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Introduction 

 

The Air Force Academy is on the verge of breaking ground for construction of 

the Center for Character and Leadership Development (CCLD); accordingly it 

is an appropriate time to document the events leading to building this new 

facility.  While the ensuing paragraphs will do that, I cannot record the CCLD 

history without recognizing that the more significant story is what preceded 

the decision to design the CCLD building. 

 

In short, the expanded programs and facility construction involved a 

collaborative effort of more than 25 years of thinking, research and, 

ultimately in 2007, the crafting of the strategic plan for character and 

leadership development.  This effort was begun in the early 1990’s by then 

Superintendent, Lt. General Brad Hosmer (’59) and continued through the 

stewardships of the current Superintendent, Lt. General Mike Gould (’76) and 

myself (’73).    

 

Following that 2007 foundational strategic planning effort, our focus shifted 

to implementation--including the facility requirement--then designing a 

facility that was most worthy to house the core mission of the United States 

Air Force Academy: developing leaders of character for the Air Force and the 

Nation.  So this paper is much more than a story about the brick and mortar 

of the CCLD; it is more importantly about the institutional emphasis toward 

more professionally accomplishing the Academy's core mission and how that 

evolved to the need for a new “iconic” facility on par with the Cadet Chapel. 

 

 

Initial Assessments 

 

In 2005, I had the benefit of assuming command in an era when the Secretary 

of the Air Force had agreed to temporarily assign a brigadier general as Vice 

Superintendent.  For the first 60 days, then-Brigadier General Irv Halter ( ’77), 

in a sense, minded the Academy store while I immersed into every aspect of 

cadet life, academics, training, fitness and all things supporting the mission.  

That included attending classes with cadets.  The character and leadership 



instruction set in front of the cadets was most enlightening.  While it did rest 

on a solid foundation of understanding character, honor and integrity, it also 

appeared deficient in two significant areas. 

 

- First, the degree of instruction and the curriculum were somewhat 

general, cursory and appeared to not be the product of deep academic 

research and study.  Yes, it touched all the high points cadets needed to 

know but it also lacked serious discussion and introspection on what 

character is, how these mandatory classes and lessons were setting or 

reinforcing the cadet's "moral compass", and could alter a cadet's thinking, 

behavior and future actions. 

 

- Second, unlike academic instruction or athletics and fitness 

instruction, our character and leadership classes were being accomplished 

literally all over the map.  The doolies had large seminar-like class in the 

back of Arnold Hall (the cadet social "student union" facility) inside a 

partitioned room...and somewhat appropriately for this venue, pizza was 

served.  At the other end of the spectrum, I had to go off base to a hotel 

conference room to participate in the classes for the first class cadets.  It 

became obvious the core mission of the Academy was being accomplished 

on the cheap...both in the depth and degree of academic instruction a 

university president would expect of a fully accredited institution, and being 

accomplished in informal, make-shift locations. 

 

This resulted in a self-critical discussion in early 2006 across the staff.  The 

usual culprits surfaced:  manpower reductions, budget cuts, the Academy 

had not had a Major Construction Program approved in a decade, etc.  When 

discussing the lack of a dedicated facility, Col (ret) Jim Shaw (’67), CEO and 

President of the Association of Graduates, volunteered the facility is already 

designed and sitting on the shelf, and all he needed was the Superintendent 

to take it to the graduates and build momentum and funding.  Jim had earlier 

begun a dialogue with three graduates who had indicated a keen interest 

moving the Academy forward here, and he asked me to join him in those 

endeavors. 

