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PER STUDENT COST CALCULATION AND AUTOMATIZATION IN
HIGHER EDUCATION

K.M. Khachatryan, L.D. Baraghamyan

National Polytechnic University of Armenia

This article examines the methodology and automation of calculating the full
economic cost per student in higher education, distinguishing it from tuition fees. It
emphasizes that tuition fees represent the price students are charged, while the per-unit cost
reflects the actual expenses incurred by the university to educate a student for a specific
period, typically one academic year. The problem addressed is accurately determining these
costs, considering the allocation of direct and indirect expenses, student mobility, the
Student-to-Academic-Staff Ratio (SASR), the complexity of overhead allocation, joint
teaching and research responsibilities, and data availability. The methodology proposed
involves identifying direct costs such as faculty salaries, teaching materials, laboratories,
stipends, and other program-specific expenses, as well as allocating indirect costs including
administrative salaries, facilities, utilities, 1T infrastructure, library resources, student
services, and depreciation. Calculations are based on Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) students,
adjusted for mobility such as entrants, leavers, and temporary leaves. The algorithm
provided allows automated computation of per-student costs by aggregating direct and
indirect costs, adjusting for student numbers, and applying appropriate allocation bases.
Special attention is given to SASR, particularly for engineering universities where hands-
on, resource-intensive education requires small group supervision and specialized
instruction. Benchmarking of SASR helps assess educational quality, program accreditation
compliance, and financial sustainability. The study demonstrates that precise calculation
and automation of per-unit costs support strategic decision-making in resource allocation,
staffing, program planning, and tuition management, ensuring transparency and efficiency
in higher education institutions.

Keywords: per unit cost, higher education, direct costs, indirect costs, automation,
SASR, engineering universities.

Introduction. The concept of per-student cost, or self-cost, in higher education
represents the total economic resources a university allocates to educate a single
student over a defined period, typically one academic year. Unlike tuition fees,
which reflect the amount charged to students, the per-student cost captures the ac-
tual expenses borne by the institution, including both direct costs such as faculty
salaries, teaching materials, laboratory use, and stipends, and indirect costs like
administrative support, facilities, IT infrastructure, and depreciation. Accurate cal-
culation of this cost also requires consideration of student mobility, including new
entrants, graduates, transfers, and temporary leaves, as well as factors such as the
student-to-academic-staff ratio (SASR), which significantly impacts resource allo-
cation and teaching quality. Understanding and analyzing per-student costs is cru-
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cial for universities to plan budgets effectively, allocate resources efficiently, main-
tain educational standards, ensure program sustainability, and make informed stra-
tegic decisions regarding tuition levels, staffing, and program development.
Problem statement. The problem is to accurately determine the per-student
cost in higher education, taking into account the allocation of direct and indirect
costs, adjustments for student mobility, the impact of the Student-to-Academic-
Staff Ratio (SASR), the complexity of overhead allocation, the division of faculty
time between teaching and research, and the availability of reliable financial and
operational data.
Solution / Methodology. The Key Principles of the Calculation are:
e Direct and Indirect Costs: we must allocate both costs that can
be directly transferred to a student group and a fair share of overheads
[1].
¢ Full Cost Absorption: The goal is to have the sum of all student
tuition in a group absorb 100% of the costs for that group [2].
e Group Definition: The "group" must be clearly defined (in
NPUA they are defined ciliary, you can guess the faculty, the year the
student study easily).

Step-by-Step Calculation Methodology is based on the following formula:
Per student Cost = (Total Direct Costs + Allocated Indirect Costs)/
Number of Students in the Group [3]

