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Preface 

This report documents support by RAND Corporation’s Homeland Security Operational 
Analysis Center (HSOAC) to the U.S. Coast Guard’s Evergreen strategic foresight activity from 
July 2018 to July 2022. The report is a compilation of both Coast Guard and HSOAC activities, 
products, and jointly developed reports. The Evergreen Project has been a team effort consisting 
of staff from the Coast Guard Office of Emerging Policy (DCO-X), a core group of Coast Guard 
subject-matter experts (SMEs), and HSOAC researchers. The objective was to help the Coast 
Guard identify relevant topics, issues, areas of opportunity, and potential challenges that the 
service will likely face in the coming decades and to provide those to the transition team for the 
next commandant for consideration, thus posturing senior leadership to better bridge the gap 
between future challenges and near-term plans, which typically focus on the urgent needs of 
the present. 

HSOAC analysts reviewed prior Evergreen activities, examined Coast Guard strategy-making 
and planning processes; adapted an approach for developing scenarios; narrated a set of exemplar 
global planning scenarios; supported workshops targeting diverse sets of SMEs; assisted with 
planning, facilitating, and capturing outputs from ideation exercises with target cohorts of service 
participants; published short documents on notable topics of interest identified during workshops; 
and aided the service in developing requirements and planning for a series of strategic games1 to 
test new concepts of operations, set in specific future global scenarios. The series of focused 
workshops in the third year emerged from program engagements with the service’s senior 
leadership, who provided the subject material and helped guide the team.2  

This research was sponsored by DCO-X and conducted within the Strategy, Policy, and 
Operations Program of the HSOAC federally funded research and development center (FFRDC).  

About the Homeland Security Operational Analysis Center  
The Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Section 305 of Public Law 107-296, as codified at 

6 U.S.C. AO 185) authorizes the Secretary of Homeland Security, acting through the Under 
Secretary for Science and Technology, to establish one or more FFRDCs to provide independent 
analysis of homeland security issues. RAND operates HSOAC as an FFRDC for the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security under contract HSHQDC-16-D-00007. The HSOAC FFRDC 
provides the government with independent and objective analyses and advice in core areas 
                                                
1 A serious game is one used for training or analysis, not entertainment, whereas a wargame is often focused on 
conflict.  
2 The team consisted of USCG DCO-X staff, RAND/HSOAC researchers, diverse select cohorts of Coast Guard 
active-duty and civilian SMEs, and select senior leadership from the service’s flag corps who helped guide the team. 
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important to the department in support of policy development, decisionmaking, alternative 
approaches, and new ideas on issues of significance. The HSOAC FFRDC also works with and 
supports other federal, state, local, tribal, and public- and private-sector organizations that make 
up the homeland security enterprise. The HSOAC FFRDC’s research is undertaken by mutual 
consent with DHS and is organized as a set of discrete tasks. This report presents the results of 
research and analysis conducted under task order 70Z02318FM7P03200, Evergreen V.  

The results presented in this report do not necessarily reflect official DHS opinion or policy. 
For more information on HSOAC, see www.rand.org/hsoac. For more information on this 
publication, see www.rand.org/t/RRA872-2. 

http://www.rand.org/hsoac
http://www.rand.org/t/RRA872-2


  v 

Summary 

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) has spent the past 25 years trying to predict and understand 
the challenges and opportunities it will face in the next 25 years through Project Evergreen, its 
long-term strategic planning initiative. The aim of this effort is to identify emerging challenges 
and future trends that may alter the demand for USCG missions and the ability to perform them 
so that senior leaders can plan for the long term. In this report, we summarize the findings of 
Evergreen V—the most recent four-year initiative—run by the USCG Office of Emerging Policy 
(DCO-X) with support from the Homeland Security Operational Analysis Center (HSOAC), a 
federally funded research and development center operated by the RAND Corporation under 
contract with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS).  

Year 1: Scenario Development 
The HSOAC team designed and supported two workshops and wrote Developing New Future 

Scenarios for the U.S. Coast Guard’s Evergreen Strategic Foresight Program, a research report 
that framed a more deliberate approach to developing scenarios in the Coast Guard’s strategic 
foresight program.1 The report developed the structure for how to create scenarios for robust 
strategic planning, and the workshops served to identify vulnerabilities and opportunities in 
Coast Guard strategies while implementing the scenario-based workshop concept. 

 
Key Concerns from Earlier Evergreens Improvements Made in Response 

Scenarios should be robust and diverse rather 
than predictive. They should stress-test current 
plans, policies, and capabilities by helping 
workshop participants better articulate trade-offs 
that USCG will make today to address the wide 
variety of possible challenges that it may face in 
the future.  

The Evergreen team improved the approach to scenario 
development in order to help participants articulate near-term 
trade-offs to address long-term challenges. The scenario 
development was analytically robust and created four diverse 
plausible futures, each of which was designed to exert 
various amounts of pressure on key drivers of Coast Guard 
missions. 

Evergreen insights are underutilized. Evergreen 
participants generally valued the experience of 
considering long-range implications for Coast 
Guard operations, but Evergreen products and 
findings often did not directly influence Coast 
Guard decisionmaking due to different planning 
time horizons. This also makes it challenging to 
trace Evergreen’s impacts. 

The team began producing short summaries as well as 
deeper dives into topics of interest to make the findings more 
accessible, timely, and useful to Coast Guard decisionmaking. 
Senior leaders and specific offices were able to understand 
the themes, opportunities, and concerns raised in the 
workshops within weeks of the events and were better 
informed on complex topics that affect the service. 

 
                                                
1 Abbie Tingstad, Michael T. Wilson, Katherine Anania, Jordan R. Fischbach, Susan A. Resetar, Scott Savitz, 
Kristin Van Abel, R. J. Briggs, Aaron C. Davenport, Stephanie Pezard, Kristin Sereyko, Jonathan Theel, Marc 
Thibault, and Edward Ulin, Developing New Future Scenarios for the U.S. Coast Guard’s Evergreen Strategic 
Foresight Program, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-3147-DHS, 2020. 
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Years 2 and 3: Workshops and Communications 
Using the approach to scenario development created in Year 1, HSOAC developed four 

possible “futures” for discussion in six workshops (called “Pinecones”) held in 2019–2021. The 
scenarios were structured around five levers: geopolitics, economy, climate, technology, and 
society. Each scenario had distinct stressors and put varying amounts of pressure on drivers of 
demand for Coast Guard missions. This resulted in a spectrum of potential futures, ranging 
from a world characterized by rapid growth, innovation, and U.S.-led cooperation to one 
plagued by disasters, resource strains, and loss of global influence. The same scenarios, with 
slight modifications, were used in six subsequent workshops. 

Driving Mission Demands in the Future  

Below are highlights of the current and future trends, driven by various phenomena, that will 
ultimately converge to have a collective impact on the Coast Guard in the 2040 time frame. These 
are coupled with common themes raised by participants about how these trends could impact the 
service or what the service might consider in response. 

Demographic shifts. Aging populations will affect recruiting pools and the profiles of those 
whom the Coast Guard rescues; population growth will intensify demand for Coast Guard 
services.  

Technological shifts. The Coast Guard will use new technologies—but so will those whom 
USCG rescues, supports, partners with, regulates, and counters. The Coast Guard needs to 
dynamically adjust its operations to effectively use technology, make it interoperable with some 
technologies, and be able to counter others.  

Workforce and work-arrangement shifts. As long-term employment shifts toward shorter-
term engagements and independent contractual work, the Coast Guard may need to accommodate 
changing expectations and rethink how it recruits, develops, and retains talent.  

Environmental shifts. Receding coastlines, more severe storms, rising water levels, and other 
climate effects will profoundly change demand for Coast Guard services and put its infrastructure 
at risk.  

Changing patterns of energy production and usage. Shifts in the transport volume of coal, 
oil, and natural gas will affect the types of traffic and facilities that the Coast Guard will regulate 
and secure. The Coast Guard may also seek to reduce its own usage of fossil fuels. 

Changing drug production, use, and legislation status. The types of illicit drug flows that 
the Coast Guard will need to address over the long term will vary based on policies, changes in 
demand, shifting sources, and how drugs are routed from their sources to consumers.  

Geopolitical shifts. The rise of China, the resurgence of Russia, fragile state control in various 
regions, terrorist threats, and other geopolitical factors can alter the Coast Guard’s emphasis on 
its various domestic and overseas roles.  
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Highlights of Key Themes from the Workshops  

The Coast Guard will need to enhance its technical capabilities. These enhancements should 
help it actively share information with partners—international agencies, the Department of 
Defense, the intelligence community, state and local agencies, and the private sector; enhance 
collaboration with partners and allies that will become increasingly necessary due to increased 
demand signals in missions and geographic regions where authorities are shared; and improve its 
ability to more effectively deploy assets to meet mission demands. 

Internal and external stakeholders need greater visibility and transparency. The Coast Guard 
will need to invest in its information technology systems to make actionable data accessible to 
analysts, decisionmakers, servicemembers, and external stakeholders. This approach will require 
a difficult change in culture, as well as substantial investment.  

Grassroots innovation and enterprise integration can be at odds. The Coast Guard often 
develops novel solutions to meet its particular needs. But tailored solutions can hinder 
interoperability with other stakeholders and steepen the learning curve for personnel. Striking 
the right balance between innovation and standardization requires constant reappraisal.  

There is a need for balance between centralized and distributed decisionmaking. Ensuring 
alignment across the service can increase interoperability and collective effectiveness, but 
individual commands also need to be able to tailor policies, approaches, and decisions to meet 
their specific needs, given their deeper awareness of their operational environment and issues.  

There is an inherent tension between localization and the ability of units to deploy. Rooting 
units in a particular locale has advantages (e.g., connections with neighboring units and agencies, 
knowledge of an area), but units must be deployable to respond to short-term emergencies and 
long-term shocks, where localization can be a disadvantage (e.g., cost and effort of deploying; 
unfamiliarity with environment, agencies, and individuals). Recurring deployments to the same 
areas can enhance familiarity, but the efforts and costs associated with deployments may limit a 
unit’s capabilities and experience in its home environment, as well as induce additional strain 
and burden.  

The Coast Guard faces trade-offs between efficiency and resilience. Measures taken to make 
the service lean and efficient can backfire by making the Coast Guard less resilient and reducing 
its ability to surge. The Coast Guard needs to invest in skilled personnel, equipment, assets, and 
infrastructure to meet prospective crises, even if not all elements are used routinely.  

The Coast Guard will need additional resources. The Coast Guard’s budget will need to 
increase to address the expectation of more involvement abroad and the growing demand at 
home, as well as the increasing cost of equipment sustainment.  

Year 4: Strategic Games 
In Year 4, Evergreen shifted from workshops to strategic-level strategic games. Paratus 

Futurum (Ready for the Future) forced players to make distinct choices about mission priorities 
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and investments to prepare for an uncertain future in which climate change, technological 
advancements, the U.S. economy, and global power competition shape the demand for USCG 
missions. There were two series of games: a virtual game for midgrade officers and civilian 
participants and another consisting primarily of senior officers. Participants probed the trade-offs 
that must occur to meet national and USCG priorities and to enable Coast Guard leadership to 
articulate a vision to the public, Congress, the Executive Branch, DHS, and the USCG workforce.  

Game Play 

Each team was assigned a unique scenario and corresponding strategic vision developed in a 
prior workshop. The game was intended to demonstrate how efforts to achieve the vision could 
be challenged by the need to make trade-offs among competing priorities. Game play proceeded 
as follows: 

1. The game began in 2025. Each round represented a four-year period. Teams played three 
to five rounds, progressing to 2040 and beyond. 

2. At the start of each round, each team received an intelligence brief on key trends for the 
next four years and a fixed number of “resource tokens.” The tokens were used to prioritize 
ongoing missions, invest in longer-term capabilities for use in future rounds, or invest in 
operations and maintenance or facilities and infrastructure. 

3. As in real life, investing in some capabilities also required “cultural” investment, such as 
institutional adaptation, new training, changes in talent management priorities and the 
desired attributes of recruits, and new types of equipment and organization and their 
integration costs. Teams could invest in cultural change to promote these new or 
changing efforts.  

4. At the end of each round, challenging new events were introduced. Mission success 
depended on how well resources and investments were positioned in each region and an 
element of chance (a roll of the die). 

5. The score reflected how the public, Congress, and the Executive Branch perceived 
success. The scores and additional domestic events determined the resource constraints 
for the next round. 

Overarching Observations 

• Several teams relied on the current, positive progress of the service to sustain operations, 
and their dominant strategy for the first round of game play was to invest in new 
capabilities. Notably, command, control, computers, communications, cyber, 
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C5ISR) capabilities were uniformly 
identified as the priority investment 

• The teams’ early investment strategies almost universally accepted some level of short-
term risk in traditional missions and often in culture to pay for future capabilities—but 
players pivoted back to domestic missions as game play progressed. 

• Each team acknowledged the importance of investing in operations, maintenance, and 
facilities and was unwilling to take risks over several consecutive rounds of play. 

• The concept of an adaptive force package emerged as a key approach for covering a 
broad range of missions. 



  ix 

• Ensuring mission success in the future while leveraging new technology and attracting 
and retaining a highly capable workforce will require investment in culture. 

• Teams generally spread resources to cover mission demand signals contained in the 
intelligence briefs and relied on surge capability as insurance against plausible surprises. 

• Domestic missions are enduring and fundamental to the Coast Guard, and the teams’ 
resourcing decisions reflected that. 

• Participants noted that while the principal Coast Guard mission set may not change, how 
missions are performed or accomplished may be different. 
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Abbreviations 

AI artificial intelligence 

C5ISR command, control, computers, communications, cyber, intelligence, 
surveillance, and reconnaissance 

CNO Chief of Naval Operations 

CONOPS concept of operations 

CONUS continental United States 

DCO-X Coast Guard Office of Emerging Policy 

DHS Department of Homeland Security 

DMDU decisionmaking under deep uncertainty 

DoD Department of Defense 

DOTMLF+R/G/S doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel, facilities 
plus regulations, grants, and standards 

FFRDC federally funded research and development center 

HSOAC Homeland Security Operational Analysis Center 

IO information operations 

IT information technology 

MDA maritime domain awareness 

MTS Maritime Transportation System 

OCONUS outside the continental United States 

OMB Office of Management and Budget 

PPBE planning, programming, budgeting, and execution 

PWCS ports, waterways, and coastal security 

SAR search and rescue 

SME subject-matter expert 

USCG U.S. Coast Guard 
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1. Introduction 

The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) has spent the past 25 years trying to predict the challenges 
and opportunities it will face over the next 25 years through Evergreen, its long-term strategic 
planning initiative. The aim of this effort is to identify emerging challenges and future trends that 
may alter the volume and types of demand for USCG missions, and/or the service’s ability to 
perform missions so that senior leaders can plan for the future. This report details the findings of 
Evergreen V—the most recent initiative—and includes the key documents and activities that 
were produced to support it.  

The service carries out 11 different statutory missions and must address both immediate 
requirements and future contingencies. Future changes to the operating environment in the 
physical, economic, social, political, and technological domains present additional stresses on 
service resources, in addition to changing or shaping the composition of the service itself. One 
way to aid decisionmaking in an uncertain future is by more effectively leveraging the Coast 
Guard’s Project Evergreen strategic foresight initiative. Without weighing the long view of 
changes in the operating environment alongside current or nearer-term demands, the service will 
not have full awareness of what blind spots might exist in current strategies and plans. Being 
ready for the spectrum of challenges the future might bring requires thoughtful consideration of 
both the near and long terms and how change will affect the Coast Guard.1  

Evergreen and the Importance of Strategic Foresight for the Coast Guard 
Readiness to meet future emerging challenges is the overarching goal of Project Evergreen. 
These challenges can manifest in the form of capability gaps that may be articulated within 

the Joint Requirements Integration and Management System process. Other types of gaps may 
also exist, such as missing or disconnected strategies, inadequately formulated policies, or 
limiting practices related to the full spectrum of human resource management and workforce 
issues.  

The USCG Office of Emerging Policy (DCO-X) runs Project Evergreen. DCO-X is 
responsible for foresight, long-term strategic planning, and forecasting, as well as supporting 
strategic senior leadership engagements. The office is focused primarily on understanding 
emerging challenges, analyzing how USCG can address them, and enabling the resulting 
findings to be incorporated into the wider strategic planning and budget processes.  

Evergreen was established in 2003 to “infuse the Service with strategic intent.”2 It includes 
Project Evergreen, a scenario-based strategic foresight planning process used in various forms 
                                                
1 Tingstad, Wilson, et al., 2020.  
2 DCO-X Evergreen program briefing slides dated February 2021. 
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since its inception as Project Long View in 1996. DCO-X defines strategic foresight as a process 
that offers a decisionmaker a new perspective by testing explicit assumptions to bring about a 
new understanding that will inform organizational preparations for the future. Rather than 
focusing on specific plans for a specific future, strategic foresight looks at the opportunities, 
challenges, and possibilities across a variety of plausible futures. 

Project Evergreen runs on a four-year cycle aligned with the change in Coast Guard 
commandant. Evergreen V kicked off in October 2018, with analytical contract support provided 
by HSOAC, a federally funded research center operated by the RAND Corporation. DCO-X 
restructured Project Evergreen, so that rather than providing a single major report for the 
incoming commandant, it instead delivers a series of more targeted reports based on scenario-
based workshops with flag sponsors across the enterprise.  

Evergreen V focuses on identifying the implications of potential global and regional changes 
on existing Coast Guard strategies, statutory missions, and near-term decisions 15–25 years in 
the future. DCO-X and HSOAC create future scenarios based on methods including data analysis 
and scholarly research. The scenarios are used during games and workshops called “Pinecones,” 
in which Coast Guard personnel examine USCG and Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 
capabilities to perform missions in future operating environments and the potential implications 
of future trends and contingencies for the efficacy of near-term strategic decisions. The scenarios 
also help identify potential opportunities to ensure mission relevance.  

In exploring and refining the direction of Evergreen V over the course of the project, HSOAC 
developed a logic model, shown in Figure 1.1. This logic model is based on documents, interviews, 
the HSOAC team’s own experiences working with the Evergreen program, and feedback from 
Evergreen stakeholders. It was developed using a standard methodology that enumerates the 
activities performed as part of Evergreen, the outputs that result directly from those activities, 
and the higher-level outcomes to which they contribute.3 As Figure 1.1 indicates, Evergreen 
entails developing analytically informed stressing scenarios and exploring those scenarios in the 
Pinecone workshops. The outputs include documenting the workshop results to inform the Coast 
Guard’s evolution, deepening relationships with stakeholders outside the Coast Guard through 
the Pinecones themselves and subsequent discussions, and fostering long-term thinking in a 
service that is often heavily focused on its current operational demands. Evergreen ultimately 
provides outcomes and insights that help to inform leadership thinking, as well as various 
strategies and plans. It also enhances awareness of long-term challenges, both within and outside 
the Coast Guard, and contributes to a culture of addressing those challenges despite the perennial 
urgency of current operations.  

                                                
3 For more information on logic models and their development, see Scott Savitz, Miriam Matthews, and Sarah 
Weilant, Assessing Impact to Inform Decisions: A Toolkit on Measures for Policymakers, Santa Monica, Calif.: 
RAND Corporation, TL-263-OSD, 2017. 
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Figure 1.1. Logic Model Characterizing Evergreen 
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Over the course of the project, HSOAC research staff, who have diverse professional 
experience and analytic capabilities, supported DCO-X in all of these activities and outputs: 
engaging stakeholders in workshops; collecting insights regarding potential implications of 
ongoing and future trends and contingencies; identifying potential strategic challenges that may
impact USCG’s mission performance; describing potential future strategic challenges and global 
scenarios and a repeatable method for deriving them; and writing overviews of selected topics of
relevance to Evergreen and summaries of workshop activities. 

Figure 1.2 provides both the context and impact of the Evergreen program as envisioned by 
the Coast Guard. Evergreen is focused on supporting long-term strategic planning efforts at the 
doctrinal and policy level.

Figure 1.2. Evergreen Program Context and Impact

Source: Adapted from U.S. Coast Guard, Coast Guard Strategic Plan: 2018–2022, 2018.

Purpose and Organization of This Report
Since HSOAC began supporting Evergreen in 2016, the need to capture and document the 

Evergreen process and outputs has been voiced by the sponsor, several participants, and external 
stakeholders who benefit from Evergreen products and want to emulate the Coast Guard strategic 
foresight process. Prior to Evergreen V, there was no deliberate effort to publicize or publish 
Evergreen products. Continuous improvement, building upon past success, and learning from
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unsatisfactory outcomes become more challenging without a readily accessible repository of 
previous Evergreen work. Long-term institutional knowledge about Evergreen has been a 
historical challenge, given that active-duty personnel, including DCO-X staff, are typically 
reassigned every one to three years depending upon promotions, career opportunities, and the 
needs of the service. However, in recent years, Evergreen has gained a reputation and garnered 
interest from external stakeholders and interagency partners.  

