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August 21, 2019  VIA EMAIL & FEDERAL EXPRESS 

 (jgreene@abcgmc.org)  

 

 

Mr. Jimmy Greene, President/CEO 

Greater Michigan Construction Academy 

7730 W Wackerly Street 

Midland, MI 48642 
 

Re: Reaccreditation Denied 

 

ACCET ID #1456 

 

Dear Mr. Greene, 

 

This letter is to inform you that, at its August 2019 meeting, the Accrediting Commission of the 

Accrediting Council for Continuing Education & Training (ACCET) voted to deny reaccreditation to 

Greater Michigan Construction Academy, located in Midland, Michigan. 

 

The decision was based upon a careful review and evaluation of the record, including the institution’s 

Analytic Self-Evaluation Report (ASER) and Branch Analytic Self-Evaluation Report (BASER), the 

on-site visit team reports (visit conducted February 5 6, 2018 at the Midland, Michigan main campus, 

and February 7-8, 2018 at the Lansing, Michigan branch campus), and the institution’s responses to 

those reports, received March 26, 2018.  It is noted for the record that the Commission originally 

considered the institution’s application reaccreditation at its April 2018 meeting.  At that time, the 

Commission voted to defer consideration for one cycle and directed the institution to submit an 

interim report.  Upon its review at its August 2018, December 2018, and April 2019 meetings the 

Commission voted to defer consideration for an additional cycle and directed the institution to submit 

follow up interim reports, including an interim report for review at the August 2019 Commission 

meeting. Upon its review at the August 2019 meeting of the institution’s interim report, received June 

24 2019, the Commission determined that the institution has not adequately demonstrated compliance 

with respect to ACCET standards, policies and procedures relative to the following findings: 

 

 

1. Standard III-B: Financial Procedures (Main and Branch Campus) 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that its cancellation and refund policies are written, fair and 

equitable; are consistently administered and that they comply with statutory, regulatory and 

accreditation requirements.  
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The team reports for the main and branch campuses indicated that the institution’s enrollment 

agreement stated that “[r]efunds will only be issued upon notification,” and that its catalog stated 

that, for no-show students, a 100 per cent refund would be issued “upon request,” contrary to the 

provisions of ACCET Document 31 – Cancellation and Refund Policy. Additionally, the team 

reports noted that the cancellation and refund policy did not disclose that the institution retains 

10 percent of unearned tuition through 50 percent of the program for the period of training that 

was not completed, up to a maximum of $1,000. Lastly, the institution’s cancellation and refund 

policy did not state that refunds would be made within 45 days of the last date of attendance, or 

14 days in the case of the institution’s VA students. Therefore, at its April 2018 meeting, the 

Commission required an interim report with a narrative update on this issue to include 

documentation that the institution updated its cancellation and refund policy to comply with 

ACCET Document 31 – Cancellation and Refund Policy, and to clarify to students that unearned 

tuition retained after withdrawal is capped at $1000, and applicable only to students after the 

first week of class and through 50% of the period of financial obligation, copies of three completed 

enrollment agreements as evidence that the policy has been updated and made available to 

students, and a list of all cancelled and withdrawn students for calendar year 2017 and year-to-

date 2018, together with a list of scheduled start dates, scheduled end dates, the date of 

determination, and documentation to demonstrate that the file was audited to ensure processing 

under the revised policy and evidence of any corrections to previously-issued refunds.  

 

In its response to the April 2018 Commission action letter, which was reviewed at the August 

2018 Commission meeting, the institution provided a copy of a revised enrollment agreement, as 

directed; however, the institution did not include its revised cancellation and refund policy to 

demonstrate compliance with ACCET Document 31 – Cancellation and Refund Policy. 

Accordingly, the Commission directed the institution to submit an interim report for review at the 

December 2018 Commission meeting, and again at the April 2019 Commission meeting  to 

include documented evidence of the revised, ACCET-compliant cancellation and refund policy 

and supporting documentation in the form of files of withdrawn students to demonstrate 

systematic and effective implementation of the revised policy. In the interim report responses, 

which were reviewed at the December 2018, April 2019, and August 2019, the institution 

continued to submit incomplete information in the form of conflicting versions of the revised 

cancellation and refund policy document, and refund calculation documentation demonstrating 

that the institution was not accurately calculating refunds relative to withdrawn students’ last 

dates of attendance and dates of determination.  

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. Specifically, 

the institution failed to demonstrate that it has implemented an ACCET-compliant cancellation 

and refund policy consistent with the requirements described in ACCET Document 31 – 

Cancellation and Refund Policy and that it calculates and issues accurate refunds to students who 

withdraw or cancel.  