Total direct costs attributable to a specific student cohort encompass
expenditures that can be distinctly allocated without ambiguity, encompassing
allocations from faculty and instructor remuneration—namely, the prorated
portions of compensation for professors, lecturers, and teaching assistants
dedicated predominantly or exclusively to instructional delivery within that cohort;
remuneration for ancillary academic personnel, such as laboratory assistants, tutors,
and administrators tailored to programmatic needs; outlays for pedagogical
resources and consumables, including laboratory apparatus, chemical reagents,
artistic materials, bespoke software licensing, and customized instructional
compilations utilized forthwith by cohort participants; operational and upkeep
expenses for dedicated instructional venues, such as lecture halls and laboratories
employed chiefly by the cohort (e.g., a bespoke engineering fabrication facility);
and disbursements for pecuniary assistance mechanisms, comprising stipends,
merit-based scholarships, and tuition reimbursements sourced exclusively from
state or institutional endowments—precluding exogenous philanthropic inputs—
extended to qualifying students therein, wherein such mechanisms invariably
conform to statutory imperatives delineated in educational legislation and
intramural university ordinances, with quantum determinations rendered by the
convocation of the academic senate.

The allocation of indirect costs, commonly referred to as overheads, represents
one of the most intricate aspects of cost calculation, as the choice of allocation base
can substantially affect the distribution of expenses across per-unit costs. In higher
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education institutions, central university expenditures that ensure the functioning of
all academic and administrative processes must be apportioned fairly among
different student groups. To achieve this, widely applied methodologies include
allocation according to the amount of space utilized, measured in square meters, or
as a percentage relative to direct costs. Indirect costs encompass a wide range of
components. These include portions of salaries for central administrative staff, such
as those employed in the registrar’s office, finance, human resources, and IT
support divisions. They also cover expenditures related to facilities and utilities,
which consist of heating, cooling, electricity, cleaning, and the maintenance of
general-purpose buildings like libraries, administrative blocks, and shared spaces,
often distributed based on the square footage attributed to each group.
Additionally, library resources form part of these costs, incorporating subscriptions
to journals and databases, as well as the salaries of library staff. IT infrastructure
also plays a crucial role, including university-wide networks, central servers, and
helpdesk services that support both staff and students. Furthermore, indirect costs
extend to student services such as career centers, counseling, and health services,
which contribute to the holistic support of the academic community. Finally,
depreciation must be considered, as it reflects the gradual allocation of the value of
capital assets, including buildings and major equipment, over their expected useful
life [1].

The survey is based in the data collected from National Polytechnic University
of Armenia, NPUA, which is the only Engineering University in Armenia, educat-
ing students in Yerevan, Gyumri, Vanadzor and Kapan cities.

The direct and indirect cost structures in National Polytechnic University of ArrT]aelzliZl
Total Direct _Costs Indirect Costs (Overheads)
Faculty & Instructor Salaries - 52% Administrative Salaries -14%
Academic Support Staff - 5% Facilities & Utilities - 9%
Teaching Materials & Supplies - 5% Library Resources - 1%
Classroom & Lab Costs - 4% IT Infrastructure - 3%
Stipends & Scholarships - 2% Student Services - 3%

Depreciation - 2%

At the initial stage of cost calculation, it is necessary to gather accurate data
and perform several preparatory computations, one of the most essential of which
is determining the correct number of students. For this purpose, the internationally
accepted measure is the Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) student indicator. According
to this standard, a full-time student is counted as 1.0 FTE, while several part-time
students can be combined to form one FTE; for example, two students each com-
pleting half of a full course load are considered together as 1.0 FTE. In addition to
this basic definition, it is crucial to account for the average number of students per
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academic year, considering various forms of student mobility. Such mobility may
include student entrance and graduation, temporary withdrawals, transfers, aca-
demic leave, or compulsory military service. Therefore, to ensure the accuracy of
cost calculations, comprehensive data on all student mobilities within a given year
must be collected and analyzed in order to determine the medium or average num-
ber of students enrolled during the period under review [4].

Now let’s try to give the algorithm of automatic calculation. The algorithm for
calculating the full economic cost per student involves collecting and using several
categories of input data. These include the total direct costs for the student group,
such as faculty salaries, teaching materials, facilities, and stipends; the total indirect
costs or overheads, including administrative salaries, utilities, and library re-
sources; the number of students in the group measured on a Full-Time Equivalent
(FTE) basis; adjustment data reflecting student mobility, such as entrants, leavers,
and graduates; and the selected bases for cost allocation, for example square meters
of space or percentages of direct costs, to ensure a fair distribution of expenses
across all students.