To respond to the need for greater documentation of Evergreen efforts, HSOAC developed 
this publicly releasable report, which is a compilation of Evergreen work. This report meets 
several of the service strategic foresight objectives, and new DCO-X staff and USCG program 
managers will benefit from a comprehensive compilation of activities and summary of results. 
HSOAC and DCO-X held lengthy discussions about this report’s contents and organization and 
settled on presenting activities in chronological order with an introduction to orient an audience 
that may know little about the Coast Guard’s strategic foresight effort. This report provides many 
of the documents produced by the Coast Guard and HSOAC in appendixes and links to lengthier 
documents online. For a summary of this report, visit www.rand.org/t/RBA872-1. 

Overall Approach and Methods 
This section describes the work conducted in each year of Evergreen V in accordance with 

a program management plan that was jointly modified by the HSOAC team and DCO-X over 
the four years of performance.4 Year 1 of the program included establishing a framework for 
scenario development and workshop execution; Years 2 and 3 included multiple workshops and 
the development of supplemental and output reports from the workshops; and Year 4 integrated 
games into the Evergreen portfolio and again included the development of supplemental reports. 
Figure 1.3 shows a timeline of Evergreen V reports, workshops, and games over the course of 
the four-year project. 

Year 1: Creating a Framework for Effecting Change 

The primary desired outcome for Year 1 of Evergreen V was generating a framework for 
how USCG might think about drivers of change that have the potential to impact demand for 
USCG operations and/or USCG’s ability to execute missions in the next 15–25 years. HSOAC 
researchers reviewed documents, conducted interviews, analyzed historical data, and held a 
workshop with Coast Guard subject-matter experts (SMEs) to determine potential drivers of 

4 “Evergreen V: Project Management Plan,” Homeland Security Operational Analysis Center, Strategy, Policy, and
Operations Program, prepared for U.S. Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Coast Guard, Office of Emerging 
Policy (DCO-X), Modification 10, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, April 2021. Not available to public. 

http://www.rand.org/t/RBA872-1
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Figure 1.3. Timeline of Evergreen V Events and Products, 2018–2022  
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change in the Coast Guard.5 The framework drew on disaster preparedness research that uses the 
concepts of resilience from both long-term, slow-burning issues (stresses) and sudden, large-
scale disruptions (shocks). The process identified important drivers of change, and the resulting 
scenarios were meant to lay the foundation for a shift to an ongoing iterative strategic planning 
process, rather than treating each Evergreen cycle as distinct from the previous cycle. The 
preparation of scenarios in Year 1 formed the consistent foundation for the following three years 
of workshops. 

The second key task was developing a reference document detailing the theory behind 
scenario development so that new broad planning scenarios can be developed for use in future 
Pinecone workshops. Scenarios linked potential stresses and shocks to impacts on the Coast 
Guard’s ability to execute statutory missions and recover to baseline operations. The scenarios 
were used at subsequent Pinecone workshops and games as a way to help participants talk 
through potential challenges 15–25 years in the future and explore strategies to address them.  

Scenario Development Methods 

We grounded our proposed scenario development approach in two bodies of work that have 
strong academic foundations and have been used by a variety of practitioners to address similar 
challenges to those of the Coast Guard.6  

First, we introduced the stressors-and-shocks framework (i.e., an assessment of how to address 
acute challenges in the context of chronic ones) as an approach for organizing and updating 
information about ongoing and future drivers of change that will affect operations and the 
service’s internal considerations.7 We adapted this way of thinking from the resilience 
community of research and practice because it provides a way to curate and focus the 
multidimensional and interconnected space of future change. This approach provided a 
structured and repeatable means of developing content for qualitative scenarios. 

Second, we built and shaped the scenarios for use in the workshops using decisionmaking 
under deep uncertainty (DMDU) methods.8 Briefly, DMDU methods are intended to address 
conditions of deep uncertainty, which are commonly defined as those in which (1) assigning 
probabilities to different futures or outcomes is difficult or impossible; or (2) decisionmakers, 
key stakeholders, and analysts disagree substantially about the likelihood of different futures or 

                                                
5 See Appendix B of this report, which contains the reports from Year 1 and provides greater detail regarding the 
specific methodology that was used and the documents and data that were reviewed. See also Tingstad, Wilson, et 
al., 2020.  
6 See Tingstad, Wilson, et al., 2020.  
7 Stressors-and-shocks frameworks have also been used in a number of other analyses, including to support disaster 
resilience and climate adaptation planning. See, e.g., Arup International Development, City Resilience Framework, 
prepared for the Rockefeller Foundation, April 2014, updated December 2015. 
8 Vincent A. W. J. Marchau, Warren E. Walker, Pieter J. T. M. Bloemen, and Steven W. Popper, eds., Decision 
Making Under Deep Uncertainty: From Theory to Practice, New York: Springer, 2019. 
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which drivers are most significant. Trying to project conditions decades into the future clearly 
falls into the realm of deep-uncertainty analysis. DMDU methods are a good fit for Evergreen 
because they seek to evaluate how approaches perform across multiple futures rather than trying 
to plan for one specific future. As a result, DMDU methods generally promote flexibility as part 
of the planning process. DMDU methods are usually designed to be used in participatory planning 
to help highlight trade-offs in future decisionmaking. 

For specific information inputs to our scenarios, we relied on the sources and methods 
summarized in Table 1.1. 

Table 1.1. Information Inputs to Evergreen Scenarios 

Input Source Link to Scenarios 

Coast Guard workshop with planning games Populated stressors-and-shocks framework 

Strategic foresight literature Initial material for planning games used in workshop 

Coast Guard survey Initial material for planning games used in workshop 

Prior Evergreen and Long View reports Initial material for planning games used in workshop; analysis of 
past lessons that helped shape scenario content and structure 

Evergreen logic model Analysis of past lessons that helped shape scenario content 
and structure 

Coast Guard interviews Analysis of past lessons that helped shape scenario content 
and structure 

Coast Guard strategy and planning 
documents and guidance 

Analysis of strategic planning processes and needed inputs that 
helped shape scenario content and structure 

HSOAC team and internal SME reviews Development of scenario families, scenario narratives (using 
stressors-and-shocks framework), and selected scenario-
relevant shock narratives 

Stressor-Based Scenario Families 

While scenarios read as freeform narratives, they are built off of a carefully designed 
underlying structure. This structure serves to simplify some of the complexities of the world while 
maintaining a broad range of future possibilities. The methodology began by identifying two 
decision spaces that the Coast Guard is concerned with understanding in the future—namely, its 
workforce and its assets. These decision spaces were the starting point, but ultimately this year’s 
work identified five major decision spaces that the Coast Guard is concerned with (geopolitics, 
economy, climate, technology, and society). Each of these decision spaces can be affected by 
multiple future factors, so we prioritized choices of key change dimensions (axes) based on 
expert judgment about which stressors were most relevant to the success or failure of workforce 
or asset objectives, respectively. The outcome of this process reduces the complex, causally rich 
decision space for each to two key change dimensions (axes).  

Each axis makes up a range of futures that impact the objective, which can then be structured 
in a scenario family. A scenario family is a 2 × 2 matrix representing the interactions of two 
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global stressors or trends, along with the universe of possible outcomes resulting from these 
interactions. Each cell in the matrix is a scenario. Together, the four cells allow for an exploration 
of the different configurations of opportunities and constraints that will likely affect Coast Guard 
decisionmaking. 

An example of this approach is shown in Figure 1.4. In this scenario family, we looked at 
two stressors that will impact the Coast Guard workforce: We considered the competitiveness of 
a USCG career relative to other market drivers (such as the increase in shorter-term engagements 
and independent contract work, known as the “gig economy,” or shifting retention norms), and 
we also considered the balance between having a workforce with specialized skill requirements 
versus more generalized skill requirements. By developing the scenarios using this underlying 
structure, we ensure that the two key change dimensions (axes) are explored in a simplified yet 
comprehensive range of futures. 

Figure 1.4. Example of a Scenario Family for the Workforce Decision Space 

 

This example shows the tension captured in the range of futures: On one hand, demographic 
and educational changes could result in a smaller pool of available and capable labor; on the 
other, less competition for labor among comparable private-sector employers could make 
recruiting and retention easier for the Coast Guard. These conflicting stressor trends are 
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combined into a scenario. Note that if quantitative data or models were available, DMDU 
methods (e.g., robust decisionmaking) could also define axes based on quantitative analysis.9 

The above methodology discusses creating a scenario family across two key change 
dimensions (axes) focused on one objective (workforce). To capture a multidimensional future, 
the final set of future scenarios used in Evergreen workshops were developed around objectives 
that were identified as major drivers in the October 2018 workshop: geopolitics, economy, 
climate, technology, and society. Each of these objectives had a built-out scenario family, and 
the final future scenarios were built by combining cells from each scenario family into a 
narrative structure in Year 2, as shown in Figure 1.5. 

Figure 1.5. Combining Scenario Families into 
a Single Multidimensional Future Scenario Narrative 

  

In Year 1, we also developed a set of shock narratives associated with particular scenario 
families. These are intended to provide a mechanism for simulating the tension between day-to-
day demands and temporary perturbations that can require sudden diversions of capabilities for 
weeks, months, or even years to follow.10 The shocks are a way of amplifying the demands on 
the Coast Guard in any particular stressor-based scenario. 

At first glance, the use of 2 × 2 matrices seems similar to historical Evergreen analyses, 
which is one reason it was appealing (to provide continuity). However, there are several 
important differences. First, using the stressors-and-shocks framework to define dimensions 

                                                
9 Benjamin P. Bryant, and Robert J. Lempert, “Thinking Inside the Box: A Participatory, Computer-Assisted 
Approach to Scenario Discovery,” Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 77, No. 1, January 2010, 
pp. 34–49.  
10 Conceptually, a perturbation might alter the operating environment over the long term. Examples include the 
9/11 terrorist attacks and prominent hurricanes. 
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enables the development of complex change vectors. It also allows users to articulate different 
components and implications of change drivers and combine them (by selecting one scenario 
from each family) when it makes sense to do so for a particular decision. 

Second, we separated shocks into a somewhat independent category of modular components 
that can be added to scenarios. This structural feature provides flexibility in the development of 
scenarios. Evergreen can focus on a response to particular situations through the inclusion of 
diverse shocks, or analyses can consider only day-to-day needs by not including shocks at all. 
Some scenarios might include shocks to gauge response capability or might instead introduce a 
perturbation to incorporate uncertainty about evolving future demands. Fundamentally, the 
relevance of a shock depends on whether the shock meaningfully interacts with current driver 
trends and influences the decisions at hand. 

Years 2 and 3: Workshops and Communications  

With a framework and future scenarios in hand, the second and third years of Evergreen V 
concentrated on conducting Pinecone workshops with personnel from DCO-X, communicating 
the findings, and further developing the concepts that resulted from the workshops. Workshops 
split participants into small groups, each of which was assigned a different scenario to discuss 
with the help of a facilitator and a note taker. After each workshop, a “Quick Look” synopsis 
summarized the findings from the scenario exercises. Then DCO-X and HSOAC selected a 
few key topics from the workshop that were fleshed out into short thought pieces, called 
“Perspectives,” to give decisionmakers a brief introduction to the topics selected and key 
questions to consider. The specific workshops were dictated by DCO-X staff and planned 
throughout the Evergreen program cycle. (See Figure 1.3 for a list and sequence of the 
workshops.) In Year 1, DCO-X and HSOAC sponsored a shocks-and-stressors workshop and 
explored strategic challenges with USCG Pacific Area staff. Year 2 focused on future workforce 
challenges and marine transportation system risk. Year 3 also focused on workforce, service 
adaptation to technology, and addressing future mission demands in the Pacific and Arctic, as 
well as countering “gray-zone” competition.11 In addition, preparations commenced for Year 4 
game planning and developing and testing concepts of operations (CONOPS) for gray-zone 
competition.  

                                                
11 Competition in the gray zone is an underdeveloped area of U.S. strategy, planning, and synchronization of action, 
despite its wealth of advantages. The Center for Strategic and International Studies International Security Program has 
analyzed these threats and how the United States can best deter, campaign in, and respond to gray-zone approaches. 
Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Gray Zone Project,” webpage, undated. See also Lyle J. Morris, 
Michael J. Mazarr, Jeffrey W. Hornung, Stephanie Pezard, Anika Binnendijk, and Marta Kepe, Gaining Competitive 
Advantage in the Gray Zone: Response Options for Coercive Aggression Below the Threshold of Major War, Santa 
Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2942-OSD, 2019. 
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Year 4: Strategic Games 

In 2021–2022, the final project year, Coast Guard personnel participated in two games based 
on ideas generated in the prior years to test the validity and feasibility of the concepts and themes 
presented as well as the senior leadership team’s affinity for them.12 The games built on past 
Evergreen work and an HSOAC analysis of how the Coast Guard can effectively use gaming.13  

One series of games was for midgrade officers and civilian participants, while the second 
primarily involved senior officers. Participants probed the trade-offs that must occur to meet 
national and USCG priorities and to enable Coast Guard leadership to articulate a vision to the 
public, Congress, the Executive Branch, DHS, and the USCG workforce.  

A final report will evaluate the game outcomes, implications, and recommendations for the 
express purpose of helping to transition strategic planning to the next commandant and his or her 
leadership team. 

Game Development  

Games are widely used to better understand and prepare for a diverse set of challenges.14 
Gaming is very often associated with the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD), but many other 
types of organizations—governmental, commercial, nonprofit, and academic—use gaming to 
support decisionmaking or other functions.  

“Gaming” is a generic term for a suite of structured, methodological approaches that can 
qualitatively (and occasionally quantitatively) support decisionmaking in many contexts. Games 
are interactive, rule-based, problem-solving exercises that include adjudication of outcomes. 
They can be played in formal or more relaxed settings and are typically supported by printed 
content, whiteboards, digital devices, software applications, and other communications tools.  

While USCG employs some gaming-type approaches (largely informal), using games to 
inform strategic thinking is a new approach for the Coast Guard. Gaming offers a versatile 
approach to tackling a wide range of necessities for an organization such as the Coast Guard, 
ranging from concept development and strategic planning15 to engagement and training. The 
Coast Guard must prepare for many types of contingencies and events that are complex and lack 

                                                
12 Julia Smith, Nathan Sears, Ben Taylor, and Madeline Johnson, “Serious Games for Serious Crises: Reflections 
from an Infectious Disease Outbreak Matrix Game,” Globalization and Health, Vol. 16, Article 18, 2020.  
13 Abbie Tingstad, Yuna Huh Wong, and Scott Savitz, How Can the Coast Guard Use Gaming? Santa Monica, 
Calif.: RAND Corporation, PE-A148-1, 2020.  
14 See Tingstad, Wong, et al., 2020.  
15 See, e.g., Tingstad, Wilson, et al., 2020; Scott Savitz, Aaron C. Davenport, and Michelle D. Ziegler, The Marine 
Transportation System, Autonomous Technology, and Implications for the U.S. Coast Guard, Santa Monica, Calif.: 
RAND Corporation, PE-359-DHS, 2020; Susan A. Resetar, Michelle D. Ziegler, Aaron C. Davenport, and Melissa 
Bauman, U.S. Coast Guard Workforce 2040: Better Management Through Transparency, Santa Monica, Calif.: 
RAND Corporation, PE-358-DHS, 2020; Abbie Tingstad, Scott Savitz, Kristin Van Abel, Dulani Woods, Katherine 
Anania, Michelle D. Ziegler, Aaron C. Davenport, and Katherine Costello, Identifying Potential Gaps in U.S. Coast 
Guard Arctic Capabilities, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2310-DHS, 2018.  
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straightforward planning or training approaches and thus could benefit from gaming. For 
example, the Coast Guard’s roles may change as the United States competes in the Indo-Pacific 
and Arctic regions. Crises can strain the service—as was seen during and after 9/11, the 
Deepwater Horizon spill, the 2010 Haiti earthquake, and the COVID-19 outbreak—as can 
extreme versions of traditional Coast Guard activities, such as responding to more frequent 
and intense hurricanes, or governance failures, such as the prolonged government shutdown in 
2018–2019, which affected USCG funding. Even reexamining year-to-year needs to support the 
service’s 11 statutory missions through processes such as planning, programming, budgeting, 
and execution (PPBE) requires an ability to anticipate problems and weigh different courses of 
action.  

Since the late nineteenth century, gaming has been used for strategy development, training, 
and other purposes within DoD, where there is a large community of practitioners, senior 
leader interest, and educational opportunities offered by defense schools.16 Various public and 
educational organizations as well as the private sector have employed gaming for responding to 
COVID-19 and other infectious disease outbreaks, emergency preparedness, humanitarian 
response, peacekeeping, critical infrastructure security, maritime security, threat analysis (e.g., 
nonstate actor use of drones), and even monetary policy.17 Organizations that use gaming to 
support policy decisions, training, and other purposes are wide ranging and include the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, the Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency, the 
Federal Reserve, and the Red Cross. Organizations that send participants to various interagency 
games include the Department of Energy, Department of Treasury, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, other offices from the Department of Justice, and intelligence agencies.18 

                                                
16 See Yuna Huh Wong, Sebastian Joon Bae, Elizabeth M. Bartels, and Benjamin Michael Smith, Next-Generation 
Wargaming for the U.S. Marine Corps: Recommended Courses of Action, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, 
RR-2227-USMC, 2019, pp. 19–24; Peter Perla, Peter Perla’s The Art of Wargaming: A Guide for Professionals and 
Hobbyists, John Curry, ed., Morrisville, N.C.: Lulu Press, 2012, pp. 64–65; U.S. Army Command and General Staff 
College, Master of Military Science and Art (MMSA) Program Information, Fort Leavenworth, Kans., undated. 
17 See Federal Emergency Management Agency, “Cyber Ready Community Game,” webpage, 2020; Stephen 
Delahunty, “Banking Comms’ ‘Significant Role’ Revealed in Cyber-Attack ‘War-Game,’” PRWeek, October 30, 
2019; Rex Brynen, and Gary Milante, “Peacebuilding with Games and Simulations,” Gaming & Simulation, Vol. 44, 
No. 1, 2012, pp. 27–35; Smith et al., 2020; “Aftershock,” PAXSims.Wordpress, webpage, undated; Simon Drees, 
Karin Geffer, and Rex Brynen, “Crisis on the Board Game—A Novel Approach to Teach Medical Students About 
Disaster Medicine,” GMS Journal for Medical Education, Vol. 35, No. 4, 2018; American Red Cross, “The Disaster 
Game, or ‘Lights Out!’” webpage, undated; Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, “Chair the Fed,” webpage, 
2020; Sylvan Lane, “‘Chair the Fed’ Makes Monetary Policy a Video Game,” The Hill, September 15, 2016; Dan 
Solomon and Paula Forbes, “Inside the Story of How H-E-B Planned for the Pandemic,” Texas Monthly, March 26, 
2020; John Horn, “Playing War Games to Win,” McKinsey Quarterly, March 2011; Mandiant, “Tabletop Exercise: 
Test Your Organization’s Cyber Response Plan With Scenario Gameplay,” FireEye, webpage, undated; Antony 
Zegers, Matrix Game Methodology: Support to V2010 Olympic Maritime Security Planners, Defence R&D Canada, 
Technical Report DRDC CORA TR 2011-016, February 2011; Charlie Hall, “The Art and Craft of Making Board 
Games for the CIA,” Polygon, webpage, June 22, 2017; and Cyber and Innovative Policy Institute, Defend Forward: 
Critical Infrastructure War Game 2019 Game Report, Newport, R.I.: U.S. Naval War College, 2019. 
18 This is based on one recent tabletop exercise run by the RAND researchers on interagency cyber response. 
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In Chapter 6 and Appendix E, we offer a brief overview of gaming, a taxonomy for how it 
could intersect with Coast Guard needs, and a proposal for how the service might practically 
expand its use of gaming. In particular, we highlight the idea of gaming as a low-cost, scalable, 
structured scenario-based approach that can help gather information, aid decisionmaking, and 
promote learning at different echelons within the service.  
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2. History of Evergreen 

If companies want to make effective strategy in the face of uncertainty, they 
need to set up a process of constant exploration—one that allows top managers 
to build permanent but flexible bridges between their actions in the present and 
their thinking about the future. What’s necessary, in short, is not just imagination 
but the institutionalization of imagination. That is the essence of strategic 
foresight…. 