 

 

 

The Need for Strategic Planning 

 

Jim showed me the facility plan, and as I recall, it was sited on top of the 

Honor Court on the upper terrazzo.  My first reaction was if we are ever going 



to tear up terrazzo and plant a building between the Chapel and Arnold Hall 

for all to see, it better be incredible (note, the initial drawings fell a bit short 

in that regard).  My next reaction was it lacked the hard details of what was 

to actually occur in that facility; in essence it was an outward shell of 

thousands of square footage with no definition of rationale and need.  Still, I 

agreed to meet with the graduates Jim had been having a dialogue with:  I’ll 

affectionately call “the three Johns”....John Martin (’69), John Fox (’63), and 

my classmate John Muse (’73).  All three had several important things in 

common.  They were quite successful businessmen, they were passionate 

about integrity and character, each said they owed much of their post-

military successes to what they had learned at the Academy, and they 

wanted to continue to give back in an area the Nation needed most:  leaders 

of character. 

 

The themes from these independent meetings also had common 

denominators, to wit:  character and leadership development at the Academy 

is the core mission, the Academy needed a larger and more professionally 

focused emphasis on character development, and while the AOG had been 

pitching effectively the building to potential donors, we needed a more crisp 

and compelling definition of purpose to stimulate the level of support 

required for the bricks and mortar.  John Muse spent an evening outlining his 

world of venture capital, and what level of thinking and planning was 

required of a project to become a winning proposal.  It became evident what 

was needed foremost was a strategic plan for character and leadership 

development. 

 

For a variety of reasons, the Academy did not have many active, living 

strategic planning documents.  Much to staff’s chagrin because strategic 

planning is indeed hard work, 2006 through 2008 became our planning 

years—and the incredible Academy staff outdid itself by developing 

professional and well conceived strategic plans.  The first was the Air Force 

Academy Strategic Plan 2008-2013...this preceded all others because it 

would set the stage for subsequent plans including Character and 

Leadership, Institutional Outcomes, Diversity, Energy and others. 

 

The Academy Strategic Plan had seven strategic goals supported by 21 

objectives. The number one and overriding strategic goal for the Academy 

became “focus on character and leadership development” whereby all cadet 

activities and institutional assessments will elevate character and 

leadership development; everything done at the Academy will be with 



character and leadership in mind.  We cemented character and leadership as 

our core mission.   

 

At the same time the Academy Strategic Plan was in work, armed with 

insights from the Academy staff and from the AOG-hosted meetings, I 

decided to initiate the Character and Leadership Plan myself.  I sketched a 

framework of what the plan should entail, and estimated it needed a 

dedicated leader and a year or more of hard work to properly conceive and 

build it.  I also had the AOG involved and importantly, they secured funding 

from John Fox and John Martin for me to hire a full-time Superintendent’s 

Endowed Chair for Character and Leadership.  The Vice Superintendent, 

Colonel Paul Ackerman (’82), and I began to brainstorm who might be the 

best individual to lead that effort.  We decided to turn to one of the most 

respected leaders from our cadet days:  Dr. (Brigadier General) Mal Wakin, 

Professor Emeritus and former Permanent Professor from the Philosophy 

Department. 

 

I met with Mal and reviewed the outline and way forward. Of course, he 

improved upon it, and “foot stomped” the need for this effort to be grounded 

in hard research, and led by the right person.  Naturally, I asked Dr. Wakin if 

he would do it. His answer was laced with modesty but also he was into his 

young 80s and felt to do it right would detract from precious time with his 

lovely wife Lynn (and from beating former Dean Randy Cubero (’61) on the 

golf course).  Mal gave me a name, however...Dr. Erv Rokke who had just 

retired for a second time and was now in the Colorado Springs area. 

