
Board of Trustees, District No. 20 
Walla Walla Community College 

Special Board Meeting 
Board Room (161) | WWCC Walla Walla Campus 

Monday | April 6, 2026 | 9:30 a.m. 

To connect to the Monday, April 6, 2026 Special Board Meeting virtually, go to ZOOM: 
https://wwcc-edu.zoom.us/j/85762386741 or dial-in: 253/215-8782. 

Special Board Meeting Agenda 

All Times Are Estimates 

9:30 a.m. Call to Order 
Mr. Bill Warren, Chair 

9:31 a.m. SBCTC Perspective on WWCC Finances 
Dr. Chad Hickox and Mr. Choi Halladay, SBCTC 

9:50 a.m. Public Comment 
Persons wishing to express their views on any matter must 
sign up in advance and are limited to three minutes. 

10:50 a.m. Budget Elaboration Discuss 
Dr. Hickox 

12:00 p.m. Adjournment 

Amended to Include Supplemental Material

https://wwcc-edu.zoom.us/j/85762386741
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Supplemental Material



Welcome

Requests for Additional
Information
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Area/Function
Salaries /
Benefits

Percent of
Total

Personnel
Costs

Direct Instruction 16,077,1177 46%

Library 433,685 1%

Academic Administration 3,050,017 9%

Student Services 4,638,204 13%

Institutional Support 6,624,720 19%

Facilities 2,586,309 7%

Student Fee Funded 988,023 3%

Continuing and Community
Education

402,735 1%

Total Personnel Budget
FY26

34,800,810

Breakdown of personnel costs between
instructional and non-instructional wages
and benefits 
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Full Time Employees as of March 27, 2026

Walla Walla
68 Classified
84 Exempt
75 Faculty = 237

Clarkston
8 Classified
5 Exempt
14 Faculty = 27



 Analysis that separates direct costs from allocated or indirect
costs, particularly those that would remain regardless of any
changes to Clarkston  







How are shared positions, vacant
roles, state-funded stipends, or
potential replacement staffing needs
being treated in the cost and savings
estimates? 
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The continued reliance on cost per AAFTE as a primary
driver, without clearly accounting for overhead allocation, it
is difficult to reconcile with the conclusions being drawn. It
has been acknowledged that Clarkston’s reported costs are
significantly influenced by allocation methodology, yet
those same figures are being used to assess its
performance. At the same time, Clarkston is operating
under reduced capacity due to prior program cuts, which
directly limits enrollment. Taken together, this raises
concern that both the cost and enrollment sides of the
analysis may be constrained by prior decisions, rather than
reflecting the campus’s actual potential.
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I have not seen modeling that incorporates both
cost and revenue impacts together. In particular, I
have not seen analysis of how changes to Clarkston
would affect enrollment, FTE generation, and
associated funding, including assumptions related
to student retention or migration to other
modalities.
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The allocation model continues to be referenced as
a primary driver, yet we have not been shown
where we currently stand relative to other colleges,
what thresholds exist within the model, or how
changes in AAFTE would affect our position over
time. If future allocation is sensitive to enrollment
decline, that reinforces the need to better
understand growth strategies alongside any
proposed reductions.
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We have been told that significant action is required,
while also being told that current enrollment data
cannot yet be confirmed because the year is not
complete. At the same time, projections are being
made by backing out approximately 40 AAFTE
attributed to prior program changes. Those positions
are difficult to reconcile and would benefit from
further clarification.
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There are also material factors that have not been
incorporated into the analysis, including existing external
support, regional enrollment patterns, the cumulative
impact of prior program reductions on Clarkston’s current
performance, and the extent of instructional crossover
between campuses and how that would be affected under
different scenarios.
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What put us on “the list of eight,” and is
there a more concrete definition of what
“drastic” means in terms of expected
changes?
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The assertion that Clarkston is not positioned to
increase revenue in a meaningful way has not been
supported with modeling or analysis that I have seen.
That is an important conclusion, and it would be
helpful to understand how it was reached.
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Assumptions around students transitioning to online
instruction or accessing alternative institutions have
not been supported with data. Feedback from local
partners indicates that in-person participation,
particularly in programs like Running Start, has been
stronger than online delivery and that partnerships
are still being rebuilt with meaningful revenue
potential. I have not seen analysis that validates the
assumption that students will continue at the same
rate if delivery shifts.
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Summary Points

Enrollment Decline
Online Surge
Shifting Enrollment
Running Start
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In Conclusion
1. Student Access & Support for Running Start Students

2. Online Education & Student Support

3. Workforce & Healthcare Partnerships

4. Facilities & Learning Spaces

5. Program Continuation & Enhancement

6. Community Access & Programming
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