Nonetheless, few of the organizations that have conducted scenario-planning 
exercises in recent decades have institutionalized them as part of a broader effort 
to achieve strategic foresight. One of the rare exceptions is the U.S. Coast Guard, 
which describes its work with scenario planning as part of a “cycle of strategic 
renewal.”1 

Evergreen has its roots in the Long View project, initiated by the commandant’s staff in 
1998. Five 20-year scenarios were developed for exploration by a core team of participants. Each 
team developed strategies for operating in its assigned scenario. As academic Peter Scoblic 
observes, 

Many of the strategies weren’t novel. But Long View allowed participants to 
think about them in new ways that [later] proved crucial in the post–September 11 
world. In effect, Long View allowed the Coast Guard to pressure-test strategies 
under a range of plausible futures, prioritize the most-promising ones, and 
socialize them among the leadership—which meant that after the attacks, when 
the organization found its mission changing dramatically, it was able to respond 
quickly.2  

According to multiple Coast Guard personnel whom we interviewed, Long View is credited 
within the Coast Guard with making execution of contingency plans after the terrorist attacks in 
2001 and Hurricane Katrina in 2005 more effective, as well as with developing such Coast Guard 
strategies as using greater maritime domain awareness (MDA) for dealing with terrorism threats, 
merging maintenance and operations into sectors, and developing cross-agency partnerships. 
There is consensus that Long View made the logical argument for USCG becoming a 
geographically based organization so that USCG resources could be more responsive to sector 
and district needs.3 While Long View was generally considered to be a success, an internal 
review identified a few weaknesses such as (1) the unstated assumption that the Coast Guard 

                                                
1 Peter Scoblic, “Learning from the Future,” Harvard Business Review, July–August 2020. 
2 Scoblic, 2020. 
3 Tingstad et al., 2018.  
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would continue to be resource-poor and (2) the nonnegotiability of the commandant’s support of 
the Deepwater program to modernize aging cutters and aircraft, which limited the creativity of 
the team.4 Nevertheless, Long View demonstrated the nearer-term benefits of futures analysis, 
and the leadership decided to continue the exercise, renaming it “Project Evergreen” in 2003 to 
signify the continuous renewal of strategies and strategic intent.  

While the focus of Long View was supporting strategy development, Evergreen I and II had 
a broader focus, which was to promulgate strategic intent throughout the Coast Guard. Strategic 
intent is a shared organizational understanding of where the service is headed and why it should 
move in that direction. The goal was for strategic intent not only to inform formal strategies and 
plans, but also to guide day-to-day activities. Evergreen III took a slightly different direction: It 
emphasized relying on SMEs to determine specific strategies and focused on identifying robust 
strategic needs for the service of the future. Strategic needs are those requirements that could put 
the service in a prepared and competitive position for future mission demands and can be used 
to inform decisions and planning at all organizational levels. Evergreen III also focused on 
supporting more “mid-term critical decisions.”5 Subsequently, Evergreen IV developed new 
scenarios to identify future needs of the Coast Guard and added topic-focused reports such as the 
Cyber Futures Report, the Arctic Initiative Report, and the Autonomous Systems Challenge 
Report, along with topic-focused workshops. Evergreen I ran from 2002 to 2005, Evergreen II 
from 2006 to 2009, Evergreen III from 2010 to 2013, and Evergreen IV from 2014 to 2015. 
Table 2.1 describes each phase up to the current Evergreen V. 

Table 2.1. The Phases of Project Evergreen 

Phase Years Focus 

Evergreen I 2002–2005 Promulgate strategic intent throughout USCG to inform 
formal strategies and plans, and guide day-to-day activities Evergreen II 2006–2009 

Evergreen III 2010–2013 Leverage SMEs to determine specific strategies and identify 
robust strategic needs for the service of the future  

Evergreen IV 2014–2015 Develop new scenarios to identify future needs of the Coast 
Guard  

Evergreen V 2016–2022 Strategic forecasting and gaming 

 
See the Coast Guard’s Summary of Project Evergreen  

                                                
4 U.S. Coast Guard, “Creating and Sustaining Strategic Intent in the USCG,” Version 3.0, September 2013. 
Deepwater Program refers to the Coast Guard original acquisition plan and program for replacing the Service’s 
aging fleets of ships and aircraft. See https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/RL/RL33753/63; 
https://businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/CoastGuard%20DeepPrgm.pdf. 
5 U.S. Coast Guard, 2013. 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/RL/RL33753/63
https://businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/CoastGuard%20DeepPrgm.pdf
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Structure and Process Cycles 
Project Evergreen was designed to provide strategies and insights to inform the 

commandant’s planning activities and to develop future leaders who can think and act 
strategically. It provides a unique opportunity to get beyond the “tyranny of the present” and 
consider how longer-term trends and potential surprise events could affect the Coast Guard so 
that it is better prepared for the future.  

Evergreen is structured on a roughly four-year cycle to align with successive commandant 
planning. An iterative process is also essential for dealing with uncertainty when unpredictable 
changes—to national policy, security, geopolitical, technology, natural resources, and economic 
conditions—that alter the demands placed on USCG are to be expected. Thus, an iterative process 
is an inherent methodological element of planning for an uncertain world.  

The basis for the Evergreen process is scenario-based planning. Scenarios themselves are not 
predictive tools, but rather represent plausible futures. A well-designed scenario stimulates deep, 
creative thinking and challenges participants to make difficult choices. Most, but not all, 
Evergreen cycles engaged a core group of participants who were assigned to “live” in a future 
scenario and develop strategies for success in that world. Strategies common to all scenarios 
were identified as robust. 

Core team members had diverse technical and operational expertise and experience that was 
useful for identifying and understanding the effects of future trends on Coast Guard missions and 
for developing strategies to manage these effects. This diversity is considered a salient feature of 
the Evergreen process, which is consistent with research on innovative organizations that 
recommends utilizing formal or informal cross-functional teams that employ a systems view of 
the enterprise to break down barriers to creative problem-solving created by stove-piped functional 
organizations or mindsets.6 The network of personnel established by the core members and other 
participants to assess trends, formulate strategies, and identify capability gaps was also a good 
avenue for promulgating the insights generated through the Evergreen process. Many team 
members were able to incorporate Evergreen material into their own planning activities.  

Another feature of the Evergreen process is that it uses rigorous but relatively simple, 
understandable approaches that are scalable for different applications. The Evergreen team 
applies a human-centric design approach that begins with divergent-thinking exercises to identify 
challenges and opportunities presented by a given scenario and ends with convergent-thinking 
exercises to develop strategies for overcoming and leveraging the challenges and opportunities. 

                                                
6 Rosabeth Moss Kanter, John J. Kao, and Frederik Derk Wiersema, eds., Innovation: Breakthrough Thinking at 
3M, DuPont, GE, Pfizer, and Rubbermaid, New York: Harper Business, 1997; John P. Kotter, Leading Change, 
Boston, Mass.: Harvard Business School Press, 1996; Debra Knopman, Susan A. Resetar, Parry Norling, and 
Irene T. Brahmakulam, Systems of Innovation Within Public and Private Organizations: Case Studies and Options 
for the EPA, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, DB-393-EPA, 2003.  
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Lessons Learned from Previous Evergreen Cycles 
Long View and Evergreen weren’t designed to bring about a wholesale 
organizational shift from the operational to the strategic or to train the Coast 
Guard’s attention primarily on the long term. Instead, the goal was to get its 
personnel thinking about the future in a way that would inform and improve their 
ability to operate in the present.  

Once participants began to view time as a loop, they understood thinking about 
the future as an essential component of taking action in the present. The scenarios 
gave them a structure that strengthened their ability to be strategic, despite 
tremendous uncertainty. It became clear that in making decisions, Coast Guard 
personnel should learn not only from past experience but also from imagined 
futures.7 

A formal lessons-learned analysis identified the benefits and challenges of the Evergreen 
project.8 Structured interviews with nearly 30 Evergreen participants reveal that Evergreen is a 
valuable activity for many reasons. Evergreen is an enterprise-wide analysis that captures input 
from a diverse group that has a breadth of expertise and experience levels from across somewhat 
stove-piped functional organizations. It provides a unique opportunity to examine and probe new 
ideas and operational constructs or question the status quo in a structured and “safe” setting. 
Discussions also force participants to confront hard choices about how to distribute limited 
resources across diverse geographic and mission demands while helping to build and substantiate 
the argument for why a particular policy change, strategy, or capability is essential to the future 
Coast Guard.  

Interviewees noted a few instances in which Evergreen provided a framework for thinking 
through “what-ifs” or shocks in which simply walking through the response options was a form 
of contingency planning that ultimately improved the Coast Guard’s response. For example, as 
noted earlier, individuals who had been involved in Long View and Evergreen felt they were 
better prepared for 9/11 and Katrina because they had plans derived from their Evergreen 
experience.  

Individually, participants gained valuable insights on trends, shocks, and strategies for 
managing possible future maritime environments using a relatively simple but rigorous approach 
that can be easily scaled to and replicated in other settings. Interviewees overwhelmingly stated 
that this exposure permanently broadened their perspectives and appreciation for longer-term 
strategic trends that could affect the Coast Guard and caused them to think more strategically and 
consider uncertainty and risk—all of which would be useful in subsequent positions and leadership 
roles. These are especially valuable experiences, given the Coast Guard’s operational tempo, 
which leaves relatively little time for training and reflection. 

                                                
7 Scoblic, 2020. 
8 The full discussion is documented in Tingstad et al., 2018.  
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Evergreen also faces several challenges. As mentioned, the program runs on a four-year 
cycle and is designed to inform the commandant’s planning activities. However, without an 
established link to other Coast Guard planning processes, Evergreen has limited mechanisms to 
effect long-term change and is highly dependent on senior leaders’ buy-in or interest in pursuing 
the identified strategies.9 Furthermore, these effects are difficult to track since Evergreen’s 
workshop discussions, the strategies that are developed, and the written reports often indirectly 
influence strategies and concepts without explicit attribution. Moreover, the effects on outcomes 
may not be immediate. For example, Evergreen may identify capability gaps that can’t feasibly 
be addressed because of budget or technology issues; MDA is one area where this limitation is 
felt. In addition, cultural aspects of the Coast Guard, such as its consensus or operational focus, 
can impede or slow effects. However, Evergreen’s value is in providing the analytic basis to 
determine what strategies to pursue and a rationale for why a capability is necessary. It is also 
helpful in socializing ideas before pursuing implementation and positions the Coast Guard to be 
ready and agile when opportunities are presented. The information generated from Evergreen can 
be used to communicate the risks or consequences of different paths for supporting national 
priorities to DHS, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), or Congress. Indeed, OMB 
encourages the use of foresight planning for developing strategies and long-term goals.10 It is 
also a practice that many large corporations and other federal agencies value.11  

The other U.S. armed forces also recognize the importance of strategic foresight and have 
or had strategic study programs and strategic studies curricula embedded in several of their 
academic and leadership courses and majors. For example, for 35 years the Chief of Naval 
Operations (CNO) sponsored a strategic studies group that in recent years leveraged Evergreen 
futures as a backdrop for their innovation and strategic concept development. The mission of the 
CNO Strategic Studies Group was to “generate revolutionary naval warfare concepts” that could 

                                                
9 U.S. Coast Guard, 2013; U.S. Coast Guard, “EGIV Program Brief,” 2014; and HSOAC structured interviews for 
Tingstad et al., 2018.  
10 Office of Management and Budget, “Circular No. A-11: Preparation, Submission, and Execution of the Budget,” 
Washington, D.C.: Executive Office of the President, 2017. 
11 Scenario planning is used widely in industry, although its use has waxed and waned over time, even at the method’s 
progenitor, Royal Dutch Shell. However, despite being an overhead function, its value in shaping strategic thinking 
continues to be recognized and maintained. See Angela Wilkinson and Roland Kupers, “Living in the Futures,” 
Harvard Business School Magazine, May 2013. Although the analysis had limitations, a quantitative assessment of 
firm foresight analysis experience and market performance found that those firms engaging in foresight analysis 
generally had better sales growth. The authors note that these exercises can improve a firm’s understanding of future 
environments and stimulate discussion of strategy. These exercises have greater effect when a cross section of 
business units is engaged in the process as opposed to relying on a report to stimulate an organizational response. 
See René Rohrbeck and Jan Oliver Schwarz, “The Value Contribution of Strategic Foresight: Insights from an 
Empirical Study of Large European Companies,” Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Vol. 80, No. 8, 
2013, pp. 1593–1606.  
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upset the existing order, were nonconsensual, and appeared to have great potential but that Navy 
organizations were not pursuing. Perhaps the greatest value of the CNO’s group was that it forced 
upwardly mobile senior and junior officers to think and live outside their comfort zones in a  
less-structured innovative environment. It gave otherwise very tactical thinkers time to think 
strategically about innovative ideas and develop potential concepts for further consideration 
by the CNO. Senior fellows and staff were encouraged to support and kindle collaborative 
innovation and “accept disruptive thinking by young outliers, thereby expanding the pool of 
naval leaders who might be accepting of young innovators and their ideas in the future.”12  

The lessons-learned analysis found that Evergreen is an analytically rigorous approach for 
developing anticipatory strategy and strategic needs that can inform decisions and communicate 
risks and priorities. It provides a unique “space” to challenge the status quo and to consider how 
global trends may affect the service’s operations and future needs and the associated risks from 
an enterprise-wide perspective. Moreover, it exposes personnel to structured strategic analysis 
methods and provides them with a greater understanding of how key global trends may affect the 
Coast Guard. Given that USCG has little capacity to prepare for an uncertain future, the modest 
investment in Evergreen’s staff and financial resources provides a unique opportunity for staff 
development and an important organizational awareness of potential impacts of an uncertain 
future.  

Developing Evergreen V 
As the Evergreen team in DCO-X developed plans for Evergreen V, it sought to retain the 

successful practices from previous phases while trying new approaches to build or improve on 
some aspects previously identified in internal Coast Guard and HSOAC lessons-learned analyses.  

First, the Evergreen team sought to address the feedback that previous scenarios did not 
always require participants to make hard choices, were sometimes too tactical in focus, or did not 
extend to over-the-horizon futures. In response to this feedback, the scenarios used for Evergreen V 
were developed by applying principles derived from a rigorous analysis of structured decision-
analytic approaches. To enable easy access to the scenarios, corresponding vignettes were also 
developed for Evergreen V.13 

Second, a concerted effort was made to use Evergreen workshops to support the longer-range 
planning and decisionmaking processes of senior leaders. A study of federal agency foresight 
planning activities highlights the general agreement that leadership involvement is essential to 
achieving successful outcomes.14 To make Evergreen V more useful to senior leaders, the 

                                                
12 David Adams, Jeff Cares, Brett Morah, Albert Nofi, Antonio Sordia, and David Soldow, “SSG Served as an 
Innovation Incubator,” US Naval Proceedings, Vol. 143, No. 4, April 2017. 
13 For more on this approach, see Chapter 4 in Tingstad et al., 2018.  
14 Joseph M. Greenblott, Thomas O’Farrell, Robert Olson, and Beth Burchard, “Strategic Foresight in the Federal 
Government: A Survey of Methods, Resources, and Institutional Arrangements,” World Futures Review, Vol. 11, 
No. 3, 2019, pp. 245–266.  
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Pinecones exercises became more topically focused and scenario-driven so that they could 
produce robust strategies that address a senior leader sponsor’s priority planning issue and 
questions. Also, “Quick Looks” were used to disseminate the workshop results in a timely 
manner, so that the ideas and initiatives could be developed further by the internal organization 
that is functionally responsible for the topic. In some cases, a topic was so vital to the future of 
the Coast Guard that a more in-depth “Perspective” was commissioned. Evergreen used games to 
further inform and support the incoming commandant’s strategic planning. To maximize exposure 
to strategic forethought, these games were also designed to be scalable and replicable for future 
use in different contexts by various Coast Guard organizations.  

Another key change from prior Evergreens is that a core team had provided the continuity 
necessary for an in-depth evaluation of each scenario’s potential consequences for the Coast 
Guard, and the team was essential to the development of strategies for succeeding in the assigned 
future world. However, program management issues led the core team to disband when contracting 
issues caused the time commitment to become unmanageable. Furthermore, having a core team 
was less essential as Evergreen V pivoted away from focusing on a prolonged in-depth analysis 
toward experimenting with more frequent, intermediate products that could include wider 
participation and influence a broader audience of decisionmakers. Analytically, the emphasis 
was also shifted toward ideation and away from using consistent methods for generating data that 
could inform a more in-depth analysis of strategic choices. As a result, while some common 
themes emerged across all the Pinecones, a meta-analysis of the outputs is precluded because the 
workshops were structured differently. 
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3. Evergreen V: Year 1

During the first year of Evergreen V (2018–2019), the HSOAC 
team designed and supported two workshops and wrote a research 
report that created a framework for a more deliberate approach to 
developing scenarios for the Coast Guard’s strategic foresight 
program. The report developed the structure for creating scenarios 
for robust strategic planning, and the workshops served to identify 
vulnerabilities in Coast Guard strategies while implementing the 
scenario-based workshop concept.

Workshop: Identifying Global Drivers of Change 
USCG Headquarters, October 22–23, 2018

The HSOAC team designed this workshop as a way to identify 
and prepare for possible vulnerabilities in existing USCG strategies.
Prior to the workshop, HSOAC team members conducted structured 
reviews of Coast Guard strategy documents, interviewed SMEs
regarding the development of Coast Guard strategies, generated a taxonomy of potential drivers 
of change, and helped inform the design of a Coast Guard–administered survey.1 The HSOAC 
team then designed a workshop with Coast Guard participants that elicited feedback for two 
games regarding what types of potential future changes might be most important from a Coast 
Guard perspective and why.

Workshop: Outside the Beltway
Pacific Area Headquarters, June 5–6, 2019 

This workshop aimed to identify a range of ways to prepare for future shocks and stressors 
that would affect the Coast Guard. Stressors included the accelerating decay of maritime 
infrastructure, impacts of climate change, a highly specialized U.S. job market, rapid 
technological expansion, intense public concern about data privacy, and increased cooperation 
with international partners. Shocks included various types of clashes among foreign competitors, 
including China, Japan, South Korea, India, and Indonesia, over-fishing in international waters

       
1 See Appendix B of this report, which contains the reports and provides greater detail regarding the specific 
methodology that was used and the documents and data that were reviewed during Year 1 activities. For the full 
report, see Tingstad, Wilson, et al., 2020. 
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and a potential environmental disaster involving a collision of Chinese and Russian tank ships in 
the Bering Strait. Stressors included limited international cooperation, significant climate change 
impacts, and stagnating adoption of advanced technology. Participants discussed and ranked the 
importance of the shocks and stressors and identified different actions and policies the Coast 
Guard might consider to better prepare itself for these future scenarios.  

HSOAC Report: Developing New Future Scenarios for the U.S. Coast 
Guard’s Evergreen Strategic Foresight Program 

For this report,2 HSOAC analysts adapted an approach to developing future scenarios and 
used it to present example components of Coast Guard global planning scenarios related to the 
service’s future readiness. These scenarios position Coast Guard leaders to better integrate  
slow-burning issues and problems that might only emerge down the road in their nearer-term 
decisionmaking. Without weighing the long view of changes in the operating environment 
alongside current or nearer-term demands, the Coast Guard will lack full awareness of potential 
blind spots in current strategies and plans. Being ready for the spectrum of challenges that the 
future might bring requires leaders to be mindful of how change will affect the Coast Guard in 
both the near and long terms.  
 
To see the full report, please visit 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3147.html 
 
See the Research Brief  
See the Executive Summary  

Themes, Trends, and Observations 
The Year 1 work laid the groundwork for the next three years of Evergreen. The framework 

for future-scenario development based on systematic bracketing of uncertainties helps to ensure 
that the results of the scenario-based workshops are robust across a range of futures. In addition, 
the two workshops served as examples for how the Coast Guard might use scenarios to inform 
long-term strategic direction and allow servicemembers to gain experience with long-term 
strategic thinking.  

Key findings from Year 1 work include the following: 
Lessons from prior Evergreen activities can illuminate what has historically been valuable 

and what could be improved in the future. Generally speaking, Evergreen participants value the 
experience of considering the implications of longer-range future scenarios for Coast Guard 
operations and mission support. Because of the perpetual urgency of immediate operational 

                                                
2 Tingstad, Wilson, et al., 2020.  

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3147.html
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needs, Evergreen scenarios and foresight activities have been limited in their ability to foster 
deliberation about long-term issues. Historically, products and findings from Evergreen activities 
have not been directly used in some Coast Guard decisionmaking because of differences in 
planning time horizons. In many circumstances, this has also made it challenging to trace 
Evergreen’s impacts. 

The purpose, inputs, and outputs of Coast Guard planning (as part of PPBE) and the 
service’s strategic library can shape Evergreen scenarios. Identifying potential needs for 
continued or additional decision support from Evergreen analyses helps focus the scenario 
content. The lack of a robust bridge between slow-burning or emerging future problems and 
near-term decision points presents both a challenge and an opportunity for Evergreen and speaks 
to the need for scenarios that enable discussion of trade-offs relevant in the near term even if the 
motivating problems might be longer in range. Strategies cover some stressors and shocks less 
densely than others, which can form important scenario inputs to stress-test current plans. 
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4. Evergreen V: Year 2

Using the approach to scenario development created in Year 1, 
HSOAC developed four possible “futures” for discussion in Pinecone 
workshops. The scenarios were structured around five levers:
geopolitics, economy, climate, technology, and society. Each scenario
had distinct stressors and shocks. This resulted in a spectrum of 
potential futures, ranging from a world characterized by rapid growth, 
innovation, and U.S.-led cooperation to one plagued by disasters, 
resource strains, and loss of global influence. The same scenarios,
with slight modifications, were used in the subsequent workshops.

