reliable supply
chains for critical minerals are vital to military programs. Rare earth minerals are
a point of emphasis in President Trump’s America First Investment Policy. If con-
firmed, I will support interagency efforts to increase access to domestic and allied
mineral capacity.

NAVAL AVIATION

42. Mr. Phelan, the Navy’s subsurface and surface procurement budgets have in-
creased by $18 billion over the past decade. The Naval Aviation budget, however
has not seen a similar increase. Given its critical role, how will you ensure Naval
Aviation remains a budget priority and appropriately resourced?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I intend to lead a DON program in balance with stra-
tegic priorities and fiscal guidance. However, fiscal constraints and competing prior-
ities have forced the Navy to make difficult choices in recent budget cycles.

With each decision, I will assess risk to the sailors and our mission as well as
the industrial base. At times it is more feasible to accept risk in areas where reduc-
tions do not pose long-term implications to the industrial base.

With the President’s Budget submission, and the associated Future Years Defense
Program, I will support prioritizing Naval Aviation accounts based on strategic and
fiscal guidance, program risk, and warfighting requirements to maintain a combat
credible maritime force.

43. Mr. Phelan, how will you make sure our Super Hornets have spare parts and
upgrades, and that we prioritize the sixth gen capabilities we need to win a fight
in the Pacific?

Mr. PHELAN. Ensuring our Super Hornets have the spares and upgrades needed
for combat readiness is a priority. To support sustained operations, particularly in
contested logistics environments, the Navy has increased investments in spare and
repair parts, and I understand that includes $98 million in fiscal year 2024.

As to 6th Gen capabilities, I look forward to gaining insight into the capability
of this E{ogram and ensuring that the carrier air wing remains lethal, flexible, and
survivable.

SUBMARINE BATTERIES

44. Mr. Phelan, Congress is aware and applauds the Navy for awarding Blue
Forge for phase I of submarine nickel zinc battery manufacturability, which includes
buying equipment, facility expansion and obtaining necessary certifications. It is
also Congress’s understanding that there may be additional phases to this project.
In order to meet the Navy’s stated completion of nickel zinc battery
manufacturability in fiscal year 2028 and reach full rate production to support fu-
ture submarine procurements, please provide a status update with a plan, schedule,
and funding amounts for executing any additional phases of nickel zinc submarine
battery manufacturing capacity funding beyond funds awarded in September 2024.
Congress would encourage the Navy to consider concurrent overlap of phase I any
additional, planned phases of funding to help ensure the Navy will meet its stated,
projected schedule for low-rate initial and full production.

Mr. PHELAN. Production of submarine batteries is critical to the Navy’s ability to
meet the required submarine production rate. I understand that this i1s a top pri-
ority for the Navy and that the Navy has made investments to accelerate capability
and capacity of nickel zinc submarine batteries.

SHIPBUILDING INNOVATION

45. Mr. Phelan, President Trump has expressed great interest in leveraging our
allies’ shipbuilding capabilities, specifically South Korea, to assist with ship produc-
tion in the near term. How would you pursue this capacity while also ensuring the
integrity of U.S. shipbuilding?
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Mr. PHELAN. As a maritime Nation, the United States must have a strong and
resilient maritime industrial base capable of securing our national and economic se-
curity. Working with Allies to leverage their shipbuilding, and ship repair capacity
and expertise, while encouraging them to invest in the U.S. maritime industrial
base, is a multifaceted approach that involves whole of Government collaboration,
shared knowledge, and strategic investments. If confirmed, I am committed to work-
ing within the Administration and with our Allies in executing President Trump’s
vision.

46. Mr. Phelan, expanding our shipbuilding capabilities to additional facilities
could reduce the strain on existing shipyards and make us more resilient and reduce
risk concentration to cyber or physical attacks. Can I have your word to examine
possibilities of building large components in areas like Missouri and then sending
them to existing yards for final construction via the Mississippi River?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that the Navy and prime shipbuilders are actively pur-
suing opportunities for strategic outsourcing, shifting non-core workload from ship-
builder locations to industrial base suppliers across the country so the shipbuilders
can focus on work that must be performed at the shipyards. Locations outside of
final delivery yards should consider constructing a range of components to increase
the supply chain, allowing final delivery yards to focus on critical production ele-
ments, and support a higher rate of assembly. This is a critical component of Navy
and shipbuilder plans to grow capacity in the submarine industrial base to meet in-
creased demand. The U.S. Navy’s Maritime Industrial Base program is working
with industry to develop additional outsourcing capacity to further reduce the strain
on existing shipyards, improve resiliency, and leverage excess capacity across the
maritime industrial base. If confirmed, you have my commitment to conduct a re-
view of the Navy’s outsourcing plans to include any assessments of untapped indus-
trial base capacity in areas such as Missouri.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD BLUMENTHAL

IMPORTANCE OF AUTONOMY INSIDE THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA’S FIRST ISLAND
CHAIN

47. Mr. Phelan, the People’s Republic of China’s anti-access/area-denial (A2/AD)
strategy is designed to overwhelm our command-and-control networks and degrade
our ability to respond in real-time. If our unmanned systems require constant
human intervention, they risk becoming liabilities rather than force multipliers.
How critical is increased investment in advanced mission autonomy to ensure our
autonomous platforms can make independent tactical decisions, operate effectively
in communications-denied environments, and integrate seamlessly with manned as-
sets?

Mr. PHELAN. Advanced mission collaborative autonomy is critical to countering
the China’s A2/AD strategy. Autonomous platforms equipped with advanced artifi-
cial intelligence must be able to make independent tactical decisions (exercised with
appropriate levels of human judgment for lethal effects), ensuring they remain effec-
tive even in communications-denied environments. This capability reduces depend-
ency on constant human intervention, transforming unmanned systems from poten-
tial liabilities into true force multipliers. Seamless integration with manned assets
through enhanced autonomy ensures cohesive operations, maintaining our strategic
advantage and operational effectiveness in contested domains.

PROCUREMENT OF THE SUBMARINE INDUSTRIAL BASE

48. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, where would you advise Secretary Hegseth to direct
additional resources to accelerate this capability?

Mr. PHELAN. Strengthening America’s maritime industrial base, including the
submarine industrial base, is an Administration priority and has my full attention.
I understand that the Department of the Navy is undertaking efforts to revitalize
American shipbuilding through focused investments in building capacity, to scale
and deploy modern manufacturing technologies, and to support the development of
a new generation of skilled workforce across submarine construction and repair ca-
pacity. If confirmed, you have my commitment to advise Secretary Hegseth on the
adequacy of funding to execute President Trump’s priority to strengthen America’s
maritime industrial base to meet the U.S. Navy’s shipbuilding and ship repair
needs.
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49. Mr. Phelan, the submarine industrial base is a critical component of the
United States’ defense manufacturing sector, supporting the construction, mainte-
nance, and modernization of the Navy’s undersea fleet. Our Navy’s submarine build-
ing efforts have persistently fallen behind schedule threatening our national secu-
rity and strategic deterrence. To remedy the delays, major ship builders and their
suppliers have hired thousands of employees to meet the demands of our submarine
programs. It is estimated that they will need tens of thousands more over the com-
ing decade to enable the “two and one” cadence of Virginia- and Columbia-class
boats. If confirmed, do you believe it is possible to get the Columbia program back
on track to deliver a vessel in fiscal year 2027?

Mr. PHELAN. A submarine-based strategic deterrence fleet is the most survivable
leg of the Nuclear Triad. As such, the generational recapitalization of SSBNs is of
the utmost importance. If confirmed, I commit to continue aggressively engaging
with both Electric Boat and Newport News shipbuilders to proactively identify and
imﬁlement opportunities to pull the schedule left and mitigate first-of-class program
risks.

50. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to requesting two Virginia-class boats and one
Columbia-class in each fiscal year that you're Secretary of the Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. Maintaining our submarine shipbuilding pace is vital to expand our
asymmetric advantage in the undersea domain against our adversaries. If con-
firmed, I commit to submitting an annual shipbuilding plan to Congress which
aligns with our Navy’s priorities while also acknowledging the very real capacity
limitations of the shipyards and fiscal constraints we face.

SUBMARINE FUNDING

51. Senator BuDD. Mr. Phelan, the Navy and its nuclear shipbuilders, General
Dynamics/Electric Boat and Huntington Ingalls Industries/Newport News Ship-
building, collaborated on a novel approach to address wage and infrastructure in-
vestments, known as the Shipyard Accountability and Workforce Support (SAWS)
Initiative. SAWS features (1) financial management reform, to end a practice of bil-
lions in appropriated funds remaining unspent for years; (2) reset of the workforce,
by applying $10 billion in unspent funds to immediate and sustained wage increases
and shipyard investments; and (3) prevent further cost growth on Virginia-class
submarines now in construction. Implementing SAWS should be seen as quick win
for the Administration by saving between $17 to $30 billion of taxpayer dollars, and
holding the shipbuilders more accountable to meeting schedules and increasing effi-
ciency. If confirmed, will you work with the shipbuilders to implement SAWS expe-
ditiously so that the Virginia-class submarine schedule can start improving at its
needed pace?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to maximize the effective use of our
taxpayer dollars in support of our National Defense Strategy. If confirmed, I will
direct my staff to work collaboratively across Government and industry stakeholders
to highlight the sense of urgency and accelerate the implementation of options that
will yield necessary improvements to support delivering submarines on-time and
within fiscal controls. I will strongly consider any and all options could produce posi-
tive results to improving delivery schedules, including SAWS.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MAZIE K. HIRONO
SPECIFICS ON QUALITY OF LIFE AND OPERATIONAL READINESS PLANS

52. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, in your opening statement, you reference mul-
tiple broadly themed priorities you plan to focus on if confirmed, including quality
of life reforms and increasing operational readiness. Please name three specific ini-
tiatives or policies you plan to implement to improve the quality of life of our sailors
and marines and increase the operational readiness of the Fleet.

Mr. PHELAN. Quality of life initiatives are integral to the success of our Navy and
Marine Corps team. If confirmed, I will endeavor to implement policies that will
focus on decreasing suicide rates and address the supply and quality of housing. On
operational readiness, the overwhelming focus will be the on-time delivery of ships.
Last, if confirmed, I will begin work to implement these initiatives which will shape
morale and deliver operational results.

ALLIES AND PARTNERS

53. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, our strong network of allies and partners in the
Indo-Pacific is one of our greatest advantages and a key part of our National De-
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fense Strategy. Maintaining these relationships requires adequate budgeting for
joint and multilateral exercises and training, which bolsters military readiness and
deterrence. Given the constrained fiscal environment, how do you plan to prioritize
Navy and Marine Corps campaign funding for multilateral exercises and training
in the Indo-Pacific?

Mr. PHELAN. I recognize the importance of the Department of the Navy remaining
committed to strengthening the network of Allies and partners, especially those that
operate in the Indo-Pacific. In a fiscally constrained environment and if confirmed,
I will work closely with Secretary Hegseth to ensure the Department of the Navy
prioritizes the resources available to train, man, and equip sailors and marines that
will provide the greatest operational advantage, increase lethality, enhance inter-
operability, and maintain deterrence. I will be diligent in ensuring the Navy and
Marine Corps team focuses on high-end warfighting readiness and will work to le-
verage existing bilateral alliances, multilateral frameworks, and joint exercises to
maximize impact while balancing resources effectively and growing our interoper-
ability with our Allies and partners in the Indo-Pacific.

NAVY LEADERSHIP

54. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, you are stepping into this role at a time of im-
mense instability. The Chief of Naval Operations was fired without cause, and Sec-
retary Hegseth has asked for nominations for the Judge Advocate General. Essen-
tially, you’ll immediately be looking for a new Chief Operating Officer and General
Counsel in a massive organization you believe your business background qualifies
you to lead. Given your lack of military experience, what three specific, measurable
actions will you take in your first 90 days to restore confidence, ensure operational
continuity, and reassure sailors and marines that their leadership is intact and ca-
pable?

Mr. PHELAN. I recognize the importance of ensuring stability and maintaining mo-
rale. If confirmed, I plan to directly engage with sailors, marines, and civilians with-
in the Department of the Navy. During these visits I will encourage team members
to voice their concerns, share experiences, and provide feedback. I will reinforce the
commitment of leadership to our servicemembers’ well-being and professional devel-
opment. I will build trust and transparency through open and honest communica-
tion, ensuring that personnel understand the strategic direction the Navy is taking
and how it impacts their daily lives.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

55. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the environmental stewardship of the Navy is
a critical issue, particularly in the wake of incidents like the Red Hill fuel spill. En-
suring proper remediation efforts, engaging with local communities, and imple-
menting long-term strategies to prevent future disasters are essential responsibil-
ities of the Secretary of the Navy. These questions seek to clarify how you will ap-
proach environmental restoration, transparency, and accountability in Navy oper-
ations. What specific actions will you take as Secretary of the Navy to guarantee
that remediation efforts at Red Hill are fully funded, executed with urgency, and
meet the highest environmental and public health standards?

Mr. PHELAN. Nothing is more important than the health, safety and well-being
of sailors, marines, civilians, their families, and our local communities. Protecting
the environment, the aquifer and public health will remain a priority for the De-
partment of the Navy (DON) if I am confirmed. The DON has established the Navy
Closure Task Force—Red Hill (NCTF-RH) for the sole mission of tank closure and
remediation efforts. If confirmed, I intend to ensure that DON organizational leader-
ship remains aligned to the task of expediently executing closure, investigation, and
remediation activities under the regulatory oversight of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Hawaii Department of Health (DOH).

56. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, how will you work with local Hawaiian leaders,
environmental experts, and affected families to ensure their voices are heard
throughout this process?

Mr. PHELAN. Navy leadership is committed to rebuilding trust with the people
and communities of Honolulu and across the State through public and private co-
operation and partnership. The Navy Closure Task Force—Red Hill (NCTF-RH) con-
ducts extensive community outreach related to tank closure, remediation, and safe
drinking water, providing numerous opportunities to both share information and to
lfisten to community inputs. If confirmed, I expect the Navy will continue these ef-
orts.
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57. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, beyond the tank-cleaning process, what specific
benchmarks and milestones will the Navy establish to ensure full environmental
restoration of the site and surrounding areas?

Mr. PHELAN. It is my understanding that the NCTF-RH has developed an Inte-
grated Master Schedule (IMS) that details the closure and remediation process. I
understand that the major milestones and corresponding benchmarks for achieving
them under the IMS are subject to regulatory approval.

58. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to allowing independent envi-
ronmental agencies, scientists, and watchdog groups to review and validate the
Navy’s remediation efforts?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will seek to work with Navy officials and other stake-
hpldeﬁs to ensure the Navy’s remediation efforts at Red Hill are appropriately re-
viewed.

59. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, how will their findings be incorporated into the
cleanup process?

Mr. PHELAN. DON conducts the remediation process in accordance with applicable
law, regulations, and promulgated testing procedures as overseen by the EPA and
Hawaii DOH as the regulators. If confirmed, I look forward to working with the ap-
plicable authorities and experts to ensure an optimal cleanup process.

PEARL HARBOR NAVAL SHIPYARD AND BUDGET/READINESS

60. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard (PHNS) plays
a vital role in maintaining the readiness of our Pacific Fleet. The Vice Chief of
Naval Operations and I had a very good discussion about his assessment and the
performance of PHNS. I was pleased to hear that—by far—PHNS produces the best
throughput at the greatest efficiency of the public shipyards. We need to build ships,
but we also need to support and maintain them. That is why investments into our
public shipyards are so important. We need to continue on the path of modernizing
the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and our other three public shipyards and invest-
ing in our shipyard workforce. How will you prioritize public shipyards and ensure
proper investment in the facilities and the workforce?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will commit to uphold the DON focus on strength-
ening maritime dominance by recapitalizing and optimizing our public shipyards,
enhancing our warfighting capabilities, and readiness of the fleet, which includes
sustained investment in key programs, to ensure long-term success and effective-
ness.

61. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, besides completing the Pearly Harbor dry dock
project, the Navy has also begun planning and design to co-locate a multi-billion-
dollar waterfront production facility as part of Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization
Program (SIOP), scheduled to begin construction in 2027 just as the dry dock project
is being completed. Planning and design costs for this project have already begun
ballooning and I have significant concerns about the project slipping to the right,
even though it is a critical part of increasing submarine maintenance efficiency at
PHNS—what steps are you planning to take to ensure the cost of this project re-
mains on time and on budget?

Mr. PHELAN. I appreciate the importance of adhering to schedule and cost in a
constrained fiscal environment. If confirmed, I look forward to reviewing the costs
and schedule for all SIOP projects and will be transparent on the status of projects
with the Congress.

62. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, SIOP projects were unfortunately not included
in the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) list of protected and prioritized programs fol-
lowing his directive to implement an 8 percent budget cut across the board at the
Pentagon—what steps are you planning to take to prioritize the SIOP dry dock and
waterfront production facility projects at PHNS to ensure these items are not among
the list of items the Pentagon cuts to save money?

Mr. PHELAN. In alignment with the Secretary of Defense, I am fully committed
to rebuilding the Navy and reestablishing deterrence by enhancing our warfighting
capabilities and readiness, which includes sustained investment in key programs to
ensure long-term success and effectiveness.

63. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the Navy faces significant financial constraints
while striving to maintain fleet readiness and modernization. With mandated budg-
et cuts impacting all branches of the Department of Defense, ensuring that oper-
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ational effectiveness remains uncompromised is a major challenge. Given the De-
fense Secretary’s directive to implement an 8 percent budget cut across the Pen-
tagon, totaling $50 billion, how do you anticipate these reductions will impact the
Navy’s long-term readiness and shipbuilding efforts?

Mr. PHELAN. I support Secretary Hegseth’s budget review for Fiscal Year 2026,
and I understand the Navy team has been diligently working to provide valuable
input to the Department. I anticipate the Navy’s submission will focus on ensuring
resourcing the fighting force needs and identifying options for curbing unnecessary
spending. To mitigate the impact to current and future fleet, focusing on making
the most efficient use of available resources and prioritizing those shipbuilding pro-
grams that are most essential to long-term readiness and national security are crit-
ical.

64. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the SIOP is essential for modernizing our public
shipyards. Are there concerns that budget cuts could lead to maintenance backlogs
and reduced operational availability of critical assets like aircraft carriers and sub-
marines?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to the modernization of our public
shipyards to ensure the readiness of the Navy’s nuclear submarines and aircraft
carriers. I also support Secretary Hegseth’s budget review for Fiscal Year 2026,
where I anticipate focus on resourcing the fighting force we need and identifying
options for curbing unnecessary spending. I will work to ensure that budget reduc-
tions minimize the impacts to the Navy’s efforts to increase effectiveness, efficiency,
and modernization of our nations’ public shipyards and to reduce impacts to oper-
ational availability and maintenance throughput for critical assets like aircraft car-
riers and submarines.

65. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to working with Congress to
prioritize and protect funding for the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and other public
shipyards, given their strategic importance to national security?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will commit to addressing public shipyards and any
associated operational issues through prioritization and resourcing to support them
and I will work diligently to ensure these concerns are appropriately considered.

66. Mr. Phelan, the ship repair piers at PHNS are in disrepair, with only 4 of
the 13 berths available for use. How are you planning to address this shortfall, and
will you commit to ensuring all of the projects necessary to repair these berths are
included in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP)?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will identify a plan to ensure that PHNS can provide
the berths necessary to support our current and future fleet needs. I am committed
to prioritizing and resourcing efforts aligned with the priorities outlined by the Sec-
retary of Defense, particularly in the critical work of rebuilding and reestablishing
our deterrence capabilities.

67. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, there currently exists tension between the Office
of the Chief of Naval Operations (OPNAV) and U.S. Pacific Fleet (PACFLT) on the
need date for a floating dry dock at PHNS—PACFLT argues one is required by
2028, and OPNAV’s view is that one is not required until 2034. Where do you stand
on this issue?

Mr. PHELAN. Based on the current submarine maintenance plan, the Shipyard In-
frastructure Optimization Program (SIOP) is tracking a mission need date of fiscal
year 2034 for the FDD. U.S. Pacific Fleet’s request for an FDD in fiscal year 2028
is to provide a surge capability. If confirmed, I will examine both views and make
a determination as to whether FDD can be accelerated in accordance with current
schedules and resourcing.

SEXUAL ASSAULT

68. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, in 2023, DOD combatted sexual assault by fo-
cusing on significant military justice reforms, including establishing independent Of-
fices of Special Trial Counsel to prosecute sexual assault cases, improving victim
support, implementing comprehensive prevention programs, and emphasizing a cul-
ture shift within the military to prioritize respect and dignity, aiming to restore
trust among servicemembers by taking a more proactive approach to addressing sex-
ual assault allegations. Throughout that year, the Department continued to support
and execute the Secretary of Defense’s initiatives to reduce sexual harassment and
sexual assault across the Armed Forces. What would be the measures of progress
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you would use in the Navy in eliminating or reducing the scourge of sexual assault,
harassment, and retaliation?
Mr. PHELAN.

WORKFORCE AND RETENTION

69. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the success of the Navy depends on a strong,
well-trained, and motivated workforce. However, recruiting and retaining skilled
personnel has become increasingly challenging. Many servicemembers and their
families face inadequate or substandard housing. Can you name three specific initia-
tives you will implement within your first year to improve military housing condi-
tions?

Mr. PHELAN. Sexual harassment and assault have no place within the military,
and I will work on a comprehensive set of metrics to measure our actions as we
work to eliminate this issue. Prevention is my number one priority.

70. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, what measurable benchmarks will you use to
determine if these initiatives are successful?

Mr. PHELAN. Once briefed, I will develop a comprehensive set of metrics to meas-
ure the progress of our housing initiatives. I look forward to coming back to the
committee with a measurable set of benchmarks to ensure the initiatives are being
implemented successfully.

71. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, suicide rates among servicemembers remain a
significant concern. Can you provide three specific actions the Navy will take under
your leadership to expand mental health resources and support networks?

Mr. PHELAN. Long-term combat readiness depends on the well-being of sailors and
marines. My understanding is that nationwide shortages of healthcare personnel
and providers, especially in more remote locations, have created accessibility issues
that hamper the ability of sailors and marines to access the right level of care at
the right time. If confirmed, I will encourage the Department of the Navy to explore
deliberate actions to address concerns regarding availability of, and access to, a
range of programs and services to support the health, safety, and well-being of sail-
ors and marines.

72. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to setting concrete hiring goals
for mental health professionals within the Navy and Marine Corps?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe it is critical for sailors and marines to cultivate their men-
tal, physical, and spiritual well-being to continue their mission to protect our Nation
and remain combat-ready, lethal fighters. If confirmed, I will support their efforts
to ensure the staffing of mental health professionals remain a high priority.

73. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the Navy struggles to fill key positions in cyber,
nuclear engineering, and special warfare. What three specific incentives will you in-
troduce to recruit and retain high-skilled personnel?

Mr. PHELAN. My understanding is that sailors in these three fields, as well as ma-
rines in the cyber and special warfare fields, are among the mostly highly com-
pensated military members in the Department of the Navy. While I support contin-
ued use of monetary incentives where appropriate and where resources allow, re-
cruitment and retention challenges demand renewed focus on quality-of-life issues.
If confirmed, I will ask Navy and Marine Corps leadership to more thoroughly ex-
plore non-monetary incentives to recruit and retain highly skilled personnel in these
key positions. Specifically, I will ask them to find ways to improve work experience
and quality of life for these sailors and marines that can positively increase reten-
tion. I would be interested in understanding what sailors and marines think would
actually make a difference. If confirmed, I will ask the Chief of Naval Personnel to
engage our sailors and marines on what monetary and non-monetary incentives
would compel higher retention behaviors, allowing the service to be more targeted,
responsive, and efficient with its retention efforts. To the extent supporting posi-
tions in some of these fields are filled by civilian employees, I will employ recruit-
ment, relocation, and retention incentives, and the student loan repayment program,
which are already in place. If confirmed, I would explore alternative incentives to
expand recruitment and retention in these critical specialties.

74. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, how will you adjust training pipelines or career
progression to keep talented servicemembers in the force?

Mr. PHELAN. My understanding is that the Navy and Marine Corps are focused
on retaining top quality sailors and marines, and that the Services appreciate the
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officer career flexibilities authorities authorized by Congress. If confirmed, I will
seek to understand what bottlenecks exist in current training pipelines or career
progressions to ensure efficiency and maximum retention.

GEOPOLITICAL STRATEGY

75. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, maintaining maritime superiority and deterring
adversaries requires strong alliances, strategic planning, and investment in emerg-
ing technologies. As geopolitical tensions rise, particularly in the Indo-Pacific, the
Navy must ensure its forces are adequately prepared to counter threats from China,
Russia, and other potential adversaries. How do you see the Navy’s continued en-
gagement with our allies in the Indo-Pacific Theater?

Mr. PHELAN. Mutually beneficial alliances remain critical to warfighting advan-
tage. If confirmed, I will work to ensure that the Department of the Navy will con-
tinue to engage with partners to leverage their strengths and encourage burden
sharing to re-establish deterrence, reinforce shared security, and grow prosperity in
the Indo-Pacific. Engagements will seek to increase combined lethality of the mari-
time force to enable Combatant Commanders to create effects at the time and place
of their choosing and within the guidance provided by the Secretary of Defense.

Engagements will also increase readiness by enabling access, basing, and over-
flight to ensure the U.S. Navy and U.S. Marine Corps have the reach required of
them by the Joint Force. As Secretary of the Navy, these engagements will seek to
ensure the Department of the Navy has the right capabilities and is ready alongside
our Allies and partners in the Indo-Pacific to deter, disrupt, deny, or defeat adver-
sarial forces or their proxies.

76. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, do you foresee any efforts that could be estab-
lished, developed, and/or improved to enhance deterrence of potential Chinese ag-
gression and counter China’s military modernization efforts?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I expect to receive classified briefings on China’s mili-
tary modernization and the Department of the Navy’s ongoing efforts to deter and
counter China. The Department of the Navy has a strong history of fielding capabili-
ties and adapting concepts of employment to counter the evolving threat. I am con-
fident in the ingenuity of our sailors and marines, innovation of our Naval Warfare
Centers, and partnerships with academic and industry leaders will lead to the de-
velopment of multiple lines of effort to enhance deterrence and counter China’s mili-
tary modernization.

77. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, with respect to AUKUS, how can Congress and
the Navy work together to identify issues related to equipment transfers and infor-
mation-sharing to prevent further delays in AUKUS implementation?

Mr. PHELAN. The AUKUS alliance strengthens interoperability and shared capa-
bilities with other partners. A prime example is the SSN-AUKUS, a groundbreaking
project marking the first time in history that three nations have collaboratively de-
signed a submarine. This future SSN, which will be built and operated by both Aus-
tralia and the UK, will leverage the most advanced submarine technologies from all
three AUKUS nations.

Crucially, the U.S. Congress supports the Excluded Technology List (ETL), which
enables the sharing of specific, vital technologies while maintaining reasonable and
appropriate control over the release of information related to the United States’
most sensitive capabilities.

Additionally, fully funding the Maritime Industrial Base will help ensure the
Navy is building submarines and surface ships at pace to maintain deterrence.

EQUITY AND INCLUSION

78. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, a diverse and inclusive military enhances oper-
ational effectiveness and ensures all personnel have equal opportunities for success.
The Navy has taken steps to support initiatives aimed at recruiting and retaining
women and underrepresented groups. Given the political climate, how do you intend
to support programs like the Navy’s Women’s Initiatives Team (Navy-WIT), which
are designed to enhance recruitment, retention, and readiness by addressing bar-
riers for women in service?

Mr. PHELAN. Throughout my career in business, I have overseen and funded
large, complex organizations, managed significant budgets, and driven operational
efficiency in dynamic and challenging environments. If confirmed, I would consider
all potential options to expand our reach across the country so that the Department
of the Navy maximizes our ability to find high-quality young Americans interested
and able to serve. I would also ensure the Navy is making informed investments



98

to focus on retaining top quality sailors and marines, both men and women, and
that our policies remain fair, objective, and merit-based.

79. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, do you believe the presence of women in combat
roles, including submarines and fighter squadrons, strengthens the force?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes. Women have served as combat pilots since the 1970’s, on sur-
face ships since the 1990’s, and on submarines since 2010. I believe every sailor or
marine who can meet objective uncompromising standards should have the oppor-
tunity to compete for jobs in any career field, including combat roles.

80. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, how will you ensure continued opportunities for
women in these roles?

Mr. PHELAN. It is my understanding that the current policy permitting women to
serve in all military occupations was based on the unanimous recommendation of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff more than a decade ago. I believe every sailor or marine
should be able to serve in all combat roles provided they can meet the high occupa-
tional standards of those critical jobs. I would defer to the Secretary of Defense on
any future policy changes.

POLITICAL INTERFERENCE AND LEADERSHIP STABILITY

81. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, recent removals of senior Navy leaders have
raised concerns about continuity, stability, and morale within the service. As Sec-
retary of the Navy, it will be critical to maintain a steady hand during this transi-
tion period. With the removal of senior Navy leaders in recent weeks, how do you
foresee this impacting the Navy’s operational continuity?

Mr. PHELAN. As with any business or organization, managing change is crucial
to success. The U.S. Navy and the U.S. Marine Corps possess extraordinary oper-
ational expertise and adaptability within their ranks, and if confirmed, I intend to
lean on those experts to ensure no critical operational gaps occur.

82. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, considering these high-level dismissals, what
steps will you be taking to ensure that the Navy maintains stability and morale
during this period of leadership transition?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will work shoulder-to-shoulder with the combatant
commanders, the Acting Chief of Naval Operations, and the Commandant of the
Marine Corps to ensure our servicemembers have the appropriate tools needed to
defend our country, restore deterrence, and fight and win our Nation’s wars.

83. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, I am concerned about the stability and con-
tinuity in military legal affairs. How will you ensure that the legal support struc-
ture within the Navy remains strong and independent, particularly in handling sen-
sitive issues such as military justice and legal protections for sailors?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will leverage the four independent pillars of the
Navy’s military justice system, which are critical to its strength.

DEFENSE POLICY REVIEW INITIATIVE

84. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, given China’s ongoing actions in the straits of
Taiwan, the South China Sea, and the larger Indo-Pacific region, what are your
thoughts on the implementation of the Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI)
which includes relocating combat-credible forces off Okinawa to areas outside the
weapons engagement zone of China’s military and away from the first island chain,
whiﬁh g’ould leave our forces, as well as allies and partners, vulnerable in a future
conflict?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that the Department is reviewing all possible options
on the force laydown of our units and rotations in the region. If confirmed, I will
work with the Secretary of Defense to ensure we examine all force laydown to deter-
mine the optimal posture for our naval forces.

UNITED NATIONS CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF THE SEA AND MARITIME LAW

85. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS) provides a legal framework for maritime operations and terri-
torial disputes. Many Navy leaders have advocated for U.S. ratification to strength-
en global maritime law enforcement and support Freedom of Navigation Operations.
Many of your predecessors and those in senior leadership positions in the Navy have
advocated for ratifying the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS). Do you support ratification as Secretary of the Navy?
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Mr. PHELAN. The Convention codifies a global legal framework for freedoms of
navigation and overflight that reflects customary international law. The U.S. Navy
has long acted in a manner consistent with those provisions. If confirmed, I will
work with my colleagues in the Administration, Department of Defense, and Depart-
ment of State to determine the most beneficial way ahead for our maritime forces.

PERSONNEL AND READINESS

86. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, ensuring that the Navy maintains a robust and
resilient workforce is a key challenge, particularly given recruitment and retention
difficulties. You committed to addressing recruitment and retention challenges. Be-
yond marketing, what policy changes would you implement to improve retention
rates for critical Navy roles?

Mr. PHELAN. While I support continued use of monetary incentives where appro-
priate and where resources allow, recruitment and retention challenges demand a
renewed focus on quality-of-life issues, such as medical care and quality housing for
our sailors and marines. If the Navy is to attract and retain the best talent, it needs
to become a place where men and women see not just a job, but a future career.

87. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, given the current operational tempo, how will
you ensure sailors and marines maintain a healthy work-life balance while meeting
strategic demands?

Mr. PHELAN. I recognize that service in the Navy and Marine Corps comes with
certain hardships. It is critical for sailors and marines to foster their mental, phys-
ical, and spiritual well-being to continue their mission to protect our Nation and re-
main combat-ready, lethal fighters. If confirmed, I will assess the programs and
policies addressing stressors caused by high operational tempo, like quality of life,
and geographic stability. My focus will be on balancing operational requirements
and national security interests with the well-being, career development, and readi-
ness of our servicemembers.

88. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, military recruitment has historically benefited
from policies supporting immigrants and non-citizens serving in exchange for a
pathway to citizenship. Do you support reinstating initiatives that allow legal immi-
grants to serve and gain citizenship, particularly given the recruitment shortfalls?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand the law currently allows a pathway to citizenship for
those who have served honorably, and this opportunity has been used as a retention
incentive. I would have to defer to the Secretary of Defense on any future policy
changes.

RETENTION CHALLENGES AND QUALITY OF LIFE

89. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, providing quality-of-life support programs, in-
cluding housing, healthcare, and family services, is essential for retaining skilled
personnel. Will you commit to advocating for stronger family and quality-of-life sup-
port{)prog‘rams, including housing, healthcare, and family services, to enhance reten-
tion?

Mr. PHELAN. Quality of life programs are key elements for overall readiness and
combat effectiveness. I understand the importance of these programs, including
housing and healthcare, and how these benefits help us recruit and retain our per-
sonnel. If confirmed, I will commit to strengthening programs to take care of our
sailors, marines, and their families.

90. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, how do you plan to balance operational tempo
with the need to prevent burnout and attrition among servicemembers?

Mr. PHELAN. Efforts to balance operational requirements with the well-being of
our servicemembers undoubtedly have a culminating point. Recruiting challenges in
the Navy have left critical positions unfilled, and this has placed the burden on sail-
ors to make up for shortfalls. If confirmed, I would consider all potential options to
expand our outreach to maximize our ability to find high-quality young Americans
interested and able to serve. I would also ensure the Department of the Navy is
making informed and right-sized investments to recruit effectively in an evolving
market for talent and effectively convey the value of military service.

MILITARY CULTURE AND POLITICAL INTERFERENCE

91. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, the perception of political interference in mili-
tary affairs has raised concerns about the impact on recruitment, retention, and
force cohesion. How will you ensure that recruitment and retention efforts are not



100

hindered by political purges or the perception that the Navy is being used as a polit-
ical tool?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to maintaining the military’s long-standing
tradition of being apolitical. The Department of the Navy’s recruiting and retention
efforts are improving, which I believe is due to a renewed focus on the warfighting
ethos.

92. Senator HIRONO. Mr. Phelan, reports indicate that younger recruits, particu-
larly Gen Z, are deterred from military service due to perceptions that it is becom-
ing more politicized. What steps will you take to make the Navy a welcoming and
professional environment for all Americans, regardless of political affiliation or
background?

Mr. PHELAN. I commit to holding leaders at all levels appropriately accountable
for fostering a climate that allows all sailors and marines to serve, advance, and
be evaluated based on individual merit, fitness, capability, and performance.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ELIZABETH WARREN
ETHICS

93. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, please list all investments you own in compa-
nies that have a contract with any component of the Department of Defense (DOD).

Mr. PHELAN. Please refer to the Public Financial Disclosure Report (OGE Form
278e) dated January 21, 2025 that I filed in connection with my nomination as Sec-
retary of the Navy.

94. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, please specify which of these investments you
plan to retain even if confirmed.

Mr. PHELAN. Please refer to my Public Financial Disclosure Report (OGE Form
278e) and my Ethics Agreement signed on February 14, 2025. If confirmed, con-
sistent with my Ethics Agreement, I will divest my interests in certain entities as
soon as practicable but not later than 90 days after my confirmation.

95. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you currently own any investments in
Palantir Technologies Inc.?

Mr. PHELAN. Please refer to the Public Financial Disclosure Report (OGE Form
278e) dated January 21, 2025 that I filed in connection with my nomination as Sec-
retary of the Navy.

96. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, please describe the nature of your relationship
with Palantir Technologies.

Mr. PHELAN. Please refer to the Public Financial Disclosure Report (OGE Form
278e) dated January 21, 2025 that I filed in connection with my nomination as Sec-
retary of the Navy.

97. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how much have you made from your Palantir
investments since Palantir’s founding?

Mr. PHELAN. I have submitted a public financial disclosure report (OGE Form
278e) dated January 21, 2025 that provides information on my reportable invest-
ments.

98. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to divesting all holdings in de-
fense contractors?

Mr. PHELAN. I have worked with the Office of Government Ethics and the DOD
Standards of Conduct Office to review my investments and, as noted in my Ethics
Agreement signed on February 14, 2025, which sets for my divestiture require-
ments, if confirmed.

99. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to not repurchasing any such
holdings after your service?

Mr. PHELAN. I have signed an ethics agreement related to this issue and I will
comply with the agreement.

100. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit, if confirmed, to recuse your-
self from all particular matters involving your former clients and employers, for at
least 4 years while serving as Navy Secretary?
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Mr. PHELAN. I have signed an ethics agreement related to this issue and I will
comply with the agreement.

101. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to not seek employment or
board membership with, or another form of compensation from, a company that you
regulate or otherwise interact with while in Government, for at least 4 years after
leaving office?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to following applicable laws and relevant
guidance from DOD ethics officials with respect to post-government employment re-
strictions.

102. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to not lobby DOD—including
work as an informal “shadow lobbyist”—for at least 4 years after leaving office?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to following applicable laws and relevant
guidance from DOD ethics officials with respect to post-government employment re-
strictions.

103. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, during your nomination process, did anyone
on the Trump campaign, transition team, or other closely related entity approach
you about your loyalty to President Trump?

Mr. PHELAN. No.

104. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you were approached about your loyalty to
President Trump, did you sign a loyalty pledge or other similar oath? If so, please
provide a copy of the text of that pledge or oath.

Mr. PHELAN. I was not approached.

105. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you were approached about your loyalty to
President Trump, did you make any verbal representations of loyalty? If so, please
describe this representation.

Mr. PHELAN. I was not approached.

106. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, did you ask to be considered for a position in
President Trump’s administration in return for your donations to Trump’s cam-
paign?

Mr. PHELAN. No.

107. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, did you ever give payments to any person or
entity in exchange for using their influence to promote your candidacy for a Presi-
dential nomination from President Trump?

Mr. PHELAN. No.

108. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, in November 2024, the New York Times and
other news outlets reported that Boris Epshteyn, a top adviser to President-elect
Trump, allegedly requested payment from prospective political appointees to pro-
mote their candidacies for top positions within the Administration. Did you discuss
the possibility of joining the Administration with Mr. Epshteyn at any time?

Mr. PHELAN. No.

109. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if so, did Mr. Epshteyn seek payment from you
for promoting your candidacy for a position within the administration?
Mr. PHELAN. No.

110. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, at any time, did lawyers for President Trump
or members of President Trump’s team approach you regarding Mr. Epshteyn and
the allegations cited above? If so, please explain the information that they provided
you, including copies of documents, what was discussed during any calls, and any
other information pertaining to this interaction.

Mr. PHELAN. No.

111. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, please provide a summary of any payments
made by any presumptive or potential nominee for a Presidential appointment to
you or your agents or associates, or any entity owned or controlled by Boris
Epshteyn or his agents or associates.

Mr. PHELAN. I am not aware of any such payments.
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FOREIGN INFLUENCE

112. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you received any payment from a foreign
government or entity controlled by a foreign government within the past 5 years?

Mr. PHELAN. I have provided relevant information in connection with my security
clearance background check.

113. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if so, please provide details on the amount of
this payment, what foreign government or entity paid you, and what the payment
was for.

Mr. PHELAN. I have provided relevant information in connection with my security
clearance background check.

114. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you communicated with any foreign gov-
ernment or entity controlled by a foreign government within the past 5 years?

Mr. PHELAN. I have provided relevant information in connection with my security
clearance background check.

115. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if so, please describe the nature of the commu-
nication, including the timing, foreign government or entity with which you commu-
nicated, and reason for the communication.

Mr. PHELAN. I have provided relevant information in connection with my security
clearance background check.

SEXUAL ASSAULT AND HARASSMENT

116. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the most recent DOD statistics found that
about 29,000 Active Duty troops—which accounts for 6.8 percent of female
servicemembers and 1.3 percent of male servicemembers—experienced unwanted
sexual contact in 2023. A Brown University study estimates that the actual rates
are two to four times higher. How do you plan to address and reduce sexual assault
and sexual harassment in the Navy?

Mr. PHELAN. I am dedicated to advancing sexual assault and sexual harassment
prevention and response efforts that result in consequential and lasting change. I
understand that both Services within the Department of the Navy have imple-
mented prevention measures that have reduced rates of this unacceptable behavior.
If confirmed, I will support efforts that have a positive impact on sailors and ma-
rines, foster healthy command climates, and provide for the capture of data to as-
sess progress.

117. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how do you plan to support and protect Navy
servicemembers, civilians, grantees, and contractors who come forward with reports
of sexual assault and sexual harassment?

Mr. PHELAN. There is no place for sexual assault or sexual harassment in the
Navy, the Marine Corps, or the total force. I am committed to offering high-quality
response services to best support and protect victims of all forms of sexual violence,
and to holding offenders appropriately accountable. If confirmed, I will support the
Department of the Navy’s (DON’s) ongoing efforts to prevent and reduce sexual vio-
lence through a dedicated and full-time response workforce and will demand that
DON leaders at all levels set the conditions for healthy command climates, including
the robust reporting of these crimes and the prevention of retaliation.

AGREEMENTS

118. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you, in any professional or personal ca-
pacity, signed or agreed to sign a non-disclosure agreement, confidentiality agree-
ment, confidential disclosure agreement, proprietary information agreement, non-
disparagement agreement, and/or secrecy agreement and for what reasons did you
do so?

Mr. PHELAN. I have signed agreements that are typical for the business activities
in which I have been engaged, such as in connection with potential investments.

119. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you, in any professional or personal ca-
pacity, agreed to pay, paid, or receive payment or services in conjunction with any
of the aforementioned instances?

Mr. PHELAN. I have signed agreements that are typical for the business activities
in which I have been engaged. Some of these agreements have been related to pay-
ments and/or services.
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120. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you have in any professional or personal ca-
pacity, agreed to pay, paid, or receive payment or services in conjunction with any
of the aforementioned instances, please provide a breakdown of the amount(s)
agreed to pay, paid, or received and an explanation of services rendered and include
a timézline of when any of these agreements, payments, or services rendered oc-
curred.

Mr. PHELAN. 1I have signed agreements that are typical for the business activities
in which I have been engaged. Some of these agreements have been related to pay-
ments and/or services.

WHISTLEBLOWERS

121. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that servicemembers, civilians,
grantees, and contractors should be protected from any form of retaliation for com-
ing forward about an illegal order, sexual assault or harassment, negligence, mis-
conduct, or any other concern that they wish to raise?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I believe that all whistleblower laws should be followed, and
that bona fide whistleblowers should be afforded the protections provided them by
applicable statute.

122. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
will you Senator WARREN. commit to protecting whistleblowers?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, if confirmed, I will commit to protecting bona fide whistle-
blowers in accordance with applicable laws.

123. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will you protect whistleblowers?
Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will follow all laws related to whistleblowers and will
ensure the protections required by law.

124. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the purpose of
Federal whistleblower protection laws?

Mr. PHELAN. Whistleblowers perform an important service when they report evi-
dence of wrongdoing. Federal whistleblower protection laws exist to protect those in-
dividuals from retaliation for making a protected disclosure.

125. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you ever retaliated against any indi-
vidual for cominSenator WARREN. g forward about an illegal order, sexual assault
or harassment, negligence, misconduct, or any other concern that they wish to raise?

Mr. PHELAN. No.

126. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, have you ever been accused of retaliating
against a whistleblower?
Mr. PHELAN. Not to my knowledge.

127. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the role of the
Office of Special Counsel and civilian whistleblowers?

Mr. PHELAN. The Office of Special Counsel (OSC) operates as a secure channel
for Federal employees to blow the whistle by disclosing wrongdoing. Federal law es-
tablishes a unique process for disclosures made to OSC, intended to protect the con-
fidentiality of the whistleblower and ensure that the alleged wrongdoing is inves-
tigated and, where necessary, corrected.

128. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what role do you think whistleblowers should
play in identifying wasteful spending?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe that bona fide whistleblowers play an important role in en-
suring transparency and accountability within an organization.

OVERSIGHT AND TRANSPARENCY

129. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the role of the
DOD Inspector General and the Navy Inspector General?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand the DOD Inspector General’s (DODIG) role to be the
principal advisor to the Secretary of Defense on fraud, waste, and abuse, charged
with auditing/inspecting, conducting criminal investigations, issuing subpoenas, and
providing a semi-annual report to Congress. The Naval Inspector General’s (NAVIG)
role is to independently and objectively inspect, investigate, and inquire into mat-
ters of importance to the Department of the Navy, to include waste, fraud, and
abuse. I understand that the NAVIG will report directly to me as the Secretary of
the Navy if I am confirmed.
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130. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you ensure your staff complies with any
Inspector General deadlines established for requested communications, providing
witnesses, providing documents, and that those witnesses will be protected from re-
prisal for their testimony?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will seek to ensure my staff complies with applicable
legal requirements related to the DOD Inspector General and the Navy Inspector
General.

131. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are not able to comply with any Inspec-
tor General requests and deadlines, will you notify the Republican and Democratic
members of the committee regarding the basis for any good faith delay or denial?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to providing any legally required notification
to the Committee.

132. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
will you commit to refusing to follow illegal orders from any individual, including
the President?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I expect to receive only legal orders, which I commit
to following.

133. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to testify before Congress if
you are called upon by Congress to provide a deposition or if you are issued a sub-
poena?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with applicable legal require-
ments regarding testifying before Congress.

134. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to providing information or
documents to Congress if you are requested to do so or issued a subpoena?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with applicable legal require-
ments regarding providing information or documents to Congress.

135. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to following current DOD
precedent for responding to information requests, briefings, and other inquiries from
Congress, including the Senate and House Armed Services Committees and their
minority members?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with applicable legal require-
ments regarding responding to requests from Congress.

136. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, will you commit to posting your
official calendar monthly?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to meeting all legal disclosure require-
ments.

137. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you think the Navy has an overclassifica-
tion problem and if so, can you commit to providing this committee an estimate of
the number or percentage of Navy documents that are overclassified?

Mr. PHELAN. The vast majority of Naval Intelligence documents derive their clas-
sification from the original data owners—agencies such as NSA, NGA, CIA, etc. I
understand that the Navy does not have the independent ability to change the clas-
sification of that data, although its works very closely with those agencies to ensure
the ability to responsibly use their data to the maximum extent possible.

For information for which the Navy is the Original Classification Authority, the
respective classification security guides need to be analyzed to ensure they strike
tl&e proper balance between sharing information and protecting sources and meth-
ods.

138. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, to the best of your knowledge, are Navy com-
ponents identifying records for proactive posting in compliance with the Freedom of
Information Act?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not received any briefing on the Department of the Navy’s
current Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) program. If confirmed, I will review that
program to ensure it is aligned with law.

139. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if not, how would you ensure that they do so
to comply with public records law?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not received any briefing on the Department of the Navy’s
current FOIA program. If confirmed, I will review the program.
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140. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, do you think the Navy should
pursue strategic technology to support automated declassification?

Mr. PHELAN. Declassification of material at the appropriate time is an important
task for transparency for the American people. However, this is not a task unique
to the Navy, and having Navy independently develop an automated declassification
system itself could be inefficient. Such a system would be best pursued at the DOD
or even interagency level, with Navy as a partner.

141. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the role of safe-
ty and accident board investigations?

Mr. PHELAN. Safety and Occupational Health is core to all Navy and Marine
Corps operations and activities. Performing the Naval mission safely is a readiness
enabler through the preservation of our personnel, materiel, and resources.

It is my understanding that the DON’s safety investigations are conducted solely
to protect military and civilian personnel from accidental death, injury, or occupa-
tional illness; to protect the public from risk of death, injury, illness, or property
damage caused by DON activities, and to protect DON property from damage.

Accident Investigations are the legal investigations conducted outside of the safety
process and review the facts and circumstances surrounding operational and train-
ing accidents. The DON is committed to ensuring the timeliness and completeness
of legal Accident Investigations.

142. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you share the findings of safety and acci-
dent board investigations with Congress to address programmatic failures to pre-
vent accidents that will harm or kill sailors and marines?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to providing information in accordance
with all legal disclosure requirements, and I will work with Congress to ensure the
safety of our sailors and marines.

RULE OF LAW

143. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, Secretary of Defense Peter Hegseth said he
removed the Judge Advocate Generals for the Army, Navy, and Air Force so they
would not “be roadblocks to anything that happens.” What do you understand to be
the role of Judge Advocate Generals for commanders and the military?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand the Judge Advocate General serves three primary roles
under the direction of the Secretary of the Navy: 1) provides independent legal ad-
vice to the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations; 2) ensures the
execution, oversight, and management of the military justice system; and 3) over-
sees the Judge Advocate General’s Corps of the Navy in the provision of inde-
pendent legal advice to the Fleet.

144. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what will you do if you receive legal advice
that an action you would like to take or are being asked to take is illegal?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will uphold the Constitution and the laws of the
United States. If I have questions about the lawfulness of an order, I will seek and
carefully consider the legal opinions available to the Secretary of the Navy, which
include those of the Office of the General Counsel, the Office of the Judge Advocate
General, and other legal offices within the Government.

145. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you refuse to take an action that you have
been advised is illegal and learn that someone else in the Navy or DOD took action,
will you inform the Committee?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with all laws and regulations
that require the disclosure of certain information to this Committee.

DOMESTIC DEPLOYMENTS OF THE U.S. MILITARY

146. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, in which circumstances do you believe that the
Insurrection Act should be used?

Mr. PHELAN. Congress granted authority to the President of the United States in
the Insurrection Act, and its lawful uses are detailed in Title 10 of the U.S. Code,
§§331-335. Past Presidents have used the authority to suppress insurrections, re-
bellions, obstructions to justice, and other unlawful activities.

147. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that the Insurrection Act should
be used only as a “last resort™?
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Mr. PHELAN. Pursuant to 10 USC § § 331-335, it is the President’s prerogative to
invoke the Insurrection Act when appropriate. The Secretary of the Navy does not
have this authority.

148. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that military forces should be
deployed to respond to civil unrest only in situations where State and local authori-
ties are overwhelmed?

Mr. PHELAN. Historically, military forces have responded to unrest in our country,
at the President’s direction, when civil authorities were heavily taxed and disorder
had become widespread.

149. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that the parties best positioned
to determine whether State and local authorities are overwhelmed are those au-
thorities? If not, why not?

Mr. PHELAN. Through the Insurrection Act, Congress provided the President the
lawful authority to respond to insurrections, obstructions to justice, and domestic vi-
olence. The statute lays out conditions for use of that authority. State and local au-
thorities may or may not be able to assess or convey they are overwhelmed depend-
ing on the totality of the circumstances.

150. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if confirmed, would you support using the mili-
tary for immigration enforcement, including for mass deportations, despite the mili-
tary’s lack of relevant training and the harm it would almost certainly do to military
readiness?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will support and execute all lawful direction and guid-
ance from the President of the United States and the Secretary of Defense.

IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT

151. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, on January 27, 2025, President Trump’s Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) issued a memo calling for all Federal financial
assistance programs (excluding “assistance provided directly to individuals”) to be
suspended. Do you agree with OMB’s decision to issue this memo?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to better understanding the impact of
this memo on Department of the Navy functions.

152. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that the Secretary of Defense
or the Secretary of the Navy has the legal authority to block the disbursement of
funds appropriated by Congress?

Mr. PHELAN. My understanding of the Impoundment Control Act is that it pro-
vides the President the authority to propose budget authority rescissions. The Act
also provides the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the Secretary of the Navy
the authority to propose deferrals of budget authority to provide for contingencies,
or to achieve savings made possible by changes in requirements or greater efficiency
in operations, or as specifically provided by law.

153. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the Impound-
ment Control Act?

Mr. PHELAN. Under the Impoundment Control Act of 1974, my understanding is
that an impoundment is an action or inaction by an officer or employee of the
United States that delays or precludes the obligation or expenditure of budget au-
thority. The Act divides impoundment into two categories: recissions or deferrals.
Proposals for budget authority recissions rest in the President, and deferrals of
budget authority may be proposed by the President, Secretary of Defense, or the
Secretary of the Navy.

154. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you commit to following the Impoundment
Control Act?
Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to following the law.

155. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you commit to notifying the Senate and
House Armed Services Committees, including the majority and minority, if you are
asked not to follow the Impoundment Control Act or not to expend the money that
Congress appropriates or authorizes?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with applicable legal require-
ments regarding responding to requests from Congress.



107

156. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the Constitution’s Spending Clause (Art. I, §
8, cl. 1) and Appropriations Clause (Art. I, § 9, cl. 7) give Congress, not the Execu-
tive, power of the purse. The Supreme Court has unanimously upheld this power.
Do you believe that impoundments are constitutional?

Mr. PHELAN. In my previous experiences, I have not reviewed the constitutionality
of impoundments.

157. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you agree with the following statements?
The funding levels in appropriations bills passed into law are not targets or ceilings;
instead, they are amounts the executive branch must spend unless stated otherwise.
Congress could—if it wanted the President to have discretion—write those amounts
as ceilings.

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that both the Impoundment Control Act and the U.S.
Government Accountability Office identify situations where not spending an entire
appropriation complies with the Act.

158. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the require-
ments for DOD to obligate funding that Congress authorizes and appropriates, in
accordance with the time period that Congress deems it to do so?

Mr. PHELAN. My understanding is the balance of an appropriation or fund limited
for obligation to a definite period is available only for payment of expenses properly
incurred during the period of availability or to complete contracts properly made
within that period of availability and obligated consistent with the law. However,
the appropriation or fund is not available for expenditure for a period beyond the
period otherwise authorized by law.

159. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you commit to expending the money that
Congress appropriates and authorizes?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to being a good steward of Department of the
Navy appropriations and to comply with all applicable law regarding their obliga-
tion and expenditure.

160. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you commit to following and implementing
the annual National Defense Authorization Act passed into law?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to complying with applicable legal require-
ments.

CIVILIAN HARM

161. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you agree that one difference between the
United States and its potential adversaries is the greater value that the U.S. Gov-
ernment puts on protecting human life and liberty at home and abroad?

Mr. PHELAN. Promoting the protection of human life is clearly something that sets
};‘hﬁ United States apart from our adversaries and makes an example for others to
ollow.

162. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of title 10 U.S.C.
section 184, which established the Civilian Protection Center of Excellence?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not been briefed on the Civilian Protection Center of Excel-
lence as the law establishes this operation under the Secretary of Defense.

163. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the U.S. military has spent many years work-
ing to improve its ability to prevent and mitigate civilian harm without sacrificing
lethality—including through the development of DOD Instruction on Civilian Harm
under the first Trump administration, which I commend. These efforts received bi-
partisan support from Congress and grew out of a recognition from the U.S. military
itself that, after over 2 decades of U.S. wars, warfighters needed better tools and
trustworthy systems to prevent civilian harm, uphold U.S. values, and prevent
moral injury and psychological trauma that too often comes with deadly mistakes.
The Civilian Protection Center of Excellence (CPCOE), which provides direct sup-
port to operational combatant commands on civilian harm issues, has been en-
shrined in U.S. law via the James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act
(NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2023. If confirmed as Secretary of the Navy, will you commit
to advancing the Navy’s civilian harm prevention efforts?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of Defense to ensure our
sailors and marines improve efforts that prevent and mitigate civilian harm without
sacrificing lethality.
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164. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what do you understand to be your roles and
responsibilities regarding civilian harm mitigation and response?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not been briefed on the specific actions assigned to the Sec-
retary of the Navy under the CHMR program. If confirmed, I will request a briefing
to ensure that I understand the responsibilities assigned to the Department of the
Navy.

165. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what do you understand to be the importance
of mitigating civilian harm in military operations?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand it is incredibly important to mitigate civilian harm in
any military operation, and that doing so aligns with the Department of the Navy’s
core values driving daily Navy and Marine Corps actions.

166. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to supporting and protecting
the Civilian Protection Center of Excellence?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I commit to following all relevant laws and the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Defense, who is charged with such operations.

167. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will you prevent and mitigate civilian
harm?

Mr. PHELAN. Again, I have not been briefed on this program. If confirmed, I will
request a briefing on the Department of the Navy’s specific role in preventing and
mitigating civilian harm and commit to following all relevant laws and Secretary
of Defense direction regarding the same.

168. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to supporting and imple-
menting the Civilian Harm Mitigation Response and Action Plan (CHMR-AP)?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will request a briefing on the Department of the
Navy’s specific role in preventing and mitigating civilian harm as directed by the
Secretary of Defense.

169. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe that our troops are at higher
risk for retribution as the number of civilian deaths from U.S. military operations
or U.S.-led military operations increases?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe that our military personnel face significant risk in every
operation and that they are well-trained for their mission.

BLAST OVERPRESSURE

170. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will you commit to protecting servicemembers
fromdglast overpressure and increase their options for seeking care after being ex-
posed?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I fully support the DON efforts to protect servicemembers from
blast overpressure and the care they receive after being exposed. The Navy is an
active participant in the Department of Defense’s “Warfighter Brain Health Initia-
tive,” which is an effort that includes blast overpressure concerns and supports re-
search, prevention, and response to brain injury.

171. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what steps will you take to protect
servicemembers from blast overpressure and increase their options for seeking care
after being exposed?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed, in coordination with the Defense Safe-
ty Oversight Council, to continuing research on blast overpressure that will help in-
form treatment and continuing our relationship with the Defense Health Agency
and TBI clinics around the globe to provide care, including for blast overpressure.

172. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how do you plan to work with the Department
of Veterans Affairs to make sure that servicemembers, veterans, and their families
are aware of the risks of blast overpressure and traumatic brain injury?

Mr. PHELAN. As we begin to understand more about the link between blast over-
pressure exposure and effects, we must share that information with the VA to form
an information campaign to ensure servicemembers, veterans, and their families are
well informed. One means by which the Navy and DOD achieves this is through in-
cluding environmental exposure data into the individual Longitudinal Exposure
Record so that the data is available to DOD and VA clinicians.

173. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you support establishing logs for sailors on
blast overpressure exposure and traumatic brain injury?
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Mr. PHELAN. A better understanding of the link between blast overpressure expo-
sure and effects must be researched so we know what elements are important to
monitor and respond to over time. If confirmed, I look forward to learning more
about this issue and how it can be enhanced.

174. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you support requiring neurocognitive as-
sessments of sailors annually, before they begin training to establish a baseline, and
before they leave the military to determine when their change in cognitive health
over time?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will request a briefing on this important assessment
for sailors and marines and take appropriate action on this important issue.

175. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will you address the links between blast
overpressure exposure and increased risks of suicide?

Mr. PHELAN. It is my understanding that this link is not yet well defined or un-
derstood. If confirmed, I will ensure that we will focus on better understanding this
relationship through research and then create evidence-based policies to moderate
the risk.

176. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you support addressing the risks of blast
overpressure to servicemembers through the swift implementation of sections 721
through section 725 of the Fiscal Year 2025 NDAA?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes, I support implementation of these sections. I am committed to
working with our DOD partners in the Defense Health Agency and our sister serv-
ices to ensure benefit to all servicemembers.

RIGHT-TO-REPAIR

177. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe giving the Navy access to the
technical data rights needed to repair its own equipment could advance the Navy’s
readiness?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes. It is my understanding that the DON is actively working with
program managers to ensure the procurement and delivery of the technical data and
data rights necessary to support efficient sustainment and optimized readiness of
the fleet. Access to technical data enables organic repair capability or allows a ven-
dor to perform the required efforts on behalf of the Navy.

178. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you believe giving the Navy access to the
technical data rights needed to repair its own equipment could help reduce the
Navy’s repair and sustainment costs?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes. Access to technical data is a key enabler in assuring the DON
has the ability to procure the products and services needed to support the
warfighters. Access to technical data enables organic repair capability or allows a
vendor to perform the required efforts on behalf of the Navy.

179. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will you ensure servicemembers who are
stationed abroad can timely and cost-effectively repair equipment that is damaged,
especially in a contested logistics environment?

Mr. PHELAN. It is my understanding the department recognizes contested logistics
has emerged as a critical factor in shaping the success of the Naval forces and is
committed to ensuring servicemembers are equipped with the appropriate tools re-
quired to conduct timely repairs. One of the areas in which the department is seek-
ing to strengthen warfighter self-sufficiency is through progressing deployable Orga-
nization and Intermediate level advanced manufacturing capabilities. Advanced
Manufacturing offers rapid response capability to sustain operations in austere envi-
ronments. If confirmed, I am committed to advancing and continuing these efforts.

180. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
will you commit to including right-to-repair/technical data rights clauses in acquisi-
tion contracts that the Navy enters into?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will ensure the DON continues to implement current
policies and practices regarding right-to-repair and technical data rights within ac-
quisition contracts. Additionally, if confirmed, I will work with my counterparts in
the Office of the Under Secretary for Acquisition and Sustainment to explore how
to best leverage right-to-repair and technical data rights within acquisition con-
tracts to enable organic repair capability.
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181. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
will you commit to ensuring contractors deliver technical data rights to the Navy
when their contract requires or allows it?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to ensuring contractors deliver tech-
nical data required by contract. I will use all legal tools available to ensure that
delivery.

182. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, in your hearing you stated that the Navy’s
contracts “really need to be reviewed”. In your review of the Navy’s contracts, will
you assess whether the Government has received the technical data rights from a
defense contractor if the contract requires it?

Mr. PHELAN. Yes. If confirmed, I will ensure the DON will continue to evaluate
and ensure that all requirements of contracts have been satisfied, and that the tech-
nical data delivered has the appropriate markings.

183. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, in your hearing you stated that the right-to-
repair effort for the military “is something that [you] intend to study and look at.”
If you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy, will you commit to understanding
the cost of not having the right-to-repair/technical data rights for the Navy’s equip-
ment through an assessment, the results of which you would make public for review
by Congress and the Department of Government Efficiency?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will continue the commitment to understanding the
costs of not having technical data and/or appropriately marked technical data. Such
information would improve the DON’s ability to assess the value of technical data
delivery requirements during contract formation. Additionally, if confirmed, I will
provide results in accordance with all legal requirements.

184. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of the Navy’s Tax-
payer Advocacy Project?

Mr. PHELAN. As I understand it, the Taxpayer Advocacy Project was developed
to help reduce sustainment and operating costs. If confirmed, I look forward to
learning more about this program and hopefully enhancing it to provide a proper
return on investment for the American taxpayer.

185. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you support the Navy’s Taxpayer Advocacy
Project?

Mr. PHELAN. I support all efforts to ensure that the taxpayer receives what they
paid for.

186. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your understanding of DOD’s Intellec-
tual Property Cadre?

Mr. PHELAN. My understanding is that the IP Cadre was created with the goal
of establishing a group of personnel who are experts in intellectual property mat-
ters. If confirmed, I look forward to learning more about this capability and sup-
porting the DON’s participation to ensure we are implementing effective IP prac-
tices.

187. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you think reducing the Navy’s acquisition
and sustainment costs is important?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe that finding ways to reduce the Navy’s acquisition and
sustainment costs is critical. First, the Navy owes it to the taxpayer to be good stew-
ards of the resources they provide to us. Second, I believe such reductions will be
a multiplying function for the Department of the Navy, allowing for savings to be
reinvested, particularly in research and development but also in increased quan-
tities, in order to regain our lead compared to peer competitors.

188. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, what is your strategy to reduce the Navy’s ac-
quisition and sustainment costs?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I look forward to working with the acquisition commu-
nity, requirements community, Defense Department, and Congress to determine the
optimal budget for the Department of the Navy. I believe that it will be critical to
that effort to ensure that our acquisition programs are designed with flexibility and
sustainment in mind in order to plan for efficiency from day one. This is necessary
to ensure that the programs we are acquiring today can be more easily and cost ef-
fectively modernized in the future.
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MANAGING THE FEDERAL WORKFORCE

189. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the Trump administration has removed a
number of probationary employees across the Federal Government. Many of these
probationary employees were recently promoted or hired to fulfill urgently needed
gaps in U.S. capabilities. Why should Congress provide the Navy expedited or addi-
tional hiring authorities if they will be disregarded without any public justification
or consultation with Congress?

Mr. PHELAN. I support President Trump’s goal to streamline the Federal work-
force and Secretary Hegseth’s focus on rebuilding the military by matching threats
to capabilities. Therefore, if confirmed, I will support hiring and personnel actions
that promote these visions by focusing on recruiting and retaining the best and
brightest to positions key to supporting the warfighter and national security.

190. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, press reports indicate DOD has paused four
trainings, including harassment prevention and No Fear Act training. Do you sup-
port harassment prevention training?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will support training that focuses on addressing prob-
lematic behaviors before they escalate, and training that sets the conditions for
healthy behaviors. I will ensure these programs have the support and resources
they need to succeed.

191. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
issued a memorandum called “Guidance on Agency RIF and Reorganization Plans
Requested by Implementing The President’s ‘Department of Government Efficiency’
Workforce Optimization Initiative” on February 26, 2025. The memo outlines phases
for which agencies will submit agency reductions in force and reorganization plans.
If confirmed, how will the Navy comply with this OMB memo?

Mr. PHELAN. I fully support the President’s commitment to reform the Federal
workforce, to promote lethality and readiness, increase productivity, and achieve ef-
ficiency and cost savings. If confirmed, I will partner with Department of Defense
(DOD) leaders to develop reorganization plans and generate workforce reductions
that further the President’s priorities. I will base these efforts on a thorough and
methodical review of the size and structure of the DON workforce, in light of mis-
sion priorities.

192. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will the Navy ensure that any reductions
in force preserve military preparedness and national security?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe the Department of the Navy’s (DON’s) efforts to reduce and
reshape the civilian workforce will prioritize the DON’s mission-critical require-
ments and identify reductions in functions with an attenuated relationship to
lethality and readiness. The civilian workforce plays a critical role in the accom-
plishment of the DON’s mission. Any reductions in the DON workforce should tar-
get the elimination of redundancies and unnecessary spending that could be reallo-
cated to support the warfighter.

193. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, will the Navy conduct a review of any reduc-
tions in force pursuant to title 10 USC section 129a?

Mr. PHELAN. While I am not intimately familiar with the requirements of the
statute, if confirmed, I will work closely with the Secretary of Defense and other
senior DOD leaders to ensure that reductions in the civilian workforce are carried
out in accordance with all applicable laws, including, as appropriate, section 129a.

194. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how will the Navy ensure transparency and
inform all members of the Senate Armed Services Committee about the findings of
the review conducted pursuant to title 10 USC section 129a?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to building and sustaining a lean and
highly capable civilian workforce, to holding the Department of the Navy (DON) ac-
countable for compliance with applicable law, and for maintaining a forthright and
transparent relationship with all members of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. If confirmed, I will inform the members of the Committee of the substance
of the DON’s analysis under section 129a.

MILITARY HOUSING

195. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
how will you address the affordability and supply issues within the military housing
market?
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Mr. PHELAN. Affordability and supply issues will remain a focus for the DON. If
confirmed, I will continue the DON’s formal Housing Market Requirement Analyses
for all installations. In addition to monitoring occupancy in DON housing, this tool
helps inform decisions for potential expansions to address housing deficits where re-
quired. Currently, the Navy is analyzing this important issue for Naval Station
Everett, Naval Air Station Fallon, and Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake.

196. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
how will you address the quality problems in the military housing inventory?

Mr. PHELAN. I am committed to thoroughly reviewing the DON’s improvement
plans and associated construction projects, with a focus on prioritizing the most se-
verely degraded housing facilities. This will ensure that we address the most urgent
needs while aligning with our broader goals for overall infrastructure enhancement
and operational readiness. Additionally, if confirmed I will look at opportunities to
enhance base housing and expand unaccompanied housing.

197. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
how will DOD strengthen its oversight of the private military housing market?

Mr. PHELAN. Our sailors and marines and their families deserve high quality
housing. If confirmed, I will work with the Secretary of Defense and DOD to ensure
oversight of the private military housing market is effective.

198. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
how will the Navy strengthen its oversight of the Military Housing Privatization
Initiative?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will be committed to continuous improvement of the
Department of the Navy’s Military Housing Privatization Initiative (MHPI) program
through maintaining resident trust, reinforcing DON oversight, and exercising ac-
tive leadership. If confirmed, I will continue to use the tools developed to better ana-
lyze our processes, policies, and overall program to ensure higher levels of service
and satisfaction for our sailors, marines, and their families.

199. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, if you are confirmed as Secretary of the Navy,
will you commit to implementing and enforcing the Military Housing Privatization
Initiative Tenant Bill of Rights?

Mr. PHELAN. I have not received any briefings on this specific program. If con-
firmed, I will work through the Department of the Navy’s oversight processes and
with this committee to ensure our sailors and marines and their families’ rights are
properly represented.

CHILDCARE

200. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, there are ongoing staffing shortages at Depart-
ment daycares and months-long waiting periods for a child to get a spot at on-base
facilities military families rely on. How do you plan to improve childcare access for
military families?

Mr. PHELAN. I understand that access to childcare is a top concern for military
families. Similar to the obstacles faced in the private sector, staffing shortages con-
tribute most acutely to the ability to meet the demand for quality childcare. If con-
firmed, I will ensure the Department of the Navy focuses on recruiting and retain-
ing staff members to strengthen the childcare workforce and improve access to
childcare.

201. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, a bipartisan and months-long study on mili-
tary quality-of-life issues concluded that childcare staff are leaving because of low
pay that was not competitive. Would you agree that increasing childcare workers’
pay structure will help address the shortage of childcare for military families?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I am committed to finding innovative solutions to re-
cruit, competitively pay, and retain childcare professionals to support our
servicemembers’ families. I will ensure the Navy and Marine Corps are using the
authorities granted that allow increased wages, fee discounts to employees, and hir-
ing and retention bonuses to improve military access to childcare.

PRICE GOUGING

202. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, do you support efforts to make sure con-
tracting officers have the cost and pricing data they need to negotiate fair deals for
taxpayers?
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Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will encourage the maximum use of competitive pro-
cedures and purchase of commercial off the shelf solutions to foster a best value pro-
curement. When commercial products or competitive procedures are not possible, I
support contracting officers obtaining cost and pricing data which is critical in deter-
mining the fair and reasonable price of products and services.

203. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, the Government Accountability Office’s 2023
High-Risk Report identifies vulnerabilities in DOD’s contracting processes, empha-
sizing systemic risks of fraud, waste, and abuse. Notably, it highlighted that sus-
tained leadership commitment and robust internal controls are critical for address-
ing contractor misconduct and preventing overcharges in government contracts.
What measures would you implement to ensure contractors do not engage in price
gouging of our military and U.S. taxpayers?

Mr. PHELAN. I believe that in order to ensure fair and reasonable pricing is ob-
tained for products and services, the DON must rely on competition and commercial
procurement practices as appropriate. If neither competition nor commercial prac-
tices are available for the procurement in question, the DON, if I am confirmed, will
ensure that it obtains the necessary cost and pricing data to support meaningful
analysis and establish a fair and reasonable price.

204. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, how would you enhance competition at DOD
to prevent price gouging?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will seek and promote competition throughout the
course of the acquisition process, which leads to a best-value procurement. If con-
firmed, the Department of the Navy will continue to clearly communicate with the
industrial base as to when opportunities are present and when possible, obtain suffi-
cient data rights in products to allow for a long-term competitive environment.

205. Senator WARREN. Mr. Phelan, should DOD have more access to cost and pric-
ing data for sole source contracts?

Mr. PHELAN. If confirmed, I will ensure the Department of the Navy will maxi-
mize use of competitive procedures to the maximum extent possible which should
minimize our contracting officers’ need for cost and pricing data. For sole-source
military-unique requirements, cost and pricing data is critical in determining a fair
and reasonable price.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACKY ROSEN
FALLON RANGE FLOODING

206. Senator ROSEN. Mr. Phelan, the Sheckler Reservoir outside of Fallon, Ne-
vada, has experienced more frequent overflows in the past decade, causing flooding
to Fallon’s B-16 range, which renders it inoperable for ground combat training.
While the Bureau of Reclamation owns the reservoir, its infrastructure and water
flow impact Navy operations, all while the Navy is investing millions of dollars into
range modernization. If confirmed, can you commit to working with the Bureau of
Reclamation to route water around the B-16 range so that it no longer floods the
range, halts training, and risks flooding to the city of Fallon?

Mr. PHELAN. I am committed to collaborating with the Bureau of Reclamation and
relevant local agencies to proactively address any impacts resulting from or affecting
any installation.



114
[The nomination reference of Mr. John C. Phelan follows:]
NOMINATION REFERENCE AND REPORT
PN12-36

AS IN EXECUTIVE SESSION,

SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
January 20, 2025.

Ordered, That the following nomination be referred to the Committee on Armed Services:

John Phelan, of Florida, to be Secretary of the Navy, vice Carlos Del Toro, resigned.

2025.

(Date)

Reported by Mr. Wicker

(Signature)

with the recommendation that the nomination be confirmed.

O The nominee has agreed to respond to requests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Senate.



115

[The biographical sketch of Mr. John C. Phelan, which was trans-
mitted to the Committee at the time the nomination was referred,

follows:]

Education:

1988-1990

1982-1986

1984-1985

Bio
John C. Phelan

HARVARD GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION BOSTON, MA
Awarded Master in Business Administration degree, June 1990. General management
curriculum.

SOUTHERN METHODIST UNIVERSITY DALLAS, TX
Awarded Bachelor of Arts degree, cum laude with distinction, in Economics and Political Science.

THE LONDON SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS AND POLITICAL SCIENCE
LONDON, ENGLAND
General Course degree with an emphasis in Economics and International Relations.

Employment Record:

JUNE 2022-Present  Rugger Management LLC PALM BEACH, FL
Chairman
1998- JUNE 2022 MSD Capital, L.P. and MSD Partners, L.P. NEW YORK, NY

1992-1997

1990-1992

Summer 1989

1986-1988
1987-1988

Chairman Emeritus, Co-Founder and Co-Managing Partner, Chief Investment Officer
Co-founded MSD Capital, L.P. (“MSD”), which was founded in 1998 and is the
private investment firm for Michael Dell, the founder and CEO of Dell
Technologies. John was also the Co-founder of MSD Partners, L.P. (“MSD
Partners”), a SEC-registered investment adviser that was formed to enable a select
group of outside investors to invest in strategies that were initially developed by
MSD. During his leadership at MSD the firm posted double digit net returns and
over $20 billion in profits.

E.S.L. PARTNERS GREENWICH, CT
Principal

Responsible for ESL’s Special Situation Investments and helped grow the firm from $50
million to over $2.0 billion in assets under management.

ZELL-MERRILL LYNCH REAL ESTATE OPPORTUNITY PARTNERS NEW YORK, NY
Vice President
Western Region acquisitions.

E.S.L. PARTNERS FORT WORTH, TX/ ASPEN, CO
Assisted Richard Rainwater’s two-person investment management group in analyzing
potential investment opportunities in marketable securities. Evaluated leveraged buyouts,
restructurings, divestitures, dutch auction tenders and various other principal transactions.

GOLDMAN, SACHS & CO. CHICAGO, IL
Financial Analyst, Real Estate Investment Banking Services (REIBS).

Selected to be first REIBS analyst as part of two-person client coverage team responsible for
250 clients in eleven states.

e Established analyst position in REIBS Group.
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e Developed and helped implement 1987-1988 Midwest Region Strategic Plan.

e Prepared and assisted in presentation of new business proposals.

e Identified potential real estate opportunities and developed real estate solicitation
materials targeted at specific client groups.

e Contributed to the successful solicitation of over $3.0 billion in transactions.

Financial Analyst, Real Estate Execution Group. NEW YORK, NY

Developed detailed valuation analyses and marketing materials for the sale and financing of

investment grade properties.

e Transaction experience included $8.0 billion sale of the Cadillac Fairview Corporation,
sale of $255 million hotel, and $125 million financing of a regional shopping center.

e Marketed properties to diverse sources of capital, including developers, pension funds,
syndicators, and international institutional investors.

e |nitiated and coordinated analyst recruiting at S.M.U.

Capital Markets, Mergers & Acquisitions and Corporate Finance.

e Interacted with Sales and Trading professionals in structuring a bond offering to finance

a

$290 million office building. Performed real estate asset valuations for $7.0 billion
leveraged buyout of Southland Corporation and $5.0 billion recapitalization of Santa Fe
Southern Pacific Railroad Corporation.

Honors and Awards:

SMU DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI AWARD, 2022

AMERICAN IRELAND FUNDS, 2020 PHILANTHROPIC AWARD

GULLIVER PREPARATORY SCHOOL, DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI AWARD, 2017
INSTITUTIONAL INVESTOR’S OUTSTANDING ACHIEVEMENT AWARD, 2014
CARTER BURDEN BUSINESS LEADERSHIP AWARD, 2013

AAM MAJOR DONOR AWARD, 2008

PRIVATE ASSET MANAGEMENT, SINGLE FAMILY OFFICE OF THE YEAR AWARD,

2007

IRISH AMERICA ANNUAL WALL STREET TOP 50, 2003
SMU HONOR SOCIETIES: PHI BETA KAPPA, OMICRON DELTA EPSILON
(ECONOMICS).

SMU: HONOR ROLL
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[The Committee on Armed Services requires all individuals nomi-
nated from civilian life by the President to positions requiring the
advice and consent of the Senate to complete a form that details
the biographical, financial, and other information of the nominee.
The form executed by Mr. John C. Phelan in connection with his
nomination follows:]

119" CONGRESS, 2025 -- 2026
UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
ROOM SR-228
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510-6050
(202) 224-3871

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES QUESTIONNAIRE
INFORMATION REQUESTED OF CIVILIAN NOMINEES

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE NOMINEE: Answer all questions and provide all
requested information. If more space is needed, attach an additional sheet of
paper to the Questionnaire and cite the part of the Questionnaire and the
question number (e.g., A-9, B-4) to which the continuation of your answer applies.
Unless otherwise required, an answer of “yes”, “no”, or “not applicable” is
appropriate.

QUESTIONNAIRE, PART A
NOTE: Information furnished in this part of the Questionnaire will be made

available in Committee offices for public inspection prior to the hearing, if any,
and will be entered in the hearing record, also available to the public.

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION TO BE MADE PUBLIC

.. Name (Include any former names you have used):
JOHN CARTWRIGHT PHELAN

2. Position to which nominated:
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

3. Date of nomination:
January 20, 2025

4. Education (List names of secondary and higher education institution
attended, type of school [vocational, technical, trade school, college,
university, military college, correspondence, distance, extension, and on-
line], dates attended, degree received, and date degree granted):

Education
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1988-1990 HARVARD GRADUATE SCHOOL OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION BOSTON, MA
Awarded Master in Business Administration degree, June 1990. General management
curriculum. Elected Co-President Finance Club and member of Real Estate and Rugby Football
Clubs.

1982-1986 SOUTHERN METHODIST UNIVERSITY DALLAS, TX
Awarded Bachelor of Arts degree, cum laude with distinction, in Economics and Political
Science.

1984-1985 THE LONDON SCHOOL OF ECONOMICS AND POLITICAL SCIENCE
LONDON, ENGLAND
General Course degree with an emphasis in Economics and International Relations.

1978-1982 GULLIVER PREPARATORY SCHOOL MIAM]I, FL
Awarded High School Diploma.

5. Employment record (List all jobs held since college, or in the last 10 years,

whichever is less, including the title or description of the job, name of
employer, location of work, and dates of employment. If the employment
activity was military duty, show each change of military duty station as a
separate period of employment):

2022-Present

1998-2022

Rugger Management LLC PALM BEACH, FL
Chairman

MSD Capital, L.P. and MSD Partners, L.P. NEW YORK, NY
Chairman Emeritus, Co-Founder and Co-Managing Partner, Chief Investment Officer

6. Have you ever received approval, pursuant to section 908 of title 37, United
States Code, to accept civil employment (and compensation for that
employment), payment for speeches, travel, meals, lodging, registration
fees, or a non-cash award from a foreign government?

NO

7. Government experience (List any advisory, consultative, honorary, and
other part-time service or positions with Federal, State, or local
governments, other than those listed in response to question 5, above):

NO

8. Business relationships (List all positions currently held as an officer,
director, trustee, partner, proprietor, agent, representative, or consultant of
any corporation, firm, partnership, or other business enterprise, and of any
educational or other institution):
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well as any memberships and offices you have previously held in
professional, fraternal, scholarly, civic, business, charitable and other

organizations):

1. | Harvard Business School Member, Board of Dean's Advisors, Major 2011 | Present
Gift Chair for Class of 1990
2. Rugger Management LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
3. | Rugger Investments LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
4. | Rugger Capital LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
5. | Rugger Holdings LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
6. | Rugger Credit LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
7. | Rugger Special Opportunities LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
8. | Rugger Real Estate LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
9. | Rugger Art Investments LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
10. | Rugger Venture Capital LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
11. | Rugger La La Land Holdings LLC Managing Member 2022 | Present
12. | Blue Marlin Holdings LLC Managing Member 2003 | Present
13. | 1902-1906 South Ocean Boulevard, LLC Managing Member 2015 | Present
14. | Fishing Maestro, LLC Managing Member 2012 | Present
15. | Hunting Maestro, LLC Managing Member 2017 | Present
16. | PFl Resources, LLC Managing Member 2017 | Present
17. | 284 North Star LLC Managing Member 2003 | Present
18. | Cap 2012 Holdings LLC Investment Manager 2013 | Present
19. | 26North Partners GP LLC Member, Board Member 2023 | Present
20. | AeCe ISA Ltd. Member, Board Member 2023 | Present
21. | AeBe ISA Ltd. Member, Board Member 2023 | Present
9. Memberships (List all memberships and offices that you currently hold, as
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# |Organization Name City/State Organization Type |Position Held From |To
1 |John and Amy Phelan Family F i Palm Beach, FL  |Private Foundation |Chairman 2012 |Present
2 |Federal Enforcement Homeland Security New York, NY Non-Profit Member, Board of Directors 2008 |2024
3 [Spiritof America Arlington, VA Non-Profit Member, Board of Directors 2018 |2024
4 |Third Option Foundation [Reston, VA Non-Profit Member, Co-Founder, Chairman, 2016 |2024
Board of Directors
5 |Harvard Business School Cambridge, MA  [University Member, Board of Dean's Advisors, |2011 |Present
Major Gift Chair for Class of 1990
6 |Southern Methodist University Dallas, Texas University Member, Endowment Investment 2015 2024
C i Dedman College
Board
7 |London School of Economics London, UK University Member, Phelan US Centre, pending (2007 [2024
Council of Governors, Governance
Ci ittee and Council Finance &

Estates Committee, Visiting
Professor in Practice
Aspen Art Museum Aspen, CO Non-Profit Member, Chairman; Executive 2006 |2024
Comnmittee, Finance Committee and
Investment Committee; Foundation
Board of Directors Committee,
National Council

Whitney Museum of American Art New York, NY Non-Profit Member, Former Executive Council 2005 2024
Board of Trustees, Investment
Committee, and Nominating

8

— Committee
10 |Citi Private Bank New York, NY Financial Services |Member, North American Client 2018 |2024
Company Advisory Board

11 |Fish & Wildlife Foundation of Florida Tallahassee, FL  [Non-Profit Member, Board of Directors 2024 |2024
12 |Anderson Ranch [Aspen, CO Non-Profit Member, National Council 2007 |2024
13 |Aspen Santa Fe Ballet Aspen, CO Non-Profit Member, National Council 2007 |2024
14 [American Opportunity Alliance (AOA) Washington, DC Member 2023 |2024
15 |Business Executives for National Security |Washington, DC Member [2021 |2024
16 |Massachusetts General Hospital |Boston, MA Hospital Member, The 1811 Society 2019 |2024
17 |Palm Beach Police & Fire Foundation Palm Beach, FL  [Non-Profit Chairman's Cabinet, Council of 100 12023 |2024
18 |The Society of the Four Arts Palm Beach, FL  |Non-Profit Member, Chairman's Forum 2016 |2024

19 |Aspen Institute Aspen, CO Non-Profit Society of Fellows 2015 |2015
20 |Child Mind Institute [New York, NY Non-Profit Board of Directors 2014 12019
21 [Cold Spring Harbor Laboratories Cold Spring, NY  [Non-Profit Board of Trustees, Chairman ofthe 2007 |2019

Investment Cmte
Non-Profit International Committee 2016 |2017

22 |Friends of the Musee des Arts Decoratifs ~ [New York, NY

53 [Museum of Modern Art New York, NY rofit CAC. Chairmans Council 2007 [2018
24 | TATE North American Acquisitions Cmte New York, NY' rofit Member 2013 |2019
[25 [Wilson Center Washington, DC_|Non-Profit ‘Eobal Advisory Council 2018 |2020
26 |Aspen Valley Hospital Aspen, CO Summit Society 2015 [2019

“NOTE THE LIST ABOVE DOES NOT INCLUDE MEMBERSHIP IN SOCIAL CLUBS

10. Political affiliations and activities:

a. If you have ever been a candidate for, or have been elected or appointed
to a political office, list the name of the office(s); whether you were a
candidate/elected/appointed; the year(s) during which you were a
candidate, or in which the election was held or the appointment was
made; and the term of office (if applicable):

NO
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List all memberships and offices held in, and services rendered to, all
political parties or election committees during the last 5 years:

NO SERVICES RENDERED TO ANY POLITICAL PARTIES OR ELECTION
COMMITTEES.

. Itemize all individual political contributions of $100 or more to any

individual, campaign organization, political party, political action
committee, or similar entity during the past 5 years. List each individual
contribution (not the total amount contributed to the person or entity)
over this period:

SEE BELOW
5 Year History
6/29/2020 Portman for Senate ($2800 returned week of 5/3/21) $5,600.00
9/16/2020 Lauren Boebert for Congress $2,800.00
9/22/2020 NRSC $35,500.00
10/2/2020 Friends of Ric Bradshaw (Joint donation) $10,000.00
10/7/2020 RGA $20,000.00
12/2/2020 Perdue for Senate $2,800.00
12/2/2020 Georgians for Kelly Loeffler $2,800.00
3/31/2021 Take Back the House 2022 $50,000.00
3/31/2021 NRCC $36,500.00
7/16/2021 NRSC $36,500.00
3/31/2021 Tom Cotton $5,000.00
11/9/2023 Ric Bradshaw for Sheriff $2,000.00
12/15/2023 Dave McCormick $6,600.00
3/19/2024 Dan Crenshaw Victory Committee $3,300.00
3/19/2024 NRSC $41,300.00
4/4/2024 T47 $834,600.00
4/9/2024 Team Rick Scott (Joint donation) $13,200.00
7/29/2024 Larry Hogan Host Cmte $6,600.00
8/14/2024 Eric Hovde JP) $6,600.00
8/21/2024 Ted Cruz Victory Fund $6,600.00
9/5/12024 Grow the Majority $50,000.00
9/24/2024 America Works First $100,000.00
9/30/2024 Samuel Stern for PBC DA (Joint donation) $50,000.00
9/30/2024 NRSC (Joint donation) $60,000.00

10/10/2024  TA7 (JP - Trump Campaign $93,300) $8,340.00 was for over  $84,960.00

payment returned to JPM Joint 12/30/24

10/16/2024 Boston Policy Institute (Joint donation) $10,000.00

11.  Honors and awards (List all scholarships, fellowships, honorary degrees,
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honorary society memberships, and any other special recognition received
for outstanding service or achievements):

SMU DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI AWARD, 2022

AMERICAN IRELAND FUNDS, 2020 PHILANTHROPIC AWARD

GULLIVER PREPARATORY SCHOOL, DISTINGUISHED ALUMNI AWARD, 2017
INSTITUTIONAL INVESTOR’S OUTSTANDING ACHIEVEMENT AWARD, 2014
CARTER BURDEN BUSINESS LEADERSHIP AWARD, 2013

AAM MAJOR DONOR AWARD, 2008

PRIVATE ASSET MANAGEMENT, SINGLE FAMILY OFFICE OF THE YEAR AWARD,
2007

IRISH AMERICA ANNUAL WALL STREET TOP 50, 2003

SMU HONOR SOCIETIES: PHI BETA KAPPA, OMICRON DELTA EPSILON
(ECONOMICS).

SMU: HONOR ROLL

Published writings (List the titles, publishers, and dates of books, articles,
reports, or other published materials that you have written or for which you
served as co-author or editor, including articles and blogs published on the
internet):

GOLDMAN SACHS RESEARCH REPORT, REAL ESTATE ASSETS IN
UNCONSOLIDATED SUBSIDIARIES, Approximate date: 1987

Speeches (Provide the Committee with two copies of any formal speeches
you have delivered during the last 5 years—of which you have copies—in
which you addressed matters relevant to the position to which you have
been nominated).

NONE APPLICABLE

COMMITMENTS IN FURTHERANCE OF CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT

NOTE: In order to exercise their legislative and oversight responsibilities, it is

14.

15.

important that this Committee, its subcommittees, and other appropriate
committees of Congress timely receive testimony, briefings, reports,
records—including documents and electronic communications, and other
information from the executive branch. A simple “yes” or “no” response is
appropriate.

Do you agree, if confirmed, and on request, to appear and testify before
this Committee, its subcommittees, and other appropriate Committees of
Congress?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, to provide this Committee, its subcommittees,

6
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17.

18.

19.

20.
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other appropriate Committees of Congress, and their respective staffs such
witnesses and briefers, briefings, reports, records—including documents
and electronic communications, and other information, as may be
requested of you, and to do so timely?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, to consult with this Committee, its
subcommittees, other appropriate Committees of Congress, and their
respective staffs, regarding your basis for any delay or denial in providing
testimony, briefings, reports, records—including documents and electronic
communications, and other information requested of you?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, to keep this Committee, its subcommittees,
other appropriate Committees of Congress, and their respective staffs
apprised of new information that materially impacts the accuracy of
testimony, briefings, reports, records—including documents and electronic
communications, and other information you or your organization
previously provided?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, and on request, to provide this Committee and
its subcommittees with records and other information within their
oversight jurisdiction, even absent a formal Committee request?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, to respond timely to letters to, and/or inquiries
and other requests of you or your organization from individual Senators
who are members of this Committee?

YES

Do you agree, if confirmed, to ensure that you and other members of your
organization protect from retaliation any military member, federal
employee, or contractor employee who testifies before, or communicates
with this Committee, its subcommittees, and any other appropriate
committee of Congress?

YES

FUTURE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIPS

21.

If you are confirmed by the Senate, will you sever all business connections
with your present employers, business firms, business associations, and
business organizations?

YES
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Do you have any plans, commitments or agreements to pursue outside
employment, with or without compensation, during your service with the
government? If so, explain.

NO

22.

[The nominee responded to Parts B-F of the Committee question-
naire. The text of the questionnaire is set forth in the Appendix to
this volume. The nominee’s answers to Parts B-F are contained in

the Committee’s executive files.]
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SIGNATURE AND DATE

| hereby state that | have read and signed Parts A and B of the foregoing
Senate Armed Services Committee Questionnaire, and that the information
provided therein and in any document appended thereto, is, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, current, accurate, and complete.

DOAQM

This 27th day of January, 2025

[The nomination of Mr. John C. Phelan was reported to the Sen-
ate by Chairman Wicker on March 11, 2025, with the recommenda-
tion that the nomination be confirmed. The nomination was con-
firmed by the Senate on March 24, 2025.]
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GAO
Highlights

Highlights of GAO-25-106286, a report to
congressional committees

Why GAO Did This Study

The Navy plans for a larger, more
capable fleet of ships to counter
evolving threats. But the Navy has
struggled to increase the size of the
fleet for the past 2 decades. Its
performance in shipbuilding and ship
repair is critical to achieving the
desired future fleet.

Senate Report 116-236 includes a
provision for GAO to examine the ship
industrial base. GAO’s report examines
the extent to which (1) the industrial
base can support Navy shipbuilding
and repair; (2) DOD supports the ship
industrial base and assesses its
support; and (3) the Navy has a
strategic approach to the industrial
base.

GAO analyzed DOD and Navy data
and documentation; interviewed
agency officials and all companies
conducting complex repairs for surface
ships and major shipbuilding; and
conducted site visits.

What GAO Recommends

GAOQ is making six recommendations
to DOD, including that it improves
visibility across investments; and that
the Navy establish metrics for its
investments; assess its repair needs;
and create a ship industrial base
strategy. DOD did not provide formal
comments on this report, but the Navy
noted in draft comments that it
generally concurred with the substance
of the recommendations. The Navy
stated that one of the six
recommendations should include
additional parties within the Navy. GAO
agreed and adjusted the
recommendation accordingly.

For more information, contact Shelby S.
Oakley at (202) 512-4841 or
oakleys@gao.gov and Diana Maurer at (202)
512-9627 or maurerd@gao.gov.
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SHIPBUILDING AND REPAIR

Navy Needs a Strategic Approach for Private Sector
Industrial Base Investments

What GAO Found

The private companies that the Navy contracts with to build vessels and repair
surface ships are key components of the Navy’s ship industrial base. These
private companies augment the repair work conducted at the Navy's public
shipyards.

Ship Industrial Base Struggles to Meet the Navy’s Goals

« Shipbuilding. The shipbuilding industrial base has not met the Navy’s goals
in recent history. The Navy’s shipbuilding plans have consistently reflected a
larger increase in the fleet than the industrial base has achieved. Yet, the
Navy continues to base its goals on an assumption that the industrial base
will perform better on cost and schedule than it has historically. The
shipbuilders have infrastructure and workforce challenges that have made
the Navy'’s goals difficult to accomplish.

« Ship repair. The Navy has not historically met ship repair goals, but it has
improved since 2019. The industrial base has grown since then, and
representatives from some companies that GAO spoke with stated they often
had more capacity than the Navy used. But companies may not be able to
take on unplanned work due to infrastructure or workforce limitations. For
example, a dry dock of the right size may not be empty when needed.

Key Infrastructure and Workforce Chal

Facing the Ship Industrial Base

Shipbuilding Ship repair

Infrastructure Infrastructure

+ Aging infrastructure « Not enough capacity for unplanned

 Lack of physical space in shipyard work, like emergent repairs
Ca el Z Ca v

Workforce Workforce

* Insufficient number of workers + Repair workioad could exceed

to meet demand workforce capacity in certain flect
« Recruitment and retention problems concentration areas, resulting in work
+ Inexperienced staff & & &  thatmay be shifted fo other locations

Source: GAO analysis of Navy and private-sector company information (data); U.S. Navy photo/Ricky Thompson,
us. | GAO-25-106286

DOD Invests Billions to Support the Shipbuilding Industrial Base

The Department of Defense (DOD)—specifically the Navy and Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD)—spent billions to support the shipbuilding industrial
base. This included funding for infrastructure and workforce improvements for
shipbuilders and their suppliers. But it has yet to fully determine the effectiveness
of that support (i.e., its return on investment), though it has taken steps to do so.
More specifically, DOD spent over $5.8 billion on the shipbuilding industrial base
from fiscal years 2014 through 2023. It plans to spend an additional $12.6 billion
through fiscal year 2028. DOD spent this funding on contract incentives and
direct investments.

United States Office
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DOD Investments and Budget Requests for the Shipbuilding Industrial Base, Fiscal Years 2014-2028

Spending: Over $5.8 billion Fiscal years (FY) 2014 through 2023 || Requests: Over $12.5 billion FY 2024 through 2028

Navy contract Navy and the Office Dollars (in billions) Navy contract Planned Navy direct investments
incentives of the Secretary M incentives Over $10.3 billion
i of Defense (OSD| 34 Over $1.5 billion 5 &

il:\f:ii:r; is:\::s‘:rrr‘\?r:le direct inves‘lmen{s 3 remaining that can be Planned OSD direct investments
in areas such Funds provided directly eamed by contractors. Over $0.7 billion. OSD also plans
as infrastructure. to private industry for: 2 18 The Navy may add more 19 Pfemv'd_e ;"W'e_f}l::l"ﬂ 'A; _‘2: ﬂvel?\l

« infrastructure N incentives in the future, defense industrial base which coul

Sicforcainiiatvee 1 06 including for workforce. LER I L,

+ supplier development.

0
Navy 0SD  Navy
il e — il Contract Direct il
@51.8 billion ((dsﬂ $4 billion ot nveetohts Over $1.5 billion

‘Source: GAO analysis. d DOD officials; GAO (icons). | GAO-25-106286

ﬁ Over $11 billion

However, the Navy and OSD are not fully coordinating their shipbuilding investments to prevent duplication or overlap in
spending. For example, the Navy and OSD do not coordinate across all investment efforts—such as between submarines
and surface ships—though they both make related investments in workforce and infrastructure for these ship categories.
Further, the Navy has yet to fully establish performance metrics, such as measurable targets that link to the agency’s
goals that would enable it to consistently evaluate the effectiveness of its investments in building a larger fleet or
achieving other intended outcomes. Without better visibility across investments and established performance metrics, the
Navy and OSD cannot ensure their investments in the shipbuilding industrial base are an effective use of federal funds to
help build a larger fleet.

