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1. Welcome, Introduction, Quorum 

Chair Dyer convened the meeting at 10:00 a.m. and welcomed all in attendance.  
 

2. Introductions, Quorum, FOIA 
Ms. Solet introduced the committee members, commissioners, and in-person guests, confirmed a 
quorum, and announced the meeting was being held in accordance with the Freedom of 
Information Act. 
 

3. Approval of Agenda 
Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve the meeting agenda. Commissioner Smith motioned 
approval, which was seconded. Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed unopposed.  
 

4. Approval of Minutes 
Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve the minutes from the April 16, 2026 meeting. 
Commissioner Dukes motioned approval, which was seconded. Chair Dyer called for a vote and the 
motion passed unopposed. 

 
5. New Program Proposals 

a. Medical University of South Carolina, M.S. in Cancer Biology 
A representative from the institution summarized agenda item 5.a., and the floor was 
opened for questions. Commissioner Cuddy asked why the program was a five-semester 
program and if graduates would be expected to continue in a doctoral program upon 
completion. The representative explained it would be a two-year program with a summer 
semester included and some graduates may apply to medical or dental school while others 
may pursue a Ph.D. in one of many research programs, including a Ph.D. program in Cancer 
Biology, which the institution is hoping to create. In response to Commissioner Cuddy, the 
representative stated there were no similar programs in the state and listed several 
graduate programs students could take to build their credentials. Chair Dyer asked if there 
were any other institutions seeking comprehensive cancer center status. The 
representative was unaware of any other than one in Pennsylvania. It was noted the 
institution has National Cancer Institute status and is seeking higher-level comprehensive 
status. Further discussion was had regarding any type of cancer epidemic in South 
Carolina, whether due to chemicals or a virus. The representative was unaware of any and 
offered to provide additional information via its Department of Public Health Sciences. 
Hearing no further comment, Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve agenda item 5.a. 
to go before the full Commission, which was made by Commissioner Dukes and seconded 
by Commissioner Smith. Chair Dyer asked for comment from Dr. Peters, who noted the 
institution had responded to all staff considerations. Chair Dyer called for a vote and the 
motion passed unopposed. 
 

b. Winthrop University, B.S. in Health Sciences 
A representative from the institution summarized agenda item 5.b., and the floor was 
opened for questions. In response to Commissioner Cuddy’s questions regarding 
anticipated enrollment and occupations for graduates of the program, the representative 
projected an initial enrollment of 25 with 100 to 150 estimated in five years. The 
representative explained there is no specific direction or path intended for the students 
but they will be required to choose a minor, three of which have the most profitable or 
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positive outward employment opportunities: Healthcare Management, Mass 
Communication, and Professional Writing. In addition, other minors would prepare 
students for graduate school: Human Nutrition, Chemistry, Biology, and Sociology. The 
program is meant to be novel by providing opportunities to enter health fields such as 
public or community health with strong communication and professional writing skills, but 
it would not preclude pathways into allied health areas. Chair Dyer asked for comment 
from Dr. Peters, who noted the institution had responded to all staff questions. Hearing 
no further comment, Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve agenda item 5.b. to go 
before the full Commission, which was made by Commissioner Zais and seconded by 
Commissioner Dukes. Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed unopposed. 
 

6. New Non-public Institution Program 
a. Southeastern Esthetic Institute, LLC dba Southeastern Health and Wellness Institute, 

