
 
 
 
 

November 12, 2013 
 
 
 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL  
 
 
David J. Moore, President 
American Indian College of the Assemblies of God  
10020 N. 15th Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ  85021-2199 
 
Dear President Moore:  
 

This letter is formal notification of the action taken concerning American Indian College 
of the Assemblies of God (“the College”) by the Higher Learning Commission Board of Trustees 
(“the Board”). At its meeting on October 31, 2013, the Board placed the College on Probation 
because the institution is out of compliance with the Criteria for Accreditation identified in the 
Board’s findings as outlined below. This action is effective as of the date the action was taken. In 
taking this action, the Board considered the self-study submitted by the College, the report of the 
comprehensive evaluation team, the report of the Institutional Actions Council (IAC) hearing 
committee, the College’s responses to these reports, and the transcript of the Board Committee 
Hearing. The progress demonstrated by the College since the team visit and the Institutional 
Actions Council hearing was an important factor in the Board’s decision. 

 
In addition to placing the College on Probation, the Board denied the request of the 

College to offer new degree programs.  
 
 The College is required to host a comprehensive evaluation visit no later than May 2015 
to determine whether the concerns of the Board identified in this action have been fully 
ameliorated and the Criteria for Accreditation have been met.  
 
 The College is required to file a self-study no later than March 2015, or eight weeks prior 
to the comprehensive evaluation, providing evidence that the College has ameliorated the 
concerns of the Board identified in this action and that the College meets the Criteria for 
Accreditation, the Core Components and the Assumed Practices.  
 
 The Probation sanction will remain in place until the conclusion of the comprehensive 
evaluation process, which includes a review by an Institutional Actions Council hearing 
committee subsequent to the team visit, and until the Board, at its October 2015 meeting, reviews 
and acts on the reports of the visiting team and the Institutional Actions Council hearing 
committee. At that time, the Board will determine whether the College has demonstrated that it is 
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in compliance with all Criteria for Accreditation and whether Probation can be removed and 
accreditation continued, or, if the College has not demonstrated compliance, whether 
accreditation should be withdrawn.  
 
 The Board based its action upon the following findings made with regard to the College: 

 
American Indian College of the Assemblies of God (“the College”) is out of 

compliance with Criterion Two, in particular, Core Component 2.C, “the governing 
Board of the institution is sufficiently autonomous to make decisions in the best interest 
of the institution and to assure its integrity,” for the following reasons:  
 

• the College Board has a history of lack of engagement in key activities of 
governance that is sufficient to demonstrate that it acts in the best interest of the 
College as required by this Criterion: 
o it has not previously regularly evaluated the president or itself, engaged in 

Board development or oriented new Board members; 
o the entire Board has met infrequently, and attendance at that meeting has often 

been low;   
o although the Executive Committee may work with the president between 

Board meetings, the infrequent meeting of the Board has not enabled it to take 
actions to respond agilely to crises that require more timely response;  

• the College Bylaws have historically failed to delineate appropriate policies and 
procedures through which the Board could act in the best interest of the College: 
o the Bylaws provided for intrusion of the Board into everyday oversight of 

academic and administrative matters; 
o the Bylaws contained inadequate provisions related to attendance and 

decision-making; and 
o while the College has initiated revisions to its Bylaws, the College has not 

demonstrated that the revisions will correct these historic problems nor is it 
clear whether the behavior of the newly constituted Board will change to 
conform to Bylaws once they are implemented;  

• the College Board of Regents, the Board of Administration, and the president of 
the College lack clearly delineated and distinguishable authority, and the College 
acknowledges that statements in the College Constitution and College Bylaws 
have conflicted in this regard but has not presented evidence that they have been 
resolved; and 

• the College Board has not assured the integrity of the College because the College 
lacks specific conflict of interest and ethics policies, including policies related to 
nepotism, recruitment and admissions, privacy of personal information and 
related matters, that apply to the Board or to the administration. 