The Navy plans to make direct investments in the ship repair industrial base as it has for shipbuilding. However, the Navy
has yet to fully assess how much infrastructure, such as dry docks, it needs to meet its ship repair goals when considering
other than peacetime needs. Without understanding its needs, the Navy risks funding more infrastructure than necessary,
which could interrupt the competitive environment.

The Navy Has Not Developed a Strategy for Managing the Ship Industrial Base

The lack of an overall strategy to guide management of the ship industrial base hinders Navy efforts to address several
challenges, such as:

« Changing plans for future work. The Navy has struggled to provide industry with a stable workload projection. The
Navy's plans for building and repairing ships vary from year to year, hindering efforts to encourage the industry to
invest in needed infrastructure.

« Competing priorities. The Navy seeks to increase opportunities for competition in shipbuilding and repair, while
simultaneously seeking to protect existing companies. These priorities can be at odds. A more competitive
environment could help expand the industrial base, but some companies could struggle to remain viable if they do not
win contracts.

Developing a ship industrial base strategy would help the Navy better address these challenges to improve the likelihood
of achieving its shipbuilding and ship repair goals. GAO’s prior work has shown that a consolidated and comprehensive
strategy enables decision-makers to better guide program efforts and assess results. GAO also previously identified
desirable characteristics that a national strategy should include. DOD issued its national industrial strategy in November
2023. However, Navy officials told GAO that it established a new program office in September 2024 that will be positioned
to develop a strategy for the ship industrial base. Officials said they plan to have additional details available in early 2025.
Until the Navy implements a ship industrial base strategy, it will not be able to effectively align or assess its actions to
manage the industrial base for shipbuilding and repair.
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Abbreviations

ASN (RD&A) Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research,
Development and Acquisition

AUKUS Australia, United Kingdom, and United States
Trilateral Security Partnership

DASN Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy

DDG 51 Arleigh Burke class destroyers

DOD Department of Defense

DPA Defense Production Act

FY Fiscal Year

IBAS Industrial Base Analysis and Sustainment

NAVSEA Naval Sea Systems Command

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense

OUSD(A&S) Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Sustainment

PEO Program Executive Office

SUBMEPP Submarine Maintenance Engineering, Planning and
Procurement

SUPSHIP Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair

SURFMEPP Surface Maintenance Engineering Planning Program

VCS Virginia class submarine

This is a work of the U.S. government and is not subject to copyright protection in the
United States. The published product may be reproduced and distributed in its entirety
without further permission from GAO. However, because this work may contain
copyrighted images or other material, permission from the copyright holder may be
necessary if you wish to reproduce this material separately.
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G/@ U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

441G St.NW.
Washington, DC 20548

Congressional Committees
February 27, 2025

The U.S. Navy is engaged in an era of strategic competition with near
peer adversary nations that are rapidly modernizing and expanding the
size of their naval forces, according to the Department of Defense (DOD).
The Navy is concerned that these nations’ maritime ambitions threaten its
dominance at sea, and thereby U.S. national security interests. In the
face of this threat, the Chief of Naval Operations Navigation Plan for
America’s Warfighting Navy 2024 from September 2024 calls for action to
develop a larger, more lethal, and ready fleet.! The Navy’s performance
in both shipbuilding and ship repair is critical to achieving the desired
future fleet, but our recent work has shown that the Navy continues to fall
short of its goals in these areas.?

By fiscal year 2026, the Navy expects to have no more ships than it did
when it released its first 30-year shipbuilding plan in 2003 due to a
combination of slower than expected new ship construction and the
decommissioning of older ships. Since 2004, the Navy has nearly
doubled its shipbuilding budget, after adjusting for inflation. At the same
time, the Navy has accrued a backlog of surface ship maintenance—
which reached $2.3 billion in deferred work by August 2022—that
influenced it to propose retiring some ships early.? To achieve its goals for
a larger future fleet, the Navy will need to reverse these trends and

1U.S. Navy, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Naval Operations Navigation
Plan for America’s Warfighting Navy 2024 (September 2024).

2For examples of our recent work in shipbuilding and ship repair, see GAO, Columbia
Class ine: O ing Persistent Cl Requires Yet L

and Better-Infc d Supplier GAO-24-107732 (Washington,
D.C.: Sept. 30, 2024); Navy Frigate: Unstable Design Has Stalled Construction and
Compromised Delivery Schedules, GAO-24-106546 (Washington, D.C.: May 29, 2024);
Weapon System Sustainment: Navy Ship Usage Has Decreased as Challenges and
Costs Have Increased, GAO-23-106440 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 31, 2023); and Navy
Ships: Applying Leading ices and Transp porting Could Help Reduce Risks
Posed by Nearly $1.8 Billion Maintenance Backlog, GAO-22-105032 (Washington, D.C.:
May 9, 2022). A list of our related products is provided at the end of this report for
additional information on these topics.

3This amount is based on the most up to date data available from the Navy at the time of
our review.
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construct and deliver more capable ships on time while maintaining the
readiness of a larger number of ships.

The Navy relies on private companies as a key element of the industrial
base to build—and in many cases—repair its ships. However, the Navy
has identified a “boom and bust” pattern of shipbuilding in recent history
as responsible for diminished capacity in the shipbuilding industrial base.
The Navy reported that 17 private shipyards that construct ships for the
defense industry closed or left the defense industry over the last 50 years.
In 2021, there remained roughly 25 shipyards in the United States
constructing medium- to large-sized vessels. Seven of these shipyards
construct Navy battle force ships.4

Further, with an aging fleet and significant operational requirements, a
robust private sector ship repair industrial base capacity will be
imperative. Private companies that use both Navy facilities and their own
shipyards perform most ship repair periods, including maintenance on the
Navy's surface ships, such as cruisers, destroyers, and amphibious
ships.5 Although the Navy spends billions annually to sustain its ships,
our work has found persistent sustainment challenges across the surface
fleet, including maintenance delays and degraded material condition.®

Senate Report 116-236 accompanying the William M. (Mac) Thornberry
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2021 includes a
provision for us to examine the industrial base for Navy shipbuilding and
ship repair.” This report focuses on the capability and capacity that
private industry provides to support Navy shipbuilding and repair efforts,
which for the purposes of this report, we refer to as the ship industrial

4The remaining shipyards build other types of ships, such as ships for the U.S. Coast
Guard and Military Sealift Command or commercial ships.

5The Navy's fleet of nuclear aircraft carriers and submarines mostly undergoes repair
periods at the Navy’s four public shipyards—Ilocated at Norfolk Naval Shipyard in Virginia,
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility in Hawaii, Portsmouth
Naval Shipyard in Maine, and Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance
Facility in Washington. Private industry also conducts a limited amount of this repair work.

6GAO-23-106440.
7S. Rep. No. 116-236, at 47; Pub. L. No. 116-283 (2021).
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base.8 This report examines (1) the extent to which the industrial base
can support the Navy’s shipbuilding and repair goals; (2) the extent to
which DOD is taking actions to support the ship industrial base and
determining the effectiveness of those actions; and (3) the extent to which
the Navy is taking a strategic approach to address the challenges it faces
managing the ship industrial base to meet is long-term shipbuilding and
repair goals.

To determine the extent to which the industrial base can support the
Navy'’s shipbuilding and repair goals, we analyzed shipbuilding programs
for the Navy's battle force; major repair periods for the Navy’s nonnuclear
surface fleet; our prior work; and DOD, Navy, and contractor
documentation. We also analyzed the Navy’s annual Long-Range Plan
for the Construction of Naval Vessels for fiscal years 2015 through 2025
and the annual Long-Range Plan for Maintenance and Modernization of
Naval Vessels for fiscal years 2023 through 2025 (the most recent years
available).

To assess the extent to which DOD is taking actions to support the
industrial base, we reviewed DOD and Navy budget and briefing
documents. We compared DOD’s efforts to assess the effectiveness of its
investments and incentives to selected standards for internal control.®
Specifically, we examined DOD’s efforts to track, assess, and ensure
visibility among its ship industrial base investments against internal
control principles. We focused on comparing these efforts against internal
controls that emphasize management’s responsibility to obtain relevant
data in a timely manner for effective monitoring; design control activities
to achieve objectives, such as activities to monitor performance measures
and indicators; and to communicate quality information to help the entity
achieve its objectives and address related risks. We focused on DOD

8While we focused this review on the private industry for surface ship repair, we have
reported extensively on the Navy's ability to conducf repairs of aircraft carriers and
submarines at its public shipyards. In our prior work, we reported on poor conditions at the
public shipyards and the challenges the Navy faces in improving them; delays in repairs
conducted by the Navy; and limitations to the Navy workforce that repairs submarines and
aircraft carriers. See GAO, Naval Ship; : Ongoing Cl Could Jeopardiz

Navy'’s Ability to Improve Shipyards, GAO-22-105993 (Washington, D.C.: May 10, 2022)
for an overview of this work. For our most recent reporting on the Navy’s public shipyards,
see GAO, Navy Readiness: Actions Needed to Address Cost and Schedule Estimates for
Shipyard Improvement, GAO-23-106067 (Washington, D.C.: June 28, 2023).

9GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-14-704G
(Washington, D.C.: Sept 10, 2014).
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efforts to provide financial support to the ship industrial base from fiscal
years 2014 through 2023.10

To determine the extent to which the Navy is taking a strategic approach
to addressing challenges with managing the industrial base, we
interviewed Navy officials and reviewed the Navy’s long-range planning
documents for shipbuilding and repair. We also analyzed changes in all
the Navy’s long-range planning documents, such as the Navy’s ship
procurement plans, and forecasted repair workload for October 2019 to
April 2024. We also reviewed contract file documents related to non-
competitive contract awards and Navy documentation and interviews for
information about how the Navy is managing the industrial base and
managing its competing priorities. Further, we assessed DOD’s National
Defense Industrial Strategy for information related to the industrial base
for shipbuilding and repair.1" We also examined the Navy’s organizational
structure against the statutory authorities of Navy leadership for
overseeing ship acquisition and sustainment, including repair, and the
associated industrial base. 12

In support of all our objectives, we also conducted over 50 interviews with
government officials and private industry representatives. These
interviews included DOD and Navy officials; all seven shipbuilders the
Navy uses for its battle force ships; and 12 companies eligible to conduct
complex repair work on the Navy’s nonnuclear surface ships. Many of the
companies conducting ship repair have facilities in multiple locations. We
conducted site visits to meet with representatives from ship repair
companies in Mayport, Florida; Norfolk, Virginia; San Diego, California;
and Seattle/Everett, Washington; and interviewed representatives from
some of these companies from more than one location to gain
perspectives on region-specific topics. We also interviewed
representatives from key supplier consortiums—which represent multiple
suppliers that produce similar materials—to gain perspectives about
challenges facing the supplier base. See appendix | for more information
about our objectives, scope, and methodology.

10We selected a historical time frame of 10 years, from fiscal years 2014 to 2023, as the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)'’s Industrial Base Analysis and Sustainment
(IBAS) office was established in fiscal year 2014.

11Department of Defense. National Defense Industrial Strategy (Nov. 16, 2023).

12See, e.g., 10 U.S.C § 8016 (Assistant Secretaries of the Navy).
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We conducted this performance audit from October 2022 to February
2025 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Some of the companies we interviewed to inform our analysis identified
some of the information they provided to us as being business sensitive,
which must be protected from public disclosure. Therefore, this report
omits sensitive information on the companies’ workforce, infrastructure,
and subcontracts. One company, Bath Iron Works, did not respond to
several requests to validate if information obtained from the company
could be cleared for public release. We therefore omitted some
information obtained from Bath Iron Works in this report.

Background

Navy Long-Range
Planning for Shipbuilding
and Ship Repair

30-Year Shipbuilding Plan

The Navy outlines its shipbuilding plans in an annual long-range
shipbuilding plan, which is often referred to as the 30-Year Shipbuilding
Plan (hereafter referred to as the shipbuilding plan). Statute requires the
Navy to produce the shipbuilding plan, which should include details on the
construction of Navy ships over the next 30 fiscal years and information
about the force structure needed to align with the most recent national
security or defense strategy.1?

13Section 231 of title 10 of U.S. Code outlines the elements to be contained in the annual
long-range shipbuilding plan. It also requires the Navy to include information about its
plans to disposition ships—such as through decommissioning—over the next 5 years,
among other things. Ships are placed “out-of-service” on their official date of
decommissioning, and thereafter are not counted as part of the battle force inventory.
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The Navy Shipbuilding Plan and the
Australia, United Kingdom, and United
States (AUKUS) Trilateral Security
Partnership

The Navy’s shipbuilding plan states that it has
yet to fully reflect the AUKUS agreement,
which was announced in September 2021
and updated in 2024, though this will be
updated in future plans. According to the
White House announcement, one effort under
the September 2021 AUKUS partnership
agreement was to provide Australia with a
conventionally armed, nuclear powered
submarine capability as soon as possible.
According to the announcement, pending
Congressional approval, the U.S. intends to
sell Australia three Virginia class submarines
in 2030, with the potential to sell two
additional submarines if needed. The Navy's
Fiscal Year 2025 Long-Range Shipbuilding
Plan states that the Navy envisions selling in-
service Virginia class submarines to Australia
in fiscal years 2032 and 2035 and delivery of
a new submarine in fiscal year 2038. Navy
officials told us that they planned to build new
submarines to replace those sold to Australia.
However, the shipbuilding plan has yet to
reflect the rates of production that would
enable the submarines to be replaced.

Source: GAO analysis of Navy information. |
GAO-25-106286

Long-Range Maintenance Plan

The Navy produced its first shipbuilding plan for fiscal year 2004 in
response to the statutory requirement.# Since that time, the Navy’s plans
have reflected a range of desired fleet sizes—all calling for a significant
growth in fleet size—based on changes to its analysis of the force
structure it needs. The Navy’s most recent force structure analysis from
June 2023, which serves as the basis for the fiscal year 2025 shipbuilding
plan, called for a fleet of 381 battle force ships. According to the Navy,
battle force ships are warships capable of contributing to combat
operations or that contribute directly to Navy warfighting or support
missions. This requires significant growth from the Navy’s fleet of 296
ships as of September 2024.15 For additional information about the
Navy'’s shipbuilding plan and force structure analysis since 2016, see
appendix II.

Statute requires the Navy to produce an annual Long-Range Plan for
Maintenance and Modernization of Naval Vessels (hereafter referred to
as the maintenance plan). The Navy has done so in response to statute
since 2023. According to the statute, the maintenance plan should
provide forecasted repair and modernization requirements for the current
fleet and future ships included in the shipbuilding plan, and a description

14Section 1022 of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003
created a requirement to submit a 30-year shipbuilding plan each year, in conjunction with
each year's defense budget. See Pub. L. No. 107-314, § 1022 (2022) (codified at 10
U.S.C. § 231(a)).

15The Navy has not historically included autonomous marine systems in the plans for ship
procurements. However, according to its most recent shipbuilding plan, the Navy will
begin to include these systems once their capabilities are integrated into the battle force.
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of Navy initiatives intended to increase ship repair industrial base
capacity. 16

Shipbuilding and Ship
Repair Industrial Base

The industrial base for Navy shipbuilding and ship repair is a subset of
the defense industrial base. This industrial base is comprised of a
combination of people, technology, institutions, and facilities used to
design, develop, manufacture, and maintain the weapons needed to meet
U.S. national security objectives.'? The private companies in the defense
industrial base can be divided into tiers: top tiers that include prime
contractors and major subcontractors, and lower tiers that include
suppliers of parts and materials. The Navy also relies on organic
industrial installations that are government owned and operated, which
include four public shipyards that repair nuclear submarines and aircraft
carriers.® While we did not examine the public shipyards in this report,
they are part of DOD’s organic industrial base. 19

At the prime contractor level, the Navy primarily uses seven private
shipyards for its shipbuilding programs. Of these companies, Electric Boat
and Newport News Shipbuilding construct nuclear-powered ships and
submarines. Figure 1 shows the locations of the major private shipyards
that the Navy contracts with for shipbuilding.

16The Navy's long plan is i in Section 231 of title 10, U.S.
Code. The James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023
amended Section 352 to direct the Secretary of Defense to include a forecast of
maintenance and modernization requirements for vessels in the inventory and those in the
shipbuilding plan, among other things. Pub. L. No. 117-263, § 352 (2022).

17For examples of our prior work on the defense industrial base, see, GAO Defense
Industrial Base: DOD Should Take Actions to s Ris}
GAO-22-104154 (Washington, D.C.: July 7, 2022); and Defense Industrial Base
Integrating Existing Supplier Data and Addressing Workforce Challenges Could Improve
Risk Analysis, GAO-18-435 (Washington, D.C.: June 13, 2018).

18DOD is prohibited from spending more than 50 percent of its annual depot-level
maintenance funds on contracting with non-federal entities in a given fiscal year
(sometimes referred to as the 50-50 rule). See 10 U.S.C. § 2466(a).

19The organic industrial base includes a network of government-owned industrial facilities,

known as depots, that employ over 80,000 civilians, and support readiness by maintaining
and repairing critical weapon systems for use in training and operations.

Page 7 GA0-25-106286 Shipbuilding and Repair



140

Figure 1: Map of Major Shipbuilders for U.S. Navy Ships, as of September 2024
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These shipyards use a network of suppliers, known as the supplier base,
to provide a range of items, from raw materials to manufactured items.

Private repair companies conduct maintenance for the nonnuclear
surface fleet and comprise the industrial base for ship repair at the prime
contractor level. These companies perform repair work in either
government-owned or contractor-owned facilities. As of May 2024, there
were 12 companies—including some that operate in multiple locations—
that conduct major repair periods (also called Chief of Naval Operations
availabilities) for the Navy’s amphibious ships and surface combatants.
Additional companies conduct repairs for the Littoral Combat Ship. Only
companies with Master Ship Repair Agreements, which are used to
validate a company’s ability to conduct major repair periods, or that
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demonstrate equivalent capabilities, can conduct this work.20 These repair
periods accomplish significant planned repair work, such as structural,
mechanical, and electrical repairs. Repair periods may include
modernization work to upgrade a ship’s capabilities along with repair
work, and they can last for over a year. During these repair periods,
companies often take ships out of the water and put them into a dry dock
to perform maintenance on below-water parts of the ship. Other types of
repair periods are used to accomplish non-major repair work in shorter
time periods—typically only weeks to a few months in duration.2

Domestic facilities where contractors repair naval surface ships are
located in areas where ships are homeported, commonly referred to as
fleet concentration areas. Five fleet concentration areas primarily conduct
work for major repair: Mayport, Florida; Norfolk, Virginia; Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii; San Diego, California; and Seattle/Everett, Washington. Figure 2
shows the companies that conduct these repairs and their locations.

20The Navy will grant a Master Ship Repair Agreement after certifying a ship repair firm's
capability and capacity to perform all aspects of shipboard work. See U.S. Navy, Master
Agreement for Repair and Alteration of Vessels: Master Ship Repair Agreement (MSRA)
and Agreement for Boat Repair (ABR), Commander Navy Regional Maintenance Center
Instruction 4280.1A, (Feb. 17, 2021). To obtain this level of certification—the highest the
Navy grants for ship repair—the firm must meet certain standards, including having the
management, organization, production, and facilities to perform a complex repair. Certified
firms must also be capable of subcontracting for elements beyond their capability or
capacity, while ensuring that they have adequate oversight of the subcontracted effort.

21Non-major repair periods include continuous maintenance periods and emergent
maintenance periods. Continuous maintenance periods accomplish planned, non-major
repair work. For example, continuous maintenance periods may involve repainting parts of
a ship or repairing the nonskid surfaces on a flight deck.
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Figure 2: Map of Private Ship Repair Companies Conducting Complex Navy Ship Repair Work by Fleet Concentration, Area as

of May 2024
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Note: The Navy uses a separate construct for ship repair for the Littoral Combat Ship and does not
designate the work as “complex” and “non-complex’. As a result, some companies that were
excluded from this figure perform repair work for the Littoral Combat Ship. According to Navy
documentation, the following additional companies in San Diego are eligible to perform major repair
periods for the Littoral Combat Ship: Austal, Marine Group Boat Works, and Vigor. In Mayport, Navy
documentation shows that the following additional companies can perform major repair periods for
the Littoral Combat Ship: Austal, Epsilon, and Tecnico Corporation

Some of the contractors for major repair periods have their own
facilities—such as dry docks—while other companies rely on Navy-owned
facilities to conduct repair work.

Key Navy and DOD
Organizations with
Responsibilities Related to
Shipbuilding and Repair

Many organizations within the Navy and within DOD’s Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment have
responsibilities related to the shipbuilding and ship repair industrial base.

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development
and Acquisition (ASN (RD&A)) has overall authority, responsibility,
and accountability for all acquisition and sustainment functions and
programs, including surface ship repair and maintenance.
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Within the ASN (RD&A), Program Executive Offices (PEO) manage all
aspects of life-cycle management of their respective programs, including
program initiation, ship design, construction, testing, delivery, fleet
introduction, and maintenance activities. PEO Ships manages the design
and construction of all Navy nonnuclear surface ships, including surface
combatants, amphibious ships, and support vessels. It is also responsible
for providing complete life-cycle support for these ships. Similarly, PEO
Strategic Submarines, PEO Attack Submarines, and PEO Carriers
manage the design, construction, and life-cycle support for nuclear-
powered submarines and aircraft carriers.

There are eight Deputy Assistant Secretaries of the Navy (DASN)
that serve in coordinating roles and advise the ASN (RD&A) on
subjects related to the office’s responsibilities. The DASN for Ship
Programs (DASN Ships) is the principal advisor and coordinator for
the ASN (RD&A) on matters pertaining to aircraft carriers, other
surface ships, and submarines. DASN Ships also monitors and
advises on ship programs managed by PEO Ships, PEO Carriers,
PEO Strategic Submarines, and PEO Attack Submarines. Further, it is
the principal advisor to the ASN (RD&A) for the shipbuilding industrial
base. DASN Sustainment is the principal advisor and coordinator for
the ASN (RD&A) on matters pertaining to Navy system sustainment,
including policy, infrastructure, and supply chain management.

The Chief of Naval Operations is the senior military officer of the
Department of the Navy and is responsible to the Secretary of the
Navy for the command, utilization of resources, and operating
efficiency of the operating forces and shore activities. The Chief of
Naval Operations serves as the primary focal point for developing
department-level policy for approval by ASN (RD&A) on all matters
dealing with ship sustainment and life-cycle logistics. This includes
ensuring resources for maintenance and supply support align with
Navy objectives.

Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) and its directorate
organizations provide support to both the acquisition and sustainment
communities. NAVSEA is comprised of experts across multiple
disciplines responsible for ensuring ship repair meets fleet
requirements within cost and schedule parameters, among other
duties for combat systems design and operation. Two of these
directorates have responsibilities for the industrial base through
contracting and life-cycle management functions:
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+« NAVSEA'’s Contracts Directorate awards contracts for new ship
construction and ship repair through its shipbuilding and fleet
support divisions, respectively.

+« NAVSEA'’s Directorate for Surface Ship Maintenance,
Modernization and S i provides life-cycle management
of the Navy’s in-service surface ships and manages critical
modernization and maintenance programs.

« Within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and i 1t (OUSD(A&S)), the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Industrial Base Policy manages
investment programs for the defense industrial base. This office
serves as DOD's principal advisor within OUSD(A&S) for issues and
investment programs affecting the industrial base across the DOD
enterprise.

Ship Industrial Base
Struggles to Meet
Navy’s Goals for
Shipbuilding and Ship
Repair

The Navy shipbuilding and ship repair industrial base struggles to meet
the Navy'’s goals for on time completion of ship construction and ship
repair periods. Further, the Navy continues to base its shipbuilding goals
on assumptions about the industrial base’s ability to achieve better
performance than it has historically, but which it has yet to demonstrate.
In part, our analysis found that shipbuilders have insufficient or aging
infrastructure and struggle to hire and retain an appropriately trained
workforce, which will make such improvements to performance difficult to
accomplish. Similarly, the Navy has historically not met its ship repair
schedule goals, though it has achieved some improvements since 2019.
While companies that repair Navy ships have enough capacity for
planned work, they are not always able to accommodate surges of
unplanned work.

Shipbuilding Industrial
Base Has Not Historically
Met the Navy’s Goals

The shipbuilding industrial base has not met Navy goals for ship
production in recent history. Specifically, the Navy’s recent shipbuilding
plans have consistently reflected a larger increase in the fleet than what
the industrial base has been able to achieve. For example, as shown in
table 1, shipbuilders often did not meet the Navy’s planned rate of ship
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deliveries for Virginia class submarines and Arleigh Burke class
destroyers from 2019 to 2023.22

Table 1: Number of Navy Planned Delivery of VCS and DDG 51 Compared with Actual Delivery Rates, Fiscal Years 2019-2023

Navy planned quantity Number of delivered Navy planned quantity of Number of delivered
vCs D

Fiscal year of VCS to be delivered DDG 51 to be delivered DDG 51
20192 3 1 3 1
2020° 3 1 4 1
2021 2 0 2 1
2022¢ 2 2 3 1
20234 1 0 3 3
Total 1 4 15 7

VCS: Virginia class submarines.
DDG 51: Arleigh Burke class destroyers
‘Source: GAO analysis of Navy documentation. | GAO-25-106286

22019 Navy planned numbers from the Navy Shipbuilding Plan fiscal year 2019

2020 Navy planned numbers from the Navy Shipbuilding Plan fiscal year 2020. The 2021 Navy
planned numbers also come from the Navy Shipbuilding Plan fiscal year 2020 because the Navy did
not release future inventory goals in this year.

<2022 Navy planned numbers come from the Navy Shipbuilding Plan submitted to Congress on
December 9, 2020.

92023 Navy planned numbers from the Navy Shipbuilding Plan fiscal year 2023.

These types of delayed ship deliveries contribute to the fleet not growing
at a rate commensurate with Navy plans. For example, in fiscal year
2020, the Navy planned to have a battle force of 313 ships by 2025.
However, in its fiscal year 2025 shipbuilding plan, the Navy plans to have
a fleet of 287 ships by 2025—26 fewer ships than previously planned.

The Navy’s shipbuilding plans include goals that are based on
assumptions about the industrial base’s ability to achieve better
performance than it has achieved in the past, and that has yet to be

22Bath Iron Works and Ingalls Shipbuilding have constructed Arleigh Burke class
destroyers since 1985 and 1987, respectively, with the most recent Flight Il design of
these ships in production since in 2017. As of April 2024, these shipbuilders have
delivered 73 destroyers to the Navy since the start of the program. Electric Boat and
Newport News Shipbuilding have been constructing Virginia class submarines since 1998
and 1999, respectively, with the most recent Block V design of this submarine under
construction starting in 2019. As of April 2024, they have delivered 23 submarines of this
class. While these ship classes have been under construction for decades and represent
a high volume of Navy shipbuilding production per year, the shipbuilders for these classes
are not meeting production goals.
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demonstrated.2® The Navy’s fiscal year 2025 shipbuilding plan states that
the Navy developed the plan based on the assumption that private
industry will eliminate excess construction backlog and produce future
ships on time and within budget—an assumption not grounded in
historical trends. Navy officials with responsibility for the shipbuilding plan
stated that they made this assumption because they expect their
investments in the shipbuilding industrial base will enable improvements.
However, our prior work has shown that Navy shipbuilding has regularly
fallen short of schedule and cost goals, and current performance is
consistent with these trends. As such, the Navy would need to deliver
more ships at a quicker rate to meet its goals.24

23\We previously reported on the Navy's shipbuilding performance. See GAO, Navy
Shipbuilding: Past Performance Provides Valuable Lessons for Future Investments,
GAO-18-238SP (Washington, D.C.: June 6, 2018); and Navy Shipbuilding: Increased Use
of Leading Design Practices Could Improve Timeliness of Deliveries, GAO-24-105503
(Washington, D.C.: May 2, 2024).

24\We reported that from 2007 to 2018, cost growth in Navy shipbuilding exceeded Navy
estimates by over $11 billion and lead ship schedule delays ranged from 6 months (USS
Independence, LCS 2) to 72 months (USS Zumwalt, DDG 1000). We also reported that
the Navy experienced significant schedule delays with follow-on ships during this same
period. See GAO-18-238SP.
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Schedule. The Navy’s 45-day review of its shipbuilding programs,

::f;iﬁzi:;':‘:‘x:“"’y's R completed in early 2024, states that its major shipbuilding programs
The Secretary of the Navy (pictured) directed continue to struggle with schedule delays (see sidebar). Our analysis
the Navy in January 2024 to complete a 45- found that schedule delays continue for most ships currently under

Day Shipbuilding Review to: (1) analyze the s i f P _
Nevy's thicb ilding portiolic: (2) ses iz tho constru_ctlon, in a_ddmon to the number of ship delays reported in the 45
national and local causes of shipbuilding day review (see fig. 3).

challenges; and (3) provide recommended

actions for achieving a healthier shipbuilding

industrial base to support warfighters’ needs

on a timely schedule.

The Secretary of the Navy called for the study
amid reported delays in the Columbia class
submarine and the Constellation class frigate
programs.
In early 2024, the Navy released results from
its study, which included an assessment of
nine shipbuilding programs, their risks, issues,
and root causes. It found schedule delays
ranging from 12 to 36 months for four
programs and delays to contract delivery
dates for four additional programs; the
remaining program had yet to start
construction.
Contributing factors for program delays
included: (1) issues with the lead ship, such
as with design maturity problems in the.
Constellation class frigate, and (2) ship class
issues that are not unique to the lead ship,
such as difficulty in hiring a skilled workforce.
As a result of the review, the Navy is
developing five initiatives for improvement in
areas of workforce, acquisition and contract
strategies, and investments.
Source: GAO analysis of Navy documents (text); U.S.

f Petty Officer Shannon Renfroe (photo). |
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Figure 3: Navy Ship Schedule Delays in Months for Ships Under Construction, as of September 2024

Ships class Ships facing delays Delays
Ford class carriers Second carrier
Third carrier

Arleigh Burke class destroyers Flight 1A 124 and 127
Flight IIl 126, 128-135

Constellation class frigates Lead frigate
Virginia class submarines Block IV
Block V
Columbia class submarines Lead ship
America class amphibious assault ships Third ship
San Antonio class amphibious Flight Il lead ship
transport dock ships
Flight Il second ship

John Lewis class oilers Fourth through seventh ships.

Estimated schedule delay (in months)

——— Range in delay

Source: of Navy | GRO-2:

Note: This analysis reflects 37 out of 45 battle force ships (85 percent) currently under construction,
all of which are facing delays. GAO excluded the Littoral Combat Ship because the Navy is not
planning to procure additional quantities of this class under its shipbuilding plan. GAO also excluded
ships that recently started construction and for which there is not sufficient data to measure
performance. We also excluded command and support ships.

Cost. Cost increases erode the Navy's buying power to execute its
shipbuilding plan, particularly because the plan assumes that ships will be
delivered in alignment with cost targets. Yet we found that many
shipbuilding programs face cost overruns. For example:

« Ourindependent analysis on the cost of the lead ship of the Columbia
class submarine reflects that the government could be responsible for
hundreds of millions of dollars in additional construction costs.25

« For the second Ford class carrier, John F. Kennedy (CVN 79), costs
had increased by $1.3 billion in August 2021, largely due to contract
overruns. The program has also increased costs due to programmatic
changes. For example, we reported in June of 2024 that the
program’s baseline construction costs increased an additional $0.2

25GA0-24-107732.
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billion because the program delayed planned delivery for CVN 79, and
some post-delivery costs will now be included under the construction
baseline.26

« On the lead ship of the Constellation class frigate and a block of six
John Lewis class oilers, costs are estimated to have increased above
the contracts’ ceiling prices. Costs exceeding the ceiling are generally
absorbed by the contractor.2”

These cost increases are consistent with our prior work, which found that
from 2007 to 2018, cost growth in Navy shipbuilding exceeded Navy
estimates by over $11 billion.28

Ship deliveries. Even if private industry begins delivering ships on time
and within budget, the industrial base would need to deliver more ships
and more quickly to meet the Navy’s current shipbuilding goals. For
example, in fiscal year 2023, private industry delivered seven new battle
force ships, but private industry would need to deliver an average of
roughly 13 ships per year for 30 years to meet the optimal fleet size goal
under the current shipbuilding plan.