A.A.S. in Diagnostic Medical Sonography 
A representative from the institution summarized agenda item 6.a., and the floor was 
opened for questions. In response to Commissioner Cuddy’s question regarding how this 
degree fits in with the technical colleges’ associate degree programs in radiology 
technology, the representative spoke on institutional advisory committee meetings as part 
of the accreditation process, how input from employers is important, and how medical 
professionals indicate sonography is a huge need. Commissioner Cuddy asked if 
sonography is separate from radiology technology, if those working in hospital radiology 
departments and gynecology offices are stenographers, and if these are mostly certificate 
or associate degree programs. The representative stated they should be stenographers 
with diagnostic medical stenography certifications in South Carolina and most of the 
programs are associate degree programs. Commissioner Cuddy asked if the technical 
colleges have the same program and if there is a documented need to have additional 
programs offered, which the representative confirmed. Chair Dyer asked for and received 
confirmation from the representative that there are only three two-year schools offering 
sonography in South Carolina. Commissioner Dukes inquired as to tuition and availability 
of scholarships. The representative stated scholarships are always available, and the 
proposed tuition is $300 per credit hour with approximately 68 hours. Further, tuition 
alone is approximately $26,000, with $6,300 for semester one, $6,000 for semester two, 
$6,000 for semester three, and $7,500 for semester four, with the goal of charging less 
than other programs and hopefully lowering book fees. Commissioner Dukes asked the 
source of the scholarship money, which the representative stated is donated in-house by 
themselves. Commissioners Dyer and Zais noted it is a discount rate versus a scholarship. 
Chair Dyer questioned two $7,000 discrepancies in the proposal’s estimate of tuition and 
fees and regarding semester costs. The representative was uncertain, apologized for 
having some of the numbers wrong, and stated the differences were likely due to the book 
costs. The representative noted the institution is accredited and is audited annually. In 
response to Commissioners Zais and Cuddy regarding certification standards, testing, and 
the institution’s current certification status, the representative stated ARDMS sets the 
standards and writes the tests. And once state approval is obtained, the institution will 
seek approval from the Council on Occupational Education. And once the program is 
active, they will seek additional accreditation from other entities. Commissioner Cuddy 
asked, based on the difference in tuition between this program and technical schools’ 
programs, would the students likely be those who were not accepted by the technical 
colleges. The representative explained students would have to pass a test to enter the 
program, and their goal was to have lower tuition than the technical schools. 
Commissioner Smith asked for more information on the facilities and other programs 
offered, which the representative explained and noted are all clock-hour based programs, 
so they are looking forward to the credit-hour based program. Chair Dyer asked if the 
admission standards and costs would be roughly parallel to Midland’s Technical College’s 
program, which the representative confirmed as potentially. Chair Dyer asked for comment 
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from Mr. Hartenstine, who stated all requested information had been provided. Hearing no 
further comment, Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve agenda item 6.a. to go before 
the full Commission, which was made by Commissioner Dukes and seconded by 
Commissioner Cuddy. Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed unopposed. 
 
 

7. Notification Summary Report 
Dr. Peters gave a brief summary of the report, which included program notifications reviewed by 
staff between February and April 2026. No discussion was had.  

 
8. Recommendations for Academic Program Productivity Report – FY 2024-2026 

Dr. Perez thanked the campuses for participating in the April 30 CAAL meeting as it provided 
greater context for the Commissioners regarding the productivity report, which was largely a 
quantitative exercise. CHE has a duty to hold campuses accountable by reporting the findings and 
again noted CHE has been behind in reporting this information. The Commission approved the 
2022 report in November, and this report covers 2024 and 2026. Of the 137 programs originally 
identified for termination, 43 of them have been or will be terminated by the campuses so the 
system worked. CHE is not authorized to terminate programs but can make recommendations. It is 
up to campus boards and administration to decide how to respond to findings in the reports. 
CAAL will make a determination regarding the 94 programs identified for termination, for which 
the campuses have requested revisions to the recommendations. An in-depth study component is 
also in the productivity policy which assesses if new programs have met the projections in the 
proposals after five years. CHE staff is reviewing the documentation submitted by the campuses 
and will provide the results of the in-depth reviews at an upcoming meeting, which will be the first 
time CHE has undertaken this review. 
 
Commissioner Smith requested to share some thoughts, noting three members of the Commission 
have unusual positions as they are the only ones in the state allowed to violate the dual office 
holding by having been elected by the General Assembly as board members of the public 
institutions of higher education while also being appointed to the Commission. Commissioner 
Smith stated it would be beneficial for CHE to educate stakeholders on the role of CHE in 
program review as having served on the Board of Trustees as Chair of the Academic Affairs 
Committee for Coastal Carolina University since 1993, he was only recently made aware of CHE’s 
work in program review. Supporting staff in the findings of the report is important while also 
recognizing the ultimate authority of the boards of trustees. Further, CHE should consider sending 
all of the reports, along with the institutions’ responses, to the Governor’s office, the boards and 
the chairs of the academic affairs committees at the institutions, as well as to the four committees 
in the General Assembly. A cover letter explaining the roles of CHE and the boards of trustees, as 
well as the meaning of the terms under review and exempt as used in the reports, and emphasizing 
programs which have remained noncompliant for five success review cycles. Also, the letter should 
explain the work being done to develop a new program review policy. Commissioner Smith 
summarized his suggestions as a call for dissemination of information and thanked Chair Dyer for 
the opportunity to share his thoughts from an overlapping role as a sitting trustee and a 
Commissioner. Commissioner Dukes asked Dr. Perez who gets the reports once the committee is 
finished. Dr. Perez stated the reports are shared with the full Commission and are posted on the 
website. And he believed they would be shared with the Governor and the legislative leaders but 
will confirm. Commissioner Dukes expressed agreement with Commissioner Smith’s suggestions as 
members of the General Assembly are confused about CHE’s role in the academic review process. 
Commissioner Smith stated members of the House Ways and Means Committee wanted to know 
what the institutions were doing about program review before they would allow the institutions to 
present their respective budgets. 
 