Steps for Calculating Cost per Student The process of calculating the full
economic cost per student involves several sequential steps. First, all necessary
data must be collected. This includes gathering all direct costs associated with the
student group, compiling all indirect costs while determining the appropriate allo-
cation bases, and obtaining the number of Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) students for
the period, taking into account adjustments for student mobility. Next, total direct
costs are calculated by summing all direct cost categories:

Total_Direct_Costs = Sum of all direct cost categories.

Indirect costs are then allocated based on a selected method, such as space
used, percentage of direct costs, or other fair allocation bases. The allocated indi-
rect costs for the group are computed as:

Allocated Indirect Costs = Total Indirect Costs * (Group's Allocation
Base / Total Allocation Base).

The total costs for the group are obtained by summing the total direct costs
and the allocated indirect costs:

Total_Costs_Group = Total Direct Costs + Allocated Indirect Costs.

Adjustments for student mobility are made by collecting data on new entrants,
graduates, withdrawals, and other relevant movements. The average number of
FTE students over the period is calculated as:

Adjusted FTE_Students = Initial_FTE + Entrants_ FTE - Leavers_FTE.
Finally, the cost per student is determined:
Cost_Per_Student = Total_Costs_Group / Adjusted FTE_Students.

Pseudo Code:
INPUT:

direct_costs[]
indirect_costs
allocation_base_group
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total_allocation_base

total_students FTE

mobility data (entrants, leavers, duration)

PROCESS:

sum_direct_costs = sum(direct_costs)

allocated_indirect = indirect_costs * (allocation_base _group /
total_allocation_base)

total_group_cost = sum_direct_costs + allocated_indirect
adjust_students_for_mobility:

total_students = initial FTE + entrants_FTE - leavers FTE
/I or use average FTE over period

cost_per_student = total_group_cost / total_students
OUTPUT:

cost_per_student

Now let’s begin to automize the collection of data. The collection of direct
costs, while seemingly straightforward, is complex in an educational setting. It is
necessary to isolate costs specifically for a student group. Data from the
Educational and Methodological Department reflects the complex teaching load of
academic staff. Each department (chair) must provide the hours dedicated to the
group. The medium cost per hour in each chair is calculated and then allocated to
the group.

An algorithm for gathering and allocating direct costs based on teaching
load. To calculate direct costs for a student group, it is necessary to collect data on
teaching loads, staff salary rates, department costs, and group-specific information
such as course enrollments and section sizes. Each staff member involved in
teaching the group is identified, and the hours they spend on the group's courses are
recorded. The total teaching hours for the group are then summed:

Staft Hours_Group = ) hours spent teaching the group's courses.
Total Group_Hours = )] Staff Hours_Group for all staff involved.

Next, the average cost per hour for each department is calculated based on the
total annual salaries and working hours of the staff:

Department Total Salary Cost = ) salaries for staffin the department.
Department Total Working Hours =} annual working hours for staff.
Cost Per_Hour Chair = Department_Total Salary Cost / Depart-

ment_Total Working Hours.
Staff Cost = Staff Hours_Group * Cost_Per Hour Chair.
Total Direct Cost Group =}’ Staff Cost for all involved staff.

This approach ensures that costs are fairly allocated according to actual teach-
ing workload, providing a precise reflection of resource consumption [2].

Gathering and allocating indirect costs is an essential process to ensure fair
distribution of institutional or departmental overheads among student groups. The
first step in this process is to identify all relevant indirect cost categories, which
typically include administrative salaries, facilities and utilities, library resources, IT
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infrastructure, student services, and depreciation. Once these categories are estab-
lished, it is necessary to determine an appropriate allocation base. Possible bases
for allocation include total direct costs, total student FTEs, the square meters of
space used, the number of courses offered, or the total course hours. Finally, allo-
cation ratios are calculated for each category, and the indirect costs are distributed
to student groups according to the chosen allocation base. This approach allows
universities to reflect the actual use of resources by each group and ensures that
overheads are allocated in a transparent and equitable manner:
Allocated_Indirect_Cost = Total_Indirect_Cost * Allocation_Ratio.