This increase would be needed because the Navy now targets a larger
fleet size than it did in prior years and because it also plans to continue to
decommission many ships during the same period. Specifically, the Navy
plans to grow the size of the fleet by 91 ships over the next 30 years, yet
it plans to decommission 292 ships during the same period.2¢ As a result,
the Navy will need to deliver a total of 383 ships in 30 years to reach its
goal. However, the industrial base has yet to demonstrate an ability to

26GAO, Weapon Systems Annual Assessment: DOD Is Not Yet Well-Positioned to Field
Systems with Speed, [Reissued with revisions on July 18, 2024], GAO-24-106831
(Washington, D.C.: June 17, 2024).

27Fixed-price incentive contracts generally include a profit adjustment formula referred to
as a share line, as well as a target cost, target profit, and a price ceiling. Until the contract
reaches the ceiling price, cost overruns would be shared between the Navy and
shipbuilder as determined by the contract's share line. The price ceiling is generally the
maximum the government will pay under the contract. The government may pay for
adjustments under other contract clauses that are unrelated to the contract price ceiling.
See Federal Acquisition Regulation § 16.403-1(a).

28GA0-18-238SP.

29The figures here reflect the optimum fleet size goal contained in the Navy’s fiscal year
2025 shipbuilding plan, which reflects the Navy's most recent force structure analysis. The
plan also includes an alternative under which the Navy would procure fewer ships, and
which reflects less budget growth beyond the next 5 years. This alternative approach
would procure fewer battle force ships than the Navy has assessed it needs.
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increase production in this manner. The Navy’s fiscal year 2025
shipbuilding plan states that it would rely on planned, but not yet
achieved, industrial capacity to do so.

Industrial Base
Infrastructure and
Workforce Limitations
Make Shipbuilding Delays
Difficult to Overcome

Shipbuilding Infrastructure
Limitations

Our analysis of Navy and shipbuilder documentation—as well as
discussions with the seven shipbuilders that construct the Navy’s battle
force ships—shows that none of the shipbuilders are currently positioned
to meet the Navy’s delivery goals. This is, in part, due to infrastructure
and workforce limitations.

The Navy’s current shipbuilders are limited in their ability to produce ships
on time and within budget in part because of their existing infrastructure,
which includes the amount of physical space and aging facilities.

Limited physical space. While representatives from three shipbuilders
told us they have room to expand as needed, representatives from four of
the shipbuilders stated they have constrained physical space.
Specifically:

« Two of the shipbuilders we spoke with are already outsourcing work
that would normally be done at their shipyards to their suppliers to
overcome constrained physical space, with plans to expand the
volume of material they are outsourcing.

« One shipbuilder has plans to use outsourcing but has yet to decide
what portions of the construction effort to offload to the supplier base.

« One shipbuilder is considering outsourcing in the future if it is awarded
a contract to construct a new class of Navy ships.

While outsourcing to suppliers can alleviate physical constraints at
shipyards, many suppliers also have their own workforce and
infrastructure problems that could result in challenges to their ability to
produce quality materials on time. Additionally, as we previously reported,
quality assurance oversight at supplier facilities is critical for avoiding
further delays that could result from quality problems.30

30GAO, Navy Shipbuilding: Increasing Supervisors of Shipbuilding Responsibility Could
Help Improve Program Outcomes, GAO-22-104655 (Washington, DC.: Apr. 12, 2022);
and Columbia Class Submarine: Delivery Hinges on Timely and Quality Materials from an
Atrophied Supplier Base, GAO-21-257 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 14, 2021).
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Shipbuilding Workforce
Limitations

Aging infrastructure. Some of the shipbuilders we spoke with also face
challenges related to aging facilities and equipment that affect their ability
to produce ships on schedule. Additionally, Navy officials stated that one
shipbuilder experienced failures in its aging infrastructure that caused
schedule delays and cost increases. Moreover, Navy documentation
states that this shipbuilder has additional aged infrastructure that presents
similar risk for schedule delays and cost increases.

Barriers to increasing capacity. Several of the seven shipbuilders the
Navy currently relies on to build its battle force ships have specialized
production capabilities that constrain the types of vessels they can build.
This also presents a barrier to additional companies that may want to
enter the market space in the future. This is, in part, because existing
shipbuilders have optimized their facilities—by purchasing specialized
tools and equipment—and developed specific processes to build specific
ship types. Additionally, to start building Navy ships, new companies
would also need expensive facilities and tooling that could present a
barrier to market entry or result in duplicative costs to the government.

The Navy has some potential options for using additional U.S.
shipbuilders to construct its battle force ships. For example,
representatives from a shipbuilder we visited that generally constructs
Coast Guard ships and conducts other commercial work told us that they
would be interested in pursuing contracts for larger Navy ships. Other
U.S. shipbuilders that construct ships for the U.S. Coast Guard, Military
Sealift Command, and commercial buyers could also potentially pursue
Navy work. However, the number of additional domestic shipbuilders is
limited. Though the Navy’s shipbuilding plans have reflected that the
commercial shipbuilding industry could build some Navy ships, such as
auxiliary and support ships, these plans also note that U.S. commercial
shipbuilding has atrophied. Specifically, the fiscal year 2025 shipbuilding
plan states that U.S. commercial shipbuilding has experienced a near-
total collapse and calls for the long-term revitalization of the domestic
shipbuilding industry to bolster Navy shipbuilding and enable better cost
and schedule outcomes. 3!

The Navy’s ability to reach shipbuilding goals is also limited by the size
and composition of the shipbuilders’ workforces. We found that all seven
shipbuilders face workforce limitations—such as problems with
recruitment, retention, or skill level—that affect their ability to meet the

31We have ongoing work examining U.S. commercial shipbuilding policies and practices.
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Navy's new ship delivery goals.32 Further, when accounting for attrition, a
DOD briefing from the 45-day shipbuilding review shows that over the
next decade, the shipbuilding industrial base will require 174,000 new
workers to keep pace with Navy shipbuilding goals. All seven of the
shipbuilders we interviewed stated that they faced challenges with their
skilled workforce. The following examples highlight key elements of the
shipbuilders’ workforce challenges that we identified through reviewing
documentation and interviews:

Demographic shift. The skilled workforce in the U.S.—such as for
welding and electrical work—is aging and retiring, and fewer new workers
are learning these skills to replace retiring workers. This demographic
shift makes positions for skilled work more difficult to fill. For example,
representatives from a shipbuilder told us that a generational shift away
from work in manufacturing affected their hiring. DOD’s Office of Cost
Assessment and Program Evaluation’s review of the submarine industrial
base for fiscal year 2023 states that a generational shift away from
manufacturing careers has led to workforce shortages in key skilled labor
positions.33 Further, a 2021 DOD report on the defense industrial base
workforce identified a national shortage in skilled labor that DOD must
address to ensure enough workers for defense programs, such as in
shipbuilding.

32These challenges are not unique to shipbuilding. We previously found that DOD faces
challenges with hiring and retaining organic industrial base workers with key skills to
conduct depot repair periods including Navy submarine and aircraft carrier repairs
Additionally, we found that not having enough workers to perform planned work was a key
cause of delays in submarine and aircraft carrier repairs. See: GAO, DOD Depot
Workforce: Services Need to Assess the Effectiveness of Their Initiative to Maintain
Critical Skills [Reissued with revisions on Dec. 26, 2018], GAO-19-51 (Washington, D.C.:
Dec. 14, 2018); and Navy Shipyards: Actions Needed to Address the Main Factors
Causing Maintenance Delays for Aircraft Carriers and Submarines, GAO-20-588
(Washington, D.C.: Aug. 20, 2020).

33The Office of Cost 1t and Program ion is. ible for
programs across DOD in terms of force structure, procurement, staffing, other supporting
programs, and cost.
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Limited and

Capacity of the Submarine Shipbuilders
As we previously reported, demand for
submarine production has exceeded
infrastructure and workforce capacity of both
Electric Boat and Newport News.
Shipbuilding, the only shipbuilders that
produce nuclear powered submarines.

The Navy, however, has a goal of increasing
the rate of production. It plans to begin serial
production—to start producing one Columbia
class submarine per year—in fiscal year
2026. At the same time, it plans to continue
its goal of producing two Virginia class
submarines per year (together, the rate of
submarine production is commonly referred
to as “1+2").

Additionally, the size of submarines being
produced has also increased. The Columbia
class submarine is the largest submarine the
U.S. has ever built. Further, Block V Virginia
class submarines are larger than the earlier
Block IV design due to additions, such as the
Virginia Payload Module (a new section of
the submarine that increases its capacity for
cruise missiles).

The Department of Defense (DOD) estimates
that, based on the size increase from both
submarine classes and the volume of
materials needed, the shipbuilders will need
to begin producing the equivalent of five
Block IV Virginia class submarines per year
starting in fiscal year 2026.

According to a DOD assessment, the
shipbuilders’ inability to keep up with planned

rates
confidence in their ability to keep pace with a
“1+2" rate of production.

Further, current strains on shipyard capacity
do not include increased demand for Virginia
class submarines that may result from the
need to replace submarines that would be
sold to Australia under the Australia, United
Kingdom, and United States Trilateral
Security Partnership (AUKUS).

Source: GAO analysis of Navy information. |
GAO-25-10628

Recr and r ion All seven of the shipbuilders we
spoke with told us that competition with other industries for workers
resulted in recruitment and retention challenges. Representatives from
these companies provided examples of the services industry (such as
fast-food companies and freelance work like Uber); technology
companies; and the paper, oil and gas, and construction industries as
being among their competitors. Five of the seven shipbuilders noted that
a shrinking gap between wages for the services industry and
manufacturing jobs, like shipbuilding, was a driver of this challenge. One
shipbuilder explained that this is because people can make similar wages
in the services industry and may perceive the work to be easier than
working in a shipyard. Three shipbuilders told us that they recently raised
wages to be more competitive for skilled workers.34

Inexperienced staff. The majority of shipbuilders we spoke with need to
hire thousands of skilled employees in the coming years, which will
increase the number of inexperienced staff. For some of the shipbuilders,
these hiring efforts, if successful, will result in an increase in the size of
their skilled workforce by roughly 80 to 100 percent, but will result in a
smaller proportion of experienced skilled employees. According to
shipbuilder documentation, it takes between 3 and 5 years for an
employee to gain proficiency in the skilled trades. A shipbuilder we spoke
with noted that they already have a high percentage of trade workers with
fewer than 5 years of experience—at 57 percent. We previously found
that the majority of skilled workers at another shipbuilder were expected
to have less than 5 years of experience.3 We reported in 2024 that this
shipbuilder continued to struggle with an inexperienced workforce.3¢ This
will likely result in reduced shipyard efficiency in the near term. New
employees also require greater supervision to avoid quality problems with
resulting effects on cost and schedule. This could help avoid, for
example, the types of quality problems and late discovery of rework that
have affected the schedule of the lead Columbia class submarine. Yet,
many shipbuilders will be challenged to provide the supervision needed
because of the increasing proportion of newer employees.

34The Committee on Appropriations reported on the Senate’s bill for making
appropriations for the DOD for fiscal year 2024, and included a provision for us to assess
key factors affecting hiring and retention of the Navy shipbuilding trades workforce. S.
Rep. No. 118-81, at 138.

35GA0-21-257.
3BGA0-24-107732.
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Further, infrastructure and workforce limitations have been particularly
acute in submarine shipbuilding. As a result, submarine shipbuilders are
behind schedule and currently do not have the capacity to produce a
greater rate of submarines per year, despite the Navy’s plans to do so in
the future (see sidebar on previous page).

Appendix |l provides examples of specific infrastructure challenges from
shipbuilders we met with during our review and from our review of Navy
documentation.

Ship Repair Industrial
Base Has Not Met
Schedule Goals Though It
Has Seen Some Recent
Improvements

The private ship repair industrial base has not met the Navy’s schedule
goals for completing repair periods, although there have been some
recent improvements. According to the Navy’s maintenance plan, in fiscal
year 2022, repair companies completed only 36 percent of nonnuclear-
powered surface ship repair periods on time. Further, in January 2024,
we reported that private ship repair companies took nearly 10,000 days
longer than planned to repair destroyers and more than 5,500 days longer
than planned on cruisers between fiscal years 2015 and 2022.37 Such
maintenance delays reduce the number of ships available for training and
operations. We also reported that the Navy has struggled to complete
surface ship maintenance periods in full—meaning that the Navy did not
complete all required maintenance scheduled or canceled the
maintenance period entirely—resulting in a $2.3 billion backlog of surface
ship maintenance by August 2022.38

Although the Navy still faces maintenance timeliness challenges, we
found the average days of maintenance delay trended down from fiscal
years 2019 through 2022.3° Similarly, a 2023 Navy report stated that days
of maintenance delay on complex repair periods had decreased by 43
percent since fiscal year 2019. The private sector industrial base for ship
repair has also expanded in recent years, leading to more capacity for
Navy repair work. For example, Austal invested in a dry dock for San
Diego in 2021, representatives from Fincantieri told us in 2023 they

37GAO, Navy Readiness: U.S. Ability to Sustainably Produce Ready Naval Forces Lags
Behind Strategic Competitor, GAO-24-106363C (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 11, 2024).

38GA0-24-106363C contains additional information about repair period delays. We also
recently reported on the Navy’s cruiser modernization efforts. We found that the five
cruisers that reached their modernization periods have faced delays ranging from 3 to
nearly 5 years. For additional information on cruiser modernizations, see: GAO, Navy Ship
Modernization: Poor Cruiser Outcomes Demonstrate Need for Better Planning and Quality
Oversight in Future Efforts, GAO-25-106749 (Washington, D.C.: December 17, 2024).

39GA0-24-106363C.
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invested in a dry dock for Mayport, and BAE Systems documentation
shows that the company has invested in adding a docking system in the
Mayport area that will operate similarly to a dry dock, with plans to be
certified by April 2025.

The Navy attributes some of these improvements to a change it made to
its contracting strategy in 2015, which it stated has increased competition
in the ship repair industrial base.4 Unlike in shipbuilding, in ship repair,
there are often enough companies with capacity that there may be
multiple companies able to compete for repair periods. According to Navy
documentation, increased opportunities for competition since the Navy
changed its contracting strategy has provided more opportunities for
businesses to enter the Navy ship repair market and resulted in an
expansion of the industrial base. For example, while under the prior
contracting strategy there was only one company performing major Navy
repairs in Mayport and one in Pearl Harbor, there are now five companies
that can compete to be awarded orders to perform this work in Mayport
and three in Pearl Harbor. However, when the Navy does not anticipate
multiple companies will compete for a repair period within a fleet
concentration area, it can also expand competition along the East or West
Coast to consider additional companies.4!

Ship Repair Industrial
Base Has Capacity but
Cannot Always Surge to
Accomplish Unplanned
Work

The ship repair private sector industrial base generally has enough
capacity to support the Navy’s planned surface ship repair work in the
near term. However, this industrial base does not always have the
capacity to support maintenance plan changes, such as growth work,

40U.S. Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Report to Congress on Effects of Multiple
Award Contract-Multi Order Contracting (Washington, D.C.: November 2023). Under the
Navy’s Multiple Award Contract, Multi Order contracting strategy, the Navy awarded
multiple award indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity contracts. Under contracts like these,
each awardee must be provided a fair opportunity to compete for orders, with certain
exceptions. See Federal Acquisition Regulation 16.505(b)(1). The Navy now normally
awards fixed-price orders for repairs; under the previous strategy, the Navy used cost
reimbursement-type contracts.

4INAVSEA created distinct contract vehicles to complete Chief of Naval Operations
availabilities, separated, in part, by whether the availabilities are “short-term” availabilities
with production durations less than 10 months or “long-term” availabilities with production
durations greater than 10 months. See 10 U.S.C. § 8669a (“short-term work” means work
that will be for a period of 10 months or less). This allows for contractors outside the home
port to compete for this work. The Navy then awards contracts for these coast-wide
ilabilities as stand-al tracts to a single prime contractor, potentially at a port

different from the home port of the ship.
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Ship Repair Infrastructure
Capacity

emergency repairs, or wartime needs due to limited infrastructure and
workforce capacity.

Our analyses found that the industrial base for ship repair has sufficient
infrastructure capacity through at least fiscal year 2026 in each of the five
fleet concentration areas—including private industry dry docks and dry
docks at Navy facilities used by private industry for surface ship repairs—
for the Navy’s peacetime planned surface ship maintenance.42

Representatives from companies in every fleet concentration area told us
that they often had more infrastructure capacity than the Navy was using,
except Pearl Harbor, where only Navy owned facilities are in use for ship
repair.43 For example,

+ Mayport, Florida. One company we interviewed that conducts repair
for the Mayport fleet concentration area has an ongoing acquisition to
expand its docking capacity. Representatives from the company
stated that the Navy could potentially use this additional capacity for
surge capacity when needed if the Navy decided to pay for unused
space. However, company representatives stated that they also have
opportunities for commercial and Coast Guard repair work, so the
facility could be otherwise filled with other work. We also spoke with a
second company that is adding dry dock capacity in Mayport.
Additionally, complex repairs are performed at Navy facilities in
Mayport, which provide further infrastructure capacity for repairs.

« Norfolk, Virginia. We spoke with three companies that own dry docks
in Norfolk, and representatives from all these companies told us there
was unused dry dock capacity in the region. Representatives from
one company told us that their dry docks were in use 53 percent of
the time in 2022. Representatives from another company told us that
their dry dock was in use roughly 85 percent of the time, but that this
figure included their commercial repair work in addition to Navy work.

+ San Diego, California. Representatives from one company with a dry
dock in San Diego told us that their dry dock was in use roughly 70
percent of the time during the past 5 years. Representatives from

42We were primarily focused on the capability and capacity that private industry provides
to surface ship repair. However, Navy officials told us that piers and wharves at Navy
facilities that are used by private industry for surface ship repair often have degraded
infrastructure. They also stated that they often are not compliant with safety standards
without mitigations.

43In Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, ship repair companies only use facilities that are owned by the
Navy—e.g., dry docks and piers—for major repair periods.
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another company told us they have enough dry dock space to
accommodate two Navy ships up to a certain size simultaneously.
However, these representatives told us that they did not regularly
have two ships docked in this space. Further, they stated that their dry
dock was in use 75 percent of the time in 2022. We also spoke with a
company that is in the process of adding dry dock capacity in San
Diego. In addition to dry dock capacity provided by private industry,
companies can perform complex repair work at Navy facilities in San
Diego.

« Seattle/Everett, Washington. Representatives from one company
that owns a dry dock in Seattle told us that they had more capacity to
do Navy work. In addition to their dry dock and pier capacity in
Seattle, these representatives also told us this company had dry dock
capacity in Portland, Oregon where it could also conduct repair for the
Navy.

While some repair companies told us they had additional capacity to
provide to the Navy, the amount of usable private industry dry dock
capacity available to the Navy is dependent on a variety of factors. For
example:

« Companies may have repair work from other sources, such as the
Coast Guard or commercial industry, that could occupy their dry
docks;

« The Navy needs dry docks of specific sizes to accommodate different
classes of ships, so the infrastructure available would need to match
the Navy'’s needs to be usable;4 and

« The amount of planned Navy repair work is variable, with some
periods of time requiring more dry docks than others. As a result,
there are times when none of the private industry dry docks the Navy
relies on within a homeport are available.

Moreover, when the Navy needs private industry dry docks for unplanned
work, it can disrupt the schedule for repair work the Navy had already
planned.

We found, however, that there is not always sufficient infrastructure
capacity available to manage unplanned repair work, such as growth

44Navy officials told us that dry docks for nuclear-powered ships have particular
requirements for size and other unique requirements, and that there are few private
industry dry docks that meet these standards. While nuclear-powered ships most often
undergo repairs at the Navy’s public shipyards rather than at privately owned dry docks,
officials stated that a lack of nuclear-certified dry docks presents a challenge for the Navy.
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Recent Example of Emergent Repair
In June 2017, the USS Fitzgerald collided with
a merchant vessel off the coast of Japan.
Navy tugboats towed the ship to Fleet
Activities Yokosuka, Japan, where it received
temporary repairs. Later, the transport vessel
Transshelf moved the ship to Ingalls Shipyard
in Pascagoula, Mississippi, where it received
the remainder of its repairs. Like battle
damage repairs, these types of repairs have
to be absorbed by the industrial base. In this
way, emergent repairs such as those in
response to the USS Fitzgerald collision in
2017 more closely mirror a battle damage
repair process.

Source: GAO. | GAO-25-106286

work or emergent repairs. Growth work refers to additional tasks identified
during performance that is related to a work item already specified on the
original contract, some of which may be identified after a repair period
has begun. For example:

« Growth work. Given the nature of ship repair, the Navy and ship
repair companies will sometimes identify growth work during a
maintenance period that was not originally planned. As an example, a
Navy official stated that they cannot fully inspect ballast tanks and
accurately write work specifications for their repair until the repair
period has begun. In the Navy’s November 2023 report on its repair
contracting strategy, the Navy identified growth work as a significant
driver of maintenance delays. Yet, this report states that the Navy
cannot rely on companies to accomplish large amounts of unplanned
work added to a contract.45 In part, this is because large amounts of
unplanned work require planning, negotiation, and execution of time-
consuming contract changes. Growth work can also result in the use
of infrastructure, like dry docks, for longer than planned, which can
disrupt the ability to start new repair periods. We have reported that
growth work has detracted from both cost and schedule performance,
and according to Navy documentation, this trend continues.4¢ The
Navy's fiscal year 2025 maintenance plan states that the Navy has
ongoing efforts to reduce growth work so that it can complete more
repair periods on time.

« Emergent repairs. This type of repair occurs during ship
deployments when ships experience a malfunction or other issue

450.S. Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Report to Congress on Effects of Multiple
Award Contract-Multi Order Contracting (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 2023).

46GAO, Navy Ship Maintenance: Evaluating Pilot Program Outcomes Could Inform
Decisions to Address Persistent Schedule Changes, GAO-20-370 (Washington, D.C.: May
11, 2020).
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requiring immediate repairs (see sidebar).4” The Commander of the
Pacific Fleet issued a memorandum in August 2023 on the need for
an additional dry dock in Pearl Harbor based in part on a need for
these types of repairs. The memorandum states that there is no
capacity for emergent repair work at this location for half of the time
through at least 2028, which the Commander of the Pacific Fleet
assessed as a high-risk circumstance. Our prior work has also shown
that the Navy needs additional capacity for wartime repair, as the
Navy has not had to conduct battle damage repair on multiple ships
concurrently since World War [1.48

In some instances, the Navy can shift the timing or location of other repair
work to areas with additional capacity to mitigate infrastructure capacity
challenges resulting from unplanned work. The Navy also plans to
increase dry dock capacity for emergent and potential wartime repairs by
encouraging private industry to build additional infrastructure and by
building infrastructure at Navy facilities used for surface ship repairs done
by private industry (see table 2).

Table 2: Navy Projection for Adding Surface Ship Dry Dock Capacity by Fleet Concentration Area, as of 2024

Navy plans for adding g and pri y Navy rati for seeking
Fleet concentration area owned capacity capacity
Mayport, Florida None Not applicable

Norfolk, Virginia

Navy officials told GAO that they are evaluating whether Not applicable
to seek investment by private industry in an additional

dry dock, with a decision expected to occur later in the

2020s.

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

The Navy plans to begin using a dry dock that is Replace current dry dock capacity for planned
currently dedicated to surface ship repair for submarine  ship repairs.

repair. As a result, the Navy identified a need to

purchase a floating dry dock for Pearl Harbor for

surface ship repair, with a need for it to be operational

no later than fiscal year 2035. It is currently in the

planning stage for this acquisition

47Emergent maintenance periods accomplish unplanned repair work of an urgent nature
when the risk of prolonged disruption to a ship’s operations makes higher payments for
repair acceptable. These repair periods are only completed on an as-needed basis to
keep a ship operating.

48We that the Navy i an organization to lead and oversee the
development of the Navy's battle damage repair capability. The Navy addressed our
rec \dation by desi ing NAVSEA as the c ization to lead this effort. GAO,

Navy Ships: Timely Actions Needed to Improve Planning and Develop Capabilities for
Battle Damage Repair, GAO-21-246 (Washington, D.C.: June 2, 2021).
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Navy plans for adding g« and pri ly Navy rati for seeking
Fleet concentration area owned capacity capacity
San Diego, California The Navy has an ongoing acquisition of a floating dry Provide surge capacity for planned and
dock. emergent maintenance.
Seattle/Everett, The Navy reported leasing a floating dry dock to a Provide surge capacity for wartime and
Washington private ship repair company. This dock is currently i \ce; improve iti y
located at the contractor’s facility in Seattle. According  providing a dry dock to companies to complete
to Navy officials, when the lease ends in fiscal year repair work.

2025, the Navy is planning to renew it for another 5

years.

However, the Navy put out a request for information
from private industry to explore additional options for
use of the dry dock. The Navy is also evaluating a
permanent move of this dock to Naval Station Everett
when the renewed lease expires, now planned for fiscal
year 2030, as an alternative solution.

Source: GAO analysis of Navy documentation. | GAO-25-106286

Ship Repair Workforce
Capacity

The Navy estimates that its planned repair workload could exceed ship
repair companies’ workforce capacity in three fleet concentration areas—
San Diego, Mayport, and Pearl Harbor— at some times through fiscal
year 2031 if workforce capacity does not change from current levels.4®
However, it often has some flexibility to shift the timing of work or location
to areas with additional capacity.50

In most instances when the Navy anticipates a volume of work that
exceeds workforce capacity, it plans to expand the geographic range for
competition for repair periods during this timeframe so that it can utilize
repair workforce that is available elsewhere (see fig. 4).

49The Navy estimates future workforce capacity using a calculation based on data from
the last 3 years. Private industry provides the workforce for major surface ship repair,
even when their work is performed at Navy facilities. We previously reported on Navy
workforce challenges that resulted in delays to aircraft carrier and submarine maintenance
at the public shipyards. These challenges included that the Navy did not have enough
workforce available, and that it faced performance problems. In contrast, the workforce
that conducts surface ship repairs is employed by private industry, rather than the Navy.
See GAO-20-588.

S0Under 10 U.S. Code Section 8669a, the Navy should consider the costs of moving the

vessel and its crew outside of the homeport area when evaluating bids for a repair
contract.
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Figure 4: Navy Estimation of When Workload Could Exceed Capacity Based on Private Repair Companies’ Workforce Levels,
as of February 2024
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Navy officials told us that they are concerned with repair projections that
exceed current workforce capacity in San Diego because of instability in
the projected repair workload. Navy officials told us they are less
concerned about the projected workload in Mayport and Pearl Harbor
because the surges in workload are projected to occur in later years,
giving both the Navy and the industrial base more time to prepare. The
Navy'’s plans for addressing periods when projected workload exceeds
estimated capacity in San Diego, California; Mayport, Florida; and Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii; are as follows:

San Diego, California. Navy documentation shows the workload in San
Diego faces a dip in the second quarter of fiscal year 2025 that
immediately precedes a spike. Navy officials stated that this instability
could result in a reduction of the amount of available workforce as repair
companies may reduce the size of their workforce when the workload is
projected to dip. Navy officials told us that this issue would be a subject of
discussion during future planning sessions to schedule repairs. To
mitigate any workforce limitations in San Diego, the Navy is able to award
repair work to ship repair companies in Seattle/Everett, Washington, as
appropriate. Representatives from one of the repair companies we spoke
with in Seattle told us that they did not have challenges with hiring
enough workers when they have enough lead time.

Mayport, Florida. Representatives from one ship repair company told us
that their ongoing effort to add infrastructure capacity to repair more ships
will allow them to employ hundreds of additional full-time employees in
the future. If they are successful in hiring as expected, it would help
reduce any repair workforce shortages in the region. Additionally, the
Navy is able to award work to ship repair companies in Norfolk, Virginia,
as appropriate. Representatives from five of the six ship repair companies
in Norfolk that we spoke to told us that they had either conducted layoffs
or were concerned about having to reduce the size of their workforce
because of a downturn in Navy repair work. However, the Navy projects
that Norfolk will have either excess workforce capacity or the ability to
provide surge capacity through overtime through at least fiscal year 2031.
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Examples of Regional Challenges for Navy
Ship Repair in Pearl Harbor, Hawaii

Navy officials told GAO that Pearl Harbor,
Hawaii faces some unique challenges in ship
repair due to its location, such as:

Frequency of emergent repair demands.
Navy officials told GAO that because of its
strategic location, Pearl Harbor conducts a
high number of emergent repair periods. For
example, ships deploying from San Diego,
California and Seattle/Everett, Washington or
returning from Japan may need to stop at
Pearl Harbor for emergent repairs. Officials
stated that if ships with operational
commitments come with high priority repair
needs, they may delay planned maintenance
to address the needs of these ships.
Availability of local workforce. Navy
officials from the regional maintenance center
told GAO that ship repair workforce.
recruitment is generally limited to people who
already live on the island. They stated that
people who come to Pearl Harbor to conduct
Navy repairs are generally only willing to stay
about 5 years.

Suppliers and technical support for
repairs. Navy officials told GAO that supplies
and technical support for repairs take longer
to get to Pearl Harbor because of transit time.
For example, when technical support for ship
repair is needed from original equipment
manufacturers, it can be difficult to obtain
quickly because representatives need to fly

into Hawaii from the contiguous United States.

‘Source: GAO analysis of Navy information. |
GAO-25-106286

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. Representatives from one of the repair companies
we spoke with in Pearl Harbor also stated that they can take on additional
work if the Navy provides them with enough lead time for them to
prepare. Similarly, Navy officials from the regional maintenance center in
Hawaii told us that private industry could gradually increase the number
of workers available if it has stable work. However, based on the Navy’s
projected volume of work for fiscal year 2031, private industry would need
to be prepared for roughly double the amount of work that it can presently
accomplish. Increasing the workforce in Hawaii could be particularly
challenging (see sidebar). According to a Navy report on ship
maintenance gaps and requirements from November 2021, Navy
personnel may be used to conduct repairs that exceed private industry’s
workforce capacity.

During some periods, the Navy projects that the amount of work in every
fleet concentration area will go up above normal workforce labor hours
but remain below estimated port capacity. Many ship repair companies
told us that they use subcontracted labor to bolster their workforces and
can create capacity as needed. Yet, Navy documentation states that
managing sustained surges in this way for prolonged periods can affect
the cost, schedule, and quality of maintenance periods. Unplanned
work—Ilike emergent repair needs—could result in prolonged periods in
which a surge in workforce is needed. This is because, as emergent
repairs are conducted with little or no notice to restore mission-essential
capabilities to ships, they may occur at times that overlap with surges of
planned work.

DOD Has Yet to Fully
Determine
Effectiveness of or
Ensure Visibility into
Billions Spent on the
Ship Industrial Base

DOD has spent over $5.8 billion since fiscal year 2014 on support for the
shipbuilding industrial base and plans to spend $12.6 billion more through
at least fiscal year 2028. However, it has yet to fully determine the
effectiveness of these funds or ensure visibility into how they are spent.
The Navy has historically provided most of the funding intended to bolster
the shipbuilding industrial base, but OSD also makes investments. The
Navy does not consistently track its investments, and neither the Navy
nor OSD has fully assessed the effectiveness of their support.
Additionally, DOD has not ensured visibility into these funds because the
Navy and OSD do not coordinate spending across all of their investment
efforts to prevent duplication and overlap of spending. For ship repair, the
Navy plans to award grants to the private ship repair industrial base for
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infrastructure investments, but has yet to determine the full amount of
additional infrastructure it needs to meet repair goals.

DOD Has Spent Billions to  DOD spent over $5.8 billion from fiscal year 2014 to fiscal year 2023 to
Bolster the Shipbu“ding support.the shipbuildir)g industrial base, wi}h plans to_ spend an additional
Industrial Base Over the $12.6 billion through fiscal year 2028.5! This support includes:

Last Decla_de and Plansto | Navy contract incentives for private investment, which are typically
Spend Billions More used to encourage the shipbuilders to make corporate investments in
Through 2028 infrastructure and facilities; and
« Navy and OSD direct investments, in which the government pays
outright for the partial or whole cost of an investment, such as for
infrastructure, workforce initiatives, and supplier development.

Figure 5 shows past and planned contract investment incentives and
direct investments from the Navy and OSD for the shipbuilding industrial
base.

