
 
 
 
 

November 12, 2013 
 
 
 

BY CERTIFIED MAIL  
 
 
Lionel R. Bordeaux, President 
Sinte Gleska University  
Box 105 
Mission, SD  57555-0105 
 
Dear President Bordeaux:  
 

This letter is formal notification of the action taken concerning Sinte Gleska University 
(“the University”) by the Higher Learning Commission Board of Trustees (“the Board”). At its 
meeting on October 31, 2013, the Board placed the University 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 University, the report of the 
comprehensive evaluation team, the report of the Institutional Actions Council (IAC) hearing 
committee, and the University’s responses to these reports. 
 
 The University is required to file a monitoring report no later than February 1, 2014, 
outlining how it plans to ensure compliance with each of the Assumed Practices identified with 
which the institution is not in conformity. The University is required to include the FY 2013 
financial audit with that report.  
 
 The University 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 University is required to file a self-study no later than March 2015, or eight weeks 
prior to the comprehensive evaluation visit, providing evidence that the University has 
ameliorated the concerns of the Board identified in this action and that the University 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 November 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 University has demonstrated that 
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it is in compliance with all Criteria for Accreditation and whether Probation can be removed and 
accreditation continued, or, if the University has not demonstrated compliance, whether 
accreditation should be withdrawn.  
 
 The Board based its action upon the following findings made with regard to the 
University: 

 
Sinte Gleska University (“the University”) is out of compliance with 2013 

Criteria for Accreditation Criterion Two, Core Component 2.A, “the institution operates 
with integrity in its financial, academic, personnel, and auxiliary functions; it establishes 
and follows fair and ethical policies and processes for its governing Board, 
administration, faculty, and staff,” for the following reasons:  

 
• the University Board of Regents failed to follow its bylaws requiring that the 

University Board meet monthly: 
o the Board did not meet for a thirty-month period prior to the team visit in 

March 2013 and, while it may have undertaken some oversight through mail 
ballots or other processes, it nevertheless failed to exercise oversight of core 
functions assigned to the Board in the Bylaws such as approving the budget, 
evaluating the chief executive officer, ensuring that a qualified chief financial 
officer was appointed or developing policies or strategies for resolving serious 
issues confronting the University related to student debt, monies due from the 
Tribe and other issues;  

o since the time of the team visit in March, the Board has met only two times.  
• the University Board failed to follow its bylaws requiring that the Board hold a 

special meeting within thirty days of a vacancy to ensure that the vacancy is 
filled;  
o as of the Institutional Actions Council hearing in September 2013, the Board 

had not yet met to fill vacancies that occurred in June 2013 nor was there any 
plan for the Board to meet in the immediate future to complete this 
responsibility. 

• the University has not routinely followed the Financial Policies of Sinte Gleska 
University or accepted accounting practices, as noted in the 2011 and 2012 audits, 
relating to payroll or travel advances, approval of adjustments to journal entries 
by the Director of Finance or development of the general fund budget.  

 
The University is out of compliance with Criterion Two, 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 Board of the University has not demonstrated appropriate autonomy or 

independence from the administration of the institution and the tribe:  
o the Board did not act independently during the period from August 2011 to 

March 2013 or between April 2013 and September 2013, when the 
Institutional Actions Council hearing took place, to ensure that it was meeting 
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monthly or fulfilling its responsibility to fill vacancies on the Board, as 
required by its bylaws; 

o the Board has not acted independently to ensure that the University follows its 
bylaws that require the Tribal Elder Advisory Council to make 
recommendations for new Board members, relying instead on the President of 
the University to perform this function, as explained by the institutional 
representatives at the Institutional Actions Council hearing;   

o the Board has not regularly functioned as a governing body but often in  an 
advisory or monitoring capacity to the University administration, as stated by 
the institutional representatives at the Institutional Actions Council hearing 
and as further demonstrated by the Board not requiring that the bylaws be 
followed in these key areas; 

• the Board of the University has failed to fulfill its responsibility to make decisions 
in the best interest of the University and its constituents by not conducting such 
activities as regularly evaluating the chief executive officer, approving annual 
budgets, or reviewing and taking action on serious issues related to institutional 
finances, student debt and other areas.  
 