Collecting and calculating student FTE begins with gathering monthly or peri-
odic data on student enrollment. This includes recording the number of new stu-
dents entering at the start of the period, the number of students leaving due to with-
drawals or graduation, the number of returning students if applicable, and the num-
ber of students on academic leave or pauses. Each month, student counts are con-
verted to FTE using the formulas:

FTE_month = (Number of Part — Time Students * Part —
—Time Fraction) + (Number of Full — Time Students * 1).

If data is based on course loads, the proportion of a full load, for example 50
percent, is calculated as 0.5 FTE and the students' contribution is adjusted accord-
ingly. The average FTE over the period is calculated by summing all monthly or
periodic FTES as

Total FTE = Sum of FTEs over all periods (months).
Average_FTE = Total_FTE |/ Number of months.

Alternatively, if student numbers are provided at specific points, a time-
weighted average is used based on the periods with different counts. Adjustments
for student mobility are incorporated including entrants who join during the period,
leavers who exit the program, returnees resuming after leave, and expelled students
who fail during the period. The net change is calculated and the initial student
count is updated accordingly. The final FTE count is obtained as

Adjustedpry = Initialgrg + Entrantsgrgduring period —
— Leavers_FTE during period.

Alternatively, the period-based average FTE can be refined with mobility ad-
justments. In Armenia, the Ministry of Education, Science, Sports and Culture de-
fines the yearly FTE formula as

FTE year = The number of FTE for the beginning of the year +
+Entrants during @ — Graduaters during

period
—
Number of Returnees —Number Leavers

+ 3 — Expelledsx60% —

—Result of rotation/3.
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Table 2
The National Polytechnic University of Armenia FTE Schedule

The number of students for the beginning of the year 2150
Entrants 846

Leavers 206

Rotation -50

Expelled 495

Returnees 275

Graduators 348
The number of students for the end of the year 2172

In National Polytechnic University of Armenia, the data about Students mobility is
collected in the schedule above. So, the Calculation of FTE for 2024 will be as fol-
lows:

FTE year=2150+846/3-348/2+(275-206)*0.6-495%0.6-50/3=2000.

Accurate calculation of FTE is essential for pricing and tuition setting. It helps
ensure that tuition fees remain both competitive and sustainable. FTE analysis is
also important for program viability, as it identifies which programs are financially
sustainable and which ones generate losses. The results are used in budgeting and
resource allocation, allowing funds, staff, and space to be distributed more effi-
ciently across departments and faculties. In addition, FTE provides a basis for stra-
tegic planning by modeling the financial impact of launching new programs or
changing student intake numbers. It also strengthens reporting and transparency
when presenting data to government bodies, boards of trustees, and accrediting
agencies. Finally, FTE calculation supports subsidy identification, helping institu-
tions understand how profitable programs subsidize more expensive ones, such as
science laboratories or humanities libraries [3].

Challenges in Calculation. Calculating the self-cost per student presents
several challenges. The allocation of overheads is complex, as there is no single
“perfect” method, and the chosen approach can significantly influence results [1].
Joint costs are also difficult to assign, particularly for professors teaching both
undergraduate and postgraduate courses [2]. Separating teaching and research costs
for academic staff is another classic challenge in university costing [3], and the
availability of detailed financial and operational data is essential [5]. Overall, this
process is a critical management accounting exercise that goes beyond
bookkeeping, providing insights into the financial health and operational efficiency
of university programs [6]. Universities should pay attention to the Student-to-
Academic-Staff Ratio (SASR), which measures the number of students relative to
the academic staff available to teach and support them [5]. This ratio is especially
important for engineering programs, where hands-on, resource-intensive learning is
common. Engineering education relies heavily on laboratories, design projects,
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workshops, and technical software, all of which require small-group supervision
and specialized instruction.

