
1 
 

Draft Minutes (for approval) 
AWCF Board of Trustees Meeting 

September 9, 2021 
 
1.  LTG Keen called the meeting to order at 8:30 am on Thursday, September 9, 2021, in the Upton Hall 
Conference Room, with seven Trustees participating virtually on the Zoom platform.  LTG Keen offered 
the virtual option due to COVID-19 variant concerns.  
 

The following individuals were present: 
LTG (Ret) P. Kenneth Keen, Chairman 
Mr. Frank C. Sullivan, Vice Chair 
MG (Ret) Mari K. Eder, Secretary  
Mr. Joseph A. LoScalzo, Treasurer 
Mr. Thomas F. Beaty, Trustee 
Mr. Scott L. Becker, Trustee 
Ms. Janet M. Botz, Trustee 
Mr. Hans L. Christensen, Trustee 
MG (Ret) Ronald L. Johnson, Trustee (Virtual) 
Ms. Kimball A. Lane, Trustee (Virtual) 
Mr. David T. Lawrence, Trustee (Virtual) 
Mr. Stephen Linehan, Trustee (Virtual) 
Mr. Mark Muedeking, Trustee (Virtual) 
BG (Ret) Barbara L. Owens, Trustee 
Mr. Christopher Pohanka, Trustee   
BG (Ret) Roger W. Scearce, Trustee 
LTG (Ret) Roger C. Schultz, Trustee  
Ms. Mary Beth Sullivan, Trustee 
Mr. William B. Summers, Trustee (Virtual) 
MG (Ret) Luis R. Visot, Trustee 
MG (Ret) Margaret C. Wilmoth, Trustee (Virtual) 
BG (Ret) Wilbur E. Wolf III, Trustee 
Mrs. Charlotte (De Serio) Watts, Trustee Emerita (8:30 am-1:15 pm only) 
COL (Ret) Ruth B. Collins, President and CEO 
Col (Ret) Walter H. Leach, USAF, Director for Development 
Ms. Kaitlyn Sands, Corporate Development Officer 
MG David C. Hill, Commandant (8:30 am-1:15 pm only)   
Dr. James G. Breckenridge, Provost (8:30 am-1:15 pm only) 
CSM Brian A. Flom, Command Sergeant Major (8:30 am-1:15 pm only) 
Mr. Kevin Dixon, Assistant Commandant for Outreach (8:30 am-1:15 pm only) 
Voting Trustees unable to attend:  MG (Ret) Yves J. Fontaine, MG (Ret) Virgil L. Packett II, and 
LTG (Ret) Joseph F.H. Peterson.   
 

Admin Note:  References to the retired status for all military Trustees are intentionally omitted in the 
following narratives.  Full names and retired statuses are listed above. 
 

2.  LTG Keen opened the meeting by making introductory remarks, welcoming participants, and thanking 

the Command Group for a great evening on the parade field for dinner the evening before.  He 

acknowledged the challenges of the hybrid meeting environment and then asked those in the meeting 
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both in-person and online to introduce themselves.  Harry Leach then outlined the rules of engagement 

related to the technology in use for the meeting. 

3.  Commandant’s Presentation.  MG Hill began with remarks that he and his wife Chris were glad to be 

back in their home state of Pennsylvania.  Quarters 1 is under renovation for the next month, but he 

looks forward to hosting us there next September.  He will be working on a 90-day assessment for the 

Chief of Staff of the Army at the appropriate time and he’s learning about all the contributions made by 

the College.  He gave Trustees an overview of College demographics for the 377 AY22 students; the 

average age is 45 years old and average time in service is 20-21 years.  Approximately 72% have had 

Battalion command and there are 3 Space Force officers and 80 International Fellows from 75 countries.  

This year’s class is heavily influenced by operations in Iraq and Afghanistan over the past 20 years and 

the importance of staying connected with International Fellows (IFs) has never been more evident.  The 

current IF President is a naval officer from Qatar.  The College’s new “Alumni Connect” initiative will 

help keep IFs connected and another way is via the Regional Continuing Education Program (RCEP).  The 

next RCEP will be in Zagreb, Croatia.  In regard to the list of this year’s IFs and their countries, LTG Keen 

asked for the meaning of the notation “APC.”  MG Hill replied that it is the Academic Prep Course, 

intended to help IFs thrive in the academic environment when English is their second language.  Mary 

Beth Sullivan asked about the meaning of “x2” on the slide, and MG Hill responded that this means 

there are two officers representing that country rather than one.  Roger Scearce asked if this number of 

80 IFs is large and MG Hill said that there has been growth over the years, but 80 is the new normal. 

a.  More Demographics.  MG Hill shared the breakout of DDE classes of ’22 and ’23, and noted 

that the DDE Class of ’21 was able to return for their final two weeks and it was an important 

opportunity to be connected to the institution.  He also shared that COL Heather Smigowski is the new 