 

 

Endowed Chair for Character and Leadership 

And the Resulting CCLD Plans 

 

I had known of Lt General Rokke (’62) since my 1980 days of working in 

Colonel Assignments when we somewhat infamously moved him from 

Permanent Professorship in Political Science (and later Dean of the Faculty) 

back to the Line of the Air Force to serve as attaché in the United Kingdom 

(and later as defense attaché to the USSR).  I invited Erv to the Carlton 

House for a two-and-a-half hour lunch where I laid out the task, the critical 

importance, the sequential events of building a plan, securing the manpower 

and dollars, leading to a new facility, and more.  I think General Rokke will 

tell you he accepted the luncheon out of courtesy to the Supt with no 

intention of taking on additional work.  He left with a very sore left arm from 

all the twisting, but also with a strong degree of excitement about the 



project. He agreed to come on board as a full-time consultant and our 

professional relationship over the next couple of years could not have been 

better.  My bottom line is simple:  without Erv Rokke’s tremendous work, the 

Academy would not have been in the position it was in 2009 to have this 

award-winning CCLD building design selected, approved and funded.   

 

Dr. Rokke's task was to write both a strategic and implementation plan for 

character and leadership development.  From scratch.  The framework he 

began from was twofold: it would tangibly support and implement the first 

goal of the Academy Strategic Plan, and the planning effort would also be 

from an unconstrained resource mindset.  The Academy deserved an 

unconstrained statement of what its core mission required—and to avoid that 

common occurrence in budget lean years whereby “budget drives policy”.   

 

The Implementation Plan for Character and Leadership Development that 

emerged with strong support from all Academy Mission Elements was 

comprehensive and impressive. The supporting requirements for the juridical 

elements of the Cadet Honor System were recognized, to include the 

Academy’s first truly dedicated Honor Board Room.  At its heart, however, 

was the notion that character and leadership were inseparable and that their 

development would be most enhanced by providing cadets with opportunities 

to experience leadership challenges and the need for making decisions with 

ethical dimensions in their daily lives. Provisions were made for in depth 

research into the imperatives of the changing profession of arms for 

character and leadership.  The plan also specified the need for a nationally 

recognized senior scholar who could push the boundaries of such 

scholarship.  In preparing this plan, Erv and his colleagues reviewed 

leadership development programs at other institutions and were helped and 

encouraged in particular by the staff of Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy 

School (former Supt Lt General Tad Oelstrom (’65) of the JFK School helped 

arrange those meetings and briefings).   Its success in attracting students to 

substantive leadership-related experiences in the Kennedy center served as 

a model for both programs and, subsequently, architectural design of the 

Academy’s Center.  In sum, the Academy Center for Character and 

Leadership Development (CCLD) was to become a catalyst for promoting a 

coherent and productive series of character and leadership development 

experiences across all Academy mission elements for all cadets. 



The plan Erv crafted and the Academy subsequently approved contained 

these main objectives: establish the CCLD as the primary agent for 

organizational integration of developing leaders of character, conduct basic 

research on character and leadership imperatives and cutting-edge research 

on inculcating those traits into cadets, responsible for the Cadet Honor 

System, create and maintain the character and leadership curriculum, create 

a developmental learning environment for character and leadership, and 

more.  The plan also demanded developmental interactions between cadets 

and faculty/staff, pushing the boundaries with research including diversity 

and cultural integration, preparing the faculty and staff for their critically 

important roles, and continual assessment.   On the personnel and 

resourcing sides of the ledger, we envisioned a permanent professor to head 

and lead the CCLD, a nationally renowned Director of Research, a staffing 

increase from 19 fulltime and 5 reservists to 34 fulltime and 10 reservists, an 

increase of annual budgets from $346K to $595K…and a dedicated facility to 

house all entities (including moving the Cadet Honor Staff and Honor Board 

Room out of Vandenberg Hall) estimated between $28-35M. 

 

The Character and Leadership Development plan became our formal 

statement of the requirement.  The plan importantly received high praise and 

strong support from the Academy Board of Visitors.  I used it to justify a 

change to Title 10 to authorize two more permanent professor positions (one 

as the Vice Dean and the other as the CCLD leader).  This plan also made the 

next steps exponentially easier--securing manpower and funding, and senior-

level support for the actual facility. 

 

 

The Next “Iconic” Building at the Academy 

 

After reading that long preamble, you might be thinking "finally, how did this 

iconic design evolve and emerge"?  It should not surprise the reader to know 

this too was the result of a collaborative effort spanning two years.   