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Three, in particular Core 

Component 3.A, “the institution’s degree programs are appropriate to higher education,” 
for the following reasons:  
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• degree programs are not appropriate for higher education, as required by this 
Criterion, because they are not supported by student learning outcomes 
sufficiently differentiated by program level, and the learning outcomes that are 
articulated for the bachelor’s degree level are more appropriate for the associate’s 
level;  

• course materials for these degree programs and available to the Commission 
evaluation team indicated that the level of work assigned to students is not 
consistently rigorous and does not appropriately focus on critical thinking and 
other skills at a collegiate level; and 

• the College’s on-line courses do not provide evidence of assessment sufficient to 
demonstrate that these courses achieve student-learning outcomes equivalent to 
similar campus-based courses.   
 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Three, in particular Core 

Component, 3.B, “the institution demonstrates that the exercise of intellectual inquiry and 
the acquisition, application, and integration of broad learning and skills are integral to its 
educational programs,” for the following reasons:  

 
• the degree programs offered by the College are lacking in the rigor expected of a 

baccalaureate level institution under this Criterion;  
o they do not systematically develop the higher order abilities such as 

collecting, analyzing, and communicating information as anticipated in the 
exercise of intellectual inquiry and integration of broad learning;  

o the ten learning outcomes the College identifies for its general education 
program are not sufficiently rigorous or at an appropriate college level to 
support an undergraduate degree; and 

o at the Institutional Actions Council hearing the College was not able to 
articulate a plan to develop appropriate rigor in its academic programs. 

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Three, in particular Core 

Component 3.C, “the institution has the faculty and staff needed for effective, high-
quality programs and student services,” for the following reasons:  

 
• the College lacks faculty sufficient in numbers and qualifications to provide 

effective, high-quality programs, as required to meet this Criterion: 
o the limited number of full-time faculty has resulted in academic departments 

with only one such member; 
o as a result of limited full-time faculty, faculty have insufficient time to spend 

with students outside of class or fulfilling other faculty responsibilities 
including participating in professional development; 

o full-time faculty members have a heavy workload of five classes per semester 
that is high for a baccalaureate institution and that further limits the time 
faculty have to complete their responsibilities outside of class; 

o while most faculty appeared to have an appropriate level of credential, some 
faculty were teaching  courses in a discipline in which they lacked credentials, 
and the College has not generally provided appropriate and official transcripts 
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to document that faculty are teaching courses for which they are academically 
qualified; and 

o the College has provided limited financial support for professional 
development and substituted training and other activities for appropriate 
professional development to ensure that faculty remain current in their 
discipline and pedagogy; 

• faculty does not appear to be consistently engaged in assessment activities that 
inform course and program improvement, as required for effective, high-quality 
programs.  
 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Four, in particular Core 

Component 4.A, “the institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality of its 
educational programs,” for the following reasons:  

 
• the College has not demonstrated responsibility for the quality of its educational 

programs: 
o it does not have an ongoing, systematic process for conducting regular 

academic program review, and recent efforts by the College to implement 
academic program review do not demonstrate a mature, well-developed 
process that is routinely conducted by the institution to monitor and enhance 
the quality of its academic programs; and 

o the College has not demonstrated that it has a practice of regularly assessing 
or evaluating its academic programs;  

• the College has not studied the value of its educational programs or success of its 
graduates by collecting and examining such fundamental data as its graduates’ 
employment rates and graduate school admissions.  
 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Four, Core Component 4.B, “the 

institution demonstrates a commitment to educational achievement and improvement 
through ongoing assessment of student learning,” for the following reasons:  
 

• the College has not demonstrated an appropriate commitment to ongoing 
assessment of student learning: 
o faculty members are not broadly engaged in assessment; and 
o particular individuals are responsible for assessment efforts resulting in 

assessment processes not integrated into the culture of the institution;  
• the College has not demonstrated an appropriate program to assess student 

learning: 
o articulated goals and learning objectives related to educational programs are 

not sufficiently particularized as to allow them to be assessed, and in some 
cases, are not appropriately rigorous for the degree level to which they are 
attached;  

o lack of appropriately detailed and rigorous learning goals and objectives 
further contributes to insufficient academic rigor; 
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o assessment plans have been developed for individual academic programs and 
for general education, but there is no evidence of full implementation of these 
plans; and 

o the College has not systematically collected or analyzed data, and has not 
made improvements to courses or programs based on assessment results; 