The University is out of compliance with Criterion Five, 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 University has not appropriately managed its financial resources: 

o it has been operating with increasing deficits in the general fund since 2006, 
and, while changes in accounting practices will change the appearance of 
financial reports, University administrators do not seem to recognize or 
acknowledge that increasing deficits is not a sustainable practice; 

o while it has been successful recently in receiving payment of some of the 
Land Tax monies owed by the tribe, these funds do not provide an ongoing 
source of income to cure the deficit; and  

o it has not yet identified detailed strategies to reduce this practice of growing 
deficits beyond adjustments to the financial reports and one-time cash 
infusions from the Tribe or other sources;  

• the University lacks appropriate human resources to provide financial oversight 
and conduct timely accounting activities: 
o it does not have competent and trained financial personnel to complete basic 

functions such as accounting for expenses and revenue in a timely fashion and 
preparing for audits, thus requiring the assistance of an accountant working 
remotely from Chicago to complete these basic functions; 

o it does not have an experienced and qualified Chief Financial Officer to 
manage and oversee the accounting office, timely create a budget for each 
fiscal year, and oversee financial planning;   

• the University has not prepared appropriately to ensure the strength of its 
resources in the future: 
o it is not preparing annually on a timely basis and in consultation with 

department chairs and administrators a new budget that is then approved by 
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the University Board, according to the information provided by institutional 
representatives at the Institutional Actions Council hearing;  

o the last three financial audit reports cited material weaknesses in accounting 
and compliance practices, and the University has not been able to resolve 
these weaknesses; and 

o it does not appear to have a plan for the ongoing maintenance of existing 
facilities in spite of comments from faculty members that maintenance and 
technological improvements to their academic facilities are necessary. 

 
The University is out of compliance with Criterion Five, 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 University lacks a strong and effective governance and administrative 

structure in which the Board appropriately exercises leadership and qualified and 
competent administrators effectively manage the affairs of the University;  

• the University Board has not provided effective leadership of the University: 
o it has not engaged in essential oversight activities of the University’s 

operations or in problem-solving to identify strategies to resolve the deficit or 
other serious financial issues;  

o it has not ensured that appropriate and qualified individuals are in place in the 
accounting office and Chief Financial Officer position;  

o it has not responded to warnings by its auditor that there were material 
weaknesses in accounting practices that need to be corrected; and 

o it has not participated with University administrators in an effective planning 
process for the University that resulted in a planning document with clear 
goals connected to financial projections and clear timelines for action. 

 
The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice A.9, “The governing 

Board has the authority to approve the annual budget and to engage and dismiss the chief 
executive officer” because it is not clear that the University Board is involved in 
governing the University;  

 
The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice D.1 “The institution is 

able to meet its current financial obligations” because there are no plans or efforts to 
discontinue practices that increase the general fund deficit and the University does not 
appear to be generating revenue greater than its expenses and does not appear to have 
significant funds in reserve;  

 
The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice D.2, “the institution 

has a prepared budget for the current year and the capacity to compare it with budgets 
and actual results of previous years” because the University has not demonstrated that it 
has a current budget that has been appropriately prepared;  
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The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice D.3, “the institution 

has future financial projections addressing its long-term financial sustainability” because 
the University has not demonstrated that it has any future financial projections or other 
related financial planning;  

 
The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice D.4, “the institution 

maintains effective systems for collecting, analyzing, and using institutional information” 
because it has not demonstrated that it maintains such systems;  

 
The University is out of conformity with Assumed Practice D.6, “the institution’s 

administrative structure includes a chief executive officer, chief financial officer, and 
chief academic officer (titles may vary) with appropriate credentials and experience and 
sufficient focus on the institution to ensure appropriate leadership and oversight. (An 
institution may outsource its financial functions but must have the capacity to assure the 
effectiveness of that arrangement)” because the University has not filled the position of 
chief financial officer with qualified personnel;  

 
The University meets Criterion Five, Core Component 5.C, “the institution 

engages in systematic and integrated planning,” with concerns because, although there is 
a planning process at the University, the outcome of the planning process is lacking in 
sufficient details, budgets and timelines to guide University activities nor does the 
University adjust and refine its goals as required by current developments. 
 
The Board action resulted in changes to the affiliation of the University. 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). 

 
 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 your liaison, Vice President Karen 
Solomon, 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.  
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 If you have questions about any of the information in this letter, please contact Dr. 
Solomon. 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 Sinte Gleska University 
 Cyril Scott, President, Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council 

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

U.S. Department of Education 
Michael Benge, Vice President, Administration, Sinte Gleska University 
Karen J. Solomon, Vice President for Accreditation Relations, Higher Learning 

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

Commission  
 