 

I already mentioned that a certain level of thinking had been going on for a 

need for a dedicated facility for character and leadership, including an initial 

artist's rendition of a design effort and several attempts by the AOG to fund 

it.  I will add it also included seeds that were planted to me by a former 

Superintendent, by the Academy staff and in particular the Honor Division 

under the Commandant, the civil engineer, the cadet wing and the Cadet in 

Charge of Honor, the USAF Academy Endowment, the AOG, the eventual Jury 

and Advisors to judge the competition, and maybe most importantly the 



vision and spirit of Mr. Walter Netsch, the original architect of the USAF 

Academy in the 1950s.  Let me comment on some evolving inputs. 

 

At an away New Mexico football game, I invited former Supt Lt General Brad 

Hosmer on the field to watch the game with me, and we talked about a 

variety of Academy issues between first downs. We talked about the lack of 

a dedicated civil engineer, and people who really understood the Cadet Area, 

and he gave me a name to look up:  Mr. Duane Boyle an architect in the CE 

staff of the Air Base Wing.  I met Duane and he provided invaluable insights 

on the history of the Cadet Area.  I decided to do something extraordinary 

and detailed Duane to me to work on the CCLD project.  As you will see, he 

did superb work indeed from start all the way through working with 

Skidmore, Owings and Merrill (SOM), the original architectural firm charged 

to design and build the Academy. 

 

I asked many on the Academy their views on where to site the CCLD.  The 

Honor Division folks preferred the northeast corner of the Cadet Area (which 

I objected to adding another BUB possibility at such a prominent and visible 

location--more on the BUB later).  The AOG liked the terrazzo area above the 

Honor Court (I hesitated tearing up the terrazzo unless it was truly the best 

venue).  Others suggested behind the Chapel on the knoll (I again hesitated, 

putting something so close to the Chapel whereby it could detract).  Others 

had ideas outside the immediate Cadet Area (but it had to be central and 

accessible to cadets on foot).  To search for other alternatives to the Honor 

Court option, I took time during Spring Break of 2008 to walk the entire 

Cadet Area, to see if there might be viable alternatives.  I came up with only 

one, albeit it lacked sufficient footprint whereby we would have to go 

underground for much of the structure.  That location was at the west end of 

Vandenberg Hall, in the open space between that and the Arnold Hall wall.  I 

asked Duane to explore the footprint and if it could work, to design a notional 

concept of how the CCLD might fit.  He, with input from the Honor Division 

folks did just that, producing an artist’s rendition of what and how it might 

be.  It was perfect for my use in the next steps: generating a conversation 

and an excitement, and beginning the push for funding. 

 

This is a key point.  At no time was Duane's rendition intended to be the 

CCLD design.  It was a notional concept, one used to illustrate what a 

building could look like to house all the elements of Erv's strategic plan.  I 

made it a point whenever I briefed the strategic plan and the CCLD building 

requirement--to every audience including the Academy Endowment and 

potential donors--to say this is NOT what it will look like; it is just to 



illustrate the concept...and once we secured funding, it would be 

professionally designed. 

 

As we continued to brainstorm the site of the CCLD, and what it might look 

like, it became more evident that this building and what it will represent 

deserved to be "the next iconic structure after the Chapel".  Two members of 

the USAFA Endowment Board, Max James (’64) and General Ron Yates (’60) 

independently and emphatically made this point to Erv, who agreed.  I too 

agreed--not to compete with the Chapel but to have a second iconic building 

to house our primary mission.   If we could achieve that in a design, then we 

(Erv, Paul Ackerman the Vice Supt, and Duane) made the mental leap that we 

could site it over the Honor Court, near Harmon Hall and Arnold Hall and yes, 

on a line with the Chapel.  If we could achieve that in a design… 

  