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Four, Core Component 4.C, “the 

institution demonstrates a commitment to educational improvement through ongoing 
attention to attention to retention, persistence, and completion rates in its degree and 
certificate programs,” for the following reasons:  

 
• the College has not demonstrated an appropriate commitment to educational 

improvement through attention to retention, persistence and completion: 
o while the College has a reasonable goal of 70 percent retention, there is no 

detailed supporting plan that demonstrates how the institution can reasonably 
accomplish this goal given its “at-risk” students; and 

o while the College collects data on retention and graduation for IPEDS the 
College has not used this data to inform its retention and graduation plan; 

• the College has not demonstrated the capacity to collect, calculate, analyze and 
utilize accurate and reliable student performance data to inform its planning or to 
discuss such data meaningfully with its accreditor, as demonstrated by the 
College’s inability to provide a single set of reliable data to the team during the 
evaluation visit;  
 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Five, in particular Core 

Component 5.A, “the institution’s resource base supports its current educational 
programs and its plans for maintaining and strengthening their quality in the future,” for 
the following reasons:  

 
• the College lacks sufficient financial resources to assure its long-term fiscal 

viability: 
o the College has incurred rapid and increasing financial losses totaling almost 

$900,000 in FY 2010-12; 
o the College has significant cash-flow challenges that resulted in the College 

running short of cash in the second half of FY13 and having to seek gifts or 
loans to cover the operating costs in the remainder of the fiscal year;  

o the College has not accurately forecasted its enrollment, and therefore it has 
experienced financial shortfalls when actual enrollment was significantly less 
than projected enrollment, which has exacerbated cash-flow issues; 

o the College’s debt load has increased rapidly from $925,000 on June 30, 2009, 
to $2.1 million at the time of the team visit;  

o the College has limited reserves with net endowment assets of only $119,429 
and investments at approximately $290,000 at the end of FY 2012; 

o the College’s financial viability ratios are declining with a projected ratio of 
0.3 for FY 2012; this ratio will result in increasing financial monitoring from 
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the U.S. Department of Education and a likely request for a letter of credit, 
further challenging the College’s financial viability. 

• the College has not demonstrated that it has engaged in appropriate long-term 
planning to maintain and strengthen the financial health of the College into the 
future:  
o while the College has identified sources of funds, such as one-time gifts, 

student debt recovery, and borrowing from the Church Extension Fund, to 
cover recent losses and has reported recent improvements in gift income, the 
College has no long-term strategy to remedy the fiscal challenges of the 
College; and 

o the College’s enrollment has been steadily declining in recent years to 72 
students in the last academic year, and, while the College had a modest 
improvement in enrollment in Fall 2013, the College has not demonstrated 
that it has a long-term strategy for strengthening enrollment that is linked to 
its budgeting and planning processes.   

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Five, in particular Core 

Component 5.B, “the institution’s governance and administrative structures promote 
effective leadership and support collaborative processes that enable the institution to 
fulfill its mission” for the following reasons:  

 
• the College’s governance structure has not demonstrated that it provides effective 

oversight of the College, as required by this Criterion: 
o a majority of the previous Board of Regents of the College were largely 

inactive, with fewer than half of the 56-Regent Board appearing for meetings 
from March 2012 to January 2013; 

o to ensure that the Board can take action despite this low attendance, the 
College Bylaws’ quorum requirements have historically allowed effectively 
less than 30% of the College Board to approve financial and academic policies 
for the College while the College has been experiencing significant financial 
and other challenges related to its long-term viability; and 

o the College has recently initiated revisions to its Bylaws, but the College has 
not demonstrated that the revised Bylaws will correct historic patterns of 
insufficient oversight by a majority of Regents.  