Accreditation bodies, such as ABET or their equivalents, scrutinize SASR. A
very high ratio can indicate insufficient faculty-student contact, affecting program
quality. Conversely, a lower ratio generally suggests more small-class teaching,
better accessibility of professors, detailed feedback, and stronger mentorship [2].
Maintaining a low ratio also increases costs, so universities must balance
educational quality with financial sustainability.

A meaningful analysis of SASR goes beyond a single university-wide figure.
Ratios should be considered by faculty or college, by student level (undergraduate
vs. postgraduate), and by program type. Staff composition—permanent versus
contract and teaching-focused versus research-focused—also affects the ratio [5].

Benchmarking provides context: top-tier research universities often aim for
ratios between 10:1 and 15:1, comprehensive universities between 15:1 and 20:1,
and teaching-focused polytechnics may operate closer to 20:1 to 25:1, often
supported by more lecture-based teaching. The best benchmark is always peer-
based [2]. Despite its importance, SASR has limitations. It does not measure the
teaching quality directly, as staff motivation and effectiveness are critical.
Technology can slightly adjust the optimal ratio in online or hybrid formats. The
ratio also ignores the contributions of support staff, such as lab technicians and
teaching assistants, who significantly affect student learning outcomes [5].

Conclusion. For an engineering university, the Student-to-Academic-Staff
Ratio is a vital sign. It is a powerful, quantifiable metric that sits at the intersection
of:

Educational Quality
Program Accreditation
Financial Sustainability

By calculating the per unit cost for education carefully, breaking it down by
program and level, and benchmarking it against appropriate peers, university lead-
ership can make informed decisions about hiring, student intake, and strategic in-
vestment.

References

1. The Activity-Based Costing System Applied in Higher Education Institutions: A
Systematic Review of the Literature from 2010 to 2022. (2024). MDPI.
https://www.mdpi.com/2673-7116/4/1/2

2. BepauuyeBckas B.O. Yuer 3atpar Ha NPOU3BOJCTBO M PEATU3ALMIO TIPOAYKLIUH 1
KaIIbKYJIMPOBaHUE CEOSCTOMMOCTH MPOAYKIMU: YdeOHOoe mocoOue i BY30B.-
FOpaiit, 2023 Retrieved from https://urait.ru/book/uchet-zatrat-na-proizvodstvo-i-
realizaciyu-produkcii-i-kalkulirovanie-sebestoimosti-produkcii-477666

3. IManopesa E.C. (n.d.). Mouenu u Meroapl (pOPMUPOBAHHA CEOECTOMMOCTH.
https://klgtu.ru/vikon/sveden/filesstUMP_Modeli_i_metody formirovaniya_sebest
0imosti%281%29.pdf

67



4. Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sports of the Republic of Armenia.
(n.d.). Higher Education. Retrieved from https://escs.am/en/static/higher-education

5. Uhjhpjud W@. << pupdpugnyd Yppnipjub hwdwljupgh wpnh Jhwlp
https://arar.sci.am/dlibra/publication/279934/edition/256988?language=hyw

6. Trends in College Pricing and Student Aid 2024. (2024). College Board.
https://research.collegeboard.org/media/pdf/Trends-in-College-Pricing-and-
Student-Aid-2024-ADA.pdf

Received on 10.11.2025.
Accepted for publication on 29.01.2026.