Duane then delivered some sad news and advised Walter was ill.  We talked 

about his work, his vision, and it became obvious who better than Walter to 

design the next iconic structure?  And failing Walter, could Skidmore, Owings 

and Merrill (SOM) do it the justice it deserved?  That thinking included the 

following:   SOM and Walter's work was so inspirational and ahead of his 

time, the Cadet Area is now designated a National Historic Landmark.  As 

such, it is important for temporary stewards of the Academy, like me, to 

understand the derivation and thinking of the Cadet Area architecture, and to 

not impulsively or otherwise impose personal tastes.  If you read the history 

of the design, and the work and labor Walter put into it, one appreciates how 

it all "fits".  There is a specific reason why there is an open space between 

"the tower" of Vandenberg Hall and the next area of floors above the 

terrazzo.  No, it was not to create “the Tour Pad".  There are other reasons 

why the Cadet Area is laid out on a 7 by 7 grid, and reasons the outer 

perimeter of the Cadet Area are critical to the overall architecture. To learn 

not what to do, all you have to do is look at the southeast corner of the Cadet 

Area and what we affectionately and sarcastically called the BUB (big ugly 

building)...someone allowed that construction to happen that deviated and 

disrupted from Walter's grand scheme, and left a blemish for all to see, 

everyday.  So we knew what not to do; what we had to do was design a new 

building grounded in the architectural principles Walter laid down, it had to 

complement the Cadet Area...it also had to "fit”.  And SOM--and no one else--

had conceived, developed, lived and knew those architectural tenets. 

 

We concluded that meeting tasking Duane to explore how we might legally 

and also quickly engage SOM.  I also asked Duane to advise us on the 

established process industry might use in architectural design decisions of 



this magnitude and importance, and whether we should have a Jury.  (I will 

give a tip of my hat to my brother Robert, a product of the Pratt Institute 

Architectural School, who earlier when I told him what we were doing, had 

one instructive input:  “you’ll need to include prominent people on your Jury”, 

and he explained the Jury concept.)  Duane returned with great news 

advising SOM was already under contract with the Academy via an indefinite 

delivery order contract, so legally, we could turn to them for this formal 

design competition.  Duane also explained the Jury process and a supporting 

Advisory group involving prominent architects...and we readily grasped that 

as the way ahead.  I gave Duane the green light to contact each of SOM's 

offices in New York, Chicago and San Francisco and see if they were 

interested. 

 

 

Skidmore, Owings and Merrill 

 

Well, interested is not the right term: instead, each jumped at the opportunity 

to continue SOM and Walter's work at the Academy.  We decided to open a 

friendly competition, pitting each office against each other to independently 

develop their own design.  While friendly from our eyes, it became evident 

that pride and bragging rights were also at stake.  SOM also wanted to do 

this so badly they absorbed some of their costs to meet our limited budget.  I 

then invited each office to visit the Academy for orientation on the plans, our 

thinking, and the requirements.  These visits were essential to clearly 

communicate our intention. 

 

We hosted each office independently.  But we were also very careful to 

provide the same information and context to each team, so one did not have 

undue advantage over the other SOM partner offices.  We gave them the “OK” 

to look at every piece of the Cadet Area, including the Honor Court, for their 

proposed location.  They walked the grounds day and night, watched cadet 

walking patterns across the Cadet Area, considered all the angles and grids 

and more.  Following their mission briefings and orientations with the 

Academy and the strategic objectives we were aiming for, I along with Erv 

and Paul Ackerman the Vice Supt, met with each team leader and covered 

four points.  First, I reinforced the critical importance of this facility and 

when complete, it should be applauded as iconic.  I repeated they could 

consider any location in and around the Cadet Area, including digging up the 

Honor Court.  I challenged them to design a LEED Platinum facility.  The last 

point was about symbolism and heraldry--I took the time to especially show 

them the Academy flag in my office, and explained the historical and heraldic 



meaning of the shield and markings...how prescient the Air Force was in the 

1950s to design such an enduring and meaningful symbol, how the Polaris 

Star holds extreme importance to the Academy, how it represents the 

unwavering light of character we expect from our cadets.  As it turns out, 

one office in particular took considerable notes... 