51These values are not adjusted for inflation, so we are not making a direct comparison
between past and future spending.
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Figure 5: Contract i for Private and Direct for the Shi ildil ial Base, Fiscal Years
(FY) 2014-2028
Funding source FY2014-2023° (millions of dollars) FY2024-2028

Navy contract incentives for private investment

3 Remaining incentive
Incentive fees earned fees under contract

Funding received Budget requests

‘Submarine industrial base 1,911 9,946°

Surface combatant industrial base 725 60

Frigate 50 -

Manufacturing technology 575 322

National shipbuilding research program 124 =

Navy direct investment total 13,385 10,328

Funding received Budget requests

Industrial Base Analysis and Sustainment (IBAS) 306 740

Defense Production Act (DPA) Title Il 301 -

Defense manufacturing community support program 21 -

0OSD Total 628 740

Total 5,844 12,573

~ Nofunding specific to the Navy ship industrial base in budget requests

Source: of Defense nd interviews with DOD officials. | GAO-25-106286

Note: The dollar values in this figure do not account for inflation.

°GAO reviewed investments from fiscal years 2014 to 2023 and did not include fiscal year 2024 as it
was still ongoing during the time of its review. The data are current as of the end of fiscal year 2023.

“The fiscal year 2024 to 2028 includes $1,505 million in Navy investment incentives, which may be
subject to change as shipbuilders may not earn all available incentives. The Navy may also add
additional investment incentives for shipbuilders to earn on future contracts.

“The fiscal year 2024 to 2028 $9,946 million funding request for the submarine industrial base
includes $2,456 million of supplemental funding that Congress provided in April 2024. Pub. L. No.
118-50 (2024).

Appendix |V provides more information on the legal authorities associated
with these investments.
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Purpose of Navy Contract Incentives for
Private Investment

The Navy provides investment incentives to
motivate contractor performance in areas
deemed important to a shipbuilding program’s
success. For shipyard investment incentives,
the Navy primavily uses Special Capital

Incentives. As GAo previously reported, funds
under these incentives are available to the
shipbuilder only if it agrees to make a Navy-
approved shipyard investment. Navy officials
|old us that they also consxder (he

s leve
in its own facllmes prior to making an incentive
award.
GAO previously reported that Navy officials
cited a lack of competition and instability in
Navy shipbuilding work as major reasons for
why investments need to be incentivized. As
such, investment incentives serve as a way
for the Navy to help ensure shipbuilders make.
necessary facility and capital investments.
Source: GAO-10-686 and GAO analysis of Navy
documentation. | GAO-25-106286

Navy contract incentives for private investment. Private shipyards
earned $1.83 billion in contract incentives between fiscal years 2014 and
2023. Most of this amount was shipyard investment incentives, which
support capital and facility investments.52 However, the amount also
includes other contract incentive types, such as for shipbuilders to make
shipyard investments to help them meet construction schedules.53 More
specifically, Navy documentation shows that:

« Electric Boat and Newport News Shipbuilding earned about $1.15
billion in incentives under submarine construction contracts.

« Newport News Shipbuilding earned an additional $115 million under
aircraft carrier contracts.54

« Bath Iron Works and Ingalls collectively earned $391 million under
destroyer construction contracts.

« Ingalls earned an additional $67 million under amphibious ship
construction contracts.

« General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company earned
about $105 million under contracts for constructing combat logistics
force and command and support ships.

Navy direct investment. The Navy made direct investments of $3.39
billion between fiscal years 2014 and 2023 through various mechanisms

S52For shipyard investment incentives, the Navy primarily uses special contract incentive
fees, such as Capital Expenditures and Construction Readiness Incentives. Capital
Expenditures set aside a portion of the shipbuilding program’s appropriated funding to
support facility investments. According to the Navy, Construction Readiness Incentives
are intended to help contractors focus on achieving shlpbulldmg construction schedules
and ship ies through capital imp . As we p y reported, on a
contract that includes such a special incentive fee a shipyard may earn a fee for making a
Navy approved investment. The special fee may pay for all or part of the investment, and
in some cases, brldge the difference between the shipyard's desired rate of return and

return on . One Capital ire project is Newport News
Shlpbulldmg 's procurement of a Segmenl Assembly Machine, which is a complex
manufacturing system that can assemble, fit, position, and weld the hull work portion of
the bow or stern on the Virginia class submarine. This fixture is intended to reduce cost
and schedule for submarine construction.

cts combine i

S3Navy officials stated that some shi t
with other incentive values when documentmg them.

$4These contracts include construction contracts and the execution of refueling complex
overhaul work, which aircraft carriers undergo during the midpoint of their lifespan to
upgrade equipment, infrastructure, and electronic systems.
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including supplier development funding, industrial base support for the
Navy's frigate program, and research and development (see table 3).

Table 3: Descriptions of Navy Direct C: ies for the Shi ildi ial Base

Navy direct investment
category

Description

Submarine Industrial Base

The Navy uses supplier development funding for the submarine industrial base—a subset of overall
Submarine Industrial Base funding—to reduce risk from existing sources and establish new sources of
supply for submarine programs. The Navy and submarine shipbuilders also use it to purchase
materials to help coordinate the demand signal for shipbuilding such as through multi-program material

Surface Combatant Industrial
Base

procurement, which buys materials for both p Virginia class and Columbia class—in one
order.
For the surface combatant industrial base, shipbui use supplier dt funding to increase

supplier capacity, add additional sources of supply, provide workforce development, and stabilize
suppliers. The Navy also uses surface combatant industrial base funding for shipyard infrastructure
and advance procurement of program materials to support the supplier base.

Frigate

The frigate shipbuilder uses frigate funding for workforce development initiatives, shipyard
infrastructure, and supplier projects.

Manufacturing Technology

Manufacturing Technology prowdes manufactunng |echnolog|es Ilke artificial intelligence, to naval
suppliers and focuses on p

National Shipbuilding
Research Program

The National Shipbuilding Research Program works to reduce costs and accelerate delivery schedules
through improved shipbuilding methods, like 3D printing of metal parts. It is an industry-led effort that
works with the Navy to contribute funds to projects as part of its commitment.

‘Source: GAO interviews with shipbuilders and analysis of Department of Defense information. | GAO-25-106286

The Navy uses supplier development funding to coordinate the demand signal for suppliers and
mitigate long-lead times for materials through muli-program material backup
units, and of shipy items. These progi level funding
mechanisms accelerate planned program funding rather than provide additional funding. Production
backup units are long-lead time materials procured early and kept in reserve to ensure their

and seeks to avoid caused by suppliers by gaps in
demand and secure potential cost savings.

0OSD direct investment. OSD invested $628 million between fiscal years
2014 and 2023 in the shipbuilding industrial base. It made these
investments primarily through the Industrial Base Analysis and
Sustainment (IBAS) program and Defense Production Act (DPA) Title 11l
funding, and provided a smaller amount of funding via the Defense
Manufacturing Community Support Program (see table 4).
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Table 4: Descriptions of Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Direct Investment Categories for the Shipbuilding Industrial

Base

0SD direct investment
category

Description

Industrial Base Analysis and
Sustainment (IBAS)

IBAS seeks to maintain or improve the health of essential parts of the defense industry by
addressing critical capability needs, such as by supporting technical education for skills needed in

the industrial base.

Defense Production Act (DPA)
Title 11

DPA Title Ill focuses on projects that establish, expand, maintain, or restore domestic production
capacity for critical components and technologies, such as by supporting an infrastructure project

to add steel shipbuilding capacity to a shipyard.

Defense Manufacturing
Community Support Program

The Defense Manufacturing Community Support Program supports long-term communit
investments that seek to strengthen the defense industrial ecosystem, including the submarine and

shipbuilding workforce

‘Source: Department of Defense Information. | GAO-25-106286

Fiscal Year 2024 National Security
Supplemental Funding for the Submarine
Industrial Base

Congress provided $2.456 billion in
supplemental funding in fiscal year 2024 for
the private submarine industrial base. Around
$2.449 billion is to support the private
submarine industrial base and $7 million is for
Navy research, development, test, and
evaluation.

As part of industrial base supplemental
funding Congress provided an additional $558
million for the Navy’s four public shipyards
that repair submarines and $282 million for
military construction. Department of Defense
officials told GAO that the supplemental
funding accelerates its planned funding
requests by a year, so the funding for fiscal
years 2025 to 2029 shifted up to fiscal years
2024 to 2028. The officials said they will need
to identify a new funding amount for fiscal
year 2029. See Pub. L. No. 118-50 (2024).
Source: GAO interviews with Department of Defense and
analysis of budget documentation. | GAO-25-106286

In addition to the IBAS and DPA Title Ill investments for the shipbuilding
industrial base, over $4.3 billion of IBAS and DPA Title Ill funding went to
other investments in the defense industrial base, some of which indirectly
benefited the shipbuilding industrial base. For example, OSD spent $38.6
million on IBAS workforce programs it categorizes as having an indirect
benefit on the shipbuilding industrial base. Project MFG is an example of
an IBAS workforce program with an indirect benefit, as it holds
competitions for the trades nationally and internationally to promote
manufacturing skills across industries.

Future planned spending. DOD plans to increase investments in the
shipbuilding industrial base by an additional $12.57 billion over the next 5
years. It has requested funding in the President’s Budget for fiscal year
2025 for the submarine industrial base, surface combatant industrial
base, Manufacturing Technology, and IBAS.55 Private shipyards also
have remaining investment incentives to earn on existing contracts, and
the Navy can include additional incentives on future shipbuilding
contracts. For example, based on recent legislation, certain future

55|n addition to these requests, OSD also requested funding for DPA Title Il in the
President's Budget for fiscal year 2025. The DPA Title Il funding request was for the
broader defense industrial base and not specifically for the Navy's ship industrial base.
Similarly, OSD requested additional IBAS funds for the broader defense industrial base.
During these next 5 years, OSD plans to invest a total of nearly $7 billion into the defense
industrial base through these two programs. Further, to support AUKUS, the President
may accept contributions of money from the Government of Australia for use by DOD in
support of non-nuclear-related aspects of submarine security activities. Pub. L. No. 118-
31, § 1353 (2023).
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shipbuilding contracts should generally include incentives for private
shipyards to implement workforce development projects.56

DOD Has Yet to Fully
Assess the Effectiveness
of Support for the
Shipbuilding Industrial
Base

DOD is not consistently tracking, monitoring, or fully assessing the
effectiveness of the contract investment incentives and direct investment
it provides to support shipbuilders and suppliers. While both the Navy and
OSD take steps to assess the effectiveness of some of their funding
efforts, the Navy does not track all its investments and both the Navy and
OSD have yet to fully measure return on investment.5” Further, both the
Navy and OSD do not have visibility across their shipbuilding investments
to help ensure against potential duplication and overlap. For example, as
shown in figure 6, the Navy is not consistently

« updating the information collected on its contract investment
incentives;

« conducting assessments of the effectiveness of its investment
incentives; or

« fully coordinating across direct investments for areas of potential
duplication or overlap.

%6The James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023 requires
the Navy to include a special incentive for in certain soli ion:
for shipbuilding contracts made on or after June 1, 2023, unless waived. Pub. L. No. 117-
263, § 122 (2022) (adding Section 8696 to Title 10, U.S. Code).

57When we refer to “return on investment,” we are generally referring to it as a term for
performance or outcome metrics, such as efficiencies gained, or cost savings achieved.
Our use of the term generally refers to metrics beyond whether funding was implemented
in a timely manner.
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Figure
Shipbui

xtent to Which the Navy and OSD Have o) ight F
ing Industrial Base Funding

Return on investment
Organizations should

design appropriate types

of control activities for the
entity’s internal control system
to achieve objectives, such as
activities to monitor performance

Tracking
Organizations should obtain
able internal
E in a timely
based on identified

nel
information
50 that they

Visibility across
investments

Organizations should
communicate quality information
about funding and performance
metrics externally and internally
through reporting lines so that

measures and indicators. other parties can help the entity
achieve its objectives and
address related risks, such

as duplication and overlap.

Contract Incentives
Contract Investment Incentives.

Navy Direct Investment
Submarine Industrial Base Supplier
Development Funding

Surface Combatant Industrial Base
‘Supplier Development Funding

Industrial Base Analysis and Sustainment

Defense Production Act Title Il

Q b |pa a1 Q

B B B B Q

ion for this investment category:
ility across investments.

The Navy or the Office of the Secretary of Defense performs the fur
tracking funding, measuring return on investment, or establishing vi
Q The Navy o the Office of the Secretary of Defense does not perform the function for this investment category, nor does it have documented plans to do so.

7 The Navy o the Office of the Secretary of Defense is taking initial steps to perform the function. These efforts are in early stages of implementation, and we are
-

continuing to monitor progress in these areas. For example, submarine industrial base supplier development funding follows a new operating procedure to track
returns on investment, though suppliers have yet to demonstrate these metrics.
0osD

‘Source: GAO analysis of Department of Defense (DOD), Navy, d
Overlap and Duplication Guide; GAO (icons). | GAO-25-106286

Office of the Secretary of Defense

of Standards for Intemal Controls and GAQ's Fragmentation,

Tracking. The Navy and OSD track funding for supplier development
funding, IBAS, and DPA Title IlI funding. For example, for submarine
supplier development funding, the Navy maintains data on funding
amounts, their purposes, and other information. However, the Navy has
not consistently updated and tracked contract investment incentives. The
Navy created a central repository to track shipbuilding contract
investment incentives in 2020 in response to our prior recommendation,
but we found it has not updated data in this repository since then.58
Instead, data about these incentives are dispersed between NAVSEA’s

S8GAO, Navy Shipbuilding: Need to Document Rationale for the Use of Fixed-Price
Incentive Contracts and Study Effectiveness of Added Incentives, GAO-17-211
(Washington, D.C.: Mar. 1, 2017).
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Previous Navy and Office of the Secretary
of Defense (OSD) Efforts for Tracking
Contract Investment Incentives

e April 2018: OSD developed a template for
the military departments to collect and
analyze outcomes of incentive contracts.

* December 2020: The Navy created a
repository for tracking shipbuilding
contract special incentives.

«  August 2022: OSD developed an updated
template for the military services about
major Department of Defense systems,
which includes information on incentive
contracts and contract outcomes.

‘Source: GAO and Department of Defense documentation. |
GAO-25-106286

Contracts Directorate and the Supervisors of Shipbuilding, Conversion,
and Repair (SUPSHIP). The Navy does not have regular coordination or
data collection mechanisms, which precluded NAVSEA’s Contracts
Directorate from providing an accounting of investment incentives without
making separate data requests to contracting officers, contracting officers’
representatives, and the SUPSHIPs.5 In the absence of a centralized
data location that the Navy updates regularly, NAVSEA’s Contracts
Directorate cannot conduct overarching analysis on the investment
incentives without undergoing time consuming efforts to collect this
information. Under OSD, the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Sustainment (OUSD(A&S)) manages the IBAS and DPA
Title Il programs.

Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states that an
organization should obtain data from reliable internal and external
sources on a timely basis for effective monitoring, and these data should
be processed into quality information that is current, complete, and
accurate.80 These standards also state that the organization should
process relevant data into quality information within the entity’s
information system, which includes the data and technology that
management uses to obtain and communicate information. The Navy
established a policy on investment incentives for highly capitalized
programs in 2012, which provides guidance for the Navy in developing
effective shipyard investment incentives. The policy outlines that the
contracting officer should obtain cost savings and efficiency metrics when
practicable and validate anticipated savings after a shipbuilder completes
the investment.6! However, this investment incentives policy does not
require any office in the Navy to centrally collect information about
shipyard investment incentives from contracting officers and the
SUPSHIPs so that the Navy can regularly track and monitor the

59As the Navy's representatives at the shipyards during construction, the SUPSHIPs are

ible for financial i 1 for shipbuildil tracts. NAVSEA'’s Contracts
Directorate awards contracts for new ship construction, delegates contract administration
responsibilities to the SUPSHIPs, and shares oversight of SUPSHIP contracting staff and
other officials supporting the administration of ship building contracts. For more
information, see GAO-22-104655.

60GAO-14-704G.

61U.S. Navy, Assistant Secretary of the Navy for , D and isiti
Department of the Navy Policy on ives for Highly Capitalized Programs
Memorandum (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 16, 2012). The Navy developed this policy to
support shipbuilding investments and contracting methods for providing incentives for
capital expenditure.
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effectiveness of various incentive efforts in achieving desired program
outcomes. Without updating and implementing its incentive policy to
require that this information be centrally collected, tracked, and monitored
on a regular basis, the Navy is not positioned to monitor the effectiveness
of shipyard investment incentive funding.

Return on investment. The Navy has yet to evaluate a return on
investment for its contract investment incentives or fully do so for direct
investments for suppliers in the submarine and surface combatant
industrial bases, though it is starting efforts to do so for its direct
investments. On the other hand, in the shipbuilding-related agreements
that we reviewed, OSD required recipients of DPA Title Ill funding to
report on outcome metrics and has taken initial steps to track IBAS
outcome metrics.

« Navy contract incentives for private investment. A senior official
from NAVSEA's Contracts Directorate stated that the Navy generally
does not validate a return on investment for contract investment
incentives because it is difficult to determine cost and efficiency gains
directly tied to the investment. The official explained that the Navy
generally evaluates success based on whether the contractor decided
to complete the investment targeted by the incentive. This is because
the underlying goal of investment incentives is to motivate contractors
to invest their own money. According to the official, it is difficult to
connect incentives to specific outcomes on shipbuilding programs
because many other factors in addition to investments could influence
cost or schedule changes.$2 For example, Navy documentation states
that the incentives on the Virginia class program cannot be directly
connected to outcomes due to the number of factors that could affect
outcomes.

However, we found there are ways in which the Navy can measure
outcomes for contract investment incentives. For example, contract
documentation for two construction shipyards states that to receive
investment incentives, the contractors must submit a business case

62\Ve previously reported on the Navy not evaluating the effectiveness of shipbuilding
contract incentives. We recommended that the Secretary of the Navy conducts a portfolio-
wide assessment of the Navy's use of additional incentives on fixed-price incentive
contracts across its shipbuilding programs. This assessment should include a mechanism
to share proven incentive strategies for achieving intended cost, schedule, and quality
outcomes among contracting and program office officials. We closed this recommendation
in 2020 when the Navy created a repository for tracking shipbuilding contract special
incentives; however, as described earlier in the report, the Navy did not maintain this
effort. See GAO-17-211.
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analysis that includes return on investment calculations. The Navy
could use these calculations as a starting point to validate that the
return on investment has been achieved. Further, OSD funds similar
infrastructure investments through DPA Title Ill, and the shipbuilding-
related agreements we reviewed require recipients to report on
outcome metrics in categories such as manufacturing and product
performance.83

« Navy direct investment. The Navy has yet to establish performance
metrics to evaluate the programmatic and aggregate outcomes of
submarine supplier development funding or require submarine
shipbuilders to do so as part of their responsibilities for managing
these direct investments. A Navy official stated the Navy’s primary
contractual requirement for submarine shipbuilders receiving these
funds is to prioritize work for the nuclear submarines with the
equipment purchased from the funding.8* For example, the Navy
provides supplier development money on the Columbia class
submarine contract and directs Electric Boat, which uses Newport
News Shipbuilding as its primary subcontractor, to use the
development funds to make direct investments in its suppliers.

Electric Boat and Newport News Shipbuilding have begun initial
efforts to evaluate a return on investment for submarine industrial
base funding. For example, in March 2023, Newport News
Shipbuilding issued a new internal supplier development funding
procedure that includes requirements for documenting cost savings
and other returns on investment. Additionally, since 2023, BlueForge
Alliance, a nonprofit integrator, has supported the use of submarine
supplier development funding for the shipbuilders. As we reported in
September 2024, for recent awards, BlueForge Alliance officials
stated that they work with the suppliers and shipbuilders to define one
or two types of specific metrics for each project, such as for capacity,

63For example, Austal received a DPA Title Il investment in 2020 to build a new steel
panel line. The final reporting included product performance metrics related to steel output
capacity and steel rework percentage for the panel line.

64The Defense Production Act of 1950 authorized the president to require preferential
treatment of national defense programs. Programs can be approved for one of two types
of priority: programs with the highest national priority, like Columbia class, may be
approved to use a DX rating, while a DO rating may be used by programs of a second-tier
priority, like the Virginia class. Contractors must give DX-rated orders priority over DO-
rated orders in instances when a production or delivery schedule conflict arises. For
additional information, see: GAO, Columbia Class ine: Program Lacks E: tial

le Insight Amid Continuing C¢ ion Cl GAO-23-106292
(Washington, D.C.: Jan. 24, 2023).
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quality, and capability.65 However, as we reported September 2024,
the metrics being put in place by the shipbuilders vary and are not
specifically tied to the Navy’s program goals. We reported that
program officials stated that they are still in the process of identifying
what metrics to use to measure return on investment specific to the
program’s goals.5é

The Navy also provided supplier development funds to Bath Iron
Works and Ingalls, which build surface combatants, to make direct
investments in their suppliers. Navy officials told us that while there
was no contractual requirement for the shipbuilders to evaluate a
return on investment for these direct investments in suppliers,
suppliers’ proposals contain information about projected benefits from
the investments. They also stated that the Navy and shipbuilders
periodically engaged with suppliers to confirm progress as they
execute projects. Further, Navy officials told us that they began
collecting additional data to assess this funding during the course of
our review.

« OSD direct investment. For the agreements we reviewed, OSD
requires recipients of DPA Title Ill investments to report on outcome
metrics, such as metrics for manufacturing and product performance.
While OSD officials stated that OSD has not evaluated a return on
investment for its IBAS workforce programs, OSD is in the process of
fully implementing its 2023 National Defense Industrial Strategy that
includes broad outcome metrics for the defense industrial base.

Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states that
management should design appropriate types of control activities for the
entity’s internal control system, such as establishment and review of
performance measures and indicators.8” We found the Navy does not
have performance metrics that would show the programmatic and
aggregate effect of its efforts—such as specific goals for capacity

65GA0-24-107732.

66See GAO-24-107732. Additionally, the Navy primarily provides supplier development
funding to Electric Boat and Newport News Shipbuilding under the Columbia class
program contract, though the Virginia class program also realizes benefits from this
funding due to a shared supplier base.

67GAO-14-704G.
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improvements in supplier base and assessments on whether the supplier
base is meeting those goals.®8

While DOD had released an interim implementation report for its 2023
industrial base strategy at the time of our review, it had yet to finalize its
plans and refine outcome metrics.6® The report’s outcome metrics, such
as building a resilient supply chain, are not specific to the ship industrial
base or the Navy's purposes. As such, DOD'’s industrial base strategy
does not provide information that could guide the Navy's approach to
measuring the outcomes of its ship industrial base investments. Further,
Navy officials stated they will develop performance metrics moving
forward but told us in September 2024 that they were not able to provide
details about their plans to do so. Without performance metrics it can use
at the programmatic and aggregate level, the Navy cannot ensure that the
many billions of dollars it is planning to invest in the shipbuilding industrial
base are achieving program goals and are an effective use of federal
funds.

Visibility across investments. The Navy and OSD have mechanisms in
place to coordinate on industrial base investments for nuclear
submarines. For example, the Navy and OSD have collaborated on their
investments in the submarine workforce since fiscal year 2023. However,
the Navy and OSD do not have visibility across all the investments they
make in the shipbuilding industrial base though some companies receive
funding from multiple sources. Under OSD, OUSD(A&S) manages IBAS
and DPA Title Ill programs. However, the Navy does not have full internal
visibility across Navy investments or maintain shared visibility with
OUSD(A&S) across all investment categories.

« Internal Navy visibility on investments. We found that some
suppliers received funding from more than one shipbuilding program,
but the Navy does not have visibility between programs for these
investments. Moreover, the shipbuilders responsible for distributing

68\We previously identified key of program , such as having
a measurable target and linkage to an agency’s goals, which help organizations track the

progress they are making and assess whether performance is meeting expectations. See

GAO, Tax Administration: IRS Needs to Further Refine Its Tax Filing Season Performance
Measures, GAO-03-143 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 22, 2002).

69DOD provided illustrative outcomes or outputs to measure progress against its four long-
term priorities: Resilient Supply Chains, Workforce Readiness, Flexible Acquisition, and
Economic Deterrence. In its subsequent efforts, DOD is planning to develop more specific
performance measures for these categories.
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the funding told us they did not coordinate with the other programs.70
One senior Navy official stated that Navy funds for the shipbuilding
industrial base—for submarines, surface combatants, and frigates—
have traditionally operated in a siloed manner. Officials with
responsibility for the submarine industrial base told us that they only
collaborate with Navy surface ship programs over investments when
the programs used the same parts made to the same specifications,
and that this was rare. This collaboration would not include instances
where the programs used the same types of supply—like forged
materials—but did not have the same specifications. As a result, more
than one program could provide investments to one supplier for
similar materials but remain unaware of funding overlap if the
materials are made to different specifications.

After our discussions with the Navy on its visibility into its investments
across its programs, the Navy released a memorandum in June 2024
to address challenges with Navy investments identified in its 45-day
shipbuilding review. The Navy’s memorandum directed the
establishment of a Maritime Industrial Base Program Office that will
manage funding for the submarine and surface combatant industrial
base efforts. The memo stated that Navy will keep existing funding
efforts in place through fiscal year 2026. and that integration efforts for
submarine and surface combatant funding will be proposed as part of
the fiscal year 2027 budget process. The Maritime Industrial Base
Program Office began operating in September 2024. In January 2025,
Navy officials told us that they have already begun efforts to develop
the first integrated approach for submarine and surface ship industrial
base for fiscal year 2027. If implemented effectively, this integration
would help ensure the Navy has the visibility to identify and prevent
potential risks, such as unnecessary duplication and overlap.7!

+ Navy and OUSD(A&S) shared visibility for investments. The Navy
and OUSD(A&S) do not have full shared visibility into how the various
sources of ship industrial base funding are distributed, in particular for

70We did not perform a comprehensive review of suppliers that received investments from
more than one source, but we identified cases of potential overlap in our work using only a
minimal review. For example, we identified that at least two companies received supplier
development funding from both the submarine and surface combatant industrial base
direct investment categories.

71We will continue to monitor the Navy’s efforts in this area through a provision for us to
assess the submarine industrial base’s investment strategy and associated funding to
achieve the submarine construction rate called for in the Navy’s 30-year shipbuilding plan.
S. Rep. No. 118-204, at 133.
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surface ships. Navy officials told us that the Navy and OUSD(A&S)
have inconsistent visibility across the funding, and that it depends on
the specific type of funding. We found several examples of companies
that received funding from two or more sources of DPA Title IlI, IBAS,
and Navy supplier development funding.”2 Navy officials told us that
receiving funding from multiple sources does not necessarily indicate
that there is duplicative or overlapping funding. However, without
visibility into the funding provided from various sources, the Navy is
not able to ensure that it can avoid duplicative or overlapping funding.
OUSD(A&S) officials told us that while they had visibility into the
Navy’s industrial base investments for submarines, they did not have
similar visibility into investments for surface ships, like the frigate or
surface combatants. OUSD(A&S) officials told us that BlueForge
Alliance, a third-party contractor, is expected to help coordinate efforts
for the submarine industrial base with OUSD(A&S)’s IBAS program.
However, this effort is not expected to include other funding sources,
such as for the frigate, surface combatant industrial base, or DPA Title
1.

Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government states that
management should communicate quality information externally and
internally through reporting lines so that other parties can help the
entity achieve its objectives and address related risks, such as
duplication and overlap.7® However, OUSD(A&S) officials stated they
historically do not coordinate with the Navy on industrial base support.
They explained that this was because OUSD(A&S) received IBAS
funding to conduct work specifically associated with the submarine
industrial base but did not receive funding to work with other elements
of the shipbuilding industrial base. However, some of OUSD(A&S)'s
investments, such as IBAS workforce projects, affect the shipbuilding
industrial base broadly. Without regular coordination of expenditures
across programs that support industrial capabilities, the Navy and
OUSD(A&S) risk duplicating or overlapping efforts to bolster the

72For example, we identified two companies that received both Navy and OUSD(A&S)
i its. i , one shi ing company received DPA Title Ill and IBAS
workforce funding from OSD as well as Navy investments from the submarine industrial
base. Another supplier also received DPA Title Il funding and Navy surface combatant
industrial base investments. Navy officials told us that these investments were not
duplicative. However, the overlap in recipients of funding from more than one category
the risk of duplicative ir in the absence of visibility across funding
categories.

73GAO-14-704G.
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private sector industrial base and are not able to evaluate the
aggregate effect of their efforts.

Navy Plans to Provide
Funding for Private Ship
Repair Infrastructure
Improvements Without
Determining Needed
Capacity

Navy officials with responsibility for ship repair told us that they plan to
begin providing grant funding for private ship repair industrial base
infrastructure improvements but have yet to determine the full amount of
additional infrastructure the Navy needs for its surface ship repair.7 The
Navy’s dry dock strategy states that the Navy seeks to promote growth in
the private sector industrial base, and that investing is one mechanism it
would use to influence such growth.?s The Navy received authority in the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2024 to award grants
to the ship repair industrial base for infrastructure—such as piers and dry
docks—and maritime training programs.”6 The Navy plans to request
funding associated with this effort, according to Navy officials.

74The Navy has invested in the public shipyards through the Shipbuilding Infrastructure
Optimization Plan since 2018 to improve repair infrastructure. See GAO-23-106067.
However, it has yet to make investments in private industry repair yards.

750.S. Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command SEA21, Report to Congress Navy Dry Dock
Strategy for Surface Ship Maintenance & Repair, (Washington, D.C.: May 2022).

76The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2024 states that a grant provided
for ship repair may not be used to construct buildings or other physical facilities, except for
piers, dry docks, and structures in support of piers and dry docks, or to acquire land. Pub.
L. No. 118-31, § 1017 (2023)(adding Section 2219(a)(3) to Title 10, U.S. Code).
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Investments in the Private Ship Industrial
Base from Sources Outside of the Navy
While private ship repair companies have yet
to receive direct investments from the Navy,
some private ship repair companies receive
funding from state and local governments, in
addition to grants from the Maritime
Administration. For example, the Virginia

C D [} i

Fund provided over $3 million in grants to two
private ship repair companies and one
shipbuilding company in Virginia.

The Department of Transportation’s Maritime
Administration awards grants annually under
the Small Shipyard Grant program. According
to officials, the Maritime Administration
receives around $20 million annually for the
grant program, though they stated the amount
in fiscal year 2024 was $8.75 million. Officials
also stated that the companies usually
request grant money for infrastructure
projects, though some also apply for
workforce training grants. In addition to the
‘Small Shipyard Grant, the Maritime
Administration also distributed over $3.3
million in fiscal year 2022 to a Navy
shipbuilding company through the Marine
Highway Program Grant.

Source: State govemment and Department of Transportation
information. | GAO-25-106286.

The statute states that awarded grants must improve the abilities of Navy
ship repair or the ship repair workforce.”” Navy officials said that the
planned grant program for ship repair would follow a process like the
Maritime Administration’s Small Shipyard Grants, which officials from the
Maritime Administration told us had distributed $302 million across 351
grants to small shipyards over 15 years, as of 2023. The officials noted
that this program supports a wide range of small companies, both inside
and outside the Navy’s ship industrial base. We found that this program
provided over $23.6 million in grants to the Navy’s shipbuilding and ship
repair industrial base from fiscal years 2016 to 2023 (see sidebar). Navy
officials added that, like the Maritime Administration’s program, private
companies would propose project ideas under the Navy’s planned grant
program.”8

However, while the Navy generally seeks to expand private dry dock
capacity for emergent repair needs and to provide surge capacity for non-
peacetime scenarios as previously discussed, it has yet to determine the
capacity it needs. For example, the Navy has yet to estimate how much
infrastructure it would need to address growth work, emergent repairs,
and non-peacetime needs. Navy officials told us that the Navy has yet to
decide if it should seek ship repair infrastructure sized to meet needs in a
peacetime or a non-peacetime environment. Further, officials also stated
that the Navy has yet to define a requirement for the exact number of
extra docks needed for surge capacity, and they are not aware of any
analysis work in the Navy to determine such needs.

Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government state that
management should use quality information to make informed decisions
and evaluate the entity’s performance in achieving key objectives and
addressing risks.” Without identifying the required infrastructure capacity
needed for surface ship repair, the Navy does not have the information it
would need to make informed decisions about where it should provide

77Pub. L. No. 118-31, § 1017 (2023) (adding Section 2219(a)(3) to Title 10, U.S. Code).