U4 NFUU LN <UEGINY. OUUELPh <UGd UL UL B
QWJISAUUWSUsSNFUe AEL2LUEANF3T UM E-UHUTL <UTUYUEMGNFT

4.U. vwywmpyui, L3 fupunudjub

Utpuyugynid  Gh pwpdpugnyd Ypenipput nppuonid db ntuowbnnh hwpyng
wdpnnpwlulbt htptiwndtiph hwyqupiwd dhpnpupubinigmnidd n pgpu wjunndunmwgdwb
htwpuynpnipynitittipn: Nrudwd Jawpbtiph niuwmbnnh Ynnihg Jéwnpynn gnidwnt G, dhogytin
htplwndtipl wpmwugnud £ pnithh hppujubt dwhuutipp, npnip wbhpudbym G nruwbinnh
Upenipjut wywhnyiwbt hwdwp: fuinhptt © 6gphm hupqupyty Wkl niuwmbnnh niudwb
htptwndtipp” hwpyh wntiny ninnuijh b wininquijh dwhiutiph  pwpfunidp, nruwbnnitiph
oupdniliniynilp, niuwbnn-wjunbdthuut  widbwuqih  hwpuptpulgnipniip  (SASR),
nuuujuwiniub b htnwgnunujub  whuunmwbpbtiph  hwdwnmtin  dSwhuubipp, hbswtu twl
Shtmbuwjutt ni gnpowntwutt  wduybtph hwuwbbhnipnibp: <wpqupybtiph
dtipnnupwtinipynibb pingpynid £ niunigubing wbabmjuquih wphuwmuygupatinh, jupnpunmnn
uwppuynpnidbitinh, wbpubhjuut  dpwgpnuyhtt. wyqwhnydwt W nuowbnpujub
hpwpiniuniditiph niqnuigh - dSwhuutiph hwjuwpwgpnidp, hswbu  bwle  Jupswpwpnipyul,
Unintuy  Swnuwynipynibibiph, 1T Gipwunnigyuodph, qpunpupubwhlt pbunipubtph
wdnpumhqughuwh winipnujh dwputiph wipnup puppunudp: Aruwbnnbtph phyp qhwhwnynid
E FTE swihwbhyny hwpyh wnbbtny ntuwbnnbtph jupdnibinejub pnnp nwyptpp” tnphyatn,
wyjwpunnbtip, nnipu Ginntp b pindhenid nidignn nruwbnnbbin: hadhttpuub Ypenipyub
hwdwp Nruwbnn-wjunithuub whdbujuqd hwpuptpulgnipniap (SASR) Juiplinp gnighy
E, pmbih np niunignidp wwhwbgnid £ thnpp pdptipny htnbituhy huinnnipynil, wthumwjub
hunphppuuynignit b Jwubwghwwlub  ninbgnyg:  <wpquplbtph  wjundwmugnidp
htwpuynpnipynil £ mwjhu pnihphtt jpwmtinte dwipnluyht upougibpn, wpnup b puthwbghly
pwphunid wyywhnytin, htywbu dwle juyni phtwbuwut yubwynpnid ni puglduuwipuwjub
npnynidiitip pnnidty: Wu dhpnnp dtdwghnid © opugptiph $htwmbuwjub Jpuwhuljtijhnignibp,
tyuwumnid £ phunipuiiph wpynibwgbn junudupdwbp, wyyuwhngnid Yppnipjut npup,
hunwjiginid Yppuljubd dpugptiph hphwpdtipp b eny) £ wughu pnihtiph nhjugupnipyubin
pinniit) hhdbwydnpdwd npnpniditp nrunigdwb, wuwmujuqdh b Ghpppnodttiph nnpuoniy:

Unwhgpughli  punkp. hiptwpdtph hwpqwnl, pwpdpugnyt Ypenipnid, ninnuiyjh
owhuutip, mbninnuyh dwhutp, wjunnduwmnwgnid, SASR, hudhitpuud hwiwjuwpwubbtin:
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PACYET U ABTOMATHU3ALUA 3ATPAT HA OJJHOI'O CTYJAEHTA
B BBICIIIEM OBPA3OBAHUUN