 

We also advised we would visit each SOM office midway through the design 

phase to listen to their initial concepts and provide a vector check.  Dr 

Rokke, Colonel (ret) Tom Berry (’71), Col Ackerman, Duane and I made those 

visits.  And we advised we would be convening a Jury of professionals to 

independently judge each proposal. They were quite comfortable with our 

plan, a bit concerned about the short timelines, but readily charged off to 

their offices to begin the design. 

 

Let me digress out of sequence and discuss the important feature of funding 

the CCLD design and construction.  This too evolved over time from a purely 

donor-funded project to a government approved appropriated funding to a 

hybrid of both sources.  To frame this in context, in the preceding decades, 

the Academy had not competed well for facility maintenance projects, and 

slowly but steadily, the Academy infrastructure was critically eroding.  Yes, 

it still looked impressive on the outside but inside we had 50-year old 

dormitories and dining hall, a crumbling terrazzo, a leaking chapel, and 

outdated and failing utilities especially below ground.  What was needed was 

a comprehensive Fix USAFA plan, and it took more than a year of crafting 

and explaining before it was approved and funded by the Air Force (General 

Duncan McNabb (’74) overseeing the Air Force Council and particularly Major 

General T.C. Jones (’77) of the Air Staff Board in the Pentagon were key to 

this extraordinary level of funding).  The entire plan required a whopping 

$900 Million, and the Air Force funded $400M over the next 7 years with a 

promise of $50M a year thereafter until complete.  The Air Force Civil 

Engineer also committed to one Major Construction Project per year.  I 

understandably hesitated going back to the Air Force for another $28M the 

very next year, especially since those Fix USAFA monies came at the 

expense of other Major Commands who would now be doing without.  So we 

first explored private donor funding. 

 

The newly formed USAF Academy Endowment (UE) with Bart Holaday (’65) as 

it Chairman was the perfect audience, especially as its Board included a 

former Chief of Staff, MAJCOM Commanders and officers experienced in 

major construction projects.  I presented the CCLD concept at two meetings, 

and during the second, we had a very good discussion on sources of funding.   



(See footnote) 

 

Major General Gene Lupia (’67) directly asked why I wasn't seeking 

appropriated funding for the CCLD.  Gee, how am I to tell the former Air Force 

Civil Engineer that CE processes and working with the Corps of Engineers 

and the Civil Engineering Agency were sometimes cumbersome, sometimes 

painful, and not very timely?   I didn't have to when General Mike Ryan (’65) 

said because this way is more flexible.  So we left that meeting planting a 

$28M requirement into their thinking caps. 

 

I do not know if Gene Lupia was behind this but shortly thereafter I received 

a call from Major General Del Eulberg (’78), the Air Force Civil Engineer.  We 

then provided him the plans, requirement, need and timing for his review and 

consideration, and he subsequently advised this project both qualifies for 

appropriated dollars and would compete...especially if we took the FY11 MCP 

project and moved it to the right for future funding consideration, and then 

inserted the CCLD project in FY11 which had sufficient funding.  We also 

discussed the interior designs, and our vision for furnishings that exceeded 

anything we would ever expect the taxpayer to fund.  I advised Del we would 

take an approach whereby the Air Force funded the design, site preparation, 

construction of the facility....but we would turn to donors to furnish the 

inside with anything above government standards.  For example, our vision 

for the Honor Board room where cadets accused of violating the cadet honor 

code would be judged would be as inspiring and solemn as the Supreme 

Court chambers.  Donors, and not taxpayers, could and should handle those 

furnishings.  So that hybrid approach took shape, a blend of appropriated 

dollars for the actual building but any plush décor by donors with naming 

opportunities for each room. 