DDE Chair, replacing Clay Chun who retired earlier this year.  Kevin Dixon mentioned that there are a 

high number of civilians and IFs in DDE ’23 and Dr. Breckenridge also noted the high number of Air Force 

officers.  The College is accredited by a number of bodies and has to enroll sufficient officers from other 

Services to maintain accreditation for Joint Professional Military Education (JPME) credit.  No other war 

college has this accreditation for their non-resident program.  LTG Keen asked how someone is selected 

for the resident course vs. DDE.  MG Hill explained that both programs require senior service selection 

but the processes are different. 

b.  COVID Expectations.   MG Hill informed Trustees that there is a 95% vaccination rate in the 

resident class, 85% for staff/faculty, and he’s expecting 99% in the resident class by mid-October.  He’s 

proud of students and staff/faculty innovation in addition to standard mitigation and vaccination 

measures.  There are currently three active cases on the installation, and 10 other cases of restricted 

movement.  Roger Scearce asked MG Hill if it is his intent to bring NSS back in person.  MG Hill said yes, 

and many other activities are also in the plan, e.g. the New York and Washington, DC trips.   As long as 

he has been here, he hasn’t seen evidence of workplace transmission. 

c.  Curriculum Adjustments.  The College continues experimenting with significant adjustments 

for the current class with an eye toward implementing a new curriculum approach for the Class of 2024.  

Among the College’s greatest educational strengths are its external relationships, many of them enabled 

by Centers and Institutes.  An Army Talent Management white paper discusses hybrid means, not just 

out of necessity but where they provide additional opportunities.  The notion of tailorable education 

and preferences, an “assignment marketplace,” requires a new level of engagement with well-thought-

out approaches that also provide for measuring outcomes.  This year, the College is offering more 
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specialized programs based on where graduates are projected to serve.  They are also adding six 

Executive Skills Days to the core curriculum.  Peggy Wilmoth asked if these were available to the non-

resident classes.  Dr. Breckenridge replied they are not because they are currently synchronous and are 

still under development and expansion.  Roger Schultz asked how long it will take to incorporate lessons 

from Afghanistan.  MG Hill replied that this will require a phased approach.  The College will bring in 

external speakers and experts as a starting point.  The issues around Afghanistan present complicated 

questions and they need study, reflection, and less emotional evaluations than are evident at the 

present time.  Dr. Breckenridge added that the College is encouraging students to discuss and share 

Afghanistan insights as they reflect on its strategic implications, since Afghanistan played such a seminal 

part in their careers.  Frank Sullivan asked if there would be a joint After Action Review (AAR) here at the 

College since AARs are such a key element of our strategic education.  MG Hill responded that he 

anticipates that the College will be involved with the Army’s evaluation, and certainly our researchers 

and experts will be leveraged during this time, but that the College has not yet been directed to produce 

anything.  Dr. Breckenridge added that typically, certain parts of the Army are asked to lead initiatives 

and then our experts are brought in.  Kim Lane added her recommendation for a War Room podcast 

with Larry Goodson and Ron Granieri, saying it was very informative and a sober reflection of the 

situation in the last 20 years.  [It was called “Values, Interests, and Leadership Beyond Afghanistan.”] 

d.  Skills Days.  Jan Botz asked to return to the issue of the Executive Skills Days and how the 

College is approaching them because she can see a lot of opportunity for creativity there.  Dr. 

Breckenridge clarified that these are separate days focused on each of these following topics:  executive 

communications; uncertainty and decision-making; strategic intelligence; strategic forecasting; data-

informed decision-making; and leading moral-ethical organizations.   The College will ask experts in 

these fields to lead sessions in these areas.  Kevin Dixon added that these initiatives are examples of 

ways the Foundation supports the USAWC, e.g. the Foundation gave start-up funds for the War Room 

and the Applied Learning Center which helps accelerate the initiatives.  Roger Scearce asked if six days 

was enough, since one day for each isn’t a substantial period for these very important topics.  Dr. 

Breckenridge said no, but managing a curriculum calendar with mandated topics causes a deliberate 

process where every modification gets pushback.  Roger Scearce asked if the faculty was charged to 

reinforce points during this time and Dr. Breckenridge said yes, especially in executive communication.  

In regard to leadership and decision making, Tom Beaty asked how the College is addressing advances in 

data analytics.  Dr. Breckenridge replied that about three years ago, they identified gaps, but didn’t have 

the wherewithal at the time to acquire the expertise to teach it.  They were eventually able to hire a 

data scientist, an expert in environmental security/climate change, and other instructors with those 

skills who are retooling curriculum.  The College is aware of the gaps and is trying to fill them.  MG Hill 

added that programs are a long term Army investment, with about $20-25 million in appropriated 

dollars for them.  That is combined with major Army investments in the new building, infrastructure, 

decoupling Root Hall, and the Root Hall demolition. 

e.  General Discussion.  Peggy Wilmoth asked if the Reserve Component is included in General 