Briefly, the four scenarios set up the following futures for 
workshop discussion purposes:

Scenario 1: Beyond the Horizon. Subsidence and sea-level rise 
damage Coast Guard facilities and assets; China’s aggression and 
footprint are growing, and the U.S. military increases its presence at 
sea; the U.S. debt is large, and maritime trade is increasingly efficient;
port security is automated, and counterterrorism screening is highly 
effective and affordable; the U.S. population is increasing due to 
immigration and a baby boom; educational options are shifting, and 
military careers are more attractive.

Scenario 2: Steady Growth. Storm frequency and intensity are 
stable, but rapid ice melt in the Arctic opens access to the sea; global 
partnerships lead to a period of stability, as the United States increases 
its presence abroad to support maritime safety and global fisheries 
management; the economy is prospering, and green energy and hydrocarbons are 
in high demand; cryptocurrency use is on the rise, and space-based technology has improved 
navigation but also produced cybercrime risks; the United States is countering a virus from 
abroad, counter-drug efforts are increasing, and extended family support systems are the norm. 

Scenario 3: Diverging Paths. Extreme weather damages the Midwest, South, and East Coast, 
and global fisheries are on the brink of collapse; Russia and the United States turn inward, while 
China takes a lead in the Arctic; Americans are prosperous, and the West Coast is an economic 
powerhouse; automatic security systems are efficient, but storm-response technology fails; more 
migrants pass through the United States on the way to Canada; the gig economy is on the rise.

Scenario 4: Increasing Disorder. Storms are intense and more frequent, and sea-level rise 
affects coastal operations; Russia establishes dominance in the Arctic, while China and Mexico 
team up for mutual economic gain; the U.S. dollar loses value, and the debt is large; electric car 



  26 

and vessel technology matures, and drones grow more popular abroad; while Americans are 
more risk tolerant, a new strain of HIV increases demand for illegal drugs, and social support 
systems have weakened. 

See the Scenarios  

Workshop: Workforce 2040—Advantages, Challenges, Opportunities, and 
Strategic Needs 

Yorktown, Virginia, September 9–12, 2019  

This workshop focused on workforce challenges and opportunities for the Coast Guard in 
2040. First, participants were surveyed about what they considered the most important drivers of 
change, and then they split up into three groups, each assigned to a different scenario. Participants 
considered the implications, challenges, solutions, and opportunities their respective futures 
presented to the workforce. They also proposed possible strategic solutions to the challenges that 
they discussed, which they conveyed to leadership from Coast Guard Human Resources, Force 
Readiness Command, and Mission Support–Personnel Readiness at the end of the workshop.  

HSOAC Quick Look: Workforce Futures Workshop 

A Quick Look summarized the discussion from the Workforce 2040 workshop. Most of the 
strategic needs that the groups identified belonged to one of three categories: information 
technology, evolving demands, or managing talent and accommodating the future workforce. 
Other key issues included compensation, the emergence of the gig economy, tensions between 
homeland-centric and global missions, increasing demand for Arctic and Antarctic activity, 
keeping up with technological innovations, and the future missions of the Coast Guard. 
Participants’ proposed solutions looked at ways the Coast Guard could adapt existing practice 
and leverage new technologies to better recruit, accommodate, retain, and improve its workforce. 

See the Quick Look  

HSOAC Perspective: U.S. Coast Guard Workforce 2040: Better Management Through 
Transparency 

The Perspective1 was informed by the discussions that took place at the Workforce 2040 
workshop and the findings from empirical research on transparency. Like most employers, the 
Coast Guard will face personnel management challenges because of emerging technologies, 
changing demographics, and employment trends, such as the gig economy enabled by online 
platforms. The Perspective describes several ways in which the Coast Guard can effectively 

                                                
1 Reseter at al., 2020.  
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recruit and retain its future workforce by providing greater transparency in personnel 
management practices.  

See the Perspective  

Coast Guard Report: Workforce 2030  

This report, written internally by the Coast Guard’s DCO-X based on HSOAC-supported 
workshop activities and HSOAC-provided analysis, acknowledges the future challenges in 
personnel management that the Coast Guard will face. Resilience and flexibility of the force are 
at the heart of what has made the Coast Guard successful for over 200 years. An adaptive force 
will continue to be the service’s greatest strength, but the environment the Coast Guard must 
navigate to build its force has changed dramatically since 2000. The rate of change will only 
accelerate. The fourth industrial revolution—the integration of the digital and physical worlds—
is well underway, with deep implications for service missions and capabilities. Persistent 
demographic and social trends will fundamentally change the American population from whom 
the service recruits from and whom it serves. What worked in the past will not work in the 
future. The Coast Guard will be trying to retain its top talent in an increasingly competitive 
environment. Specialists such as cyberspace operators will be in high demand, but new needs 
may emerge that make a different set of skills the “new cyber.” Rather than predicting how many 
of which specialty will be needed, Workforce 2030 focused on creating a system that could 
generate the force that is needed, when it is needed. The Coast Guard must create a transparent 
talent management system that gives members greater control over their lives while still meeting 
the needs of unit commanders. Ensuring that the “talent” in the talent management system has 
the right skills will require changing the way the service thinks about training and preparing for a 
future of continuous learning. The success of these endeavors rests on establishing a data culture, 
enabled by robust, flexible, and interconnected information technology (IT) and data management 
systems.  

See the Coast Guard Report 
See the Executive Sneak Peek  

Workshop: Risks to the Maritime Transportation System 
Maritime Risk Symposium, College State University of New York, November 14–15, 
2019 

This workshop was designed to address significant risks to the Maritime Transportation 
System (MTS) and approaches to managing those risks. Participants were split into four groups, 
each of which included a Coast Guard facilitator, a senior mentor to help shape the discussion, 
and a synthesizer to capture key themes and discussion. Each group was assigned one of the 
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2030 future scenarios. Group members discussed what they considered to be the greatest 
challenges, opportunities, and risks of their scenarios for the Coast Guard.  

HSOAC Quick Look: Future Maritime Risk  

This report summarized the following key takeaways from the workshop:  

• Climate change may modify infrastructure and interfere with vessel navigation.  
• Uncertainty regarding capacity demands throughout MTS may shift in unpredictable 

ways.  
• MTS’s broad response to risks is piecemeal and uncoordinated. 
• The MTS workforce will handle new technologies and old ones simultaneously. 
• MTS may lag behind private and illicit actors in adopting technologies.  
• The potential for epidemics increases disease risks to the workforce.  
• A rapidly changing Arctic will affect shipping, infrastructure, and operations. 

See the Quick Look  

HSOAC Perspective: The Marine Transportation System, Autonomous Technology, and 
Implications for the U.S. Coast Guard  

In this Perspective,2 the authors highlight key aspects of autonomous systems; their potential 
to affect MTS; and how these systems might shape the Coast Guard’s associated roles, 
responsibilities, and capabilities. Legitimate actors, criminals, and attackers, as well as the Coast 
Guard and many of its partner agencies, will increasingly use autonomous systems. In the next 
decade and beyond, there will be a greater need for the Coast Guard to incorporate autonomous 
systems into its strategies, policies, CONOPS, and tactics.  

See the Perspective  

Coast Guard Report: Strategic Threats to the Future Marine Transportation System 

This report, written internally by the Coast Guard’s DCO-X based on HSOAC-supported 
workshop activities and HSOAC-provided analysis, describes MTS as the backbone of the global 
economy. In the United States it is an integrated network of 25,000 miles of coastal and inland 
waters and rivers serving 361 ports. It supports over $5 trillion of economic activity each year 
and accounts for the employment of more than 30 million Americans. For the purposes of this 
workshop, MTS was considered in its broadest possible sense to include the companies, 
communities, and individuals who interact with the system, as well as the greater international 
maritime community. MTS of the future will be characterized by an explosion of complexity, 
driven by rapid technological and social change, with significant implications for the workforce 
and domestic governance. Almost every group in the Pinecones identified the failure to adapt 

                                                
2 Savitz, Davenport, and Ziegler, 2020.  
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MTS to a changing physical environment as the most significant long-term risk. Further, the 
erosion of the rules-based order and the governance regimes that rely on MTS is a direct threat 
to the ability of the maritime community to take any collective action on pressing challenges 
in MTS. While each risk is grave on its own, the intersection of these risks could create 
unprecedented challenges to the safety and security of MTS.  

See the Coast Guard Report  

Workshop: Autonomous Technology, the Marine Transportation System, 
and the U.S. Coast Guard 

Remote, June 10–11, 2020 

The goal of this workshop was to elicit insights and ideas from industry partners for best 
practices and standards to help MTS safely adopt emerging technologies, adapt them to increase 
efficiency and promote innovation, and do so voluntarily without regulation. This workshop 
focused on the internal waters MTS, and participants brought inland waterways experience and 
perspectives to the workshop. During this two-day workshop, participants identified future 
challenges and explored solutions that set standards for the marine industry and increased safety 
and efficiency through self-regulation. The workshop supported the ongoing Evergreen V work 
by brainstorming future concerns and potential solutions among a diverse group of experts. 
These inputs were used to generate several products to support USCG strategic decisionmaking.  

HSOAC Quick Look: Emerging Technology and the Brown-Water Marine Transportation 
Industry  

This summary highlighted the following key takeaways from the workshop: 

• The competitiveness of the brown-water maritime industry3 is sensitive to the availability 
of waterway infrastructure, waterway traffic management practices, environmental 
factors, and the global economy. 

• Coast Guard–industry relations are more adversarial than desired, and industry is keenly 
interested in cooperation. 

• There is a tension among three central regulatory desires: consultation, responsiveness, 
and consistency. 

• Small regulatory changes can have disproportionate effects. 
• Information technology is the primary focus in the industry due to the rapid pace of 

emerging cybersecurity threats, while the industry’s expectations for autonomous 
vehicles are mixed. 

                                                
3 “Brown water” refers to inland or coastal waterways, especially when murky or colored brown by silt, sand, mud, 
and suspended particles or pollutants, as compared to open water or blue water that is clearer and contains fewer 
suspended solids. 
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• Technology adoption depends on many factors that affect individual owner-operators 
differently.  

• Current regulations do not appear to consider relative risks and all available expertise, 
nor are there mechanisms for readily adapting rules to local or changing conditions. 

• It is important to view the entire waterway as an integrated system. 
• Coordination is key. 

See the Quick Look  

Themes, Trends, and Observations 
Several key themes emerged from the Year 2 work, some of which build on observations 

from prior Evergreen cycles. We discuss the most important and most frequently mentioned 
themes in the first section, and minor themes in a second section. 

Major Themes 

The first major theme is the fact that largely independent trends, driven by various phenomena, 
will ultimately converge to have a collective impact on the Coast Guard in the 2040 time frame. 
These trends include 

• Demographic shifts. Aging populations will affect both recruiting pools and the profiles 
of those whom the Coast Guard rescues, and gradually increasing populations (particularly 
along coastlines) will contribute to intensified demand for Coast Guard services. In 
addition, a larger share of the U.S. population will be composed of underrepresented 
groups that the Coast Guard has not adequately recruited and retained in the past.  

• Technological shifts. There are multiple broad, rapidly advancing technology areas that 
can be used by the Coast Guard itself and by those whom it rescues, supports, partners 
with, regulates, or counters. Two of these are likely to have particularly strident impacts 
on the Coast Guard. The first is information technology (IT), including cyber defense, 
machine learning and other artificial intelligence (AI), and “big data,” all of which are 
likely to be ubiquitous throughout the Coast Guard and the entities with which it 
interacts. The second is the expanding use of increasingly capable and autonomous 
unmanned vehicles in multiple domains (sea surface, undersea, air, and even ground). 
The Coast Guard needs to dynamically adjust its operations to effectively address the use 
of IT and unmanned technologies by others and to use technology to enhance its own 
efficiency and effectiveness. Other rapidly advancing technology areas that may have a 
substantial impact on Coast Guard operations include additive manufacturing and 
electronic attack/defense.  

• Workforce and work-arrangement shifts. As society moves away from long-term 
employment toward shorter-term engagements and independent contractual work, the 
Coast Guard may need to rethink how it recruits, develops, and retains talent. The 
challenge of ensuring that it has the necessary talent will be exacerbated by the high 
demand for people with advanced skills in IT, unmanned systems, and other areas that 
the Coast Guard will need. The Coast Guard may also need to accommodate changing 
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expectations—accelerated by the COVID-19 pandemic—regarding the extent to which 
work needs to take place in an actual office during specified times.  

• Environmental shifts. Receding coastlines, more severe storms, floods, rising water levels 
under bridges, droughts that impede shipping on inland waterways, long-term ecological 
disasters in other countries, reduced ice cover that is more mobile, thawing permafrost, 
and other impacts of climate change can have profound effects on the demand for Coast 
Guard services. They can also affect the Coast Guard’s own fixed infrastructure, both on 
a chronic basis and in times of crisis. In addition, changing fisheries due to climate change 
and other environmental factors (such as maritime pollution and ocean acidification), 
coupled with increasing global demand for fish, can also affect demand for the domestic 
and international fisheries missions (Living Marine Resources [LMR] and Other Law 
Enforcement [OLE]).  

• Changing patterns of energy production and usage. Changing volumes of maritime 
transportation of coal, oil, and natural gas will affect the types of traffic and facilities that 
the Coast Guard needs to regulate and secure. The Coast Guard will also need to oversee 
offshore wind power and possibly other types of renewable maritime energy, such as from 
the tides or waves, which will entail regulating and protecting facilities and managing 
traffic around them. In addition, the Coast Guard may also seek ways to reduce its own 
usage of fossil fuels in aircraft, vessels, vehicles, and fixed facilities. 

• Changing drug production, use, and legislation status. The types of illegal drugs that 
Americans are consuming are evolving from cocaine to synthetic substances, even as 
marijuana is being decriminalized or legalized in some states and neighboring nations. 
The types of illicit drug flows that the Coast Guard will need to address over the long 
term will vary depending on policies, changes in demand, shifting source countries 
(including domestic production), and how drugs are routed via multiple domains from 
their sources to consumers.  

• Geopolitical shifts. The rise of China, the resurgence of Russia, fragile state control in 
various parts of the Western Hemisphere and elsewhere, continuing domestic and 
international terrorist threats, and other geopolitical factors can alter the Coast Guard’s 
degree of emphasis on its various domestic and overseas roles.  

A second major theme that is related to many of these changes is the need for greater 
workforce flexibility throughout the Coast Guard. While the Coast Guard already evinces a high 
degree of flexibility in order to respond effectively to specific missions and has demonstrated an 
ability to adapt over the long term to sea changes such as 9/11 and the establishment of DHS, it 
also needs to be more flexible regarding its workforce. Today’s relatively rigid approach to the 
Coast Guard workforce assumes that individuals join at a young age and remain for years or 
decades before permanently exiting; it also presumes that positions need to be filled based on 
rank, rather than skill sets. In response to changing societal expectations regarding employment, 
as well as the need to assign, reward, and retain people based on their skills, the Coast Guard 
needs to be more flexible about how it manages talent.  

As just one example, given the rapid evolution of many skill sets related to IT and unmanned 
systems, the Coast Guard will need to continually offer opportunities for skilled personnel to 
receive specialized training, both to ensure that they are fully capable and to incentivize them to 
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stay in the service. Their technology related skills will also need to be complemented by an 
increasing emphasis on strengthening the skills that only humans are likely to have in the next 
couple of decades, such as leadership, complex problem-solving, critical thinking, collaboration 
with the private sector and other agencies, and a holistic perception of overall needs and 
capabilities.  

To characterize these changes, HSOAC developed another logic model that describes new 
approaches to recruitment, retention, and skills development, shown in Figure 4.1. As the logic 
model indicates, the Coast Guard may benefit from adjusting its policies, plans, procedures, 
cultural values, and rewards system over time to help it perform the activities listed in the second 
column of Figure 4.1 (many of which were cited above). These activities contribute to three 
distinct outputs: revolutionizing talent management, fostering continuous learning, and enabling 
a more data-driven culture. These outputs, in turn, contribute collectively to three higher-level 
outcomes: an overall workforce that is more technology-fluent, has more human-centric skills, 
and possesses the ability to develop new skills. These outcomes contribute to the culminating 
strategic goal: a workforce that is well positioned to meet future challenges.  

A third, related theme from the workshops and documents was the extent to which the Coast 
Guard as a whole needs to more rapidly assimilate and address new technologies. Criminal outfits 
lack the encumbrances associated with layers of departmental and political oversight and may have 
ample quantities of cash, enabling them to employ technologies from advanced cyberweapons to 
unmanned vehicles more rapidly than the Coast Guard can develop countermeasures (using 
related or distinct technologies). The Coast Guard needs to be able to accelerate its own timelines 
for acquisition, training, and employment of new technologies to address emerging threats, and it 
must be able to work with the technologies used by private-sector entities and partner agencies. 
Such technologies can make the Coast Guard more effective, and in some cases are absolutely 
critical: For example, advanced and at least partly automated cyber defense will be a prerequisite 
for success in the next few decades. In addition, new technologies could potentially enhance 
the efficiency of an already highly efficient organization: For instance, automating some 
responsibilities (such as data entry, cursory data analysis, or generating standard data reports 
that do not require human inputs) could reduce personnel requirements. In addition, the use of 
unmanned systems in some contexts could obviate or reduce the costs associated with manned 
platforms: For example, unmanned aerial vehicles or low-cost satellite coverage could provide 
domain awareness that would otherwise require more costly manned aircraft. (A key caveat is 
that unmanned systems can still be expensive if they require numerous personnel for oversight 
and support; largely autonomous, high-reliability unmanned systems are most likely to 
circumscribe costs.)  
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Figure 4.1. Logic Model Characterizing Proposed Approaches to Recruitment, Retention, and Skills Development 
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Finally, the Coast Guard’s expanding geographic focus is a recurring theme that has been 
demonstrated on a number of occasions. While the Coast Guard has long operated far from the 
nation’s shores, its personnel and assets have been focused primarily on domestic and Western 
Hemisphere issues in recent decades. In an era of great-power rivalry, the Coast Guard is 
increasingly being called upon to work alongside the Navy and Marine Corps in the U.S. Indo 
Pacific Command and elsewhere. Moreover, the Coast Guard’s role in helping to address 
problems associated with weak states—such as counter-piracy, counter-smuggling, and fisheries 
protection—is likely to expand, with the Coast Guard both taking direct action and helping other 
nations’ forces become more capable along shorelines ranging from western Africa to the central 
Pacific. In addition, increasing activity both in the Arctic and in Antarctica are contributing to 
further expansion of Coast Guard responsibilities.  

The challenge for the Coast Guard is how to address all of these additional demands without 
creating capability and capacity shortfalls in the United States and nearby waters. The Coast 
Guard can potentially offset these shortfalls by rigorously demonstrating its need for additional 
resources to both Congress and DHS (increased resource needs will also likely be driven by 
other factors, mentioned in the bullet list above). To the extent that additional resources do 
become available, the Coast Guard would need to expand its size without diluting its culture. If 
more resources do not materialize, explicit acceptance of domestic risks may be necessary, 
while ensuring that DHS, Congress, and other stakeholders are made aware of this issue.  

Minor Themes 

Evergreen activities also raised many other considerations, although these were mentioned 
less frequently.  

• The criticality of sharing information with partners, including international agencies, 
DoD, the intelligence community, state and local agencies, and the private sector. While 
this is self-evident, discussions underscored the extent to which this is not being taken 
seriously enough or adequately addressed by the Coast Guard. More effort is needed both 
to enhance technical capabilities to share information and to ensure that information is 
actively shared with these partners.  

• The inherent tension between localization and deployability of units. There are advantages 
to having units rooted in a particular locale, including the strength of connections with 
other units and agencies in that environment, as well as extensive knowledge of that area. 
However, there is also a critical need for long-range deployability in response to acute 
shocks elsewhere that demand additional Coast Guard capabilities; in some cases, chronic 
needs in other locations may also require periodic deployments. Making a unit deployable 
requires efforts and costs, and actually deploying it increases those. A unit is also less 
effective when it is in an unfamiliar environment and interacting with agencies and 
people with whom it has not previously engaged. While recurring deployments to the 
same areas can enhance that familiarity, the efforts and costs associated with deployments 
may limit a unit’s capabilities in its home environment, as well as diminish the extent of 
its experience in that environment and its engagement with partners there.  
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• The need for balance between centralized and distributed decisionmaking, which is an 
issue for many organizations. Ensuring alignment across the service can increase 
interoperability and collective effectiveness, but individual commands also need to be 
able to tailor policies, approaches, and decisions to meet their specific needs. The advent 
of modern communication technologies facilitates centralization, since higher levels of 
command have growing access to information from subordinate commands, but that 
information is not always matched by the deep awareness that a specific command has of 
its operational environment and issues.  