78The Maritime Administration’s Small Shipyard Grant Program solicits and reviews
project proposals from shipyards. Shipyards submit applications with basic descriptors of
their business and project proposal. The application should include a quantitative analysis
on how the project will foster effi for i ire and p! ivity for s a
timeline for the project; other federal funds the project will use; and other considerations.
The Maritime Administration will then review applications and award grants based on merit
criteria concerning project benefits and other selection considerations, such as safety and
the environment.

79GAO-14-704G.
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grant funding and in what amount. Should the Navy provide grants to the
ship repair industrial base without basing its decisions on quality
information about its needs, it risks contributing excess capacity to the
repair market and interrupting the competitive environment. For example,
if the Navy added excess dry dock capacity to a region, it could result in
companies with empty dry docks that may struggle to recoup their
business costs and remain viable competitors.

Navy’s Approach to
Industrial Base
Management Is Not
Guided by a Long-
Term Strategy or
Coordinated
Leadership

The Navy'’s current approach for managing the ship industrial base has
been largely ineffective at encouraging private industry to invest
independently. Further, the Navy does not have an industrial base
strategy and has not had coordinated leadership to guide future efforts in
this area. The Navy has sought to spur the industrial base to invest in
infrastructure and workforce through its efforts to communicate stable
demand. However, the Navy’s reported methods for doing so—long-
range planning and the use of contracting strategies intended to provide
stability—have not resulted in sufficient industry investments to date to
meet the Navy’s capacity needs.® Further, the Navy faces many
competing priorities in managing the industrial base in shipbuilding and
ship repair, and overlap between companies in these markets
complicates Navy decision-making. While a ship industrial base strategy
and a cohesive leadership structure for the ship industrial base could
position the Navy to effectively address these challenges in the future, the
Navy has yet to develop such a strategy and has only recently begun the
process of establishing coordinated leadership to guide its efforts.

Navy’s Plans and
Strategies to Provide
Stable Projection of
Workload Are Ineffective at
Encouraging Industry
Investment

The Navy has sought to motivate industry investment through long-range
planning and use of contracting strategies intended in part to provide
stability and which can signal demand, but neither approach has proven
effective at achieving the Navy’s goal to date. The Navy’s long-range
plans for shipbuilding and repair state that a stable workload is key to
encouraging private companies to invest in areas that would benefit the
Navy in the long term, such as workforce or infrastructure. However, we
found that (1) the Navy does not convey a stable demand signal with its
plans and workload projections, and (2) even when the Navy has sought
to convey stable demand—such as with the use of contracting strategies

80Statutes provide special acquisition authorities that enable the purchase of multiple
ships in bulk to achieve cost savings. We refer to these special acquisition authorities as
“multi-ship acquisition authorities.” These authorities include multiyear procurement
authorities pursuant to 10 U.S.C. § 3501, as well as other provisions. Section 3501
authority, for example, may be used if such a contract will result in significant savings in
anticipated costs or necessary defense industrial base stability not otherwise achievable
through annual contracts.
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Shipbuilding Plans and Repair
Projections Routinely Change

like multi-ship acquisition authorities—it has not spurred the industrial
base to make independent investments in line with the Navy’s goals.

The Navy aims to communicate future demand for shipbuilding and ship
repair by releasing long-range shipbuilding plans, as well as shorter-term
projections of repair work. However, the Navy has routinely made
significant revisions to these plans and projections. As a result, the Navy
does not provide the industrial base with a stable demand signal on which
to base investment decisions through these mechanisms.

Shipbuilding Plans

According to the Navy’s most recent shipbuilding plan, it uses stable
demand as an approach to promote private industry investment in
shipbuilding infrastructure and workforce to create a healthy shipbuilding
industrial base. However, our analysis of the Navy’s shipbuilding plans for
fiscal years 2019 through 2025 found that the Navy made significant
changes to these plans from year to year, resulting in an unreliable signal
of shipbuilding demand. For example, the Navy planned in its fiscal year
2019 plan to procure 11 ships in fiscal year 2025. Under its fiscal year
2025 plan, however, the Navy reduced its procurement plans for fiscal
year 2025 to six ships—about half of its earlier estimate. Figure 7 shows
the greatest and least number of ships the Navy has planned to procure
for each fiscal year in recent shipbuilding plans.
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Figure 7: Greatest and Least Number of Ships Planned for P in Navy Annual Shi ilding Plans, Fiscal Years
2019-2025
Number of ships procured
25
 Among the plans GAO examined,

one forecasted eight ships procured (low)

while another forecasted 18 ships procured (high)
20 in fiscal year 2034.

0
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Fiscal year

Most planned procurement

Least planned procurement

[ Range of planned procurement

‘Source: GAO analysis of Navy shipbuilding plans. | GAO-25-106286

Note: plans contain of future ship , and as such not every plan
includes projections for fiscal years 2019 through 2024. Additionally, since each shipbuilding pian
projects the next 30 years, years 2049 through 2054 only reflect projections from more recent
shipbuilding plans. The Navy did not release a shipbuilding plan for fiscal year 2021 and the Navy’s
fiscal year 2022 shipbuilding plan did not include 30-year procurement projections. The fiscal years
2023 ihrough 2025 plans included multiple variations of potential future procurement, with each
variation differing in the number of ships the Navy would buy.

Additionally, the Navy included options for the number of ships it would
procure annually in its shipbuilding plans in fiscal years 2023, 2024, and
2025. For example, under its fiscal year 2024 plan, the Navy proposed
three options, under which it could procure between eight and 13 ships in
fiscal year 2034. The options included in the Navy’s shipbuilding plans
further reduce the stability of demand the Navy signals to private industry.

Ship Repair Projections
The Navy’s maintenance plan states that demonstrating steady demand

for ship repair, such as through projections of ship repair work, is the
most consequential action the Navy can take to improve repair

Page 50 GAO-25-106286 Shipbuilding and Repair



183

outcomes—such as reducing maintenance delays. This is because the
Navy expects stable demand to enable private companies to invest in
infrastructure, such as dry docks and workforce. Navy officials told us that
bi-monthly workload projections were the primary method of
communicating upcoming demand for ship repair to the private sector.8!

However, our analysis of these projections—which provide ship repair
companies with an estimated workload for the current and next 3 fiscal
years—shows that (1) the amount of work the Navy projected for private
repair companies fluctuated significantly, and (2) the Navy consistently
reduced the expected volume of workload over time.82 For example:

« Infiscal years 2022, 2023, and 2024, the Navy’s annual projections
for the number of labor days of repair work for the private sector
fluctuated by nearly 2 million labor days—based on bi-monthly
projections the Navy published during a 4-year period.83

« The Navy's projections for future work that ship repair companies can
expect have declined over time. As of April 2024, the Navy projects
roughly a third less repair work in fiscal year 2027 than it had for fiscal
year 2021.84 Navy officials told us that most of this decline is
attributable to ship decommissioning. See figure 8.

81As we previously reported, the Navy's current contracting strategy allows for bundling
multiple repair periods together under a single contract. The Navy intends this approach to
increase contractors’ visibility into and confidence regarding future ship repair workloads.
See GAO-20-370. However, a senior official from NAVSEA's contracts division told us that
use of bundling has not been frequent. Officials from NAVSEA's Directorate for Surface
Ship Maintenance, Modernization and Sustainment told us that in some instances
bundling repair periods increases the complexity of the Navy’s planning efforts.

82The Navy’s workload projections include upcoming depot maintenance periods across
each of the Navy’s five d fleet cor ion areas and g ly include
projections for the current fiscal year as well as the next 3 fiscal years.

83A labor day is the amount of work expected to be completed by a single full-time
equivalent employee during a normal work day.

84Navy officials told us that this decline in workload is partly attributable to an
improvement in their process for projecting surface ship repair work, which they
implemented in February 2022. They stated that 8.8 percent of the decline in projected
workload we identified is attributable to this process change. We conducted our analysis
without accounting for this process change because we focused on the demand signal to
the industrial base, and therefore based our calculations only on publicly available
projections.

Page 51 GAO-25-106286 Shipbuilding and Repair



184

Contracting Strategies Navy
Intended to Provide Stability
Did Not Spur Investments as
Expected

Figure 8: Change in Fiscal Years 2020-2024 Navy Projections for Domestic Ship
Repair Workload,

Labor days (in millions)

6

t

The Navy's projections for U.S. ship repair workload
2 ‘have fluctuated significantly. For these years, the Navy’s
lowest projections represented a loss of over  third
of the workioad in the Navy’s highest forecasts.

1 The average amount of repair work the Navy projects
U.S. companies will receive has shrunk each year
since 2021. The Navy's average projection for 2027
is about a third lower than it was for 2021.
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Source: GAO anal Defense data. |

Navy officials told us that many factors can influence the demand for ship
repair, such as where ships are in their life cycle, ship count, and
operational requirements. For example, the officials explained that when
ships enter service at similar times they will also likely enter repair periods
at similar times. They noted that this can drive cyclical demand for repair.

In addition to long-range plans, the Navy has also used contracting
strategies intended to convey demand, such as by using multi-ship
acquisition authorities that enable DOD to purchase multiple ships to
achieve cost savings or, in some cases, target industrial base stability.
Contracts awarded using multi-ship authorities may be valued at
hundreds of millions of dollars to billions of dollars and signal the potential
for years of stable work. However, we found that even with this demand
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signal, shipbuilders and ship repair companies have been reluctant to
invest in their capability and capacity without additional Navy funding,
such as investment incentives.85

Shipbuilding Contracts

The Navy’s 2024 shipbuilding plan notes that shipbuilders need work
under contract to invest in the facilities, capital equipment, workforce, and
processes to deliver affordable ships at the planned rate.&
Representatives from five of the seven major Navy shipbuilders we spoke
to noted that work under contract or a backlog of work was a useful
indicator of future demand. However, certain improvements, such as
major infrastructure projects, often take years to plan and complete. If
contractors wait to invest in improvements until work is under contract,
they may not have sufficient time to improve infrastructure or hire more
workers as needed to meet the Navy's goals.

A senior official from NAVSEA’s contracts division told us that they have
not identified a method other than providing investment incentives due to
the low number of shipbuilders available to do work. Even when using
multi-ship contracting authorities or when there is a backlog of work under
contract, we identified instances when shipbuilders were reluctant to
make investments in infrastructure and workforce independent of
contributions from the Navy. For example,

« The Navy's 45-day shipbuilding review concluded that industry has
been slow to respond, and in many cases, reticent to invest, to correct
known gaps such as in infrastructure and workforce.

+ We found that two nuclear submarine shipbuilders did not make
sufficient facilities investments to avoid schedule delays despite
having a backlog of work. Officials from one of the shipbuilders told us
they had reduced sustainment and maintenance spending on their
facilities because they had limited capital to invest. The
representatives explained that they had instead been using a large
fraction of their capital to increase the size of the shipyard for Navy
shipbuilding efforts. A May 2022 report by the Office of Cost

85\When using Multiyear Procurement Authority at 10 U.S.C. § 3501, in the event funds are
not made available in succeeding years for the continuation of the contract, the contract
must be canceled or terminated. See also Federal Acquisition Regulation 17.105-1(d).

8U.S. Navy, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Report to Congress on the Annual

Long-Range Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels for Fiscal Year 2025 (Washington,
D.C.: March 2024).
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Assessment and Program Evaluation on the submarine industrial
base found that the two nuclear shipbuilders’ parent corporations
place a priority on retaining a backlog of work to ensure a steady flow
of work for the near future.87 However, the report noted that, despite
having an extensive backlog of work, the nuclear shipbuilders have
made infrastructure investments that are “just in time” and “just
enough,” rather than being sized to recover from construction
problems that regularly cause delays. This approach, the report
concluded, has left the shipbuilders unable to recover from delays that
arise from routine construction challenges, such as equipment
maintenance or material delivery issues.

A senior official from NAVSEA’s contracts division told us that the limited
competition in the shipbuilding market does not foster an environment
that encourages companies to invest without incentives.s8 As a result, the
Navy has difficulty compelling the industrial base to make the investments
that would enable it to produce ships in alignment with the Navy's
shipbuilding plans in advance of contract awards and without incentives.

Ship Repair Contracting Strategies

Like shipbuilders, ship repair companies have demonstrated reluctance to
make infrastructure investments in the past based on a demand signal
from the Navy’s contracting strategies.8® For example, from 2004 to 2015,
the Navy used a contracting strategy called Multi-Ship, Multi-Option.
According to a November 2023 report on this repair contracting strategy,
contracts were awarded for multiple availabilities for ship repair for an
entire ship class or group of ship classes within their home port. The
report also stated that Multi-Ship, Multi-Option contracts were awarded
with options for up to 5 years based on notional work packages for each

87Department of Defense, Office of Cost and Program i i
Industrial Base (SIB) Study Supporting Fiscal Year 2023 Program Review (May 2022).

8As noted above, on contracts that include a special incentive fee, a shipyard may earn a
fee for making a Navy-approved investment. The special fee may pay for all or part of the
investment, and in some cases, bridge the difference between the shipyard's desired rate
of return and proj return on 1t. Such i ives could include, for example,
funding intended to encourage the contractors to invest in improving facilities or hiring
additional workforce included in contracts. See, e.g., 10 U.S.C. § 8696 (Navy shipbuilding
workforce development special incentive).

89We previously reported that multiple contractor representatives stated they have always
worked within an environment of peaks and valleys of workload regardless of the Navy's
contracting strategy. GAO-20-370.
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ship.® Further, it also stated that the Navy had undertaken this approach,
in part, to provide these companies the stability needed to make
investments in their facilities and workforce. Representatives from some
of the ship repair companies we spoke to told us that their workload was
more stable under the Multi-Ship, Multi-Option contracting approach.®t
The Navy'’s report found, however, that repair companies did not increase
their capital investments in facilities even with 5 years of forecasted
stability, and may have instead reduced their capital investment. While
the Navy no longer uses this approach, its history with ship repair
contracting strategies demonstrated that, even though representatives
from some ship repair companies stated that their work was more stable
under the Multi-Ship, Multi-Option strategy, ship repair companies did not
increase capital investments.

Representatives from ship repair companies told us that under the Navy's
current contracting approach, they do not have a high level of confidence
or visibility into future repair work. Further, they stated that this
uncertainty has affected their planning for hiring and facilities
investments.92 However, as noted above, since the Navy has adopted its
current repair contracting approach, some ship repair companies have

90U.S. Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Report to Congress on Effects of Multiple
Award Contract-Multi Order -Contracting (Washington, D.C.: November 2023). The Navy,
under the Multi-Ship, Multi-Option approach, used cost reimbursement and single award
indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity Co tracts require the
government to reimburse the forits incurred costs, of
whether the contractor completed the work. See Federal Acquisition Regulation 16.301-1.
Indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity contracts allow the government to order a stated
minimum quantity of supplies or services, and the government may place orders to meet
its needs during the ordering period. Federal Acquisition Regulation 16.504

91The Navy’s November 2023 report on its contracting strategy noted that this strategy
contained more of an appearance of a guaranteed 5-year period of work than actually
occurred. According to the Navy's report, each repalr period heyond the initial one was a
contract option that was not to be . In some option repair
periods were not performed by the company that had been awarded the Multi-Ship, Multi-
Option contract, repair schedules changed or repair periods were canceled. These factors
induced churn in the contractor workload forecasts, according to the report.

92See GAO-20-370 for additional information. Under the Navy's current repair contracting
strategy, it awards multiple- award indefinite delivery, indefinite quantity contracts to
qualified contractors at specific home ports that can then compete for future repair
periods, rather than all repair penods for a particular class of ships going to one

. See Federal ion 16.504(c). These periods include an initial
execution year, or base period, with four option years executable by the government. See
Federal Acquisition Regulation 16.504(a)(4)(i). Several qualified contractors are available
to subsequently compete for repair periods in a specific home port under delivery orders
until contract expiration.
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made investments in ship repair infrastructure that will expand their
capacity.

Navy Faces Challenges in
Balancing Competing
Industrial Base Priorities

Competing Priorities in
Shipbuilding

The Navy faces competing priorities in managing the shipbuilding and
ship repair industrial base, a challenge that is compounded by overlap
between the companies that conduct these types of work. In managing
the ship industrial base, the Navy has sought to protect existing
companies by providing sufficient work to ensure they stay in business.
However, the Navy also seeks to increase opportunities for competition
for Navy contracts. Increasing opportunities for competition could result
from bringing additional companies into the ship industrial base or from
adding capacity to existing companies so they can compete to be
awarded additional contracts. These priorities can be at odds because, in
a competitive environment, companies that do not obtain contract awards
could struggle to remain viable. This is particularly true for Navy
shipbuilding and ship repair, as some contractors are fully dependent on
the Navy for work.

The Navy’s efforts to navigate these priorities have sometimes resulted in
contradictory approaches, and the Navy has struggled to find balance.
The Navy is also not structured for leadership to gain an understanding of
the consequences of decisions intended to affect shipbuilding that could
also affect repair, and vice-versa.

In shipbuilding, increasing the number of companies that can compete for
Navy contracts could aid the Navy’s goal of quickly increasing the size of
the fleet. However, this priority is at odds with the Navy’s desire to
preserve the financial health of its existing shipbuilders. The Navy’s fiscal
year 2025 shipbuilding plan states that the limited availability of
companies to compete for shipbuilding contracts has contributed to
progressively higher costs to the government, greater fragility of the
workforce, and reduced incentives for the private sector to invest in
infrastructure. The plan also describes a new initiative in which the Navy
plans to attract new market entrants and restore competition to the U.S.
shipbuilding industry—referred to by the Navy as the Maritime Statecraft
initiative. The plan describes this as a long-term initiative that would
enable the Navy to deliver more ships on time and at a lower cost.

We previously found that having few shipbuilders that are specialized for
Navy shipbuilding and a low volume of ship procurement has limited the
Navy's ability to award contracts competitively. While the Navy has an
interest in increasing opportunities for competition among shipbuilders, it
also wants to preserve these companies as part of the ship industrial
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base for future shipbuilding programs.#3 Figure 9 outlines examples of
considerations between these competing priorities in the shipbuilding
industrial base.

ies in the Navy Shipbuilding Industrial Base

Figure 9: Examples of Competing Pri
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workforce experience

« Avoid duplication of government investments,
such as in shipbuilder facilities
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In this complicated market environment, we found that, although the Navy
seeks to increase opportunities for competition, it also regularly limited
competition when procuring ships. We examined the Navy’s justification
and approval documents for using other than full and open competition for

9BGA0-17-211.
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Competing Priorities in Ship
Repair

selected Navy shipbuilding contracts and identified a variety of Navy
industrial base considerations for doing s0.94 These included:

« whether companies were already part of the Navy shipbuilding
industrial base and were reliant on Navy contracts for their viability;

« the need to maintain enough work for shipbuilding companies to retain
an adequate number of workers;

« whether shipbuilding companies had enough work to be able to
maintain competitive prices; and

« the cost to the government for developing new contractors for
shipbuilding programs.

As the Navy seeks to provide competitive opportunities for future classes
of ships, as called for in its fiscal year 2025 shipbuilding plan, it will need
to determine how to navigate these competing priorities.

The Navy has similar competing priorities related to the ship repair
industrial base. In 2015, the Navy transitioned to a new contracting
strategy with goals to increase competition and control costs, among
other things.9 However, it has also sought to preserve existing ship repair
companies. Figure 10 outlines examples of considerations between these
competing priorities in the ship repair industrial base.

94With limited exceptions, the government is to promote and provide for full and open
competition, meaning all responsible sources are permitted to compete, when soliciting
offers and awarding contracts. Contracts awarded using other than full and open
competition must be generally supported by written justifications that provide sufficient
facts and rationale to justify the specific exception to full and open competition that is
being applied to the p! it. These justil ions must be app in writing by
specific officials, depending on the dollar value of the procurement. See Federal
Acquisition Regulation §§ 2.101, 6.1; 6.304. For the justification and approval documents
we reviewed, a variety of exceptions were used, including Industrial mobilization;

ngi g, dev or research capability (Federal gl 16.302-
3) and only one responsible source and no other supplies or services will satisfy agency
(Federal Acquisition R ion 6.302-3).

95For additional information, see GAO-20-370.
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Figure 10: Examples of Competing Priorities in the Navy Ship Repair Industrial Base
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While the Navy has a goal to increase opportunities for competition in the
ship repair market, we found the Navy has in some instances used other
than full and open competition on its ship repair contracts. We reviewed
justification and approval documents for using other than full and open
competition from selected ship repair periods to identify the Navy’s
considerations for limiting competition on its ship repair contracts.% We
found these considerations included:

« preventing the loss or degradation of existing skilled workforce;

« expanding dry dock capacity and providing training for a contractor to
conduct Navy ship repairs at a new affiliate location; and

« ensuring existing repair companies remain in business.

9The justification and approvals reviewed included the below Federal Acquisition
Regulation ities to limit ition: Federal isiti ion 6.302-1 (Only
one responsible source and no other supplies or services will satisfy agency
requirements), Federal Acquisition Regulation 6.302-2 (Unusual and compelling urgency),
Federal Acquisition Regulation 6.302-3 (Industrial mobilization; engineering,
developmental, or research capability; or expert service), and 6.302-7 (Public interest).
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Navy Efforts to Increase San Diego Dry
Dock Capacity Underscores Competing
Priorities

In its fiscal year 2024 maintenance plan, the
Navy reported procuring one government-
operated dry dock and upgrading another in
San Diego, California to increase dry docking
capacity in the region.

Once the first new dry dock, a stationary dock
at Naval Base San Diego, had been
upgraded, the Navy made it available for
contractors to use as a place of performance
when submitting offers for certain ship repair
contracts. The Navy reported competitively
awarding a contract to a company (hereinafter
referred to as Company A) that did not
operate its own dry dock to conduct two
consecutive ship repair periods in San Diego
at the stationary dock.

Yet, many of the other maintenance periods
that the Navy projected would be conducted
by the industrial base at this time in the region
were delayed, moved, or canceled, resulting
in ship repair companies in San Diego that
had no work to fill their privately-operated dry
docks. For example, these delays or
cancellations resulted in one repair company
(hereinafter referred to as Company B) having
an unused dry dock. To stabilize Company
B's workload and thereby prevent layoffs of
the skilled workforce, the Navy reported
moving the place of performance for a
maintenance period that had been scheduled
to occur at the Navy's stationary dock in San
Diego to a dry dock operated by Company B.
The Navy told GAO that adjusting scheduling
for the stationary dry dock at Naval Base San
Diego also enabled them to address
emergent repair needs.

However, according to Navy documents,
moving the place of performance cost $23
million.

Source: GAO analysis of Navy data (tex!); Ensign Saavan
Patel (photo). | GAO-25-106286

These considerations reflect a tension between a desire to grow the ship
repair industrial base and maintain existing companies. This tension can
be illustrated in examining dry docks, a key component of ship repair
infrastructure. The Navy’s dry dock strategy states that it is critical that the
Navy preserve some level of dry dock surge capacity—additional dry
docks beyond the minimum required to perform planned maintenance.

Ship repair company representatives told us that maintaining excess
infrastructure to provide surge capacity was too costly and could place
the financial health of their companies at risk. Officials from one repair
company told us that they operated a dry dock that had mostly remained
empty, and to reduce costs and avoid competition with other domestic
companies, they were considering selling a dry dock to a foreign
company. The Navy has purchased dry docks in one of its five domestic
ship repair fleet concentration areas—San Diego—to provide such
additional capacity, but it has struggled to use these dry docks without
disruption to the industrial base (see sidebar).
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Competing Priorities
Complicated by Overlap in
Ship Industrial Base

Further complicating the Navy’s efforts to manage the ship industrial base
is the substantial overlap between companies in the two areas of
shipbuilding and ship repair. Specifically, all seven of the major
shipbuilders operate repair facilities or are owned by companies that also
operate affiliated repair shipyards in the United States.

The Navy's approach for managing the industrial base treats shipbuilding
and ship repair separately, resulting in differing approaches. For example,
the Navy’s May 2022 dry dock report—its most recent report on its
approach to using private industry and government-owned dry docks—
cautioned that direct investment in the industrial base may disrupt
industry’s ability to achieve growth and the Navy’s ability to treat
companies equitably. Navy officials told us that avoiding disrupting the
competitive environment was a key consideration for their approach to
investing in the private ship repair industry. Although the Navy plans to
begin a grant program for ship repair as described above, the Navy’s dry
dock strategy states that the Navy prefers to use the demand signal to
encourage private industry to invest and characterizes investments in
ship repair as a last resort. In contrast, the Navy’s most recent
shipbuilding plan stated that the Navy needed to directly invest in
shipbuilders to support new construction and outlined $2.6 billion in
investments for fiscal year 2023, with more planned in future years.

Navy officials told us that they do not see these differing approaches as
contradictory because there are different dynamics in the shipbuilding and
ship repair markets. For example, they said that ship repair is more
competitive, and ship repair companies do not generally have a backlog
of work. As a result, they stated that investments in ship repair would
have a greater impact on the competitive environment.

However, since there is overlap between companies in the shipbuilding
and ship repair industrial base, the Navy’s actions could have an effect
across the shipbuilding and ship repair environment. For example, the
parent companies of some ship repair companies have benefited from
Navy investments in shipbuilders because they also operate as
shipbuilders. Examples of how its differing approaches can have
influence across these two sections of industry could include:

« Contracting actions taken to protect the existing shipbuilding industrial
base, such as awarding contracts using other than full and open
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competition, could affect companies’ overhead rates and their
competitive position to win contract awards in ship repair.87

« Direct investments to bolster shipbuilders could also drive down their
overhead rates and enable them to be more competitive for ship
repair contracts.

Navy Does Not Have a
Strategy or Coordinated
Leadership for Managing
Ship Industrial Base
Challenges

Navy Does Not Have a Long-
Term Strategy for Managing
the Ship Industrial Base

The Navy does not have a long-term strategy to help navigate its
competing priorities within the shipbuilding and ship repair industrial
bases. Additionally, the Navy’s organizational structure hinders effective
coordination on its surface ships. Specifically, while the ASN (RD&A) has
direct oversight of the offices responsible for aircraft carrier and
submarine repairs, it does not have direct oversight of the office
responsible for managing surface ship repairs. This organizational
structure makes it more difficult for the ASN (RD&A) to fulfill its
responsibilities for the repair portion of life-cycle management.® Further,
the Navy has not had a coordinated leadership position to advise the ASN
(RD&A) on the ship industrial base as a whole, despite overlap between
the companies in the shipbuilding and ship repair industrial base.
However, the Navy recently established a new program office intended to
provide such coordinated leadership.

Our prior work shows that strategic planning that results in a consolidated
and comprehensive strategy enables decision-makers to better guide
program efforts and determine if these efforts are achieving intended
results. We previously identified desirable characteristics of a national
strategy, which include: identification of the problems the strategy intends
to address; goals; how the strategy relates to other strategies; and
resources and investments and where they should be targeted.®® These
characteristics cover actions an agency should consider from conception

97Costs that are typically classified as overhead because they are not directly assignable
to a specific contract but rather support a company’s total business, include those of
facilities and equipment, administrative and general office support, computer operations,
managers’ salaries, and security. See GAO, Overhead Costs: Defense Industry Initiatives
to Control Overhead Rates, NSIAD-95-115 (Washington, D.C.: May 3, 1995). See Federal
Acquisition Regulation 6.300 for regulations regarding contracting without providing for full
and open competition. Federal Acquisition Regulation 6.302-3.

98 jfe-cycle management includes the acquisition, sustainment, modernization, and final
disposal of a system, such as a ship

99See GAO-22-104154 for ti i ion on the desirabls istics of a
national strategy.
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Navy Leadership Is Not
Structured for Effective
Oversight of Surface Ship
Repair

to implementation of a strategy to help it achieve results, evaluate
progress, and ensure accountability.

DOD released a National Defense Industrial Strategy in November 2023
that included some of these elements, including the problems the strategy
is intended to address (such as weaknesses in the supply chain) and
goals for addressing these problems (such as improving supply chain
resiliency by investing in extra capacity).1 DOD’s strategy, however,
does not include information to specifically guide the Navy's management
of the ship industrial base.

The Navy established a new program office in September 2024 that Navy
officials told us will be positioned to develop a strategy for the ship
industrial base. They stated that they plan to have additional details about
the strategy available in early 2025. Until the Navy develops and
implements a ship-specific industrial base strategy, it will not be able to
effectively align or assess its actions to manage the industrial base for
both shipbuilding and repair. Further, clarifying in the strategy how its
approach to the ship industrial base integrates with DOD’s National
Defense Industrial Strategy would also reflect the characteristics of a
desirable national strategy, which includes establishing relationships
between strategies. Additionally, such a strategy could include
performance measures to gauge results from investments in the ship
industrial base and provide a framework for navigating the Navy’s
competing priorities.

The ASN (RD&A) does not have authority over the organization
responsible for surface ship maintenance and modernization, which
hinders the ASN (RD&A)’s ability to fulfill its responsibilities for life-cycle
management.'0* The ASN (RD&A)'’s role was expanded under the John
S. McCain National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2019 to
include overall supervision of sustainment, including maintenance, as part
of life-cycle management of Navy systems, such as ships. 102

100See GAO-22-104154. We made six ions related to el that should
be included in DOD’s industrial base strategy. DOD and the military departments partially
concurred with one recommendation and fully concurred with the rest. We continue to
monitor DOD’s implementation of its effort to further develop its strategy.

101The ASN (RD&A) maintains contracting authority for NAVSEA and for surface ship
contracting within the continental United States.

102pyb, L. No. 115-232, § 915 (2018)(@amending 10 U.S.C. § 5016(b)(4)(A), which has
been renumbered 10 U.S.C. § 8016(b)(4)(A)).

Page 63 GAO-25-106286 Shipbuilding and Repair



196

Program Executive Office (PEO) Ships, the subordinate organization
tasked to advise the ASN (RD&A) on surface ships, does not have the
authority over surface ship repair needed to inform the ASN (RD&A)'s
overall supervision of repair. The ASN (RD&A) has oversight
responsibility for the Navy’s PEOs, which are responsible for all aspects
of life-cycle management—which includes acquisition and sustainment—
for their respective programs. However, PEO Ships does not have a
direct line of authority over NAVSEA's Directorate for Surface Ship
Maintenance, Modernization and Sustainment, which is the Navy's
dedicated life-cycle management organization for in-service surface
ships. In contrast, PEO Submarines and PEO Carriers have direct lines of
authority over the Submarine Maintenance Engineering, Planning and
Procurement office and the Carrier Planning Activity, the organizations
responsible for life-cycle management for submarines and carriers,
respectively (see fig. 11).
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Figure 11: Organizational Structure for the Navy with Ship Repair Oversight
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NAVSEA's Directorate for Surface Ship Maintenance, Modernization and
Sustainment reports to the Chief of Naval Operations through the
Commander of NAVSEA. ASN (RD&A) leadership told us that after
sustainment was added to the ASN (RD&A)’s responsibilities, the Navy
had reorganized, assigning responsibility for the construction and repair
of aircraft carriers and submarines to their respective PEOs. However,
ASN (RD&A) leadership stated the Navy has yet to conduct a similar
reorganization for surface ships. ASN (RD&A) leadership told us they
recognized it as a challenge that there was no coordinated leadership, but
they have yet to fully analyze how to adjust the organizational structure.
As a result, neither the ASN (RD&A) nor the PEOs can fully coordinate
actions that affect the industrial base’s ability to support shipbuilding and
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ASN (RD&A) Is Establishing an
Office to Better Coordinate the
Navy’s Industrial Base
Approach

repair for surface ships, such as making investments in infrastructure or
workforce.

Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government calls for agency
management to establish an organizational structure, assign
responsibility, and delegate authority to achieve the entity’s objectives. 103
Evaluating how to align NAVSEA's Directorate for Surface Ship
Maintenance, Modernization and Sustainment more directly under the
ASN(RD&A)'s authority and oversight, such as by placing it under a PEO,
would position the Navy to manage the ship repair industrial base more
holistically and effectively.

The ASN (RD&A) is responsible for Navy acquisition and sustainment,
but it has not had an executive-level manager to serve as the assistant
secretary’s principal advisor on the ship industrial base. We found that
neither DASN Sustainment nor DASN Ships, the relevant offices at the
DASN-level, are well positioned to provide integrated oversight based on
their roles and responsibilities. The ASN (RD&A) told us that DASN
Sustainment only oversees some aspects of sustainment, and the official
responsible for DASN Sustainment told us that DASN Ships has better
insight into industrial base issues. However, DASN Ships does not have
an executive position with full-time responsibility for industrial base
oversight. The ASN (RD&A) explained that DASN Ships previously had
someone in a temporary position to oversee the industrial base.
Moreover, as noted above, PEO Ships does not have direct oversight of
the ship repair industrial base.