Officer (GO) education.  MG Hill said yes, and added that many of the GO courses have been heavily 

impacted by COVID with travel restrictions.  The Chief of Staff of the Army had the option to try to 

accommodate just the Active Component for the DC course recently and elected not to do that because 

the Reserve Component needs the education just as much as the Active Component.  MG Hill then 

noted that there has been a substantial investment in digitization of the Army Heritage and Education 

Center (AHEC) archives, a major initiative to provide remote access.  Ron Johnson asked if the Army War 
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College Fellows are reflected separately in the demographics.  MG Hill replied that the College is very 

proud of the approximately 80 Fellows assigned to premier institutions around the world for a year of 

study, but they were not included in the slide.  Ruth Collins said she would send the info to Trustees. 

f.  New Academic Building.  Preparing to tour the construction site, MG Hill reminded Trustees 

that the College is planning for a July 2023 completion date.   Ron Johnson asked about plans to include 

additional air filtration or ultraviolet treatment considering on-going COVID challenges.  MG Hill said the 

short answer is no, but we can get more information once on site with the construction engineer. [On 

site, the construction engineer explained that the building would have a state-of-the-art HVAC system 

including air filtration as of the design and specification period in 2019.  This design was approved by the 

Army Corps of Engineers and ultimately submitted to Congress for authorization and to modify it would 

cause major delay.  This new HVAC system will be highly effective given the overall increased space and 

ventilation in the building design.]  Kevin Dixon then began his presentation of projected needs and how 

margin of excellence funds can enhance the new building project.  He explained the format of the new 

spreadsheet, including programs with “$0” listed.  He explained that those programs are not yet mature 

enough to present to the Board, but some of them will be determined soon as the College deals with 

preserving the legacy that resides within Root Hall.  Frank Sullivan stated that for those who have been 

serving on the Board for years, this spreadsheet is extraordinary.  We now have a document that lays 

out needs up to AY26, and, in the event we don’t have sufficient resources, we can request levels of 

prioritization.  Kevin Dixon said that this is something they needed to do institutionally, allowing the 

College to better integrate needs into operational and strategic plans.  Jan Botz agreed that 

prioritization is key and that we may want to look beyond Gensler for implementation since Gensler is 

very expensive.  Ron Johnson asked about opportunities for a corporation to come in and assist and 

have their name on a project.  Kevin Dixon replied that there are always opportunities and we know that 

a plaque was approved by Secretary of the Army in our first proffer (Ruth noted, however, that was for 

an individual, not a corporation).  Kevin indicated that the College would have to work through requests 

on a case-by-case situation.  MG Hill said he was going to West Point soon and will leverage their 

experience with the capital projects they are executing.  Tom Beaty added that places like innovation 

centers will be particularly compelling to companies.  Roger Scearce asked if some of the projects were 

codependent/interconnected, and Kevin Dixon replied that there is a proffer timing relationship 

displayed on the spreadsheet; many of the projects don’t have to be done when the building is first 

occupied, or even in the first year necessarily.  Capabilities and completion can be phased as the College 

grows into the new academic facility.  MG Hill added that he has been pleasantly surprised at the budget 

planning factors for furnishings, but once contracts are awarded, he will have greater fidelity. 

g.  Enduring Programs.  Kevin Dixon reviewed some of the enduring programs and ongoing 

needs associated with them.  He reminded Trustees that “Faculty Augmentation” replaced “Post Doc 

Fellows” and “Visiting Professors” along with other older forms of faculty augmentation.  Luis Visot 

asked about how the College defines operational vs. special.  Kevin Dixon said that “operational” is 

ingrained in the lifeblood of the institution and “special” refers to unique programs that may not impact 

the entire student population.  He noted the College will be better positioned in the spring to prioritize 

level of support across all the needs.  He then transitioned to the decision innovation hub space and said 

he would show the experiential classroom and on-going initiatives to Trustees on Friday.  Dr. 

Breckenridge explained that the College’s aspirational goal is to be a premier institution in teaching 

strategic leadership.  They want to always engage other institutions for best practices, technology, 

leadership, and executive communication.  In building a new facility, what do we need beyond standard 
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fare to bring us to the top of strategic leader education?  There is a recurring theme: “Decision making 

under uncertainty.”  What is the strategic leader’s ability to collect information in the 21st century?  Do 

they have the ability to analyze?  And then do they have the ability to communicate conclusions and 

direction effectively, all the while mindful of time restrictions (got to have it fast).  We want to expose 

our students to those processes and have spaces to try new things.  LTG Keen asked who they see using 

those spaces.  Kevin Dixon replied that the entire student population would use the spaces at different 

points based on needs/projects and the academic schedule.  Ron Johnson and LTG Keen both asked 

about interactive technology in the rooms, e.g. can they record in each room since recordings can be 

powerful.  Dr. Breckenridge said he didn’t remember that being in the plan but Kevin Dixon added that, 

conceptually, it’s on the table with devices like the voice-activated “owl.”  All of these concepts are 

being considered.  LTG Keen mentioned that in academia, they have no fixed staff responsible for 

recording and each professor can now easily record a class and email it to a student.  They have realized 

that much of what they had pre-COVID wasn’t effective.  Luis Visot asked the Provost if he felt his faculty 

is willing and ready as they transition into this new environment so that the College can be that premier 

institution.  Dr. Breckenridge said that annual faculty turnover is around 26%.  About half of faculty are 

military officers and the half that do not turn over are enduring.  Many faculty members are retired 

military and their tenure is about a decade.  The challenge is that you have to have a robust professional 

development program.  The positive part is you have the ability to change culture quickly.  In AY26, a lot 

of our current faculty will have rotated out.   Going back to new academic building discussion, Frank 