• The tension between grassroots innovation and enterprise integration. Personnel 
throughout the Coast Guard are capable of developing novel solutions to the problems 
that they face, tailoring their efforts to meet particular needs. However, to the extent that 
individual commands develop their own solutions, they may hinder interoperability with 
other units and steepen the learning curve for personnel rotating into or out of those units. 
Striking the right balance between permitting innovation and seeking standardized, service-
wide approaches requires a constant reappraisal of the merits of each in particular contexts.  

• Trade-offs between efficiency and resilience. The service’s limited resources relative to 
its missions and geographic scope make efficiency paramount, but minimizing redundancy 
can both make the Coast Guard more vulnerable to shocks (such as hurricanes that 
destroy shoreside infrastructure) while also limiting the Coast Guard’s ability to surge in 
response to the effects of those shocks on others. There is a need for investing in skilled 
personnel, equipment, assets, and infrastructure to ensure that the Coast Guard can meet 
prospective crises, even if not all of these are used on a routine basis.  
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5. Evergreen V: Year 3

The four workshops held in Year 3 focused on how the Coast 
Guard can foster a workforce that is capable and ready to meet future 
mission demands (Total Workforce 2030), can strategically position 
itself to meet future challenges (Semper Adaptus), accelerate the time 
between the inception of an innovative idea and its implementation 
(Flash to Bang), and shape new strategic CONOPS for the Coast 
Guard to meet potential future threats (CONCEPT 2040).

Workshop: Total Workforce 2030
Coast Guard Headquarters, September 10–11, 2020

For this workshop, participants were presented with the four 2030
scenarios (described in Chapter 4; see also link below) and discussed 
the effects they might have on the Coast Guard and its members and 
how they could best prepare to handle them. Participants explored the 
future challenges for recruiting and retaining the workforce, including 
how to mitigate employment trends that work against the Coast Guard. 
The goal was to ensure that the Coast Guard has the workforce and 
cultural preparedness to address emerging global shifts and needs, 
including effective global presence and promotion of the rules-based 
order, and a more expeditionary force operating in austere, remote environments.

See the Scenarios

HSOAC Quick Look: Total Workforce 2030

This report summarized the following key takeaways from the workshop:

• developing greater visibility into enterprise-wide workforce demand and supply and 
establishing more responsive approaches for aligning them

• developing a broader range of workforce management tools to enable it to more quickly 
meet mission demands

• seeking policy, practices, and culture change to provide greater choice
• creating opportunities for continuous learning and leadership experiences to ensure the 

workforce retains knowledge, skills, and abilities essential for the mission
• expanding outreach and recruitment
• introducing more visible and enhanced messaging about the value proposition of working 

for the Coast Guard.

See the Quick Look 
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HSOAC Perspective: Decoding Data Science: The U.S. Coast Guard’s Evolving Needs 
and Their Implications 

Like many large organizations, USCG has vast amounts of data that it could use to identify, 
predict, and solve pressing challenges. Data science could be valuable to the Coast Guard in a 
variety of domains, such as forecasting the resources needed for future trends in search-and-
rescue missions, further automating aids to navigation, or automating fishery observations. In 
personnel areas, data science could help improve billet assignments, determine where to focus 
recruiting efforts, and boost employee retention. The Coast Guard has an opportunity to plot the 
path to determine service-specific uses, identify the strategy and driving mechanisms, and begin 
laying out a plan for the use of data science, which includes data collection, analysis, and 
management; AI; and machine learning. This Perspective outlines the role that data science can 
play in decisionmaking processes and provides a selected set of key questions and sensitivities 
for the Coast Guard to consider in developing its future usage of data science. 

See the Perspective  

Coast Guard Report: Total Workforce 2030 

This report, written internally by the Coast Guard’s DCO-X based on HSOAC-supported 
workshop activities and HSOAC-provided analysis, describes the capabilities and adaptability of 
the service’s workforce as a key contributor to the success of the Coast Guard from its founding. 
During early engagements with hundreds of Coast Guard personnel and experts, the future 
workforce was a recurring, dominant concern.  

The Coast Guard must be prepared to recruit and retain a capable workforce as demographic, 
social, economic, and technological trends advance and in some cases accelerate. To generate the 
force that is needed when it is needed, the Coast Guard must create a transparent and flexible 
talent management system that meets the needs of commanders while giving members greater 
control over their career paths. Integral to the talent management system of the future will be 
providing more diverse training opportunities and a reliance on a data-driven culture supported 
by robust data management systems.  

See the Coast Guard Report  

Workshop: Semper Adaptus 
Virtual, December 2–3, 2020 

This workshop focused on the ways that rapid technical adaptation, rising globalization, 
evolving transnational criminal organizations, and environmental changes might fundamentally 
change how USCG operates. Participants discussed whether the Coast Guard would have 
the right capabilities and what strategic choices the service needs to make now to be ready. 
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Participants split up into groups, and each group was assigned one of the four HSOAC-
developed future scenarios. They were tasked with thinking about what implications their 
scenarios might have for the Coast Guard and what the service would need to do in the 
future to be prepared for future challenges and opportunities.  

HSOAC Quick Look: Semper Adaptus  

Key takeaways from the workshop include 

• increasing visibility of the Coast Guard and its resource needs 
• deepening and expanding relationships with other countries. 
• collaborating more closely with other U.S. government partners  
• ensuring that the Coast Guard can leverage technological advancements in a timely 

manner by pursuing policy and process change  
• aggressively pursuing technological investments and organizational changes to improve 

data acquisition, analysis, dissemination, and application 

See the Quick Look  

Coast Guard Report: Semper Adaptus 

This report, written internally by the Coast Guard’s DCO-X based on HSOAC-supported 
workshop activities and HSOAC-provided analysis, describes the Coast Guard as experienced in 
operating in a dynamic environment and adapting to changing national priorities and global 
trends, but it acknowledges that the service will face challenges from emerging technology and 
global competition that will have a deep impact on demand for the Coast Guard and on how it 
does business. The Coast Guard must create absorptive capacity for new technology through 
concerted integration campaigns, which may ultimately call on the service to change some of its 
structure and processes to reap the benefits of new systems and remain relevant as mission 
demands change. Preparing for shifting mission demand calls for futures-informed requirements 
that enable the Coast Guard to acquire adaptive capabilities to meet emerging needs and prepare 
for strategic surprise. The report identifies the most critical capability gap the Coast Guard faces 
as the ability to sense, collect, analyze, and share information in environments that range from 
permissive to austere.  

See the Coast Guard Report 

Perspective: Shaping Coast Guard Culture to Enhance the Future 
Workforce Culture  
To cultivate an effective future workforce, the Coast Guard is purposefully considering ways 

to address culture change and reshaping its organizational culture. The service wants its 2030 
workforce to have greater technological fluency and more human-centric skills, as well as the 
ability to develop new skills and capabilities. The Coast Guard’s organizational culture—the 
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behavioral norms and shared values consistently exhibited by its personnel—will play a critical 
role in creating an environment in which the workforce can put those skills into action. However, 
the service is increasingly concerned that the current policies for managing personnel, its 
homogeneous workforce, and the way it prioritizes specific skills could over time become 
barriers to fostering the workplace culture required to meet future challenges. Changing parts of 
the culture of a large, complex organization is difficult; doing so in the Coast Guard requires the 
service to address recruiting, training, retaining, and empowering the future workforce.1  

See the Perspective 

Workshop: Flash to Bang 
Virtual, February 23–35, 2021 

This workshop explored what the Coast Guard needs to do and acquire in order to meet its 
anticipated future positioning. The workshop’s objective was to answer the question: How can 
the service better capitalize on innovation and adapt more quickly? Participants were organized 
into the same four groups with the same future scenarios as in the Semper Adaptus workshop. 
They were tasked with identifying the major imperatives for change in each future scenario; 
categorizing the imperatives according to which Coast Guard mechanisms need to be activated to 
effect change; selecting three to five mechanisms USCG should prioritize; and discussing the 
implications the group’s chosen priorities would have on USCG culture, mission support, and 
mission delivery. Teams then created a “causal layered analysis” of their ideas—juxtaposing the 
“way things are” now to the “way things might be” in the future by exploring specific ways that 
the service could make this transition, selecting the most important things the Coast Guard 
should work on, and considering the various barriers and opportunities implicated in their 
recommended priorities. The teams predicted several common future demands despite each 
group being assigned a distinct scenario representing divergent trends of key economic, 
geopolitical, technical, and environmental drivers. 

See the Scenarios  

HSOAC Quick Look: Flash to Bang  

This summary highlighted key takeaways from the workshop, including proposals for 

• developing a commandant’s Innovation Strategy, creating an Innovation Center of 
Excellence, and building a culture to implement both by creating an executive champion 
for innovation, including innovation as a criterion in decisionmaking, identifying 
innovation as a competency, and rewarding efforts to innovate  

                                                
1 Michelle D. Zigler, Aaron C. Davenport, Susan A. Resetar, Scott Savitz, Katherine Anania, Melissa Bauman, and 
Karishma Patel, Shaping Coast Guard Culture to Enhance the Future Workforce, Santa Monica, Calif: RAND 
Corporation, PE-A872-1, 2021.  
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• pursuing a culture and acquisition process that maximizes asset flexibility by employing 
modular solutions, where the service views major assets as a platform or container for 
new technology 

• integrating and prioritizing baseline technical proficiency into Coast Guard culture, 
beginning at enlisted and officer accession sources 

• developing nimble, adaptive force packages that can be employed at home or abroad and 
using data and technologies to help inform rapid decisionmaking during contingency 
responses 

See the Quick Look 

Coast Guard Report: Flash to Bang 

This report, written internally by the Coast Guard’s DCO-X based on HSOAC-supported 
workshop activities and HSOAC-provided analysis, recognizes that USCG operates in a dynamic 
environment that requires operational flexibility and strategic adaptation to fulfill national 
priorities and keep pace with global trends. The report predicts that in the coming decades 
emerging technologies, strategic competition, and environmental challenges will compel the 
service to adjust resources and investments with a nimbleness that will require even more 
responsive business rules. 

See the Coast Guard Report 

Workshop: CONCEPT 2040 
Virtual, June 2–3, 2021 

This workshop aimed to help shape new strategic CONOPS for the Coast Guard to meet 
potential future threats. Participants were organized into four groups and assessed the 
implications of the same future scenarios as in the previous workshops and then developed a 
CONOPS that met the demands of the scenario. The CONOPS included developing new goals 
and priorities to meet each individual future scenario. Resource, posture, and policy trades were 
also explicitly articulated in each CONOPS. 

See the Scenarios  

HSOAC Quick Look: CONCEPT 2040  

This summary highlighted the following key takeaways: 

• USCG should use different operational paradigms enabled by new technologies to deploy 
human capital and assets to priority threats as they emerge both domestically and globally. 

• USCG should pursue greater coordination and resource sharing with other U.S. agencies 
and foreign governments, particularly for improving MDA, interoperability and 
communications, and robust logistics support for overseas deployments. 
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• Greater international engagement will support foreign policy, security, and international 
maritime law enforcement missions. 

• The Coast Guard should be prepared for the growing importance and frequency of 
operations in the Indo-Pacific and the Arctic. 

• The service should pursue a technology-savvy workforce that has basic “cyber hygiene” 
skills and the organizational culture to embrace and utilize this expertise. 

• Resource constraints will catalyze the Coast Guard and Congress to reconsider some of 
today’s activities that may not be central to future Coast Guard mission requirements. 

• USCG must position itself to acquire the budget needed to successfully perform its future 
missions and use political capital to ensure that necessary changes to asset laydown, 
resourcing and deployments, authorities, and so on are communicated widely and well 
understood both internally and externally. 

See the Quick Look  

Themes, Trends, and Observations 
Four major themes emerged from this year’s workshops and analysis.  
The first major theme was the need for the Coast Guard to have greater visibility and 

transparency with external and internal stakeholders. To effectively address the needs of the 
service and the nation at a time of rapid change, information about current shifts and trends 
needs to be made accessible to decisionmakers, and often to a wider audience, in relatively short 
time frames. For example, decisions about workforce policies and specific allocations of billets 
need to be informed by current data regarding required and available skill sets (regardless of how 
those skills were acquired); recruitment, retention, and individual goals; and demand signals 
from those the Coast Guard serves. At a tactical-to-operational level, increased visibility 
regarding all actors in the environment and the environment itself—sometimes termed 
“multidomain awareness”—can make forces more effective. Engagement with operational 
partners, DHS leadership, Congress, and the wider public is also strengthened by increased 
visibility and transparency regarding the Coast Guard. Partners’ increased awareness of the 
Coast Guard’s capabilities can enable them to work better with it, while wider knowledge of 
how the service’s resource limitations circumscribe its capacity can inform public, DHS, and 
congressional debate. For example, when the Coast Guard gets increasing demand signals from 
DHS to focus on the Drug Interdiction, or from DoD to focus on the Defense Readiness mission, 
greater public recognition of the service’s contributions can also potentially improve recruiting 
and retention.  

There are two key aspects of increasing visibility and transparency within and beyond the 
Coast Guard. The first is investing in and using IT systems to make actionable data accessible to 
analysts, decisionmakers, and those who engage with external parties. As the Perspective on data 
science notes, there are opportunities for the service to apply existing and emerging technologies 
to collect and analyze data more efficiently and insightfully than before. The second key aspect 
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is that this technological approach needs to be complemented by a cultural shift. The Coast 
Guard has traditionally had to rely on data sets that were less detailed, less accurate, and less 
timely, and transforming those data sets into actionable information could sometimes require 
substantial efforts. The result was that decisionmakers sometimes had to operate with 
considerably less information than might have been desired. As data and information flows 
improve and become more automated and timely, the Coast Guard can increasingly rely on them 
to help shape decisions, including at a more rapid pace. However, this requires that individuals 
and organizations develop confidence in those sources and discern how they can be used to 
support human judgment. This cultural shift will be bolstered by the increasing technological 
skills of Coast Guard personnel over time, making them more aware of the values and limitations 
of particular data sources and how they can be applied to complement their experienced 
judgment. Integral to this shift to data-driven decisionmaking is an increasing need to invest in 
cybersecurity systems and workforce capabilities. 

A second major theme was the need for enhanced collaboration with partners and allies. 
While the Coast Guard has always worked closely with international, federal, state, and local 
partners, the need for collaboration is growing due to increased demand signals in missions and 
geographic regions where authorities are shared. For example, the Coast Guard is expected to 
conduct more of its operations outside U.S. waters and to operate alongside DoD more frequently 
in the coming decades. As the Coast Guard intensifies its work to counter smuggling, piracy, and 
unlawful fishing alongside its international counterparts, it needs to enhance collaboration both 
by liaising through personnel with a knowledge of those nations’ languages, cultures, and 
agencies and by using accessible, appropriate communications technologies to ensure effective 
coordination and data sharing. The Tri-Service Maritime Strategy requires that the Coast Guard, 
Navy, and Marine Corps achieve a still-higher level of interoperability.2 In varied scenarios—
such as a joint patrol in East Asia or when the Coast Guard helps to secure a port that DoD is 
using—the services need to be hand-in-glove, particularly in the face of gray-zone challenges or 
hostile action. While the services already work well together, their disparities in size and the 
types of technologies that they use at any given time require that they relentlessly strive to ensure 
interoperability over time and in different contexts. Additionally, greater collaboration can lead 
to an effective use of resources when investments in technology, data, or infrastructure are 
leveraged among partners. For example, as the service increases its operational presence in 
the Arctic and other regions globally, partnerships will be a critical means to access needed 
infrastructure and support services. The same holds true for accessing the latest technology or 
operationally relevant information. If done well, collaboration can facilitate more rapid 
adaptability to a changing environment and mission demand signals. 

                                                
2 A senior member of the DCO-X staff was temporarily detailed to the U.S. Navy/U.S. Marine Corps staff team 
charged with assisting with drafting the Tri-Service Maritime Strategy and representing the Coast Guard equities. 
“U.S. Maritime Strategy: Advantage at Sea,” USNI News, December 17, 2020.  
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A third theme was the need to enable the service to adopt innovative technology rapidly to 
enhance its ability to more effectively deploy assets to meet mission demands. Technologies 
such as unmanned or autonomous vehicles, greater use of sensors and data analytics, and so on 
can extend the capabilities of Coast Guard assets and more effectively deploy them to meet 
changing mission needs. However, the Coast Guard must have processes in place to identify, 
acquire, field, and maintain new technologies more rapidly as they emerge. And it must have the 
ability to train a skilled workforce capable of using and maintaining new technologies as they are 
fielded. Technologies of the future may also free up valuable human capital, allowing members 
to focus on tasks that require higher-order cognitive or creative problem-solving skills, but the 
workforce will likely need higher overall technology literacy and must be able to acquire new 
technological skills in new and more varied ways. 

The fourth and final theme was the need for additional resources to address increased Coast 
Guard involvement abroad and growing demand at home. The Coast Guard’s operations far 
from U.S. waters are resource-intensive and rapidly increasing. At the same time, the demand for 
domestic operations—including in an increasingly open Arctic—are also expanding. Increasing 
coastal populations within the United States, rising frequency and intensity of natural disasters, 
and other factors are likely to contribute to rising long-term demand. The Coast Guard is also 
increasingly concerned with cybersecurity for MTS and the use of unmanned vehicles by both 
legitimate and hostile actors. Issues including drug trafficking, migration, and natural disasters 
are likely to expand the Coast Guard’s role in nearby areas of the Western Hemisphere. While 
the Coast Guard may find some efficiencies, such as the use of unmanned vehicles and additive 
manufacturing to reduce costs, these will be partly offset by the need to attract and retain a more 
skilled workforce. If the Coast Guard is to engage more heavily with nations around the globe 
and on the high seas, while also fulfilling its missions domestically and in proximate areas of the 
Western Hemisphere, it needs to have the requisite assets and personnel. The previously cited 
need for visibility and transparency can help to communicate this issue to Congress and the 
public, and partners—notably DoD—and can vouch for the Coast Guard’s contributions in ways 
that help it to achieve the capacity it needs to fulfill its growing responsibilities. 
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6. Evergreen V: Year 4 

Gaming was the primary activity executed in Year 4. The main 
goal of the gaming effort was to support strategic discussion and 
engagement among senior leaders to inform the next four years of the 
Evergreen initiative.1  

The game—played once by DCO-X personnel2 and again by 
USCG senior leaders—was set in the same futures that have been 
utilized throughout Evergreen V. While the varied drivers create four 
distinctly different future scenarios, they all indicate that USCG will 
increasingly be asked to engage in gray-zone competition against 
adversaries and threats to support global maritime security. This will 
require USCG to expand its international role and presence. The 
service identified several broad questions to guide the gaming efforts, 
in response to calls from stakeholders to expand the Coast Guard’s 
international maritime security engagement and reach beyond the 
current international operations planning. Some of these questions 
were as follows: 

• What available capabilities do players apply to specific 
problems?  

• How do adversary actions or unexpected circumstances affect 
decisionmaking?  

• What trade-offs are players willing to make to achieve their 
objectives?  

• How do alternative force structures affect USCG’s ability to 
operate in forward theaters such as the Indo-Pacific and to 
bolster maritime security while still achieving domestic 
missions?  

                                                
1 This chapter provides a compilation and overview of the gaming activities during Evergreen V. Additional follow-
on Paratus Futurum gaming activities are planned during the first year of Evergreen VI. At the conclusion of all 
Evergreen V–related gaming activities, a final gaming report will be published (currently under development) during 
the first year of Evergreen VI. The gaming report will go into greater detail about the design, methodology, and 
analysis of the game outputs. 
2 DCO-X staff were augmented by a core team of SMEs who were previous participants in multiple workshops. 
Having USCG experts who were familiar with the Evergreen Program and the various scenarios improved the 
quality and efficiency of the gaming efforts. 
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Game Development 
The objective of the game—named “Paratus Futurum,” or “Ready for the Future”—was to 

facilitate discussions about alternate Coast Guard long-term institutional strategies. The game 
provided a sandbox in which USCG leaders could experience how a variety of USCG mission 
profiles and investment options might face challenges under different potential scenarios. All of 
the scenarios and events that were used to stress and explore the strategies were drawn from 
USCG-developed analysis and concepts that resulted from the first three and a half years of 
Evergreen V. Participants gained a better appreciation for how to think and talk about strategic 
options and trade-offs and will thus be in a better position to participate in future strategic 
decisionmaking and investment development activities. 

Paratus Futurum focused at a strategic level on USCG’s roles, missions, available resources, 
and potential adjustments to those resources through 2040 and beyond. The game’s design forced 
players to make distinct choices about prioritizing missions and investments to prepare for an 
uncertain future when climate change, technological advancements, the economy, and the global 
competition for power all shape USCG demand. The game was intended to speak directly to the 
incoming commandant and to help Coast Guard leadership understand and experience the trade-
offs that will likely occur to meet USCG priorities so that they can articulate a vision to Congress, 
the Executive Branch, DHS, and the workforce. 

CONOPS that were developed during the Year 3 CONCEPT 2040 Pinecone provided the 
initial inputs for the Year 4 gaming effort. As discussed in Chapter 5, each of the four Evergreen 
core teams from the previous Pinecones developed a strategic CONOPS designed to confront 
their assigned future scenario. The decision context for the scenarios was framed around how the 
Coast Guard could rethink its operations and investments, given the evolving demand for various 
mission sets.  