 

Now, back to the discussion of our interactions with SOM:  Our independent 

meetings at the SOM New York, Chicago and San Francisco offices were 

time well spent.  Each introduced us to their dedicated team of architects 

and their initial design concepts, including their supporting rationale for the 

emerging design.  Each office selected the terrazzo on or adjacent to the 

Honor Court for the site.  Each was confident they would meet our LEED 

requirement.  What struck us was how different each design was, yet how 

each also was on track to meet our need.  We were sensitive to any of our 

comments not limiting their creative juices, and not offer any insights on 

approaches the other offices were taking, yet we also wanted to give them a 

solid vector check of constructive comments.  We did just that including 



pressing on the symbolism of their design and how it would relate and 

resonate with the Academy. 

 

Trying to keep our enthusiasm in check was also in order, especially when 

we met with Roger Duffy in New York.  He personally walked us through their 

favored design which played heavily on the meaning of the Polaris Star.  

Roger and his team designed what he called the "moral compass", for lack of 

a better description a gun-like barrel pointing 39 degrees to the Polaris 

Star...and permitting the actual beams of light from the Polaris Star to shine 

down through the Moral Compass, focusing on the spot a cadet would be 

standing as he or she was being judged in the Honor Board room.  A chill 

went down my spine and I looked over at Erv, and he at me, and our eyes told 

each other’s Roger had just hit a grand slam home run--he and his team 

nailed it with a modern, unique structure that met all our needs, and with 

symbolism that strikes to the core of the Academy.  Of course, we could not 

tell him that; we did advise he was on course and to keep refining it.  I did 

offer two points for Roger's benefit.  First, cadets are prone to spirit missions 

and they should consider how to isolate the Moral Compass so it did not 

become a ski jump for cadets.  Next, and somewhat sensitively, I offered 

what the then-all male cadets had done to the ICBM planted in front of the 

Field House in the 1970s, and to examine the shape and structure of the 

moral compass so a twisted mind would not construe it as a phallic symbol.  

Later after the Jury deliberations, Roger showed us over 30 different designs 

for the Moral Compass, and the rationale for the one they selected. 

 

It was now time to assemble the Jury and Advisors, and receive the formal 

presentation of the designs by SOM Chicago, New York and San Francisco.  

We brought together a broad range of experiences both in and outside the 

Academy, of prominent architects, as well as interested Colorado and federal 

officials, and oriented them on the Academy and the task at hand.    

 

The Jury was comprised of: 

 

- Lt Gen John F. Regni, Superintendent, and Jury Chair 

- Lt Gen (ret) Dr. Ervin J. Rokke, Superintendent’s Endowed Chair for  

  Character and Leadership, and Jury Vice Chair 

- Major General Del Eulberg, Air Force Civil Engineer 

- Mr. Max James, USAFA Endowment Board Member 

- Ms. Joan Ockman, Architectural Historian, Columbia University 

- Mr. Kent Kleinman, Dean, School of Architecture, Cornell University 

- Cadet Second Class Tyler Keener, 2009 Honor Committee Chair 



The Advisory Panel consisted of:  

 

- Mr. Tom Keohan, National Park Service  

- Mr. Joseph Saldibar, Colorado Historical Society 

- Dr. Robert Nauman, Architectural Historian, University of Colorado-Boulder 

- Mr. William “T” Thompson, Esq.  (’73), President and CEO, Association of  

  Graduates 

- Colonel (ret) Terry Isaacson (’64), USAFA Board of Visitors and Chair, BOV  

  Character and Leadership Committee 

- Colonel (ret) Tom Berry (’71), USAFA Center for Character Development 

 

I met with each of the SOM partners when they arrived—their first question 

was the batting order of the design presentations.  I offered we use the time-

tested method of tossing a golf tee and to whom it pointed went first, and so 

on.  They agreed and I tossed an Eisenhower Golf Course tee.  They marched 

off to finalize their presentation into separate rooms where their competitors 

could not see their design.   