Sullivan noted that one thing to think about is to have a space that is not completely built out since 

technology is changing so rapidly.  If you have the ability to stagger the finalization of a few of the 

innovation spaces, they won’t become obsolete at the same time.  Kevin Dixon agreed that they want to 

take a phased approach.  They have a unique generational opportunity in this building as it will be in the 

Army inventory for a long time.  Mari K. Eder asked for more information about the separate “forge and 

foundry” spaces and what they do.  Kevin Dixon replied that the nomenclature was conceptual for 

different working spaces but they are just labels that try to reflect what is happening in those spaces.  

Dr. Breckenridge added that each room is set up differently, and not necessarily with a linear process.  

Roger Scearce expressed some concern that students will have access to great tech here, but when they 

go back to the field, they’re not likely to have this.  Dr. Breckenridge replied he thinks we will be 

successful if grads leave with the methodologies ingrained.  One final question before the construction 

site tour was from Ron Johnson who asked if the Army had any thought about synchronizing the School 

of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS) at Ft. Leavenworth with the USAWC.  MG Hill said he didn’t know 

but would get back with us. 

4.  At approximately 11:15 am, the group boarded a bus for a tour of the construction site, then 

returned for lunch.  At 1:20 pm, after the departure of College personnel, Frank Sullivan opened the 

internal business session since LTG Keen was completing a conference call.    

5.  Nominating Committee.   Chris Pohanka briefed the current size of the Board and reviewed the 

rotations scheduled for September 2022 (Duz Packett, Roger Schultz, Mari K Eder, Mark Muedeking, 

Yves Fontaine, Luis Visot, and himself).   He briefed upcoming needs for members of the Nominating 

Committee and the Legal and Bylaws Committee.   He mentioned that a prospective Investment 

Committee member, Ellen Shumway, was in the pipeline, but we still need another investment 

professional.  The Development Committee is the largest and we might need some of those members to 

shift to other committees.  We also need a volunteer (or a designee) to replace Mari K. Eder as Secretary 

for the Board, as well as one to replace her on the Alumni Affairs Committee where a USAWC graduate 
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is required.  Ron Johnson asked if Fellows are considered graduates for that purpose and Ruth replied 

“definitely yes.”  Army War College Fellows are graduates in every sense; they are not awarded the 

Masters degree but they get USAWC diplomas.  The Nominating Committee needs nominations for new 

Trustees by the end of the year so they can vet them in time for voting in March.  The new Secretary 

also needs to be voted in March for a smooth transition in September.  Peggy Wilmoth reminded all 

about the importance of NSS for nominating new Trustees and she asked if the nominating window was 

open yet.  Harry Leach said that the nominating site is open and it helps if Trustees let Ruth and him 

know when they nominate so we can track that process.  Ruth urged Trustees to consider prospective 

Trustees who have already attended NSS.  People who are nominated and elected in March will attend 

their first meeting next September.  Peggy Wilmoth asked the staff to provide Trustees a list of NSS 

graduates from the last five years and Harry Leach said he would do that.  Chris Pohanka added that it 

would also be helpful if Trustees could see who has donated.  Ruth Collins said we did that recently 

looking for investment folks, without listing specific amounts, and we can do that again.   Only one of 

the virtual NSS attendees from 2021 has donated thus far, but there wasn’t an appropriate way to 

approach them in the remote environment.  The upcoming fall appeal is the first opportunity.  Frank 

Sullivan reinforced the point that with seven Trustees rotating off next year, we need everyone to take 

this seriously.  Qualities to consider are leadership and commitment to USAWC, specific skills for 

committees, and connections with resources for giving and getting.  Ruth and the GOs also need to look 

for retired military officers because we’re losing five in this round.  We’ll be depending on retired 

officers to think about potential GO Trustees. The balance of approximately 50% each has served us 

well.  Tom Beaty asked if NSS was a requirement for civilian Trustees.  Ruth said it’s desirable that 

prospective Trustees have some physical exposure to USAWC, but it’s not absolutely required.  When 

candidates have attended NSS and benefitted from the experience, it makes them better Trustee 

candidates.  When they have donated and/or become Life Members, they are even better candidates.  

Ruth reiterated that the most specific skills needed soon are investment expertise and legal expertise, 

the latter preferably with some non-profit governance expertise such as Mark has.   Frank reiterated 

that we need to bring people onto the Board who have connections and can provide resources.  