K.M. XauarTpsn, JI.Jl. Baparamsin

PaccMaTpuBaroTCS METOMONOTHS pacdeTa MOJHOW ce0ecTOMMOCTH OOy4YEeHHUS! OIHOTO
CTyZICHTa B BBICIIEM Y4E€OHOM 3aBEJICHHH M BO3MOXXHOCTH ee aBToMarm3anuu. OOyueHne
JUISL CTy/AEHTa OIUlayMBaeTCs uepe3 IUIaTy 3a OOyueHHe, TOorga Kak cebecTOMMOCTb
OTpakaeT peajibHbIe PAcX0Jlbl YHUBEPCUTETA Ha MPEJOCTaBICHUE 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX YCIYT.
[Ipobnema 3akmodaeTcs B TOYHOM ONPENEICHHH CEOSCTOMMOCTH Ha CTYICHTA C yIETOM
pacripesie/ieHUs] IPSMBIX U KOCBEHHBIX 3aTpaT, MOABIKHOCTH CTYAEHTOB, COOTHOIICHUS
“ctrynenT — mpenogaBatens’ (SASR), coBMmecTHOro ydera mpenojaBaTelbCKON
JEATEIIBHOCTH MEXIY OOydCHHEM M HCCIIEAOBAHMAMH, A TaKKe NOCTYITHOCTH HAaJEKHBIX
(hPMHAHCOBBIX M OMEPALMOHHBIX JaHHBIX. METOMONOrHs pacueTa BKIIIOYAeT cOOp JaHHBIX O
3apIUaTax IpenojasaTeliel, pacxofax Ha JabopaTopHoe 00OpyIdOBaHME, MPOrpPaMMHOE
oOecrieyeHue, ydeOHbIe MaTepHalbl U CTYICHUYECKHE MOOMIPEHMS, a TaKXKe CIIPaBEIINBOE
pacmpeseneHne aAMUHUCTPATUBHBIX, KOMMYHalIbHbIX, IT M OMOMMOTEYHBIX PacxoJOB U
amMopTH3auud. YMCIEHHOCTh CTYJEHTOB OIpeJesseTcss IO I0Ka3aTelio0 SKBHUBAJEHTA
nonHoi 3ansitoctd (FTE) ¢ yuerom Bcex (opM HMOABHKHOCTH CTYJIEHTOB: MOCTYIUICHHMS,
BEIITYCK, YXOJI W aKaJeMHYecKue IepephiBbl. [l WEKeHepHoro oOpaszoBanus SASR
ABJISIETCS KDUTUYECKUM ITOKa3aTeNleM, TaK Kak 00ydeHHne TpeOyeT HHTEHCUBHOTO KOHTPOJIS
B MaJblX TpyNnax, WHIUBUAYAJbHBIX KOHCYJBTAIlMd ¥  CHEIHMAIM3HPOBAHHOTO
HACTaBHUYECTBA. ABTOMAaTH3allMs PAacUYeTOB IO3BOJSIET MHUHMMHU3HUPOBATh YEIOBEYECKHE
OomMOKK, 0O0ecreynTh NpPO3pavyHOe paclpeneieHle 3aTpaT, IOBBICHTh (HHAHCOBYIO
YCTOMYMBOCTb U CTPATErnuyeckoe IUIaHupoBaHue. IIpuMeHeHne NpeanoKeHHOM METOAUKU
CIOCOOCTBYeT (PMHAHCOBOW YIPABISAEMOCTH 00pa30BaTEIbHBIX IMPOTPaMM, 3P(PEKTHBHOMY
UCIIONIb30BAaHUIO  PECYpCOB, TOJUIEP)KaHWIO KadecTBa 00pa3oBaHMA W TOYHOMY
OTIpeZIeTIeHNI0  ce0eCTOMMOCTH TporpaMM. OTO JIaeT PYKOBOJICTBY YHHBEpCHUTETa
BO3MOXKHOCTh NPHUHHMATh OOOCHOBaHHBIE DEUICHHWS B OTHOIICHHWM HaboOpa CTYACHTOB,
YIpaBIEHUS IEPCOHATIOM M CTPATETNIECKUX HHBECTHIINH.

Kniouegvle cnoea. pacuer ceOECTOMMOCTHM Ha €AWMHMILY, Bbicliee oOpazoBaHUeE,
npsAMbIe  3aTpaTbl, KOCBEHHBIE 3aTparhl, aBToMaTm3ammsa, SASR, wHXeHepHbIE

YHUBEPCHUTETHL.
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