After discussions with us about these issues in March 2024, the Navy
announced efforts to create a new program office that could provide
better oversight of the ship industrial base. In June 2024, the ASN
(RD&A) released a memorandum establishing the Maritime Industrial
Base program office. This program office is intended to manage the ship
industrial base, including the industrial base that supports submarine and
surface shipbuilding and ship repair. According to the memorandum, this
new organization will directly report to the ASN (RD&A) on ship industrial
base issues and will incorporate several existing smaller industrial base
management organizations. The memorandum also states that, due to
the size and scope of the Navy'’s ship industrial base efforts, the head of
the program office will be a dedicated, full-time executive. The Navy plans
to treat the ship industrial base as a major acquisition program, and as

103GA0-14-704G.
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such, the head of the program office will be tasked with establishing an
acquisition strategy for related efforts. The ASN (RD&A) directed the
office to begin operating on August 1, 2024, but Navy officials told us it
was formally established in September 2024. We will continue to monitor
the efforts the Navy is initiating through this newly formed office.

Conclusions

Problems in Navy shipbuilding and repair have remained relatively
unchanged over the past decades—programs are not achieving cost and
schedule goals, and as a result, the battle force is not sufficiently
modernized and ready to meet national security needs. These problems
are in part because the ship industrial base faces workforce and
infrastructure challenges that put the Navy’s goals out of reach. Yet, the
Navy continues to expect different performance outcomes in the coming
years than it has achieved in the past. There is no basis for expecting
industrial base outcomes to improve without changes from the Navy that
would motivate a different level of private industry investment and
performance.

In large part, the Navy's approach for improving the private ship industrial
base is to continue to provide shipbuilding companies and their suppliers
with increasing financial support, and to begin to do so for ship repair
companies. Well-targeted investments that are tied to specific program
outcomes could influence improved performance on the current programs
of record. Achieving such outcomes demands that the Navy track and
monitor its investments in the ship industrial base—specifically its
contract investment incentives. Moreover, the Navy could bolster its
ability to improve the industrial base if it consistently evaluated its
investments based on performance metrics to determine whether its
overall industrial base investments are effective and adjusting as
necessary. Further, to prevent duplication and overlap of their
investments, the offices in the Navy and OSD that distribute industrial
base funding would benefit from coordinated visibility into the various
efforts across the department. Finally, before it begins investing in the
ship repair industrial base in the way it does for shipbuilding, the Navy
would benefit from first establishing an understanding of its needs to
avoid providing too much infrastructure and disrupting the market for
repair.

Enduring changes require a strategic, rather than reactive, approach. As
such, developing a strategy to motivate the ship industrial base to perform
better—including goals and the resources it needs to achieve them—will
help the Navy break a cycle of poor performance that has stifled the
growth and modernization of the fleet for decades. Development of a
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successful strategy will involve effort from the Navy to resolve the
underlying tensions between its desire to increase opportunities for
competition and protect the existing industrial base from the negative
outcomes that would normally result from underperformance in a
competitive market. Further, evaluating changes to the Navy's
organizational structure could position the Navy to ensure that the ASN
(RD&A) has the appropriate line of authority to carry out its
responsibilities related to oversight of acquisition and sustainment,
including for the industrial base that carries out these functions.

Recommendations for
Executive Action

We are making the following six recommendations to DOD:

The Secretary of the Navy should ensure that the Commander of Naval
Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) updates and implements its policies
to require its Contracts Directorate to centrally collect data for shipyard
investment incentives from contracting officers and its Program
Management Offices’ contracting officer’s representatives to track and
monitor its incentive efforts on an ongoing basis. (Recommendation 1)

The Secretary of the Navy should develop performance metrics to assess
the programmatic and aggregate effect of the Navy’s ship industrial base
investments. (Recommendation 2)

The Secretary of Defense should ensure that the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and Sustainment and the Secretary
of the Navy regularly coordinate on industrial base support investments,
to include collecting and sharing relevant data. (Recommendation 3)

The Secretary of the Navy should ensure that grant funding or other
support efforts the Navy provides for the ship repair industrial base are
informed by analysis that identifies the required infrastructure capacity
needed for surface ship repair. (Recommendation 4)

The Secretary of the Navy should develop a ship industrial base strategy
that aligns with the National Defense Industrial Strategy and adheres to
the desirable characteristics of a national strategy. (Recommendation 5)

The Secretary of the Navy should evaluate how to ensure ASN (RD&A)
has the line of authority it needs to carry out its responsibilities for
acquisition and sustainment, including repair, for example, by
reorganizing NAVSEA's Director for Surface Ship Maintenance,
Modernization and Sustainment to fall under PEO Ships’ authority, and
act on the results of this evaluation, as appropriate. (Recommendation 6)
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Agency Comments

We provided a draft of our report to DOD for review and comment in
October 2024. As of February 2025, DOD had not provided official
comments on this report. The Navy provided draft comments indicating
that it generally concurred with the substance of the recommendations.
The Navy stated that Recommendation 1 on collecting and monitoring
investment incentive data should include additional parties within the
Navy. We agreed and adjusted our recommendation accordingly. The
Navy also provided technical comments, which we incorporated as
appropriate.

We also provided a draft our of report to the Department of Transportation
for review and comment. Officials from the Department of Transportation
informed us that they did not have comments on the report.

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional
committees, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Navy,
Secretary of Transportation, and other interested parties. In addition, the
report is available at no charge on the GAO website at
https://www.gao.gov.

Should you or your staff have questions, please contact us at (202) 512-
4841 or oakleys@gao.gov or at (202) 512-9627 or maurerd@gao.gov.
Contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public
Affairs may be found on the last page of this report. GAO staff who made
key contributions to this report are listed in appendix V.

NW Omgj

Shelby S. Oakley
Director, Contracting and National Security Acquisitions

ANoMmG

Diana Maurer
Director, Defense Capabilities and Management
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Appendix |: Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

This report examines (1) the extent to which the industrial base can
support the Navy’s shipbuilding and repair goals; (2) the extent to which
the Department of Defense (DOD) is taking actions to support the
industrial base for Navy shipbuilding and ship repair and determining the
effectiveness of those actions; and (3) the extent to which the Navy is
taking a strategic approach to address the challenges it faces managing
the industrial base to meet is long-term shipbuilding and repair goals.

In general, our work focuses on the capability and capacity that private
industry provides to support Navy shipbuilding and repair efforts. In
shipbuilding, we included the work conducted by the private sector
industrial base at contractor-owned shipyards in our review; we did not
include the work performed by suppliers to produce materials for
shipbuilding programs. For ship repair, we included work conducted by
the private sector industrial base in our review, to include work performed
at contractor-owned facilities and work performed by private contractors
at government-owned facilities. We did not include repair work conducted
at the Navy's four public shipyards—part of the organic industrial base—
which includes most submarine and aircraft carrier maintenance, or work
performed by suppliers for ship repair. Our analysis is focused on the

1While we focused this review on the private industry for surface ship repair, we have
reported extensively on the Navy's ability to conduct repairs of aircraft carriers and
submarines at its public shipyards. Our work has identified poor conditions at the public
shipyards and the challenges the Navy faces in improving them; delays in repairs
conducted by the Navy; and limitations to the Navy workforce that repairs submarines and
aircraft carriers. See GAO, Naval Ship, - Ongoing CI ould i

Navy'’s Ability to Improve Shipyards, GAO-22-105993 (Washington, D.C.: May 10, 2022)
for an overview of this work.
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Appendix I: Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

industrial base as it relates to shipbuilding programs for the Navy’s battle
force, and major repair periods for the Navy's nonnuclear surface fleet.2

To assess the extent to which the industrial base can support the Navy’'s
shipbuilding and repair goals, we compiled information from our prior
work—from 2017 to 2024—on Navy shipbuilding and ship repair
programs as it relates to the industrial base to identify trends. We also
analyzed the Navy’s Annual Long-Range Plan for the Construction of
Naval Vessels for each year from fiscal years 2015 to 2025 and its
Annual Long-Range Framework for Maintenance and Modernization of
Naval Vessels from fiscal years 2023 to 2025 for information about the
industrial base.?

For the shipbuilding industrial base, we compared the planned rate of
delivery for two ship classes—the Virginia class submarine and Arleigh
Burke class destroyer—to the actual rate of deliveries that appear in the
Navy’s budget documentation. We selected these classes because they
have a high volume of production and have been in production for
decades. Further, we examined DOD, Navy, and contractor
documentation to identify information about the extent of shipbuilding
program delays and the associated causes. In addition to identifying
delays reported in the Navy 45-day Shipbuilding Review Briefing, for
destroyers, we identified Navy reported contract delivery dates in program

2According to the Navy, battle force ships are warships capable of contributing to combat
operations, or that contribute directly to Navy warfighting or support missions. The Navy
conducts repair availabilities during peace time that range from a few weeks to over a
year. Major repair periods, called Chief of Naval Operations availabilities, are conducted to
accomplish significant planned repair work, such as structural, mechanical, and electrical
repairs. These may include modernization work to upgrade a ship’s capabilities along with
repair work, and they can last for over a year. Other types of repair periods accomplish
non-major repair work requiring relatively little time compared to Chief of Naval Operations
repair periods—typically only weeks to a few months in duration. Non-major repair periods
include continuous maintenance periods and emergent maintenance periods. Continuous
maintenance periods accomplish planned, non-major repair work. For example,
continuous maintenance periods may involve repainting parts of a ship or repairing the
nonskid surfaces on a flight deck. Emergent maintenance periods accomplish unplanned
repair work of an urgent nature when the risk of prolonged disruption to a ship’s
operations makes higher payments for repair acceptable. These repair periods are only
completed on an as-needed basis to keep a ship operating.

3U.S. Navy, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations. Long-Range Plan for Construction of

Naval Vessels, (Washington, D.C.: June 2014, March 2015, April 2016, February 2018,

March 2019, December 2020, June 2021, April 2022 March 2023 March 2024); U.S.

Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Long-R: and

Modemrzatlon of Naval Vessels, (Washington, D C. August 2022 April 2023, March
24).
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Appendix I Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

briefings. For other classes of ships, we identified contract delivery dates
in detail, design, and construction contracts. We conducted analysis to
compare contract delivery dates with estimated delivery dates listed in the
Navy'’s fiscal year 2025 budget request. We excluded the Littoral Combat
Ship because the Navy is not planning to procure additional quantities of
this class under its shipbuilding plan, as well as ships that have recently
started construction and for which we did not have sufficient data to
measure performance. We also excluded command and support ships
from our analysis. Documents we examined include the Navy's 45-Day
Shipbuilding Review Briefing; Selected Acquisition Reports; Navy
program budget briefings; and contractor-produced briefing documents.4
We also used these documents to identify instances of shipbuilder
workforce and infrastructure problems that affected shipbuilding program
performance.

For the ship repair industrial base, we analyzed Navy and contractor
documentation to determine the extent to which it has the number of
government-owned and privately-owned dry docks—the most constrained
element of ship repair infrastructure—to meet the Navy’s plans based on
its assessment of its peace time needs. The documents we examined
include the Report to Congress on Navy Dry Dock Strategy for Surface
Ship Maintenance & Repair and related analysis, long-range maintenance
plans, documentation on fleet priorities, and contractor briefing
documents.5 To determine the extent to which the industrial base has
sufficient workforce to meet the Navy’s repair needs, we examined the
February 2024 projection produced by the Director for Surface Ship
Maintenance, Modernization, and Sustainment from Naval Sea Systems
Command; the long-range maintenance plan; and contracting documents
that include information about workforce.¢ We also conducted site visits
and interviews, described in detail later in this appendix.

To determine the extent to which DOD is taking actions to support the
industrial base for Navy shipbuilding and ship repair, we reviewed Navy
and Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and
Sustainment (OUSD)(A&S)) budget and briefing documents, as well as
investment information provided by offices across the department. We

4U.S. Navy, 45-day Shipbuilding Review (2024).

SDepartment of the Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Report to Congress Navy Dry
Dock Strategy for Surface Ship Maintenance & Repair, (Washington, D.C.: May 2022).

6U.S. Navy, Naval Sea Systems Command, Long-Range Framework for Maintenance and
Modernization of Naval Vessels, (Washington, D.C.: March 2024).
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selected a historical time frame of 10 years, from fiscal years 2014 to
2023, as the Office of the Secretary of Defense’s (OSD) Industrial Base
Analysis and Sustainment (IBAS) office was established in fiscal year
2014. This period also encapsulates investments the Navy has made in
other efforts, like the submarine industrial base, and surface combatant
industrial base, including for the frigate program, which started in fiscal
year 2018 or later. To examine future years, we selected fiscal years
2024 to 2028 because this period covers planned spending in the Future
Years Defense Program that appears in budget documents.

To identify the Navy’s investments in the ship industrial base, we
reviewed Navy budget materials. Specifically, we reviewed materials
pertaining to the submarine industrial base, surface combatant industrial
base, the frigate program, and Manufacturing Technology program. For
Navy direct investments in the National Shipbuilding Research Program,
Navy shipyard investment incentives on contract, and OSD direct
investments for IBAS and Defense Production Act (DPA) Title IIl, we
requested and reviewed funding data covering fiscal years 2014 to 2023
from offices across the department. We also interviewed relevant officials
and reviewed related documents—such as program briefings, policy, and
contract documents—about the mechanisms DOD uses to track
investment data. For OSD direct investments in the Defense
Manufacturing Community Support Program, we reviewed OSD’s public
reporting of funding awards. We confirmed with a Navy official
knowledgeable about the industrial base that we had identified the major
sources of investments into the ship industrial base.

To understand the extent to which DOD determined the effectiveness of
actions to support the industrial base, we compared the Navy’s efforts to
track its contract investment incentives and direct investments to its policy
and with selected standards outlined in Standards for Internal Control in
the Federal Government.” Of specific relevance were internal control
principles that emphasize management's responsibility to obtain relevant
data from reliable sources in a timely manner for effective monitoring.
Additionally, we examined the Navy’s and OSD’s efforts to collect
investment outcome metrics and to establish visibility across investments.
We reviewed relevant documentation—like program briefings, contract
documents, and project funding awards—and conducted interviews with
shipbuilding company representatives and DOD officials to detemmine the

7GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-14-704G
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 10, 2014).
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extent that DOD is collecting outcome metrics and coordinating on
different investments. We compared these efforts to internal control
principles for designing control activities to achieve objectives, such as
activities to monitor performance measures and indicators, and internal
control principles to communicate quality information externally through
reporting lines to help the entity achieve its objectives and address
related risks.

To assess the Navy's plans to begin awarding grant funding to private
ship repair yards, we reviewed documents, such as the Navy Dry Dock
Strategy for Surface Ship Maintenance & Repair and legislative
provisions.8 We compared the Navy’s efforts to determine future repair
infrastructure needs to internal control principles for using quality
information to make informed decisions.

To assess the extent to which the Navy is taking a strategic approach to
address the challenges it faces managing the industrial base to meet its
long-term shipbuilding and repair goals, we reviewed DOD’s National
Defense Industrial Strategy to determine whether it contained information
specific to the ship industrial base.® We also discussed with a
knowledgeable Navy official whether the Navy had developed a similar
strategy document to guide its management of the ship industrial base.
We examined the Navy’s approach to managing the ship industrial base
as described in the Navy’s long-range plans.

Based on our review of the Navy’s long-range plans, we examined the
demand signal as a key element of the Navy’s approach to managing the
industrial base. To do so, we examined the extent to which the Navy's
shipbuilding plans have changed over time. Specifically, we examined the
planned procurement for battle force ships outlined in six iterations of the
plan, released in fiscal years 2018 through 2024 and intended to
accompany the fiscal years 2019 through 2025 budgets.® For plans that
included multiple variations in planned procurement, we included each
variation in our analysis. For each plan, for each fiscal year we identified

8Naval Sea Systems Command SEA21, Report to Congress Navy Dry Dock Strategy for
Surface Ship Maintenance & Repair.

9Department of Defense, National Defense Industrial Strategy (2023).
10U.S. Navy, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Report to Congress on the Annual
Long-Range Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels (Washington, D.C.: March 2024). We

were not able to include the shipbuilding plan intended to accompany the fiscal year 2022
budget in our analysis because it did not outline planned procurement beyond fiscal year

Page 75 GAO-25-106286 Shipbuilding and Repair



208

Appendix I Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

the plan or variation under which the Navy would purchase the fewest
ships and the most ships, to identify the range of potential procurements
over time. We conducted additional analysis on the shipbuilding plan,
which appears in appendix I1.11

For our analysis of the demand signal from Navy repair workload
projections, we examined the publicly released bi-monthly workload
projections produced by NAVSEA'’s Directorate for Surface Ship
Maintenance, Modernization, and Sustainment. We included projections
for October 2019 through April 2024, the most recent available at the time
of our analysis. To estimate the range of labor days the Navy projected,
we identified the highest and lowest workload volume projected for each
fiscal year made during the October 2019 to April 2024 projections. We
also calculated the average annual projection for each fiscal year in that
period.

In our review of the Navy’s approach for managing the industrial base, we
identified competing priorities—such as preservation of the existing
industrial base and competition. To identify the Navy’s approach to
navigating competing priorities in shipbuilding and ship repair, we
analyzed selected Navy justification and approval documents for
shipbuilding and ship repair contracts. These justification and approval
documents are required under Federal Acquisition Regulation to award
certain contracts without using full and open competition, and they helped
us to determine examples of actions the Navy has taken using other than
full and open competition for reasons related to industrial base
considerations. 2 We compared the Navy’s actions to goals for
competition outlined in Navy documentation, such as planning and
strategy documents, and in our interviews with Navy officials.

To understand how Navy leadership is structured to strategically manage
the industrial base, we examined the statute outlining shipbuilding and
repair responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research,

In addition, we also compared the planned force structure tables from the Navy's most
recent plan, intended to accompany the fiscal year 2025 budget request, with the Navy’s
force structure goals from its most recent force structure assessment, based on the force
structure assessment summary tables also included in the most recent shipbuilding plan.

12Agencies may use other than full and open competition in instances where it is deemed
necessary to maintain a facility, producer, manufacturer, or other supplier available for
furnishing property or services in case of a national emergency or to achieve industrial
mobilization, or in instances in which the work is only available from one source, among
other reasons. See Federal Acquisition Regulation Part 6 and 10 U.S.C. § 3204(5)(3)(A)
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Development, and Acquisition (ASN (RD&A)). We also examined policy
from the Office of the Secretary of the Navy that implements those
responsibilities, and compared statute to the Navy’s organizational
structure for implementing those responsibilities. 3 We further examined
policy from the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations assigning specific
repair responsibilities to Naval Sea Systems Command and on
NAVSEA's role during maintenance periods. 4 We also interviewed the
ASN (RD&A) and officials from NAVSEA.

For all objectives, we conducted extensive interviews with DOD and Navy
officials, and private shipbuilding and repair companies. We gathered
information on the condition of companies’ infrastructure, workforce and
suppliers, as well as associated challenges; past and planned
investments in improvements; the competitive environment for
shipbuilding and ship repair; anticipated current and future workload; and
other challenges. We interviewed all seven shipbuilders the Navy uses to
construct battle force ships and visited the majority of their shipyards.1s
For shipbuilding, we identified challenges for the defense industrial base
workforce in DOD documents and our prior work and interviewed
representatives on those topics. We conducted a content analysis based
on our interviews about these workforce challenges to identify trends. To
learn about barriers to entry into the Navy shipbuilding industrial base, we

1310 U.S.C. § 8016. U.S. Navy, Department of (he Navy Research Development and
Acquisition, Life-Cycle Mar

Accountability Secretary of the Navy Instruction 5400 15D, (Jan. 19 2021). Pub. L. No
115-232, § 915 (2018)(amending 10 U.S.C. § 5016(b)(4)(A), which has been renumbered
10 U.S.C. § 8016(b)(4)(A)).

14U.8. Navy, Mission, Functions, and Tasks of Commander, Naval Sea Systems
Command Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 5450.340A CH-1 (Dec. 9, 2019), and
U.S. Navy, Maintenance Policy for Navy Ships Chief of Naval Operations Instruction
4700.7M (May 8, 2019).

15Shipbuilders for Navy battle force ships include: Austal USA; General Dynamics Bath
Iron Works; General Dynamics National Steel and Shlpbulldlng Company; Huntington
Ingalls Newport News Shij ing; and Ingalls Shi We also met with
representatives from Fincantieri Marinette Marine and General Dynamics Electric Boat,
but we did not visit these locations as part of this engagement because other GAO
engagements were already conducting site visits to these shipbuilders.
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also interviewed Bollinger and Vigor, companies that build ships, but do
not currently build battle force ships for the Navy. 16

For additional context about challenges facing the shipbuilding industrial
base, we also interviewed representatives from key supplier
consortiums—which represent multiple suppliers that produce similar
materials—to gain perspectives about issues facing the supplier base.”
Further, we interviewed Navy task forces responsible for issues pertaining
to the industrial base, including the Navy’s Shipbuilding Industrial Base
Task Force, Submarine Industrial Base Task Force, and Aircraft Carrier
Industrial Base Task Force.

For ship repair, we interviewed all 12 companies eligible to conduct
complex repair work on the Navy’s nonnuclear surface ships. Many of the
companies conducting ship repair have facilities in more than one
location, and we engaged some of these companies in more than one
location to gain perspective on region-specific topics. 8 We also
interviewed several companies under contract to perform repair work for
the Littoral Combat Ship.'® Repair companies for Navy nonnuclear
surface ships represent all five U.S.-based fleet concentration areas
(Norfolk, VA; Mayport, FL; Seattle/Everett, WA; San Diego, CA; and Pearl
Harbor, HI).

16We made a judgmental selection of shipbuilders that do not build battle force ship to
interview. Of these shipbuilders, we selected Bollinger because it has experience in
constructing smaller vessels for the Navy. We selected Vigor because of its involvement in
Navy ship modernization work, and to gain perspective from a different ic region.

17Specifically, we spoke with the Forging Industry Association and the U.S. Partnership for
Assured Electronics. We selected these supplier groups because supplies from these
sectors were identified as challenging in DOD’s evaluation of the supply chain in recent
reports. Department of Defense, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition
and Sustainment, State of Competition within the Defense Industrial Base (February
2022); Department of Defense, Submarine Industrial Base (SIB) Study Supporting Fiscal
Year 2023 Program Review (May 2022).

18The companies we interviewed include: BAE Systems; Colonna’s Shipyard; Continental
Maritime of San Diego; Epsilon Systems; East Coast Repair and Fabrication; Fincantieri
Marine Repair; MHI Ship Repair & Services; General Dynamics National Steel and
Shipbuilding Company; Pacific Ship Repair and Fabrication; Pacific Shipyards
International; Southcoast Welding and Manufacturing; and Vigor.

19We made a judgmental selection of companies eligible to conduct major repair work for
the Littoral Combat Ship based on location and their other work on Navy shipbuilding and
repair contracts. The companies we interviewed that Navy documentation shows as being
on contract to work on the Littoral Combat Ship but not complex work on surface
combatants include Austal and Marine Group Boat Works.
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For additional information about ship repair, we also interviewed Navy
officials in charge of naval surface ship maintenance. These Navy ship
repair officials came from NAVSEA'’s Directorate for Surface Ship
Maintenance, Modernization and Sustainment, Commander Navy
Regional Maintenance Center, and each continental-based Regional
Maintenance Center—Mid-Atlantic, Northwest, Southeast, and
Southwest—as well as the Hawaii Regional Maintenance Center. To
learn more about the Navy’s planning process for ship repair, we also
interviewed QED Systems Inc, which conducts planning efforts for Navy
repair.

For additional information about the OSD’s investments in the industrial
base, we also interviewed OSD officials managing DPA Title IIl
investments, IBAS investments, and contractors managing an IBAS
workforce project. We also interviewed the officials from the Program
Executive Office for Strategic Submarines and a subcontractor for the
program—BlueForge Alliance—about their role in managing submarine
supplier investments. Additionally, we interviewed officials from DOD’s
Office of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation about its studies on
submarine industrial base investments. To gain perspectives from an
external party managing investments in the ship industrial base, we
interviewed the Department of Transportation’s Maritime Administration.
Lastly, we interviewed NAVSEA'’s Contracts Directorate to understand its
role in managing shipyard investment incentives on contracts.

To gain the perspective of Navy leadership on the ship industrial base, we
interviewed the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Ships and
officials from the office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Sustainment. We also held a discussion with the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy for Research, Development, and Acquisition. We also reviewed
a memo issued by the ASN (RD&A) that includes information about the
establishment of a new direct reporting program office for the ship
industrial base.

We conducted this performance audit from October 2022 to February
2025 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to
obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Some of the companies we interviewed to inform our analysis identified
some of the information they provided to us as being business sensitive,
which must be protected from public disclosure. Therefore, this report
omits the sensitive information on the companies’ workforce,
infrastructure, and subcontracts. One company, Bath Iron Works, did not
respond to several requests to validate if information obtained from the
company could be cleared for public release. We therefore omitted some
information obtained from Bath Iron Works in this report.
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The Navy produced its first shipbuilding plan for fiscal year 2004. In
recent years, it has increased its target for the size of the fleet and will
have to construct more new ships to meet its goals, as seen in figure 12.

Figure 12: Navy Planned Fleet Size Growth from Shipbuilding Plans, Fiscal Years
2016-2025

Battle force inventory estimate
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Source: GAO analysis of Department of Defense data. | GAO-25-106286

*The 2022 Navy planned numbers come from the shipbuilding plan the Navy submitted to Congress
on December 9, 2020. The official fiscal year 2022 shipbuilding plan released in June 2021 did not
include 30-year inventory projections.

However, while the plan has consistently reflected the need for growth, it
has not always outlined a pathway for the Navy to achieve its desired
fleet size, as determined by Navy force structure analyses. For example,
the Navy completed a force structure analysis for fiscal year 2016 that
identified a 355-ship force, with a specific mix of ship types, as required to
achieve national goals. Following this analysis, the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 2018 specified that it is U.S. policy to
have no less than 355 battle force ships available as soon as
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practicable. Additionally, the law stated that the fleet should be
comprised of the optimal mix of ship types, subject to the availability of
appropriations or other funds. However, under the shipbuilding plan that
followed, for fiscal year 2019, the Navy did not plan to reach a 355-ship
battle force. Rather, it planned to have only 335 ships by fiscal year 2048.

Similarly, the most recent shipbuilding plan, for fiscal year 2025, does not
outline a path by which the Navy will achieve the composition of battle
force it determined it needs under an updated force structure
assessment. Following a requirement to do so in the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2022, the Navy updated its force
structure analysis. The Navy aligned its analysis with the 2022 National
Defense Strategy, resulting in an increased fleet size goal over its 2016
analysis (see table 5).2

Table 5: Fleet Size by Ship Type Called for Based on Recent Navy Analysis by
Fiscal Year

Fleet size in 2016 Fleet size in 2023
Ship Type analysis analysis
Aircraft carriers 12 12
Large surface combatants 104 87
Small surface combatants 52 73
Amphibious warfare ships 38 31
Attack submarines 66 66
Ballistic missile submarines 12 12
Cruise missile submarines 0 0
Combat logistics forces 34 46
Command, support, and other 37 54
Total battle force 355 381

‘Source: GAO analysis of Navy long-range planning documents. | GAO-25-106286

However, the most recent shipbuilding plan projects the Navy will have
fewer of some ship types than called for in the force structure analysis.
For example, it plans to have fewer than 12 aircraft carriers in the fleet—

1Pub. L. No. 115-91 §1025 (2017).

2The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2022 required the Chief of Naval
Operations to submit a battle force ship and i 1t to the i
defense committees within 180 days of significant changes to wartime scenarios. This
assessment should include the total number of battle force ships required. Pub. L. No.
117-81, § 1017 (a) (2021))(@amending Title 10, U.S. Code, by adding § 8695(a)-(d)).
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the number called for in its force structure analysis—for 27 of the next 30
fiscal years.3 During some years, the Navy plans to have only nine aircraft
carriers.

The divide between what the Navy has determined it needs and what the
Navy plans to procure is wider in the lower-cost procurement options
included in its recent shipbuilding plans. Since its fiscal year 2023 plan,
the Navy has provided multiple options for future force structure, rather
than a single projection, that reflect different budget scenarios. For
example, in its most recent shipbuilding plan, the Navy presented options
to procure either 60 or 81 small surface combatants over the next 30
fiscal years. Under these options, and when also considering the Navy’s
decommissioning plans, there would be either 50 or 68 small surface
combatants in the fleet after 30 years, up to 23 fewer ships of this type
than the 73 called for in the force structure assessment. Similarly, under
one option the Navy would not reach 66 attack submarines—the number
called for in its force structure analysis—until the 30th year of its
shipbuilding plan, and under the other option it would never reach this
goal.

3In addition to the Navy’s force structure goals, the Navy also has a legal requirement to
maintain not less than 11 operational aircraft carriers. 10 U.S.C. § 8062(b). The fiscal year
2025 shipbuilding plan projects the Navy will have fewer than 11 aircraft carriers for most
fiscal years between fiscal years 2037 and 2054.
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For six of the seven major shipbuilders we spoke with, we identified
examples of infrastructure limitations that either currently affect their
ability to construct ships on time, or that could do so in the future (see fig.
13). One company, Bath Iron Works, did not respond to several requests
to validate if information obtained from the company is cleared for public
release. We therefore omitted all information obtained from Bath Iron
Works from figure 13.

Figure 13: of Key Limitati for Navy

National Steel and Shipbuilding Company

Aging infrastructure, including heavy cranes, block assembly
tables, and a floating dry dock, is at risk of failure and presents
a high risk of schedule delays to Navy programs.
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Newport News

The shipyard lacks space to construct both Columbia and Virginia
class submarines simultaneously and has begun to outsource
work that would normally be conducted at the shipyard.

Austal
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to 12—may strain capacity, unless ongoing and future expansion

efforts are timely.
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Source: GAO analysis of Navy and shipbuilder documents and interviews; GAO (icons). | GAO-25-106286
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The Department of Defense (DOD) makes direct investments in the
shipbuilding industrial base under various authorities. While DOD uses
these authorities to benefit the shipbuilding industrial base, the authorities
differ in purpose and where specifically they direct support to. Table 6
provides information about the legal authorities associated with each

investment type we assessed.

Table 6:

for the

Direct

Legal A

Industrial Base

Navy direct investment funding

Purpose

Authority

Submarine Industrial Base

To support supplier development, shipyard
infrastructure, workforce development, government
oversight, and technology opportunities for the
submarine industrial base.

Authorized by National Defense
Authorization Acts through Navy
Shipbuilding and Conversion.?

Surface Combatant Industrial
Base

To support advanced procurement for the surface
combatant industrial base and infrastructure for the
shipbuilders.

Authorized by National Defense
Authorization Acts through Navy
Shipbuilding and Conversion.?

Frigate

To support the frigate industrial base.

Authorized by National Defense
Authorization Acts through Navy
Shipbuilding and Conversion.?

Investment programs

Purpose

Authority

Navy Manufacturing Technology

To anticipate and close gaps in manufacturing
capabilities.

10 U.S.C. § 4841. Manufacturing
Technology Program

National Shipbuilding Research
Program

To reduce the total ownership cost and improve the
capabilities of both U.S. government and U.S. Flag
commercial ships.

Industry led effort, in partnership with the
Navy, using 10 U.S.C. § 4021. Research
Projects: Transactions Other Than
Contracts and Grants

Industrial Base Analysis and
Sustainment (IBAS)

To maintain or improve the health of essential parts
of the defense industry by addressing critical
capability.

10 U.S.C. §4817. Industrial Base Fund

Defense Production Act (DPA)
Title 1l

To focus on projects that establish, expand,
maintain, or restore domestic production capacity
for critical components and technologies.

50 U.S.C. §4533. Other Presidential Action
Authorized, and related Executive Orders

Defense Manufacturing
Community Support Program

To support long-term community investments that
strengthen national security innovation and expand
the capabilities of the defense industrial ecosystem.

John S. McCain National Defense
Authorization Act of for Fiscal Year 2019.
Pub. L. No. 115-232, § 846(a)(1).

Source: GAO analysis of DOD documentation and statutes. | GAO-25-106286
°See, e.g., National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2024, Pub. L. No. 118-31, 137 Stat.

136, at 710 (2023).
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