6.  Development Committee.  Bill Summers thanked Trustees for their generosity and announced that 

our investment assets are now above $21 million.  Before turning it over to Harry for details, Bill 

introduced a few thoughts for later discussion:  The question is how to make use of the generosity of 

our donors.  Raising money is not a good case for raising more money.  We have the opportunity to do 

something really special for the margin of excellence.  We’ve had the good fortune of a strong market 

and continued generosity.  We have to be honest with our donors.  We have to demonstrate we have 

the mechanisms to provide a good return on investment.   

 a.  Harry Leach then highlighted some figures and information from the Development 

presentation.   We’ve had three staff rides, with four more on the books for the fall and then one 

possibility for Shiloh.  Bottom line is we are past rock bottom with staff ride cancellations due to COVID, 

and are improving now.  Frank mentioned his support for staff rides and the potential for Trustees with 

means/connections to increase their impact.  He asked Trustees to make a connection, start a 

relationship, and bring people in for a visit. 

 b.  Kaitlyn Sands gave her Corporate Development activity update.  Many of the requested 

grants have been denied but we have made modest strides with some organizations.  She contacts each 

organization and politely seeks clarification if the reason for denial isn’t clear.  Mary Beth Sullivan asked 

if we get in touch with foundations who have been funded by other foundations to ask for pointers.  Do 
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we have a way to keep in touch with those who have declined?  Roger Scearce indicated that if it 

appears to potential organizations that we are well off, that might be a reason we might not be 

considered.  Ruth Collins stated that she feels some foundations and organizations during COVID have 

preferred to support charities that support more social programs.  In cases like Members 1st new 

foundation, we may be able to get reconsideration if they are conscious of our operating accounts with 

them.  Wilbur Wolf knows someone at Members 1st and is willing to help, too.  Roger Scearce has a 

connection at PenFed Foundation if we need help there.  Ruth Collins emphasized that we want to 

target companies that have something in common with us.  Jan Botz asked for background info on our 

Foundation they could use with potential organizations, e.g. the introduction info like what was sent to 

Scaife Foundation.  Ruth agreed to send that to Trustees.   Chris Pohanka agreed that finding out about 

the mission of a potential donor is very important.  Tom Beaty asked about defense contractors.  Ruth 

Collins replied that defense contractors can face extra scrutiny if they appear to support something 

Army related while also competing for Army-related work.  Mary Beth Sullivan asked if the Foundation 

could invite donors to the opening ceremony for the new building.  Ruth said yes, she expected to do 

this.  Mark Muedeking said it would be helpful for the Trustees to have a dashboard for understanding 

Kaitlyn’s report on corporate revenue for FY21, total solicitation, vs acceptance.  Bill Summers came 

back to the point that many organizations are sophisticated and they look at our financials.  We don’t 

have a compelling case for their giving if we are holding large amounts of investment funds, so we need 

to articulate effectively to those who we ask.  What’s our case for support?  Why we make a difference.  

Mark Muedeking asked for more program descriptions, like the ones called for in the new board 

resolution for new needs.  Frank Sullivan noted that the best groups for our appeals are alumni, NSS 

alumni, and staff ride alumni.  Mark Muedeking asked for more info in regard to the organizations that 

have supported us, e.g. amounts.  Trustees need a revised corporate donation line so they can see and 

judge results we’ve been talking about.  Scott Becker asked if staff ride appeals might be better if the 

“ask” came from the historians since they make special connections with the groups.  LTG Keen asked 

about the ground rules for the College staff rides.  Harry Leach explained the staff ride program and our 

public/private partnership with the College, which prohibits even the appearance of government 

endorsement of fundraising.  Frank Sullivan came back to the idea of devoting more time to following up 

with staff ride participants; the company leader can either allow or prohibit the Foundation appealing to 

individual participants.  We need to double down on individuals who have these special USAWC 

connections.  Bill Summers agreed that our closest friends will be our best contacts and we should be 

increasingly optimistic about the new building, especially as concerns about the effects of Afghanistan 

become more transparent.  Mark Muedeking agreed with the need to raise support at the base level, 

reminding us that the professional fundraiser previously on our Board reinforced the point that really 

successful organizations have a lot of small donors at the base of the pyramid.  Mari K. Eder suggested a 

4-5 point sample on how to start a conversation with a potential donor.   Hans Christensen agreed that 

would be useful; we’ve all gone to corporate seminars and been approached about why something is 

different, and should be supported.  Roger Scearce agreed that a “cheat sheet” of sorts would be 

helpful, e.g. where your dollars would go and why the government doesn’t pay for these kind of things. 

 c.  Young Presidents’ Organization (YPO).  Harry Leach mentioned that individual YPOs have 

been scheduling with him for a day on the battlefield.  Bill Summers added that he’s a YPO graduate, and 

he knows they are always looking for unique experiences.  When one YPO forum does something 

interesting, the word spreads and other forums take advantage.  Tom Beaty added that he’d like to be 

involved in this initiative.  He leads YPO in Georgia for about 900 members and if this initiative works, 

he’d be happy to take this on to the national level.  There are many peer-leadership programs such as 
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Tiger 21, entrepreneurial groups, and Vistage.  Harry explained the College’s current three-day staff ride 

program vs. a one-day.  The latter are not currently major fundraising opportunities but they also are 

not as labor-intensive based on the current model.  Tom Beaty stated that he felt three days would be 

too long for a YPO group but a trial program with manageable expectations might be possible.  More 

discussion took place regarding the merits of the College’s staff ride program, rooted decades ago in the 

mission of educating future military leaders on the Gettysburg battlefield (with government restrictions 

framing it at every turn) and the Foundation developing a business model for other leadership groups.  