The four resulting concepts outlined distinct overarching strategic visions for the service, 
goals for service capabilities and capacities, and ideas for how the Coast Guard will compete on 
a global scale. During game play, the teams tried to work toward their assigned strategic vision 
by identifying how the service will resource any changes in mission prioritization by region, 
capabilities, capacity, investments, and culture. Because teams were not given enough resources 
to do everything, decisions about what risks to take and where to spend resources prompted 
thoughtful discussion and debate among participants.  

Game Design Approach 

Each turn began with an overview trend briefing highlighting a few key informational 
updates that introduced several scenario twists that posed significant dilemmas in various regions 
of the world. Players then discussed and decided where to allocate their limited resources to best 
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position the service to achieve the assigned strategic vision and to prepare for events set out in 
the intelligence briefing.3  

During the planning stage, participants outlined what course of action to take in the current 
turn and how that course would or would not carve a path toward their strategic vision. They 
decided what missions and investments to resource and what risks were acceptable, with an 
emphasis on the inherent trade-offs this entails. Participants had to balance competing priorities, 
address multiple challenges across operating areas, examine wider service implications, and 
allocate limited Coast Guard capabilities and resources, given anticipated government policies 
and priorities.  

After resourcing choices were set, event cards (e.g., complicated disasters or aggressive 
behavior by adversaries) were revealed.4 Teams received scores reflecting the extent to which 
their resourcing and investment decisions allowed the service to respond to the new events and 
whether stakeholders viewed the Coast Guard’s response as successful.5 In the subsequent turn, 
teams could revise investments and resources (e.g., adding or removing a resource token, or 
requiring resources to be allocated to a certain mission or region).  

During discussion phases, a facilitator from the design team led the participants in examining 
the wider implications of their course of action and how the initial CONOPS did or did not 
prepare USCG to achieve its strategic goals, given the challenges of the future scenario.6 The 
game identified the changes required for the Coast Guard to get from where it is to where it 
needs to be. This ranged from logistical and support considerations to personnel and training 
requirements to necessary shifts in institutional culture. Overall, the games had between three 
and five turns,7 and each ended in a facilitated after-action discussion to examine players’ 

                                                
3 Within this game and report, the term “intelligence brief” is a concise summary of the key pieces of information 
participants are presented with at the start of each turn; it should not be confused with a contemporary classified 
“intel” brief. Intelligence briefs can include global or regional trends, indicators of potential events, or specific 
updates about the scenario drivers, which will be expounded on in further detail in the forthcoming game report. 
These are a function of the game and not part of the intelligence aspect of C5ISR; needs and methods of intelligence 
gathering; or sharing among other militaries, agencies, or foreign partners. 
4 The event cards were preselected by the HSOAC team to cover a range of topics that had been identified repeatedly 
in previous Pinecones as difficult choices and trade-offs that would likely come in the near future. It was at facilitator 
discretion to adjust cards “on the fly” to best guide discussions based upon group dynamics. 
5 Scoring specifics (including the statistical reasoning for the scales and impacts of the scores) will be included in 
the full game report that will be completed at the completion of the Evergreen gaming activities that have been 
extended into Evergreen VI. 
6 Specifically, the implications for DHS’s DOTMLPF+R/G/S framework. 
7 The number of turns played in a game is under the control and discretion of game facilitators. The purpose of this 
is to allow for flexibility of time in the case of rigorous and thoughtful, but expansive discussions, as well as to keep 
participants from knowing when the last turn will be, which would allow them to “game” the game and play to give 
themselves a favorable outcome. 
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thoughts about their choices, what those might mean for current and future leaders of the service, 
and how the game affected their thinking about current challenges and choices.

The initial design concept was subject to a change in response to lessons learned during 
internal testing by HSOAC researchers and pilots with the Pinecone core teams, and refinements 
were indeed made along the way. The game design was influenced by a host of practical elements
outside of our analytic goals, including the venue where the game would be played, the number 
of participants, and the time available for game play.

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, Paratus Futurum had to be designed to be played both 
virtually and in person. The game mechanics were developed conceptually so that it could be 
played virtually or as an in-person board game (Figure 6.1 shows the in-person board); for virtual 
purposes, the game space and game board utilized an online platform called Mural, which
mirrored the physical play of the in-person game.8 The game was designed so that it could be 
completed in one day or played across multiple days; this was done by including a significant 
and expandable range of scenarios and events that challenge the Coast Guard.9

Figure 6.1. Paratus Futurum Game Board

       
8 Mural is a digital workspace that enables teams to collaborate visually and brainstorm solutions to challenges.
Mural.com, undated.
9 Paratus Futurum was designed with maximum flexibility and repeatability so that it could be played again for 
different groups of participants as the service sees fit. The proof of concept of the virtual play can open up additional 
participation where travel and site logistics might have hindered it. The planning for Evergreen VI currently includes 
two additional plays of Paratus Futurum in its first year. 
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The USCG sponsor sought to incorporate a large number of players.10 To run the game and 
direct discussions, each team was led by two co-facilitators and played for a full day, with two 
teams playing per day over the course of two days. As with most Evergreen events, participants 
were encouraged to be collegial, creative, and collaborative. Participants used first names only 
and wore civilian clothing so that rank and formality did not hinder collaboration and creativity.  

The gaming effort was divided into three stages:  

1. A virtual game with some of the four Evergreen core teams from the previous Pinecones, 
supplemented members of DCO-X and with new players from a variety of backgrounds 
in the service, to gain a better understanding of gaming attributes, examine the game 
system, and reflect on the strengths and stresses in the respective concepts. We refined 
the concepts derived in the CONCEPT 2040 Pinecone to ensure they had the necessary 
elements to be utilized in future games and explored where and why strategic concepts 
diverged across teams.  

2. An in-person game played by Coast Guard senior leaders to examine force design and 
global operating concepts. This game was intended to help inform future strategic 
planning efforts by the commandant’s transition team.  

3. A third phase will provide additional gaming options for USCG senior leaders, based on 
input from the new senior leadership.11  

See the Quick Look for Game 1 
See the Quick Look for Game 2 

Overarching Observations from Game Play 
A number of overarching observations can be drawn from the two rounds of games with 

Evergreen core teams and senior leaders; some were unique to the round, and others were in 
concurrence.  

Observations from Round 1 

The first round of Paratus Futurum was conducted virtually on January 11–12, 2022, with 
almost 30 Coast Guard personnel. Several overarching observations were derived from the game. 

Teams relied heavily on their given scenario and strategic vision to guide resource 
allocation. Player decisionmaking hinged on the scenario, their operationalization of the 
strategic vision, and additional information provided in the intelligence briefs. These guidance 
documents provided the mission demand signals that were used to prioritize resource allocation. 
Such allocation was somewhat easier to do at the start of play, and most teams immediately 

                                                
10 Game participants included senior active-duty and civilian SME in key leadership positions (ranks O8 to E9), 
carefully chosen by DCO-X staff. 
11 In May 2022, DCO-X asked HSOAC/RAND to host up to two additional Paratus Futurum games during the first 
year of Evergreen VI, based on senior leadership feedback and the draft technical execution plan for Evergreen VI. 
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began making investments that would contribute to longer-term objectives. Most teams began 
with a discussion of which modernization investments would allow them to effectively meet the 
needs of their assigned future scenario (although one team did not focus as much on the scenario-
driven capability needs and concentrated instead on investments that provided efficiencies or 
greater flexibility). They discussed what was essential for the strategy or scenario and then how 
to allocate any remaining resources, often focused on enduring CONUS missions. At times the 
intelligence briefs led to lively discussion and debates regarding how to balance more immediate 
needs with longer-term objectives. As game play progressed, players often revisited the scenario 
and strategic vision to take stock of where resources had been allocated, to remind themselves of 
the longer-term objectives, and to ensure that recent trends and events would not necessarily 
disrupt progress toward these objectives. Teams frequently examined where the most recent 
intelligence conflicted with the goals of the strategic vision. However, no team decided to update 
its strategic vision after discussing the intelligence briefs. 

A strong focus on the demand signals associated with a scenario’s strategic vision can 
open consideration for trade-offs and cuts traditionally considered to be unacceptable (e.g., 
search and rescue [SAR]) and the need to keep prioritizing them. Discussions about facilities 
investments were sometimes catalyzed by an intelligence brief, such as mitigating vulnerabilities 
to storms or improving quality of life to help recruiting and retention, but often investments were 
made because a player felt the investment was overdue or was a priority for Congress. At the end 
of the game, some players recognized that those decision trade-offs would have been significantly 
more challenging if they had not made early investments by accepting risk in mission areas. 

Understanding the Coast Guard’s role for a given mission in a region and the advantages the 
service provides were also inputs into resource allocation. Because missions can be performed in 
many ways, teams often debated exactly how missions might be operationalized to meet demand 
signals and what would constitute acceptable mission performance. Discussions also centered on 
allocating resources in ways that take advantage of the service’s leadership, law enforcement, 
assets, or technical capabilities, while leveraging the capabilities of partners and allies (e.g., 
suggesting that the Navy had more capacity for humanitarian aid and disaster relief or that Arctic 
SAR could be done by partners with Coast Guard support) to efficiently use resources to meet 
the mission needs. 

Understanding or articulating the value of marginal shifts in mission categorization was also 
challenging. For example, teams discussed how the Coast Guard might increase its involvement 
in defense operations to either supplement or complement the DoD mission, or whether MTS 
was best served by the ports, waterways, and coastal security (PWCS) mission or by the marine 
safety mission. What might be the Coast Guard’s specific level of involvement or engagement in 
the mission, and how is this contribution measured or assessed? Another example centered on 
how to measure the contribution of increasing Coast Guard resources allocated to counterterrorism 
or marine-safety missions. Players recognized that “stretching the rubber band” or expanding 
Coast Guard roles across missions and regions has both short- and long-term costs. In a practical 
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sense for game play, this sometimes made it more difficult to determine the value of adding 
resources to a regional mission or whether investing resources in longer-term capabilities 
or efficiencies would be of greater benefit. From a learning perspective, the discussions 
demonstrated that gaming creates an environment for substantive discussions about the Coast 
Guard, its institutional strategy, and the kinds of strategic trades that it must evaluate. 

Homeland missions are enduring. Some teams’ strategic visions focused on domestic 
issues, and some were focused on the “away game.” All teams acknowledged that failure to 
execute homeland missions would affect stakeholder opinions and have deep political, and thus 
resource, consequences regardless of scenario. Teams also recognized that changes to Coast 
Guard authorities may be needed to alter missions or implement certain initiatives in response to 
new threats and demands. In contrast, they sometimes deemed deemphasizing overseas missions 
as less risky: The American public and Congress are less vested in overseas missions;12 such 
missions are costly and pose risks to culture; and overseas priorities may ebb and flow with 
geopolitical events and Executive Branch goals. Early in the game the “away” vision teams were 
willing to take on some calculated risk for CONUS missions despite their importance, but as 
intelligence brief trends affected MTS, PWCS became a concern; or as climate-related issues 
increased during the game, the away teams put more resources back into CONUS, relying on 
their agility investment assets to respond to global demands. At the end of the game, each team 
had allocated significant resources to CONUS, regardless of whether their strategic vision was 
focused on the home or the away game. 

Investment strategies for new capabilities were largely motivated by the efficiencies or 
agility they generate, allowing the Coast Guard to resource missions at a higher priority in the 
future. They were also motivated to satisfy the perceived needs of Congress and the Executive 
Branch (both of which must support new technology and facilities or administration strategy), 
although the emphasis teams placed on stakeholder interests varied. How new capabilities might 
be used creatively to increase mission performance was not central to the game and was thus 
only minimally discussed. Instead, teams focused on how these capabilities could be leveraged to 
free up resources for other priorities. For example, investing in unmanned autonomous systems 
and command, control, computers, communications, cyber, intelligence, surveillance, and 
reconnaissance (C5ISR) was motivated by the desire to either free up traditional assets that are 
difficult to sustain in remote locations or gain efficiencies that free up traditional resources for 
other priorities. Similarly, discussions about investing in expeditionary logistics often focused on 
keeping resources available in the next round, rather than enabling more independent or longer-
duration operations. There was a reluctance to “fully commit” limited resources by investing in 
facilities or prioritizing missions to a high level without strong, enduring signals that doing so 
would result in efficiencies or technologies that reduce mission risk. In the final turn, teams’ 
investment strategies were mixed: They either focused on near-term mission priorities and 

                                                
12 Public opinion score in Paratus Futurum refers to the United States only.  



  51 

maximizing their stakeholder opinion score to “win” the game or invested in long-term 
capabilities to set the service up for future success.  

Service culture considerations are a concern as the Coast Guard’s focus and talent 
needs evolve. As teams made investments in technology or international capabilities that 
prioritized the “away game,” they expressed concerns about the influence on Coast Guard 
culture. Some teams actively monitored the culture’s status and used their tokens to lower the 
risk. Investments in culture were intended to support leadership, training, and other activities that 
sustain an effective or supportive culture, especially when adapting to new systems or operational 
paradigms. For others, institutional culture was an important but secondary consideration. There 
was also some discussion about redefining what it means to serve in the Coast Guardsman in the 
future, as demand for traditional skills wanes, new skills become more prominent, and changes 
in mission priority affect what life in the service looks like. For example, during one team’s 
debate about SAR being deprioritized (or no longer a Coast Guard mission at all) and the service 
becoming more focused on defense and military operations, players were concerned with 
anticipating how these changes could influence the organization’s identity and culture. 

Observations from Round 2 

The second round of games was conducted March 30–April 1, 2022 and drew more than 
25 senior Coast Guard leaders to RAND’s offices in Arlington, Virginia. Participants were urged 
by the event champion (the deputy commandant for mission support) to be bold as they help 
shape the thinking of the next leadership council and prepare today’s Coast Guard for tomorrow. 
Several overarching observations were drawn from the game play, some of which were similar 
to round 1 choices, while others were unique—though none was in conflict or disagreement of 
round 1 themes. 

Several participants relied on the current positive progress of the service to sustain 
operations, and their dominant strategy for the first round of game play was to invest in 
new capabilities. Notably, C5ISR capabilities were uniformly identified as the priority 
investment (consistent with the results of a parallel survey of strategic objectives), despite the 
resources and lead time required to realize the capability. Early investments were seen as 
enabling the Coast Guard to remain successful despite an uncertain future and to gain 
efficiencies that could be reinvested in future rounds. Some teams invested in desired capabilities 
without necessarily considering where they may be deployed, while others invested to cover 
specific regions and mission needs identified in the scenario and intelligence brief. In all cases, 
careful consideration and prioritization were given to investing in capabilities that efficiently 
extended the Coast Guard’s presence while maintaining flexibility to adapt to changing 
conditions. 

The teams’ early investment strategies nearly universally accepted some level of short-
term risk in traditional missions and often in culture to pay for future capabilities—but 
players pivoted back to domestic missions as game play progressed. Teams sought to meet 
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future mission demand through investments in efficient or flexible assets such as expeditionary 
logistics, adaptive force packages, and unmanned systems. The specific focus of these investments 
varied by scenario and team. While all teams acknowledged the cultural costs of these 
investments, not all devoted resources to mitigate them. Before investments or resources were 
committed to a region, partner and ally capabilities were considered. Furthermore, teams were 
generally reluctant to commit to fixed assets such as a permanent forward operating base despite 
maintaining a long-term presence in a region after several rounds of game play. Even teams 
whose scenario and strategic vision were for globally distributed operations and had a significant 
focus on the “away game” eventually moved more resourcing back to CONUS missions once the 
investments that provided agile capability and capacity could be utilized overseas. 

Teams acknowledged the importance of investing in operations, maintenance, and 
facilities, and were unwilling to take risk over several consecutive rounds of play. Yet 
these investments were not always made in the first round and frequently took a “back seat” 
to capabilities investments. Often the catalyst for operations, maintenance, and facilities 
investments was an intelligence brief specifying workforce trends that would make it harder for 
the Coast Guard to recruit and retain members or an intelligence brief that identified threats to 
facilities due to storms and other natural hazards. During rounds that teams did not make these 
investments, there was substantial reluctance to leave facilities or operations and maintenance at 
risk because they know the importance of these investments and had experienced times when the 
investment was not made.  

The concept of an adaptive force package emerged as a key approach for covering a 
broad range of missions. The concept shifts the focus from platforms and their activity level 
to mission performance by bringing together capabilities and assets in a flexible manner for 
operations ranging from emergency management to international engagements. Adaptive force 
packages were used by all teams as “insurance” against unpredictable or varied mission needs 
and were deployed both domestically and abroad. Participants repeatedly offered the multi-
mission role of Coast Guard organizations and platforms as a risk-mitigation strategy and, 
perhaps not surprisingly, gravitated toward investments that enabled multi-mission response 
(such as adaptive force packages and unmanned systems) over the more targeted investments of 
foreign area officers and law enforcement detachments. Multiple players said this shifted their 
thinking about service-wide planning and force allocation from assets and days to capabilities 
and goals. 

Teams generally spread resources to cover mission demand signals contained in the 
intelligence briefs and relied on agile investment capability as insurance against plausible 
surprises. Only one team moved a mission to the highest priority level (an emergency 
management/disaster response mission in the Atlantic). Participants had lively discussions about 
SAR mission’s importance to the Coast Guard identity and to public awareness and opinion of 
the service; SAR’s role as an enabler for the capabilities and capacities needed for contingencies 
such as hurricane response; and SAR’s influence over training, aircraft configuration, and 
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stationing. When confronted with a challenge, teams generally weighed the likelihood of mission 
success with the consequence of inadequate response. Deploying an adaptive force package was 
the preferred surge method because it avoided tapping into future resources (although players 
noted the service’s natural inclination is to surge regardless of resource trades). However, on 
several occasions, teams considered using surge options to gain favor with stakeholders in the 
hopes that this would improve resourcing in the future. While they often discussed the surge 
capability, players rarely if ever used it, as they deemed it was not worth the cost in resources or 
culture. In reality, the Coast Guard has always surged for immediate demand despite the costs. 
Participants noted that this discrepancy can surface only in an environment that encourages them 
to “play the way you think it should be done, and not as though you are representing how it will 
be done.” Instead, teams relied on agility-focused investments and tried to place them in the 
appropriate region to be available if needed for a surprise in demand.  

Investment in culture will be required to ensure mission success in the future while 
leveraging emerging technologies and attracting and retaining a highly capable workforce. 
The game explicitly recognizes that to accommodate new technologies and new ways of 
performing missions, Coast Guard leadership must commit resources and attention to adjusting 
training curricula and requirements, promotion and career pathways, deployment practices, and 
other organizational processes that comprise part of the service’s culture. Players were aware of 
the importance of balancing investments in new capabilities with workforce culture. Some teams 
were very concerned about overextending culture and recognized that, while the workforce 
often embraces change, the rate of change needs to be actively managed. Teams varied in their 
tolerance of cultural risk during game play, but all acknowledged that change takes substantial 
time and resources and cannot be avoided for too long. 

Domestic missions are enduring and fundamental to the Coast Guard, and this was 
reflected in resourcing decisions. Participants expressed that the Coast Guard’s purpose is 
saving lives, helping people, and facilitating safe and prosperous maritime trade in support of the 
economy. Though these missions were often left at risk due to resource constraints, participants 
noted that these missions are what historically and currently distinguishes the Coast Guard and 
allows it to satisfy the expectations of the Executive Branch, Congress, and the public. This 
branding defines and drives recruiting, retention, and capabilities development. As a result, 
resource allocation considered the asymmetric risks of performing poorly in these missions. 
Demand for capabilities overseas fluctuates with geopolitical developments and changing 
national priorities, necessitating an adaptable force when resources are limited. Participants also 
sought to prioritize missions that used the service’s specialized capabilities abroad for roles that 
added value to DoD or complemented the perceived capabilities of partners or allies. After 
several rounds of game play, teams tended to shift resources back to domestic missions 
regardless of scenario, relying on their agile investments to respond abroad as needed. 

Participants noted that while the principal Coast Guard mission sets may not change, 
the way in which they are performed or accomplished may be different. For example, new 
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opportunities to leverage new technologies such as unmanned autonomous systems (air, surface, 
or submersible) or to engage service providers from the private sector may change the service’s 
activities. Furthermore, while USCG operations facilitate trade and maintain safety, other 
mechanisms, such as funding grants or developing industry standards, have historically been 
used for these purposes. 

Did the Game Change Participants’ Perspectives? 

One of the Coast Guard’s stated objectives for the game was to see if it affected participants’ 
choices about which strategic objectives were most important for the commandant to consider. 
To answer this question, we used a modified Delphi exercise,13 which is a structured elicitation 
process designed to help groups reach a consensus or draw out additional information about 
where there is disagreement.14 The exercise asked participants to rate the strategic objectives 
(synthesized from previous Pinecone workshops in Evergreen V) along two dimensions: 
anticipated level of impact and implementation difficulty. In a modified Delphi exercise, SMEs 
are asked to provide inputs (or assess the strategic objectives, in this case). This process was 
conducted in three steps: (1) a survey that asked participants to rate strategic objectives issued 
before game play, (2) a discussion of the results during game play and the play of the game itself, 
and (3) a repeat survey after game play.  