Discussion was had regarding the best way to disseminate the information to the institutions’ 
boards of trustees, including the Commissioners possibly visiting campuses directly to meet with 
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board members. Chair Dyer recommended discussing this further at the Commissioners’ upcoming 
retreat as hopefully the revised policy will be developed and that information will be ready to share 
with the boards. Commissioner Bryson requested the committee members attending virtually be 
provided with a copy of Commissioner Smith’s recommendations, which was confirmed. Chair Dyer 
expressed appreciation for the recommendation to make personal visits and stated when he was 
Executive Vice President at Coastal Carolina University the provost reported to him, but he was 
unaware of CHE’s program review. Further discussion was had regarding CHE providing the 
findings and the boards making the decisions. 
 
Chair Dyer called for any additional comment on the action item. Dr. Perez stated the motion 
would be to accept the report. Commissioner Dukes made a motion to include an amendment to 
the 2024-2026 program productivity report to designate those academic programs identified for 
termination and under review at the May 14th, 2026 meeting of the Committee on Academic 
Affairs and Licensing as under review, for a period of one year, to begin July 1, 2026. During that 
time, CHE staff will develop a new program productivity review policy with input from the Advisory 
Committee on Academic Programs. Upon approval by CAAL and the Commission, CHE staff will 
conduct a review of programs based on the new policy. Commissioner Dukes stated CHE has 
gotten behind on these reports and the criteria for evaluation is not as good as it could be, 
especially after hearing from the provosts and campus staff who spoke at the April 30 CAAL 
meeting. Also, most of the new degree programs the Commission has been approving have been 
on the priority list of the Coordinating Council for Workforce Development and Commissioner 
Dukes expressed concern in voting against such programs the General Assembly wants to see 
without giving the institutions more time and expanded criteria, which would be more convincing 
to the boards regarding programs which need to be terminated. And further stated the data in this 
report would likely not be acted upon. 
 
Dr. Perez noted the order of the motions would be to first recommend the report and have it 
seconded, then there would be Commissioners Dukes’ motion to amend as he stated. Dr. Perez 
clarified the report would be as it stands and there would be a one-page amendment added to the 
end of the report and stated there needed to be a motion to accept the amendment and then a 
motion to accept the complete motion. Chair Dyer called for a motion to accept Commissioner 
Dukes’ amendment to the report, which was made by Commissioner Zais and seconded by 
Commissioners Bryson and Cuddy. Chair Dyer called for any discussion. Commissioner Smith 
expressed concern in amending the now three reports by switching to under review instead of 
termination, especially in cases of programs which have been recommended for termination for 
five straight reviews and asked if it would nullify all of the reports and make them of no value. Dr. 
Perez stated as he understands the motion, the integrity of the report remains, and the programs 
are under review for one year while CHE develops a new policy. Commissioner Dukes stated he 
would be happy to go through the programs recommended for termination one-by-one and vote if 
the Committee would like but it may be wiser to work with ACAP to come up with a new policy. If 
after a year programs are still noncompliant, he stated he would be fine voting for termination in 
most cases. Further discussion was had regarding the format of report, the amendment thereto, 
and programs noncompliant for five years or more. Chair Dyer stated the current formula is 
deficient but once that is corrected, if a program is recommended for termination, it will stay under 
termination status. Commissioner Smith expressed concerns regarding the timing with the new 
policy unfolding and taking effect over the next year, and then the campuses would have a year to 
adhere to the new policy, so the time is essentially doubling. Dr. Perez stated he did not anticipate 
the policy would take that long. Chair Dyer requested the committee be provided with a 
chronology or timeline and stated he believed the year to be sufficient. Commissioner Smith asked 
how campuses can be held to new standards instantly, to which Chair Dyer stated they would have 
input via ACAP, which should help everyone. Commissioner Smith asked if the dissemination of 
the reports would then be held for a year and Dr. Perez stated the reports would be approved by 
CAAL today and then approved by the full Commission with the amendment.  
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Discussion was had regarding campuses recently being focused on producing programs resulting in 
employment and the hope that CHE’s reports will help inform campuses’ decisions and that 
campuses will appreciate the combined efforts of ACAP and staff to come up with a policy 
everyone can live with. In response to Commissioner Smith’s concern, Chair Dyer reiterated his 
belief that meeting with the boards personally to provide them with copies of the reports and to 
explain what CHE is doing would help.  
 