 

 

 

 



Greater Michigan Construction Academy 

August 21, 2019 

Page 3 of 6 

2. Standard V-C: Facilities (Branch Campus) 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that the facilities at the Lansing, Michigan branch campus 

are appropriate for the education, training and student services offered, and that instruction was 

conducted in a safe, accessible, sanitary and comfortable environment conducive to learning.  

 

The team report indicated that the Lansing facility only contained one lab, shared by all three 

programs offered at that location (Plumbing, HVAC, and Electrical), and that the lab was small, 

crowded, poorly heated, and inadequate for learning. The team report response indicated that 

the institution was “undergoing an exhaustive strategic planning session with moving into a 

newer facility as the number one initiative,” and noted that the HVAC and Plumbing programs 

had only recently been introduced at the branch campus. The institution further indicated that the 

two aforementioned programs were, at the time of its response, in the “Core” stage, common to 

all programs. No supporting documentation or additional clarification was provided. Therefore, 

at its April 2018 meeting, the Commission required a narrative update and supporting 

documentation to demonstrate the institution had secured the new facility, and that the new facility 

contained lab spaces appropriate for the education and training offered for review at the August 

2018 Commission meeting.  

 

In its interim report provided for review at the August 2018 Commission meeting the institution 

indicated that it was discontinuing the additional trade offerings as a result of inadequate space. 

The report, however, included no specific reference to which programs were being discontinued, 

nor did it provide supporting documentation communicating the status of students remaining in 

the discontinued programs. Therefore, the Commission required an additional interim report for 

review at the December 2018 meeting to include a list of the discontinued programs, updated 

catalogs with references to the discontinued programs at the Lansing, Michigan branch campus 

removed, and a teach-out plan pursuant to ACCET Document 32 – Teach-Out/Closure Policy. 

The institution subsequently confirmed that it was discontinuing the HVAC and Plumbing 

programs at the branch campus location; however, it continuously failed to provide additional 

documentation demonstrating discontinuation of the HVAC and Plumbing programs, particularly 

as it related to student status and last dates of attendance for students in those programs, as 

required by the Commission’s December 2018 and April 2019 directives. Additionally, in its 

interim report provided for review at the August 2019 meeting, the institution indicated that “The 

Greater Michigan Construction Academy does not have documentation of discontinuation;” and 

that, “GMCA is still offering these programs in Lansing, but are not seaking [sic] accreditation 

from ACCET for these programs.” The institution further indicated that “The Greater Michigan 

Construction Academy will revisit accreditation once we relocate and have addequit [sic] space 

to meet ACCET requirements.” No supporting documentation was provided with the April 2018, 

August 2018, December 2018, April 2019, or August 2019 report responses.  

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. Additionally, 

the institution failed to demonstrate understanding that ACCET is an institutional accreditor and 

that all programs offered by the institution are required to demonstrate compliance with ACCET’s 

standards for accreditation.  
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3. Standard IX-D: Completion and Job Placement (Main and Branch Campuses) 

 

The institution failed to demonstrate that it has policies and procedures that provide effective 

means to regularly assess, document, and validate the quality of education and training services 

provided relative to completion and placement rates. The institution further failed to demonstrate 

that the number of participants who complete the programs and courses in which they enroll is 

consistent with the benchmarks established by the Accrediting Commission.  

 

The team report indicated that several programs were below benchmark for completion and 

placement as of February 2018, that placement documentation was incomplete, and that the 

institution’s policies and procedures for tracking and recording completion and placement were 

inconsistent with ACCET requirements. In its response to the team reports to the main and branch 

campuses the institution indicated that, owing to the transient nature of skilled tradespeople, 

“completion is sometimes done at companies outside the prevue [sic] of The Greater Michigan 

Construction Academy,” and that it continued to track completion rates. The team report 

responses also indicated that the institution had not been aware that attestation documents were 

required for continuing employment, and that it had begun obtaining continuing employment 

attestations from 2017 graduates. However, no supporting documentation was included with the 

responses to the main or branch campus team reports. Therefore, the institution was directed to 

provide an interim report for review at the August 2018 Commission meeting, to include updated 

copies of ACCET Document 28.1 – Completion and Placement Statistics for calendar year for all 

programs, ACCET Document 28.2 – On-Site Sampling Verification Form (OSVF) for all 2017 

cohorts and newly-recorded placements and waivers since the institution’s on-site 

reaccreditation visit, ACCET Document 28.5 – Completion and Placement Summary Chart, a 

copy of the institution’s updated completion and placement policy to include guidance on the use 

of completion and placement waivers and attestations, and samples of each of the institution’s 

placement document templates including placement verification forms, waivers and attestations.  