The game’s impacts were evident in several participant comments enumerated below: 

• “The game showed us the shocks that could affect CONUS if we 
focused all of our efforts OCONUS [outside the continental United 
States]. We’ll need more resources if we want to maintain our 
effectiveness [in] CONUS while projecting force into OCONUS 
regions.” 

                                                
13 The Delphi method, developed by the RAND Corporation in the 1950s in the field of operations research, is used 
to approach a consensus among a group of expert participants through a series of controlled iterative steps. The 
Delphi method is particularly useful when empirical data are not available. It has three key features: It is anonymous, it 
is iterative, and it provides a statistical group response where the group opinion is an aggregate of individual opinions 
on the final round of the Delphi. See N. C. Dalkey and O. Helmer, An Experimental Application of the Delphi Method 
to the Use of Experts, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RM-721/1, July 1962; N. C. Dalkey, The Delphi 
Method: An Experimental Study of Group Opinion, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RM-5888-PR, 1969; 
T. Gordon and O. Helmer, Report on Long-Range Forecasting Study, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation,  
P-2982, 1964; Kathryn Fitch, Steven J. Bernstein, Maria Dolores Aguilar, Bernard Burnand, Juan Ramon LaCalle, 
Pablo Lazaro, Mirjam van het Loo, Joseph McDonnell, Janneke Vader, and James P. Kahan, The RAND/UCLA 
Appropriateness Method User’s Manual, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, MR-1269-DG-XII/RE, 2001; 
S. L.-T. Normand, B. J. McNeil, L. E. Peterson, and R. H. Palmer, “Eliciting Expert Opinion Using the Delphi 
Technique: Identifying Performance Indicators for Cardiovascular Disease,” International Journal for Quality in 
Health Care, Vol. 3, No. 2, 1998, pp. 247–260; Dmitry Khodyakov and Christine Chen, Nature and Predictors of 
Response Changes in Modified-Delphi Panels, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, EP-68427, 2020. 
14 This section provides an overview of the modified Delphi analysis done as part of the Paratus Futurum game. For 
a more in-depth look into the exact process, strategic objective, and statistical analysis, please see the forthcoming 
report on the Paratus Futurum game. 
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• “After playing the game it seems that the Coast Guard will need 
more subject matter experts and less jack-of-all trade types. It may 
help retention but may not be as positive for the service.” 

• “The game showed us that we need the talent to make the 
technological leaps [in unmanned systems] and special skills to 
operate in OCONUS locations long term.” 

• “The game made me think of MTS in an entirely different way. The 
increase in possible automation and goods moving through the ocean 
means we will want to lead from the front.” 

• “Lots of game investments in systems that require IT. Modernizing 
now allows the CG to take advantage of so many systems that make 
our teams much more efficient.” 

• “More impactful based on the game but about as hard as I originally 
thought.” 

Common Themes in the Two Rounds of Panels 

In addition to evaluating participant responses from each game by individual panel, the 
responses were examined in aggregate, which revealed several common themes.  

• Each panel consistently indicated—both before and after completing the game—that the 
most significant strategic objectives revolved around technology such as IT infrastructure 
upgrades, data integration, and unmanned systems.  

• The combined panel results revealed that several personnel/human resource objectives 
were also critical. These included creating a flexible talent management system, taking 
organizational risk, and developing a workforce more prepared for more (and longer) 
deployments to overseas regions, as well as the language and cultural skills needed for 
more assignments focusing on diplomacy and other aspects of international engagement.  

• Some of the most difficult objectives to implement were creating a flexible talent 
management system, integrating data, rapidly growing the service, taking a deliberate 
role in the modernization of MTS, and committing resources overseas while accepting 
risk for CONUS missions. Participants remarked that “seeing the whole board” through 
the events of the game made them think about some of the strategic objectives differently.  

• The game participants consistently identified funding/resources and cultural inertia as the 
greatest barriers to the implementation of any strategic objectives.  

Game Value to Participants  

Paratus Futurum participants actively participated in the discussions, successfully immersed 
themselves in their assigned scenario and concepts of operation, and made resource allocation 
decisions aligned with those priorities. Participants noted that the game revealed the importance 
of sticking to a strategy—and “perhaps militant adherence” to strategy—even when other events 
occur. This takeaway suggests that a robust strategic vision that is communicated and understood 
broadly can be a powerful means to guide investment.  

Participants also discovered that some level of risk is acceptable and that random events 
will happen but may not necessarily have significant, negative consequences. Players felt that 
including culture considerations in the game design made the decision trades more realistic and 
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that the game helped them better understand the potential second-, third-, and fourth-order effects 
of geopolitical trends, which may not be initially apparent. These insights could be especially 
helpful for senior leadership.  

Additionally, participants from both the virtual and in-person games remarked that the ability 
to participate and actually play the game was far more effective than a briefing or a discussion 
would have been. Being able to step away from their assigned office or unit, leaving rank at the 
door, and being challenged to “be bold” in this low-risk environment allowed them to engage in 
trade-off discussions and strategic choices in a way they had not previously experienced—and 
that should be experienced and not just read about or be briefed on. 

Finally, and perhaps most often mentioned, the game gave participants a greater appreciation 
for the strategic risks and budget constraints across the entire Coast Guard mission set. Participants 
could probe the implications of various futures in a collaborative setting, which allowed them to 
leave behind their individual mission focus, escape their siloes, and become immersed in decisions 
that require trading off strategic risks among the mission areas amid resource constraints. 
Participants also repeatedly mentioned that exposure to this type of thinking and gaming should 
start much earlier in the career progression, as often those who are making trade-off decisions 
are confronting that sort of strategic thinking for the first time. The service has indicated that 
games that are specifically developed for various service programs and applications have both 
great utility and potential to enhance strategic thinking and foresight across the entire USCG 
enterprise. 
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7. Conclusion  

Looking back at Evergreen V, we take stock of this multiyear program to build upon the 
success of previous Evergreen efforts and to give the service’s strategic planning process greater 
visibility, relevance, and utility.  

We view Year 1 as the critically important starting point because the scenarios that were 
developed served as the scene-setters or futures for subsequent strategic foresight activities. 
Early Pinecone workshops elicited what types of potential changes might be most important and 
why, and identified future shocks and stressors that would have the most profound effect on the 
service and its missions. A secondary but important outcome of all Evergreen activities was 
introducing the application of strategic foresight to service personnel who had never been 
exposed to the strategy. The majority of participants appreciated the opportunity to exercise 
strategic thinking and collaborate in a team setting outside the rank structure. 

In Year 2, the Evergreen team built on the scenario development in Year 1 by leveraging 
those futures in a series of workshops. Select service members participated in strategic foresight 
exercises about future workforce challenges, future risks to MTS, and the implications of 
emerging technologies to the Coast Guard operating environment. The HSOAC and DCO-X 
Evergreen project teams worked in a collaborative fashion, synchronizing activities and 
analytical support to maximize impact.  

Year 3 built on the earlier workshops, refining the approach and gaining greater senior 
leadership participation in the Evergreen process. As the primary strategic decisionmakers, 
senior leaders functioned as guides, mentors, and primary consumers of Evergreen outputs. 
The diverse mix of senior and junior SMEs who participated had an opportunity to share their 
perspectives through structured ideation exercises. Workshop participants formed teams or focus 
groups charged with tackling various challenging subjects informed by a specific future scenario. 
Their input was captured in reports and communications with strategic planners at the program 
and enterprise level and in some cases was used to facilitate senior leader strategic planning 
events, which had the further effect of directly elevating Evergreen’s impact within the service. 
Due in part to the past and present commandants’ strategic focus on future workforce and in part 
to geopolitical and domestic events during Evergreen V, human resource and culture became 
recurring themes across multiple workshops. Under the broad rubric of technology, data science 
also emerged as a future opportunity and challenge with implications for future decisionmaking 
and mission execution. 

Year 4 brought all these exercises together in a way that was designed to be informative for 
the incoming commandant. In developing the first Coast Guard game, Paratus Futurum, the team 
pulled together the wide range of challenges and opportunities identified by Pinecone participants 
across a global span and allowed service leaders to engage the opportunities and challenges in 
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such a way that they could experience what the trade-offs might be and how the strategic 
objectives might affect an uncertain future. The eight teams that played Paratus Futurum found 
much common ground in prioritization, investments, and level of risk acceptance, despite being 
assigned four substantially different futures and strategic objectives.  

While the current phase of Evergreen is ongoing, a few factors have contributed to the 
success and influence of Evergreen V. One is the program’s agility to adapt to external and 
internal requirements and requests, such as moving to online workshops during COVID-19 
restrictions or adjusting products to better reach the intended audience. As illustrated by the 
many documents compiled in this report, Evergreen has embraced “short-and-sweet” product 
communication, allowing the program to draw attention to multiple findings from the Evergreen 
Pinecones in a timely manner, while at the same time broadly disseminating materials to a 
diverse audience. Finally, Evergreen has used a dual approach of focusing on topics of interest to 
senior leaders and exposing future leaders to strategic foresight planning to earn support and 
interest from both senior Coast Guard leadership and the lower ranks. This made it an invaluable 
resource across the entire service. This current phase of Evergreen has adapted to the times and 
the needs of the Coast Guard, ensuring the current and future relevance of the program. 

The central question that emerged from many of the workshop discussions with Coast Guard 
personnel and service stakeholders was, “What force will we need in 2030?” Major themes 
emerged from the collective Pinecones, including a perceived future need for 

• skill sets related to technological fluency in an increasingly technologically oriented work 
environment  

• human focus in a world of increasing automation, autonomous systems, and AI, and 
• skill stacking, or developing and applying many different skill sets during one’s career. 

Related to the future workforce, workshop participants were also asked, “What investments 
do we need to make now to meet future needs?” Emerging concepts centered on shifting from 
“human resource” management to “talent” management with a focus on flexibility and choice. 
This focus includes providing the workforce of the future with a range of opportunities to 
serve—such as options to leave and return to the service and greater flexibility for members 
caring for dependents—and increased transparency in human resource management, improved 
expectation management, and greater personal control over one’s career. 

Based upon joint HSOAC/DCO-X analysis of the Pinecone outputs and workshop outcomes 
over the course of Evergreen V, we found four main sets of drivers that will likely affect the 
future Coast Guard and require the entire organization to adapt: changing workforce culture, 
rapid technological developments, climate change, and geopolitical dynamics.1 The implications 
of the many drivers of change discussed in this conclusion and throughout the report are enduring 
across the scenarios used during the Evergreen V cycle. We elaborate on the drivers of these 
                                                
1 The societal driver that was previously identified in Year 1 was not carried forward through the subsequent 
workshops. 
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themes and the implications for the Coast Guard in the sections below, then discuss overall 
takeaways. 

Demographic and Cultural Themes  
Drivers 

The U.S. population is changing in ways that affect both the Coast Guard’s potential 
workforce and its responsibilities. The population’s rapid aging results in smaller cohorts of 
potential recruits relative to the overall population and increasing family-care responsibilities 
for the working-age population.2 The aging of the population also influences its geographic 
distribution: Many older Americans are choosing to live close to the water and/or in warm 
southeastern states where hurricanes are prevalent.3 Moreover, a growing percentage of young 
Americans—including a majority of people under the age of 18—come from ethnic and racial 
communities that have generally been underrepresented in the Coast Guard.  

The culture of work is also evolving. This has been a gradual process since the mid-twentieth 
century, when a large percentage of the population had the same employer for decades or even 
an entire career. Across society, employment relationships are becoming more transient and more 
distant, which the extent of teleworking during the pandemic may have intensified. Although it is 
too soon to be certain, the pandemic may also permanently influence the culture of work. People 
are reexamining their relationships with work, family, and communities in ways that may make 
them less committed to long-term employment with a single employer.  

The intense political divisions within American society, should they continue, may also 
shape the willingness of individuals to embrace the Coast Guard’s ethos of service. While there 
have always been doubts about whether emerging generations will want to serve their country, 
today’s fractured political landscape and deeply rooted disagreements may discourage people 
from feeling motivated to do so. 

Implications for the Coast Guard and Potential Coast Guard Responses 

• Increased efforts to recruit underrepresented minorities and women are necessary to 
ensure the sustainability of the service. A Coast Guard that remains primarily white and 
male will be too small and culturally homogenous to address the needs of the nation.  

• The growth of populations in areas that are subject to hurricanes or routine flooding and 
where recreational boating is common will increase demand for the SAR mission. The 
fact that many of these people will be older means they will be more challenging to 
rescue when necessary.  

                                                
2 The median age has increased from 28 in 1970 to 38 today; the percentage of the population over the age of 65 rose from 
10 percent to 17 percent over that period and is still rising rapidly. See Erin Duffin, “Median Age of the Resident Population of 
the United States from 1960 to 2020,” Statista, webpage, undated. 
3 This migration to the Southeast has been a continuing trend for the last half-century. Overall, 38 percent of Americans live in 
that region, compared with 31 percent in 1970. Florida has gone from having 3.3 percent of the U.S. population to 6.4 percent 
over the same period.  
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• The Coast Guard will need to adjust to an employment environment in which people are 
less willing to commit to long-term career relationships, and fewer of them may be moved 
by the Coast Guard’s sense of purpose. They may also be less willing to periodically 
relocate based on the service’s needs because of their own needs or those of older 
relatives. The Coast Guard will most likely need to be more accommodating of the 
widespread desire for part-time remote work.  

• A workforce that includes more civilians, reservists, and auxiliary personnel relative to 
active-duty personnel may help the Coast Guard acquire the numbers and the specific 
talents it needs, without pushing away people who are hesitant to undertake the 
commitment of active-duty service or do not meet the service entry requirements. The 
Coast Guard can also increase flexibility with respect to entering and leaving the service; 
for example, “stitched careers” give people more freedom and can prevent the permanent 
loss of their skill sets to the service. The Coast Guard’s “up-or-out” human resources 
policy and statutory time limits on active-duty service can arbitrarily prevent competent 
and experienced workers from continuing to serve. 

Technological Themes  
Drivers 

Information technology—combined with advancements in sensor technologies and including 
such diverse areas as AI, big-data analytics, and cyber defense—will continue to grow in 
importance. Information flow, much of it automated, will be central to organizational success. 
Unmanned and (increasingly) autonomous systems will also be operating in multiple domains 
and in growing numbers, often with high-quality sensors and communication capabilities on 
board. Technology areas such as additive manufacturing (3-D printing) and low-cost commercial 
satellites are also rapidly increasing in capability and availability.  

These technological trends will affect the Coast Guard in three key respects. First, the Coast 
Guard can—and in some cases, must—use these technologies as they become more pervasive. 
Second, the Coast Guard needs to interact with other entities that use these technologies (e.g., 
private companies and individuals, other parts of DHS, DoD, other federal agencies, state and 
local law enforcement, and international partners). Third, the Coast Guard will need to counter 
malefactors’ use of these technologies in its Drug Interdiction, Migrant Interdiction, Defense 
Readiness, and PWCS missions.  

Implications for the Coast Guard and Potential Coast Guard Responses 

• Technological advances will drive future workforce needs, such that almost all personnel 
will need to have a basic level of familiarity and comfort with the use of technology and 
data, particularly IT and data analytic methods. In addition, demand will increase for 
technology specialists, particularly within IT, but also in other areas.  

Achieving a universal basic level of technology fluency will require a combination of 
enhanced recruiting criteria and a modest amount of training. Specialists will be needed 
to handle the Coast Guard’s own usage of emerging technologies; to interact with the 
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private companies, individuals, and partner agencies that use them; and to understand 
how to counter their use by adversaries. Developing a pool of technology specialists 
requires a talent management system that fosters their recruitment, retention, training, and 
continued intellectual and career growth through opportunities to learn from experience. 
More fluid career paths and rebalancing of the force away from active-duty personnel can 
also aid in retaining people with in-demand technology skill sets.  

As some processes are automated, Coast Guard personnel will increasingly need 
human-specific strengths, such as thinking critically, defining and solving complex 
problems, building partnerships, collaborating with a team, and engaging in leadership. 
These critical-thinking and interpersonal skills are hard to teach and to measure. To 
cultivate them, the talent management system needs to emphasize mentorship, training 
where appropriate, and recruitment and promotion for these skill sets. Increasingly, 
positions will need to be filled based on the technological and human skill sets that are 
required, rather than specified by rank.  

• A more data-driven Coast Guard can use automatically collected data sets and automated 
routine analysis to inform human analysis and decisionmaking. Commanders will be able 
to make decisions armed with additional information that they previously would not have 
had—not as a substitute for human judgment, but as a powerful, pervasive complement to 
it. When needed, commanders will be able to use this additional information to help 
communicate their decisions to external stakeholders and to inform those stakeholders 
about Coast Guard needs.  

• The rapid and accelerating pace of technological advances will require the Coast Guard 
to be more willing and able to integrate new technology over shorter time spans and be 
more innovative in ascertaining how it can best employ that technology. The Coast Guard 
may need to automate data collection and integration and then have personnel who can 
analyze those data sets help inform decisions at multiple levels of command. Coast Guard 
usage of emerging technology can make some missions and support functions easier. For 
example, the shift to virtual aids to navigation can reduce the need for physical devices 
that need to be emplaced and maintained. Increasingly autonomous unmanned vehicles 
will be able to conduct parts of some missions with limited human oversight, thereby 
lowering risks and costs. In some cases, they can add capabilities by operating where 
humans cannot. The 3-D printing of spare parts—or even unmanned vehicles—on 
demand can reduce logistical timelines, storage requirements, and costs.  

• The use of emerging technology by malefactors can impose additional capability and 
capacity demands on the Coast Guard. Regulation of private entities’ cyber defenses will 
become increasingly important in protecting MTS. Countering the use of unmanned 
vehicles for smuggling or terrorist attacks will require additional Coast Guard efforts.  

Environmental and Economic Themes  
Drivers 

Climate change affects the Coast Guard in multiple ways. The fixed infrastructure of the 
Coast Guard and those whom it regulates and supports are vulnerable to a host of risks: more 
frequent and severe storms, receding coastlines, rising water levels under bridges, routine low-
level flooding, wildfires in select locations, droughts that cause groundings on inland waterways, 
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more mobile ice cover, increased calving of icebergs, and thawing permafrost. These can also 
increase demand for Coast Guard missions such as SAR, marine safety, marine environmental 
protection, and aids to navigation/waterway management. Demand for icebreaking, iceberg 
monitoring, and ice-dam clearance may increase as midwinter shipping on the Great Lakes 
becomes more viable and the Arctic becomes more accessible. Around the globe, the Coast 
Guard may also be forced to operate in increasingly harsh environments—such as the aftermath 
of more frequent humanitarian assistance/disaster relief events both domestically and overseas—
that will stretch its assets and resources.  

Climate change is only one of several environmental trends that will likely increase demand 
for Coast Guard services. Worldwide population growth, together with rising incomes, will 
increase demand for fish and may also increase pollution. While fossil-fuel consumption for 
combustion may decline, the use of copious chemicals for fertilizers, manufacturing, and other 
purposes will rise. Ecosystem damage due to pollution, overfishing (with especially destructive 
fishing methods), and climate change will curtail the supply of fish. All these factors will 
intensify demand for other law enforcement, living marine resources, marine safety, and marine 
environmental protection missions. The growth of offshore wind energy, and perhaps tidal or 
wave-energy facilities, will create new regulatory demands for the Coast Guard, as will the 
growing use of lower-carbon natural gas, much of which will be liquefied along shorelines and 
transported by tankers.  

Economic and environmental factors will also influence maritime migration and drug-
smuggling patterns. Central America, the Caribbean, and the northern portions of South America 
are experiencing more frequent and intense natural disasters and chronic environmental damage. 
At the same time, these regions are not experiencing the rising incomes seen in developing parts 
of Asia, and in some cases, incomes were falling even before the pandemic. The transition of 
COVID-19 from a pandemic to an endemic disease may further curtail economic opportunities in 
developing nations with large youth populations and low rates of vaccination. People in affected 
countries may try to reach the United States by sea, perhaps in mass movements. They may be 
inclined to contribute to drug production and smuggling, particularly if their governments are 
unable or unwilling to counter such activity due to their weakened economies. An increasing 
divergence between a growing U.S. economy and the weaker economies of some neighbors to 
the south will increase not only the financial motivation to smuggle drugs northward but also the 
U.S. population’s demand for illicit substances. Collectively, these factors will likely increase 
demand for the Migrant Interdiction and Drug Interdiction missions.  