Chair Dyer called for any further discussion regarding Commissioner Dukes’ motion. Commissioner 
Cuddy expressed support for the motion and for the amendment. Commissioner Masters stated 
he agreed with Commissioner Smith in thinking the amendment would create a level of confusion 
at the institutions and that CHE has made it very clear it does not have the authority to terminate 
programs, which lies with the campuses and their boards. If the Commission wants to develop a 
new policy, CHE should take the time to do so with input from the institutions. And while new 
programs are in line with workforce and priority occupations, there are still multiple programs 
which have been noncompliant over multiple cycles and the institutions did not provide any 
workforce data in their presentations to support the programs going forward. Commissioner 
Masters stated he felt personally and professionally that adding the amendment to the report and 
changing the recommendations is a move in the wrong direction.  
 
Chair Dyer stated Commissioner Dukes’ motion was on the floor, which had been seconded, and 
asked for any further comment. Hearing none, Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed 
unopposed.  
 
Chair Dyer called for a motion to approve the report as amended, which was made by 
Commissioner Bryson, and seconded by Commissioner Dukes. Chair Dyer recognized 
Commissioner Smith, who motioned the development of a calendar and a timeline for the 
dissemination of the report and the presentations to the boards. Discussion was had regarding the 
order of the various motions on the floor. Chair Dyer asked for any further discussion on 
Commissioner Bryson’s motion, as seconded by Commissioner Dukes, to approve the report as 
amended. Hearing none, Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed unopposed. 
 
Chair Dyer called for any additional motions. Commissioner Smith motioned staff assist with 
developing a calendar for the distribution of the existing reports as currently written along with 
the motion to amend, which was just approved, and for the presentations by Commissioners to 
the boards of trustees of the institutions. Commissioner Dukes seconded the motion. Chair Dyer 
asked for any further comment. Hearing none, Chair Dyer called for a vote and the motion passed 
unopposed. 
 
In response to Chair Dyer, Dr. Perez confirmed a calendar would be developed with input from 
ACAP but on the committee’s timeline. Chair Dyer asked Dr. Peters for comment, who thanked the 
staff and Commissioners. Chair Dyer agreed and expressed appreciation for CHE being caught up 
on the reports. 
 

9. Other Business / Discussion 
a. Commissioner Cuddy asked to discuss the A.A.S. in Diagnostic Medical Sonography 

program the committee just approved, noting allied health programs are critical across the 
state. Commissioner Cuddy asked if the price of the program, which was confusing with 
the numbers submitted, would be the same as what a student would pay at Midland’s 
Technical College for the same program and if students who did not get into the technical 
school programs would be the ones paying these rates at the private institutions. And 
further asked if military benefits are being utilized for these programs at the private 
institutions. Commissioner Cuddy expressed concern regarding the amount students 
would be paying for this program and stated the Commissioners’ oversight includes 
making sure the private entities align with state needs but also includes making sure 
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students are not potentially being taken advantage of. Chair Dyer agreed stating the need 
to ensure students are graduating with the necessary qualifications to do the job, to which 
Commissioner Cuddy added the importance of students having the proper certifications 
for gainful employment but also not being burdened with significant debt. Commissioner 
Cuddy emphasized the need for the Commissioners and the staff to be mindful not only of 
workforce but also of the students. Chair Dyer stated Mr. Hartenstine seemed 
comfortable with the proposal and asked Dr. Peters for confirmation, who nodded in 
agreement.   

 
b. Commissioner Dukes shared he had been invited to a meeting at Mercedes-Benz, which 

included people from Robert Bosch, to discuss much needed degree programs such as 
mechanical and electrical systems engineers. Also, he and Commissioner Cuddy were 
invited to meet with the head of engineering at Boeing who said they would be hiring 800 
engineers in less than two years for their Charleston facility, with systems mechanical 
being the number one priority and electrical being second. Most of the companies offer 
co-op programs and prefer to hire from those programs. The opportunities are immense, 
though most of the positions will be filled by out-of-state engineers as we do not have 
enough in South Carolina to fill the need. Commissioner Cuddy stated associate degrees 
had been mentioned but these companies are looking for engineers with bachelor’s 
degrees. Commissioner Zais commented the universities are the limiting factor due to the 
number of students coming out of high school with SAT and ACT scores high enough to 
qualify them for a rigorous engineering program. Dr. Perez thanked Commissioner Dukes 
for arranging a tour of the Mercedes plant in June before the Commission meeting, which 
is being held in Charleston. And stated there will be time to meet and discuss the needs of 
Mercedes and possibly other businesses in terms of degrees. In response to Commissioner 
Bryson’s question, Commissioner Dukes stated automotive engineering had not been 
discussed but they did talk about mechatronics as being another high-demand degree. 
And all three companies expressed a need for people to run the factories.          

  
10. Adjournment 

With no further business before the committee, Chair Dyer called for a motion to adjourn, which 
was made by Commissioner Zais and seconded by Commissioners Smith and Bryson. Chair Dyer 
called for a vote and the motion passed unopposed. The meeting adjourned at 11:32 a.m. 