Frank Sullivan said the staff ride program should continue to grow now that the post-COVID period is in 

view within another year or so.  We can certainly diversify the program and we’ll need to re-recruit 

some organizations that have stayed away for a few years.  We need to scrub the list of all corporations 

who have done staff rides in the past and ask them again post-COVID.  Ruth Collins stated that she 

believed many of them intend to come back, but are waiting until the post-COVID circumstances are 

confirmed.  Coincidentally, she was also recently approached by another regional YPO (the Pittsburgh 

area group) that wants the College to build a special program for them, and she had misgivings about 

them but can provide the point of contact to Tom Beaty if appropriate.  Ruth said we should exercise 

care when considering a business model that would shift our organization’s focus from the College 

mission of educating Army War College graduates.  It’s been more consistent with our mission to help 

the College operate their existing staff ride program.  LTG Keen asked for more clarity in regard to who 

conducts the one-day staff rides now, and whether or not the Foundation should get into the business 

of paying for historians and other support and charging per person.  Ruth and Harry explained the range 

of staff ride programs and how each is generally prioritized with the College first and if the College 

doesn’t have the resources or desire to conduct it, it falls to the Foundation to see if it can be supported.  

Groups on the one-day plan generally make their own logistical arrangements and they rarely come to 

Carlisle Barracks.  Each one donates according to their means within a range suggested by Harry based 

on the resources needed to support it.  [Groups can also hire their own licensed battlefield guides from 

Gettysburg National Park, which is the Park’s policy for groups not included in the Army War College 

mission.]  Chris Pohanka asked if there is a place where a business can come in and have a meeting.  

Harry replied that the Army Heritage and Education Center (AHEC) has multi-purpose rooms that can be 

used as part of their outreach model.  Tom Beaty asked about specialized tours of the College that might 

appeal to businesses.  Harry said we can tailor group events case-by-case. 

 d.  Give/Get and NSS.  Frank asked Harry to move to the “give/get” slide in his presentation.  

Harry reviewed the results from last fiscal year with all but two voting Trustees donating during the last 

fiscal year and three Trustees arranging a donation from another donor or organization.  Bill Summers 

expressed his gratitude again for Trustee giving and asked that Trustees keep our Foundation as one of 

their nonprofit priorities.  The discussion shifted to NSS 2021 and Harry shared that the College received 

accolades for the experience, even though virtual.  Hans Christensen asked about bringing these virtual 

NSS folks back for an in-person experience.  Ruth explained that LTG Keen had discussed this with her 

and that she and Harry had already discussed it with the College.  The College is not planning to offer an 

in-person visit to the entire NSS 2021 group but the Foundation is free to invite its nominees for a 

College visit separately (not a directly-linked NSS event).  Harry has the lead for finding a date that will 

work for a short visit to Gettysburg and a modest engagement on Carlisle Barracks.   The entire visit 

would be approximately one and a half days and the nominating Trustee would also be invited. 

 e.  Before moving to the next committee, Wilbur Wolf asked for a recap of how far we were off 

our development goal for the year, given the extensive discussion of fundraising.  Ruth responded that 
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the goal for last year was just to raise enough to meet our operating budget and program support 

proffers and we did that.   Our budget for this FY was approved at approximately $1.8 million.   

7.  Investment Committee.  Hans Christensen opened the Investment Committee report with an 

explanation that he was pulling back the proposed Investment Policy Statements for more work.  He 

appreciated the proposed edits that Mark Muedeking had provided and stated the committee would 

review them and include Fourth Street in that effort.  The committee was also looking at the ESG 

language.  Mark clarified that after a number of iterations of the ESG provisions, he recommends that 

the wording should say that ESG should be considered but that we shouldn’t give up total returns for 

ESG goals.  Hans agreed that we want to be thoughtful about it and wordsmith it in a revision, and apply 

it to the De Serio policy statement, as well.  Mark also recommended relooking and clarifying the 

language regarding the relationship of the committee to the entire board in making and monitoring 

investments.  Hans agreed that the committee would relook both policy statements and bring them 

back to the Board for approval at the next meeting.  He briefly reviewed the Fourth Street slides, and 

noted that despite the equity over-weight of 80/20, in 2019 the Investment Committee had reduced 

equity risk by moving 30% into lower volatility equity positions (Dividend Appreciation and Relative 