Implications for the Coast Guard and Potential Coast Guard Responses 

• The Coast Guard’s own infrastructure will increasingly be subject to both chronic and 
acute degradation by climate change. To maintain the Coast Guard’s future infrastructure, 
higher levels of investment in resilience measures and possible adaptation will be needed.  
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• Environmental and economic changes are likely to increase demand for the Coast Guard 
across most of its statutory missions. The Coast Guard will need to increase its capacity 
accordingly. While technological advances can help to reduce the personnel requirements 
and costs associated with increasing capacity—for example, autonomous unmanned 
aircraft or commercial satellites can provide overhead imagery that would otherwise 
require manned aircraft—this will not eliminate the need for a larger Coast Guard to 
address the substantial increase in demand across various missions and geographic areas.  

Geopolitical Themes  
Drivers 

In an era of great-power competition, DoD and the nation seek an increasingly global Coast 
Guard. Combatant commanders around the world want the unique strengths and capabilities that 
the Coast Guard can provide. These include its combined Title X and Title XIV authorities; its 
ability to work effectively with smaller navies and coast guards; its ability to engage with 
local communities and the private sector; its skills in dealing with SAR, fisheries, pollution, 
smuggling, and sovereignty; and the way it presents itself as an inherently benevolent service. 
Positive perceptions of the Coast Guard, relative to other U.S. services, can play an important 
role from an information operations (IO) perspective. The Coast Guard’s regional expertise in 
Latin America, the polar regions, Pacific island nations, and elsewhere is also in high demand. 
Finally, its skills in protecting assets in ports and confined waterways are important in a world 
where sudden attacks, far from the scene of combat, can greatly impair military capabilities.  

Implications for the Coast Guard and Potential Coast Guard Responses 

• The Coast Guard requires more capacity to conduct additional operations overseas while 
still maintaining responsibility for its missions at home. Not all of this capacity growth 
needs to take the form of physical assets, since deployable teams of Coast Guard personnel 
can often have a valuable impact in helping other nations improve their own capabilities. 
For example, providing periodic maintenance support or training in tactics may enable 
another nation’s coast guard to more effectively secure its maritime environment. 
However, deploying to another nation without a cutter, aircraft, or other highly visible 
asset may diminish the IO effect of engagement. Perceptions matter.  

• The Coast Guard needs to be increasingly savvy regarding both the technical and human 
aspects of IO.  

• As the Coast Guard operates more overseas, the partnership and interpersonal skills that 
were cited above will be particularly critical. These skills will need to be complemented 
by linguistic and cultural expertise for different regions. The Coast Guard will need to 
ensure that the workforce develops these skills and that it retains the people who have 
them by providing rewarding training and opportunities, much as it should for people 
with specific technical expertise.  
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Recommendations for Service Leadership 
Although the drivers spanned four categories (demographic and cultural, technological, 

environmental and economic, and geopolitical), not all recommendations that emerged from 
them fit neatly into those categories. Instead, the following recommendations address the scale 
and investments of the future Coast Guard, its management of talent, and its use of technology.4 

Scale and Investments of the Coast Guard 

• The Coast Guard needs to grow more rapidly than the U.S. population as a whole. This is 
driven by four key sets of factors: 
– environmental changes, such as climate change and the depletion of global fisheries, 

which will increase demand for Coast Guard services 
– increasing populations, including large numbers of older people, living in coastal and 

hurricane-prone areas 
– growing technological capabilities of malefactors, which make Coast Guard missions 

that counter active opponents harder 
– increasing national and DoD demand for the Coast Guard to play a greater role 

overseas without a corresponding diminution of domestic responsibilities. 
• The Coast Guard will also need to invest more in its physical infrastructure, due to 

climate change inducing both chronic damage (e.g., routine low-level flooding in some 
areas) and a greater urgency to reduce a large backlog of infrastructure improvements and 
deferred maintenance, as well as acute events (e.g., increased frequency and severity of 
hurricanes and other natural disasters). 

Talent Management 

• The Coast Guard must redouble efforts to recruit and retain both underrepresented 
minorities and women. This is imperative to meet future demand. 

• It must ensure that all personnel have a basic ability to work with IT, data analytics, and 
other advanced technologies, through a combination of enhanced recruiting criteria and 
training.  

• The service must also increase the number of technology specialists across a range of 
fields. These people can be recruited and retained despite extensive demand for those 
skills by 
– intensifying efforts to provide them with rewarding training and experiences, thus 

contributing to their intellectual and career growth 
– opening opportunities based on skills, not necessarily rank 
– providing incentives for them to stay. 

• As the Coast Guard assumes more global responsibilities, it should provide a similar mix 
of training, experiential opportunities, and incentives to ensure a growing linguistically 
and culturally skilled workforce.  

                                                
4 These recommendations reflect a consensus of HSOAC researchers and DCO-X staff, based on collaborative 
analysis of Pinecone outcomes through a series of internal workshops and meetings conducted during the spring and 
summer of 2021. 
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• It should foster greater critical-thinking and interpersonal skills through mentorship, 
training opportunities, and incentives (promotional and otherwise). This will enable 
humans to more effectively do the tasks that machines cannot, such as building 
partnerships and making complex decisions with incomplete information.  

• Because positions overall will increasingly need to be filled based on skill sets, rather 
than on rank, the Coast Guard should offer greater flexibility in entering, departing, and 
reentering the service, particularly for people with in-demand skill sets. Stitched careers 
can enable the Coast Guard to acquire and retain the skills and numbers that it needs.  

• The balance among active-duty, reserve, civilian, and auxiliary personnel may need to be 
adjusted to enlarge the latter three categories and provide greater mobility among all four.  

• The service should also reduce the frequency with which personnel are reassigned to 
different locations, take individual preferences into greater account, and consider being 
more accommodating of part-time telework. 

Technology 

• The Coast Guard should use emerging technology in areas such as IT, unmanned 
systems, 3-D printing, and low-cost commercial satellites to increase capabilities and 
capacity, while reducing personnel requirements and costs.  

• The Coast Guard should also develop more skills in these technology areas so that it can 
interact effectively with the parties that it supports, regulates, and partners with, since 
they will increasingly use those technologies.  

• Given rapid technological change, the service should develop processes to integrate new 
technologies more expeditiously and innovatively than in the past.  

• The Coast Guard should also be made more data-driven than in the past by using 
automated data collection and some degree of automated analysis, followed by human 
analysis and assessment. This method—automated data collection and analysis that 
complements and supports human judgment—can result in better-informed decisions that 
improve the service’s effectiveness at multiple levels, while reducing risks and costs. It 
can also make the reasoning behind decisions easier to articulate and communicate to 
external stakeholders, such as DHS and Congress.  

• As the Coast Guard conducts more overseas operations and as IOs become increasingly 
important, the service will need to be more technically capable to execute these operations.  

The rapid pace of technological change; the increasing potential for sudden, accelerating 
climate change; and other rapidly changing geopolitical dynamics suggest that pursuing agile and 
adaptable planning and resourcing systems are also strategies that could better position the Coast 
Guard to prepare for whatever the future might hold.  

Finally, because the purpose of strategic foresight planning is to consider a range of potential 
goals and actions and their potential outcomes in the future, there is inherently a considerable 
amount of uncertainty in this endeavor and in the trends discussed in this report. This uncertainty 
suggests that the Coast Guard needs to continue to ensure agility and adaptability of its planning 
and resourcing systems, that it should revisit these trends and potential futures periodically, and 
that the strategic foresight planning enabled by Evergreen V will continue to be a valuable asset 
to the Coast Guard. 
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Appendix A. Future Scenarios and Workshop Design  

This appendix contains scenarios that were developed in January 2020 for discussion during 
the Pinecones games in years two, three, and four of Evergreen V. The documents present 
various fictional scenarios that USCG might face in the future, each reflecting a different 
perspective on what climate, geopolitics, the economy, technology, and society might look like 
in the year 2030. In each of the settings, participants were divided into four groups, and each 
group received a different scenario to discuss and suggest solutions to head off challenges the 
service may face. The same scenarios were used for Pinecones throughout the last three years of 
Evergreen V.  

Each scenario has two versions: a full description (labeled “read-ahead” in this appendix), 
which was sent to participants before each Pinecone, and a one-page summary, which was 
available for quick reference during the workshops themselves.1  

Contents  
 

A1. Scenario 1: Beyond the Horizon Read-Ahead  67 
A2. Scenario 1: Beyond the Horizon Summary 73 
A3. Scenario 2: Steady Growth Read-Ahead  74 
A4. Scenario 2: Steady Growth Summary 80 
A5. Scenario 3: Diverging Paths Read-Ahead 81 
A6. Scenario 3: Diverging Paths Summary 86 
A7. Scenario 4: Increasing Disorder Read-Ahead  87 
A8. Scenario 4: Increasing Disorder Summary 92 
A9. Scenarios 1–4 News-Style Approach (September 2020) 93 
 
  

                                                
1 All references to media sources in the future scenarios are purely hypothetical. 
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Appendix B. HSOAC Report Summaries  

This appendix contains two summaries of Developing New Future Scenarios for the  
U.S. Coast Guard’s Evergreen Strategic Foresight Program, the HSOAC report (written in 
Year 1 of the Evergreen V project and published in 2020) that developed the future scenarios 
used during the Pinecone workshops. To read the full report online, please visit 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR3147.html 
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B1. “Developing New Future Scenarios for the U.S. Coast Guard’s Evergreen 
Strategic Foresight Program” Research Brief 

98 

B2. “A Novel Approach for Supporting the U.S. Coast Guard’s “Evergreen” 
Strategic Foresight Program” Executive Summary 

100 
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Appendix C. HSOAC Perspectives 

This appendix contains expanded short thought pieces to give decisionmakers a brief 
introduction to selected key topics and questions to consider from the workshop. 

Contents  
 

C1. “U.S. Coast Guard Workforce 2040: Better Management Through 
Transparency” 

105 

C2. “The Marine Transportation System, Autonomous Technology, and 
Implications for the U.S. Coast Guard” 

117 

C3. “Decoding Data Science: The U.S. Coast Guard’s Evolving Needs and 
Their Implications” 

129 

C4. “Shaping U.S. Coast Guard Culture to Enhance the Future Workforce” 153 
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C2. “The Marine Transportation System, Autonomous Technology, and 
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Appendix D. HSOAC Quick Looks 

This appendix contains the Quick Looks that the HSOAC team developed to summarize the 
findings, insights, and key takeaways from each of the workshops.  

Contents  
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190 
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D5. Semper Adaptus Quick Look (December 2020) 204 
D6. Flash to Bang Quick Look (February 2021) 214 
D7. Concepts 2040 (June 2021) 222 
D8. Paratus Futurum (Game 1) (February 2022) 229 
D9. Paratus Futurum (Game 2) (June 2022) 238 
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D6. Flash to Bang Workshop Quick Look 
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D7. CONCEPT 2040 Quick Look  
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D9. Paratus Futurum (Game 2) 
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Appendix E. Game Method and Rulebook 

The design for USCG Evergreen gaming is divided into the following three stages:  

1. A one-day game for each of the four DCO-X core teams from the previous Pinecones 
to gain a better understanding of gaming attributes, and examine the game system and 
their respective concepts,  

2. A two- to- three-day game for senior leaders of the incoming commandant’s transition 
team to examine force design and global operating concepts,  

3. An educational game based on the previous gaming efforts aimed at district-level 
training.  

The game involves participants implementing a global USCG operating concept and 
associated force design at the strategic level. Participants have to balance competing priorities, 
address multiple challenges across operating areas, examine wider service implications, and 
allocate limited service capabilities and resources. In terms of execution, each turn is comprised 
of two components: a planning stage and a facilitated discussion. During the planning stage, 
participants complete a strategic planning template, which outlines their courses of action. The 
White Cell, or design team, introduces multiple scenarios that pose significant dilemmas across 
theaters each turn. In the following discussion stage, a facilitator from the White Cell leads 
the participants in examining the wider doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, 
personnel, facilities plus regulations, grants, and standards (DOTMLPF+R/G/S) implications of 
their course of action. This can range from support considerations to personnel and training 
requirements.  

Overall, the game has a total of three turns and a facilitated after-action discussion. Each of 
the four Pinecone teams is asked to implement the concept of operation and force design from 
the CONCEPT 2040 workshop. It is important to note that although the Pinecone endeavors to 
produce CONOPS for a specific theater or mission, the overarching scenario of the game is 
global, with a wide range of challenges. After the conclusion of all the Core Team games, 
the design team continues to refine the game design, which will be used for the incoming 
commandant’s transition team and subsequent district staff focused game.  

Fundamental Gaming Questions:  

• What does the Coast Guard of the future look like in terms of capabilities, personnel, and 
operations?  

• What are the central tenets underlying the proposed Coast Guard force design?  
• What missions or tasks is the proposed Coast Guard concept optimized for? And why?  
• How will the Coast Guard operate in a future time frame? Be specific in details and 

provide examples.  
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• What are the key differences between the proposed Coast Guard and the current force?  
• What changes in policy, resources, or capabilities are required for the proposed 

construct?  
• What are the service mission support challenges to achieving the goals and objectives?  

Strategic Concept of Operations Template 
Strategic USCG Vision: This section should address the overarching strategic vision for the 

service, outlining its goals and objectives. It should also discuss its role in wider U.S. foreign and 
military policy and its role within the Joint Force (2–4 paragraphs). 

Key Threats and Challenges: This section should highlight the central problems that USCG 
is focusing on in the future. It should elaborate on enemy threats, capabilities, key drivers of 
change, and areas of operations that inform this strategic USCG vision (2–4 paragraphs).  

Global Concept of Operations: This section should highlight critical tasks that USCG must 
be equipped to address, whether they are specific missions or responsibilities. Moreover, this 
section should highlight the concept of global operations for how USCG will execute and 
achieve its desired objectives. The section must identify actions and capabilities and their 
corresponding effects and missions (6–8 paragraphs). 

Force Posture by District: This section should provide a detailed breakdown of USCG units 
by district. The force posture should highlight key capabilities and capacities within each specific 
district and its role within the wider USCG (graphics with accompanying text of 4–6 paragraphs). 

Strategic Risk Assessment: This section should identify key areas of risk for USCG as it 
pursues its new strategic CONOPS. This can include risks related to institutional culture, 
operational tempo, emerging technologies, acquisitions, budget, or any other areas of risk that 
threaten to undermine the new USCG strategic vision and force structure (3–5 paragraphs). 

Force Design Proposal Template 
Key Capabilities: This section should highlight key capabilities that USCG is building, 

acquiring, or reforming in order to pursue its strategic CONOPS. For instance, if USCG is 
planning to incorporate unmanned cutters into the force, this section should highlight how that 
capability will be used and how it will be supported. Each major capability should have at least 
one paragraph describing its utility and function.  

Key Capacity: This section should highlight key changes in the capacity of specific 
capabilities or units within USCG. For instance, is there an increase in USCG personnel 
allocated to cyber operations? Each major capacity alteration should be accompanied by a 
paragraph justifying the change and rationale.  

Key Acquisition Priorities: This section should highlight key areas of acquisition priorities 
for USCG. Each acquisition should be ranked in priority (1 being the highest) and be 
accompanied by a paragraph describing the justification for its priority level.  
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Personnel Reform: This section should highlight key personnel changes or reforms for 
USCG. Each major personnel alteration should be accompanied by a paragraph justifying the 
change and rationale. 

Required Policy: This section should identify any key areas of policy that need to be altered 
or changed for USCG’s new force structure and CONOPS to be effective. Each major policy 
alteration should be accompanied by a paragraph justifying the change and rationale. 

Budget and Trade Space: All services are limited by finite resources. Thus, this section 
should identify how the service will resource the aforementioned changes in capabilities, 
capacity, acquisition, and personnel. This can involve a budgetary increase or trading a legacy 
capability for another. However, the service should not expect more than a 10-percent increase of 
the current budget.  
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Appendix F. U.S. Coast Guard Office of Emerging Policy Reports 

This appendix lists several documents that were produced by the USCG DCO-X in support 
of the Evergreen Program. Evergreen V represents a service shift from providing a single major 
report for the incoming commandant to instead delivering a series of more targeted reports based 
on scenario-based workshops with flag sponsors representing various directorates within the 
Deputy Commandant for Operations and Deputy Commandant for Mission Support enterprise. 
Over the course of the four-year Evergreen V effort, DCO-X staff produced several internal 
reports, program white papers, and correspondence for senior service leadership based in part 
upon HSOAC-supported workshop activities and analytical and research support from the 
HSOAC project team through regular collaborative and iterative interactions. 
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F1. Coast Guard Summary of Project Evergreen 

  

 

Written and compiled by DCO-X (CDR Kate Higgins-Bloom and LCDR Ryan Hawn)  Strategy@uscg.mil) 

     STRATEGIC FORESIGHT (Project Evergreen) 

Preparing the Coast Guard to Thrive in an Unpredictable Future 
CG-DCO-X

 
WWHHAATT    IISS   SSTTRRAATTEEGGIICC   FFOORREESSIIGGHHTT??  

It is a decades-old strategic discipline that creates 
functional views of the future as a foundation for strategic 
decision making. These well-informed future glimpses allow 
us to test current strategy, reveal hidden obstacles and 
opportunities on the horizon, and create transformative 
change. 
1. Foresight is not forecasting, which sets our course for a 

single future that no one can truly know. 
2. Ready for the futures. Instead, we use researched 

methods to discover plausible futures. 
3. Set the course. Strategic foresight is a methodology – a 

critical piece of strategic decision making. Project 
Evergreen uses Strategic Foresight to equip senior 
leaders with a menu of robust strategic choices. 

4. Prepare future leaders. Our methods provide 
deliverables like reports that shed light on “now” 
problems for flag sponsors, but the real value lies in 
creating a culture of adept practitioners who can think 
ahead and plan strategically. 

AA   BBRRIIEEFF   HHIISSTTOORRYY   OOFF   TTHHEE   FFUUTTUURREE   
Strategic Foresight and its most common tool, scenario 
planning, have been used successfully at the corporate 
planning level for decades; the most famous use case is 
petrochemical giant Royal Dutch Shell. During the oil crisis of 
the late 1960s, Shell altered its strategy and successfully 
propelled itself to the top of the industry, a move accredited 
to the use of scenario planning. Today, organizations like 
Intel, Ford, and Disney – and federal partners like CIA, 
Special Operations Command, and GAO – have joined 
Shell in employing futurists to leverage foresight tools for 
organization-wide strategy development and innovation. 

RREEAADDYY,,   RREELLEEVVAANNTT,,   RREESSPPOONNSSIIVVEE   

Project Evergreen is the best known and longest running 
strategic foresight initiative in the Coast Guard.  At the 
launch of Project Evergreen V in the fall of 2018, the 
Evergreen team conducted an “Evergreen@20” audit.  The 
audit found that Evergreen was widely viewed as the “gold 
standard” for scenario planning in the interagency, but had 
become less relevant to Coast Guard leaders over the past 
decade.  After engaging with a wide variety of foresight 
experts from industry, government, and academia, DCO-X 
re-launched Project Evergreen as a component of a 
broader strategic foresight program. 

A N  O P P O R T U N I T Y  
Strategic Foresight offers a simple yet 
powerful tool to our senior leaders: an 

opportunity to rise above the urgency of 
the immediate to gain new perspectives 

and deliver robust strategic choices. 

U S C G  S T R A T E G I C  
F O R E S I G H T  I N C L U D E S :  

 
 

Convenings 

 
 

G O A L S  
 Prepare the Coast Guard for an 

uncertain future by identifying 
and exploring the implications of 
trends and “distant signals.” 

 Provide senior leaders with a 
menu of robust strategic 
challenges and choices. 

 Create a corps and culture of 
strategic foresight practitioners. 

 Find institutional integration points 
into Service strategy writing and 
resource planning. 
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F2. “Workforce 2030” 
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F3. “Workforce 2030 Executive Sneak Peek
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F4. “Strategic Threats to the Future Marine Transportation System” 
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F5. “Total Workforce 2030” 
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F6. “Semper Adaptus” 
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F7. “Flash to Bang” 
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T
he U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) carries out 11 different statutory missions and must 

address immediate requirements and future contingencies, both domestically and 

overseas. Various ongoing changes to, and new developments in, the physical, 

economic, social, political, and technological domains place additional stresses on 

service resources, as well as affect the composition of the service itself. Being ready for 

the spectrum of challenges that the future might bring requires leaders to be mindful of how change 

will affect USCG in both the near and long terms.

Evergreen was established in 2003 to address this overarching goal of readiness, and it includes 

Project Evergreen, a scenario-based strategic foresight planning process. Evergreen activities seek 

to identify emerging challenges and future trends that may alter the volume and types of demand 

for USCG missions, as well as its ability to perform them. These activities are based on a number 

of plausible future scenarios in which USCG’s current plans, policies, and capabilities are stress-

tested, and participants must determine the trade-offs that USCG needs to make today to be able to 

fulfill future demands. Evergreen thereby also supports effective decisionmaking under conditions of 

uncertainty.

Prior to Evergreen V, there was no deliberate effort to publicize or publish Evergreen products. Long-

term institutional knowledge about Evergreen has been a historical challenge because active-duty 

personnel are typically reassigned every one to three years. This report documents Evergreen work 

and insights into the current and future needs of USCG that have emerged from the program to date.
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