 

The interim report for the August 2018 cycle continued to provide below-benchmark completion 

and placement rates, copies of placement verification documentation missing job titles and 

signatures, and a placement verification policy that did not specify that graduates must be placed 

for 30 days prior to employment verification. Subsequently, the institution was directed to provide 

an additional interim report addressing the aforementioned issues, and provide supporting 

documentation to include copies of ACCET Document 28.1 – Completion and Placement 

Statistics for calendar year for all programs, ACCET Document 28.2 – On-Site Sampling 

Verification Form (OSVF), ACCET Document 28.5 – Completion and Placement Summary 

Chart, and a revised placement verification policy document for review at the December 2018 

Commission meeting. 

 

The institution’s interim report for review at the December 2018 Commission meeting continued 

to provide below-benchmark completion and placement rates, the majority of which were in 

program probation range for completion, having less than 53% completion as required by 

ACCET Document 28 – Completion and Placement Policy, and incomplete placement verification 
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documentation. Throughout the course of the December 2018 and April 2019 and Commission 

review cycles, the institution’s reaccreditation was deferred and the institution was required to 

provide updated information relative to completion and placement statistics and ACCET-

compliant, complete placement verification documentation; however, the institution continued to 

provide below-benchmark completion rates in particular, in addition to incomplete placement 

verification documentation. Finally, in its interim report response reviewed at the August 2019 

Commission meeting, the institution continued to provide below benchmark completion rates for 

calendar year 2018 and year-to-date 2019. 

 

Therefore, the institution failed to demonstrate full compliance with this standard. 

 

Since denial of reaccreditation is an adverse action by the Accrediting Commission, the institution 

may appeal the decision.  The full procedures and guidelines for appealing the decision are outlined 

in Document 11, Policies and Practices of the Accrediting Commission, which is available on our 

website at www.accet.org. 

 

If the institution wishes to appeal the decision, the Commission must receive written notification 

no later than fifteen (15) calendar days from receipt of this letter, in addition to a certified or 

cashier’s check in the amount of $8,500.00, payable to ACCET, for an appeals hearing.  This 

notification must be accompanied by an affidavit signed by an authorized representative of the 

institution indicating that a Notice of Status of Accreditation notifying interested parties of the 

Commission’s adverse action has been disseminated to new enrollees and posted in conspicuous 

places at the institution to include, at minimum, the admissions office and student lounge or 

comparable location.  In addition, the institution must submit a written teach-out plan that is in 

accordance with ACCET Document 32 – Closing/Teach-Out Policy. 

 

In the case of an appeal, a written statement, plus six (6) additional copies regarding the grounds 

for the appeal, saved as PDF documents and copied to individual flash drives, must be 

submitted to the ACCET office within sixty (60) calendar days from receipt of this letter.  The 

appeal process allows for the institution to provide clarification of and/or new information 

regarding the conditions at the institution at the time the Accrediting Commission made its 

decision to deny or withdraw accreditation. The appeal process does not allow for consideration of 

changes that have been made by or at the institution or new information created or obtained after the 

Commission’s action to deny or withdraw accreditation, except under such circumstances when the 

Commission’s adverse action included a finding of non-compliance with Standard III-A, Financial 

Stability, whereupon the Appeals Panel may consider, on a one-time basis only, such financial 

information provided all of the following conditions are met:  

 

• The only remaining deficiency cited by the Commission in support of a final adverse action  

decision is the institution’s failure to meet ACCET Standard III-A, Financial Stability, with 

the institution’s non-compliance with Standard III-A the sole deficiency warranting a final 

adverse action.    
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• The financial information was unavailable to the institution until after the Commission’s 

decision was made and is included in the written statement of the grounds for appeal submitted 

in accordance with the ACCET appeals process; and 

 

• The financial information provided is significant and bears materially on the specified 

financial deficiencies identified by the Commission.  

 
The Appeals Panel shall apply such criteria of significance and materiality as established by the 

Commission. Further, any determination made by the Appeals Panel relative to this new financial 

information shall not constitute a basis for further appeal.   

 

It remains our hope that the accreditation evaluation process has served to strengthen your institution’s 

commitment to and development of administrative and academic policies, procedures, and practices 

that inspire a high quality of education and training for your students. 

 

Should you have any questions or need further assistance regarding this letter, please contact the 

ACCET office at your earliest opportunity. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
William V. Larkin, Ed.D. 

Executive Director 

 

WVL/clr 

 

CC: Mr. Herman Bounds, Chief, Accreditation Division, US ED (aslrecordsmanager@ed.gov)  

Ms. Charity Helton, Accreditation Division, US ED (charity.helton@ed.gov)  

Ms. Brenda Yette, ACD - Chicago/Denver, US ED (brenda.yette@ed.gov)  

Mr. Michael Beamish, Manager, MI Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs, 

(beamishm@michigan.gov)  
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