Value funds) as well as shortening duration of the fixed income allocation.  Hans reiterated Bill 

Summers’ observation that the market had been good to us recently and we could be in a good position 

to fund some needs on the proffer list, of course having no guarantees on where the market will go 

next.  Mary Beth Sullivan noted that her firm is projecting a 15% market correction.  Hans said we are 

not exploring any nontraditional investments, as we remain generally conservative, an appropriate 

approach for a smaller investment account like ours.  Frank Sullivan asked if it would be appropriate to 

consider a capital gift as a one-time consideration for immediate building needs.  Bill Summers stated 

that he thinks it’s our time to stand up and take action to be aggressive in our support of this building 

project as it’s foundationally critical to the future of the College.  We made $4 million this year in the 

market and we can afford to step up to make the most of this opportunity.  Several Trustees asked 

clarifying questions, so LTG Keen suggested taking a look at the spreadsheet provided.  Bill Summers 

suggested letting the College further prioritize it, if needed, but otherwise, let’s fund what we can.  

Frank commented that the Commandant said that the digital wall is not something the Army can do, so 

that would be a major need we can meet at $1,020,000, and Kevin Dixon also mentioned innovation 

labs.  There were additional clarifying questions about whether or not we were talking about pulling 

money out of the investment fund and why and how we might do that now or over the next year.  Hans 

Christensen clarified that due to market fluctuations, we would not normally pull out large amounts at 

one time but rather, regular withdrawals would be programmed over a period of time.  In this case, the 

funds are not needed until next summer according to the College.  There were additional questions 

about whether or not we were proposing to vote on this idea at this meeting.  LTG Keen clarified from 

the spreadsheet that the total is $2,254,000 with all “green A” proffers for the new academic facility, 

plus the digital experience wall.  There were a number of other clarifying questions about the costs and 

feasibility of the digital wall and its content management, to include its maintenance and upkeep after 

the initial technology installation and programming.  Earlier, Kevin Dixon had indicated the College 

would provide more detail about that at the spring meeting.  Major discussions continued and some 

voiced skepticism about various aspects of the digital wall.  Some felt it might not necessarily promote a 

better academic experience.  Some felt there were too many questions about equipment replacement 

and maintenance.  Some were comfortable that it would create a lasting impression and be beneficial to 

students and visitors alike.  Scott Becker suggested that if we take a conservative look and presume the 

market will be flat next year, perhaps holding off on the digital wall would be prudent.  LTG Keen 
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suggested we should take a vote to determine the degree of support for making a decision now.  He 

indicated he was hearing endorsement of enduring programs and the decision innovation hub.   If most 

were supportive of those needs, we can inform the College that we approve of those, but that support 

of the digital wall is tentative until they come back to us with more detail and justification.  Frank 

Sullivan moved to approve the entirety of the new academic facility “green A” lines under the “decision 

innovation hub” totaling $1,234,336 and that we further tentatively approve the digital wall experience 

subject to further clarification.  Luis Visot seconded the motion and discussion on the motion began.  

Mark Muedeking introduced a point of order, highlighting that the Board adopted a resolution at the 

March meeting that we would no longer fund programs exceeding $100,000 without written 

descriptions, so we should defer voting until we received them.  Steve Linehan added that the Board 

was not given the required notice of a vote on this proposal, and that information was insufficient to 

enable Trustees to fulfill their fiduciary responsibilities.  While there may be enthusiasm for acting now 

due to market conditions and for informing the College of our support, we should still insist on getting 

better descriptions.  Frank Sullivan stated that we got more than what we’ve ever had before in the way 

of a site tour, explanations, spreadsheets, etc. and that he believes we have enough to support the new 

academic facility and to use investment funds.  Since we only meet twice a year, and we have been able 

to get additional information by holding this meeting in person, why wait until March?  Ruth said that 

she informed the College that we would vote in March.  There was additional discussion about whether 

or not a vote should be taken, both on the issue of authorizing a proffer and on the issue of withdrawing 

funds from the investment account.  There were both positive and skeptical comments about the digital 

wall and its purpose and how its impact would be evaluated.  Mark Muedeking readdressed his 

procedural objection to calling for a vote without notice, as did Steve Linehan, who also clarified that as 

a member of the Investment Committee, he was not aware of a committee proposal to withdraw funds 

from the investment account.  Frank reframed his motion as follows:  Approval to fund support for the 

new academic facility projects identified as “Proffer A” on the spreadsheet, for a total of $1,234,336, 

and approval to move investment funds to cash operating accounts to cover the proffer.  Bill Summers 

seconded the motion.  The motion carried, with three opposed.  LTG Keen asked if the Investment 

Committee was clear on the details.  Hans Christensen replied that the committee would meet soon 

with Fourth Street to determine the strategy and timing for withdrawals.  He reiterated that, unless 

there is an unavoidable immediate requirement, he always advises not to sell a large part of a portfolio 

at once, but to spread withdrawals over a longer period to compensate for market fluctuations.  He said 

they could definitely have the funds available by next summer (August 2022, the proffer date on the 

College’s needs spreadsheet).  Frank asked Ruth for our current cash balance and she responded that 

we have approximately $800,000 but after pending proffers, the balance will be around $500,000. 