 

The Jury’s responsibility was to critically review each of the designs, 

examine their models, and pose questions to the SOM architects so every 

aspect of their design was fully understood, receive input from the Advisory 

Panel, engage in a discussion, and ultimately decide on the best design for 

the CCLD.  The Advisory Panel played an important role of also reviewing 

each of the design proposals and offering their respective insights to the 

Jury.  Following the presentation of the last SOM proposal, the Jury Chair 

again called upon the Advisory Panel members to comment, and they 

participated in the discussion of the proposals with the Jury.  The Advisory 

Panel and all other attendees were then dismissed, and the Jury deliberated 

in private prior to their vote.    

 

While all three designs were exceptional and met every parameter we had 

set including LEED Platinum, we selected the New York design of the Moral 

Compass.  See picture at last page. 

 

My last involvement before my retirement in 2009 was to invite Roger Duffy 

to present the winning design to the Secretary of the Air Force and the Chief 

of Staff in the Pentagon.  While that session turned out well, there was also a 

discussion on the iconic nature of the design and whether there would be 

criticism for that expenditure of monies.  I pointed out the Chapel had 

received incredible criticism including members of congress lobbying to 

legislate against it and it turned out exceptionally well, and that we were not 



asking the taxpayer to pay for anything beyond the basic building.  The CSAF 

General Norty Schwartz (’73) pointed out to the Secretary the overall cost of 

this building was akin to an enlisted dormitory, it was acceptable.  I took 

that as a green light, and we pressed full steam ahead. 

 

 

In Conclusion 

 

The Center for Character and Leadership Development will be the new home 

of the core mission of the Academy.  This new building stands to be an iconic 

and award-winning structure, one whose architecture and design are steeped 

in symbolism and meaning that strikes to the core of why the Academy 

exists as an institution.  It will serve the Academy for this century and 

beyond.  My thanks to the many people involved in this collaborative 

process—both at the Academy, by graduates, in Washington DC, and at 

Skidmore, Owings and Merrill-- a team that never lost sight of the important 

end product we demanded, and delivered this winning concept and design.  

They did exceptional work! 

 

Footnote on the USAFA Endowment first projects:  It was my sense the UE had two camps...one 

dedicated to funding mission projects like the CCLD and another leading the charge on athletic facilities.  

Two projects were at their forefront:  the CCLD and the Indoor Practice Facility.  In my mind I was a little 

concerned if the first UE gift to the Academy would be an athletic facility, the UE might be considered a 

group more interested in athletics over core missions--that was clearly not the case.  The Academy 

Endowment has been and remains passionate about the CCLD from the start—it just took longer for the 

CCLD effort to secure approval through the often complex military construction program and legal 

reviews.  The Holady Athletic Center (HAC), as a donor project, was merely ready for execution and 

construction earlier.   

A quick history on the HAC.   When we were finalizing the Fix USAFA Plan and the Donor Projects list 

priorities, Coach Calhoun (’89) asked to meet with me about his top need, a state-of-the-art indoor 

practice facility.  Quite frankly, no one had ever mentioned that to me as a need but after listening to 

him, and especially how it would be used by football, soccer, lacrosse, golf and other varsity teams, we 

added that to the Donor list.  At first, Coach felt a "bubble" would be ideal, and during the Armed Forces 

Bowl festivities I toured the Dallas Cowboy facility with Chad Hennings (’88) as tour guide.  But later 

when Arizona State’s bubble got flattened with a violent downburst, we began looking at hardened 

facilities, including TCU's.  After the tragic collapse of the Dallas Cowboy facility, we scrapped the bubble 

and went with a hardened facility, at considerable more cost for the UE to source.  Coach Calhoun did a 

remarkable job marketing, and it proudly stands tall due to Coach's vision, the UE's staunch support and 

especially Bart (’65) and Lynn Holaday's gift.   

 



 