 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Five, in particular Core 

Component 5.C, “the institution engages in systematic and integrated planning,” for the 
following reasons:  

 
• the College has not conducted effective strategic planning: 

o while the College has conducted strategic planning in the past, it has not 
demonstrated that it can conduct or sustain a long-term systematic strategic 
planning effort; 

o previous College strategic plans have remain unfinished and a “work in 
progress,” and at the time of the site visit the administration was deferring 
strategic planning as it addressed other serious issues; and  
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o previous planning efforts conducted by the College have not effectively 
moved from planning to implementation;  

• the College has not conducted planning effectively integrated with budgeting, 
enrollment forecasting or other College processes; 
o the College has a structured budgeting process but lacks a coherent planning 

process that is closely connected to the budgeting, financial planning or 
enrollment and admissions processes; and 

o the College’s budget predictions to improve net income and cure operating 
losses are dependent on ambitious student enrollment goals, yet the College 
has been steadily losing students since 2008-09 and it is not clear on what 
basis the College has determined that these ambitious enrollment goals can be 
accomplished; 

• the College Board has been examining whether the College can be sustained with 
the current mission and name, and, while the College Board has determined that 
the College will remain in existence, there are not rigorous plans that outline 
detailed financial, enrollment and academic improvements that will need to be 
made to ensure the College’s long-term usefulness and viability.     
 
The College is out of compliance with Criterion Five, in particular Core 

Component 5.D, “the institution works systematically to improve its performance,” for 
the following reasons:  

 
• the College is not demonstrating that it is working systematically to improve its 

performance:  
o there is no evidence that the College links collection and analysis of data from 

assessment of student learning and assessment of institutional effectiveness to 
planning and budgeting; and 

o the current strategic plan was not being used at the time of the team visit, and 
at that time, had not been used for at least a year; and  

 
The College has submitted a request for the approval of new degree programs but 

is experiencing significant issues and has not demonstrated the capacity to develop or 
implement new degree programs.  
 
The Board action resulted in changes to the affiliation of the College. These changes are 

reflected on the Statement of Affiliation Status (SAS). Some of the information from the SAS, 
such as the dates of the last and next comprehensive evaluation visits, will be posted to the 
Commission’s website along with information from the Organizational Profile (OP). 

 
The Commission has recently increased its liaison staff and is accordingly in the process 

of changing liaison assignments for several institutions. Effective immediately, the liaison for the 
College will be Vice President Anthea Sweeney. If you have any questions or concerns about 
this information, please contact her. Please be assured that Vice President Robert Appleson will 
work with Dr. Sweeney to ensure a smooth transition.  
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 Commission policy INST.E.20.010, Probation, subsection Disclosure of Probation 
Actions, requires that an institution inform its constituencies, including Board members, 
administrators, faculty, staff, students, prospective students, and any other constituencies about 
the sanction and how to contact the Commission for further information. The policy also requires 
that an institution on Probation disclose this status whenever it refers to its Commission 
accreditation. The Commission will monitor these disclosures to ensure they are accurate and in 
keeping with Commission policy. I ask that you copy Dr. Sweeney on emails or other 
communications with campus constituents regarding the sanction as required and provide her 
with a link to information on your website and samples of related disclosures. 
 
 The enclosed Public Disclosure Notice will be posted to the Commission’s website not 
more than 24 hours after this letter is sent. The Commission will also simultaneously inform the 
U.S. Department of Education of the sanction by copy of this letter.  
 
 If you have questions about any of the information in this letter, please contact Dr. 
Sweeney. On behalf of the Board of Trustees, I thank you and your associates for your 
cooperation.  
 

Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Sylvia Manning 
President 
 
 
 

Enclosures:  Public Disclosure Notice 
 
 
cc: Chair of the Board of American Indian College of the Assemblies of God 
 Evaluation team members 

Specialized and professional accrediting agencies 
Kay W. Gilcher, Accreditation and State Liaison, Office of Postsecondary Education, 

U.S. Department of Education 
Joseph Saggio, Vice President for Academic Affairs, American Indian College of the 

Assemblies of God  
Robert R. Appleson, Vice President for Accreditation Relations, Higher Learning 

Commission 
Anthea M. Sweeney, Vice President for Accreditation Relations, Higher Learning 

Commission 
Karen L. Solinski, Vice President for Legal and Governmental Affairs, Higher Learning 

Commission  
 