8.  Finance and Audit Committee.  Joe LoScalzo provided a short report, highlighting the two letters in 

the meeting materials from the auditors, Boyer and Ritter.  He had met with the two primary auditors 

the day prior and was satisfied that the audit was on track for this fall.  There was a modest fee increase 

for the audit which is very reasonable. 

9.  Alumni Affairs Committee.  Roger Schultz referred to Slide 9 of the Commandant’s presentation 

which mentioned “Alumni Connect,” differentiating the College’s government alumni services with 

Foundation alumni services.  He sees the two as a constructive partnership which will better serve 

USAWC graduates.  He mentioned briefly the membership updates for recent classes, and then focused 

on the nominations of four Outstanding Alums.  He recommended that the first three names on the 

committee’s summary sheet (GEN Larry Ellis, LTG Lawson Magruder, and COL Ralph Puckett) be 
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approved as our Outstanding Alum honorees this year.  He recommended that the nomination of the 

fourth nominee, LTG ‘Kip’ Ward, be tabled until next year to give the committee time to consider 

revising the criteria for the honor.  Our current criteria does not preclude honoring graduates with 

adverse professional reputations, but to do so would undermine the reputations of both the College and 

the Foundation.  GEN Ward was the subject of a substantiated investigation while on active duty and he 

was retired as a three-star as a result.  His nomination packet did not disclose this action but it is well 

known.  Lynne Owens offered that deferring consideration of this nominee might not make sense, as he 

was unlikely to ever be approved.  There was consensus for that rationale, so LTG Keen moved that the 

first three be approved, the fourth be disapproved, and that the committee revise the policy.  Luis Visot 

seconded the motion and it was approved. 

10.  Legal and Bylaws Committee.  Mark Muedeking described that our Bylaws set up a strong Executive 

Committee and the board resolution passed at the March meeting was intended to ensure an even 

smoother operating and more disciplined Board.  However, none of the resolutions had been met for 

this meeting.  A board calendar had not been provided 30 days prior to the end of the fiscal year for the 

year ahead, written descriptions had not been obtained for needs over $100,000, and notice had not 

been given at least seven days prior to the vote that was taken on a major proffer and withdrawals from 

the investment fund.  Mr. Muedeking also stated that in his view, the Executive Committee has not met 

its obligations under Section 7.3 of the Bylaws to (1) promulgate guidelines to promote the effective 

functioning of the Board, (2) maintain a Governance Charter describing the Executive Committee’s key 

responsibilities, and (3) at least annually review, report and reconcile its responsibilities to and with the 

entire Board. 

11.  Executive Committee.  LTG Keen asked if there were any edits or changes to the minutes from the 

last meeting.  With none presented, Roger Schultz moved that the minutes be approved, Roger Scearce 

seconded the motion, and they were approved.  LTG Keen pointed to the Strategic Plan and indicated it 

was a living document for continual reference and refinement.  He thanked Mari K. Eder for her efforts 

to prepare it.  Mari K. reminded Trustees it lays out tasks by committee.  LTG Keen provided dates for 

the next Trustee meetings out two years.  These are the same weeks each year (the week of Labor Day 

for the September meeting and the third week of March): March 16-18, 2022; September 7-9, 2022; 

March 15-17, 2023; and September 6-8, 2023.  There are two options under consideration -- Colorado 

Springs/Ft Carson for March and a possible September 2022 visit to the Army Museum at Ft. Belvoir.  

Travel to Colorado Springs can be eased by getting flights to Denver with ground transportation to 

Colorado Springs facilitated by the Foundation.  Ruth informed Trustees that she briefed the Executive 

Committee on the opportunity to honor the memory of MG (Ret) William F. Burns, President Emeritus of 

the Foundation, when we submit one of the proffers for the new academic building.  His contributions 

to our Foundation were exceptional and he remained a supporter until his death this year.  He was a 

1972 USAWC classmate of Fran De Serio and convinced Fran to become a Trustee.  Fran subsequently 

gave the first major donation to the Foundation.  When Fran died of a heart attack, his wife Charlotte 

created our only major endowment (the De Serio Chair of Strategic Intelligence), brokered by MG Burns.  

As the last committee issue, LTG Keen briefed that the Executive Committee had a good discussion 

about succession planning to make sure the Chairman, Vice Chairman, and CEO don’t turn over in the 

same 12 months.  Ruth’s intent is to retire a year after successful relocation of the Foundation to the 

new building. 

12.  LTG Keen asked if there were any further items for discussion.   With none, he thanked everyone for 

their participation, patience, and great discussions.  The meeting adjourned at 4:45 pm.   
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Minutes respectfully submitted by Ruth Collins with substantial assistance from Kaitlyn Sands. 


