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ABSTRACT

This study has three objectives: 1) to evaluate financial cost and benefit analysis and
sensitivity analysis of an investment project on opening lower secondary classes of a private
school in Mueang District, Lampang Province; 2) to conduct SWOT analysis of the project; and
3) to study factors affecting parents’ school selections for their children and their attitudes

towards the school’s curriculum.

Primary data were used in this study. For the first two objectives, interviews with the
school administration staff were conducted to obtain information regarding to costs and benefits
of the project as well as advantages and disadvantages of running the project. For the third
objective, data were obtained from a sample of 100 parents of students who were attending the

school at the time of interview, using questionnaires.



Under the assumptions that the project life is 10 years and using a discount rate of 7.25%,
financial feasibility study of the project was conducted in 2 scenarios. Under the first scenario, all
3 levels of lower secondary school, with 3 classes for each level, were offered from the first year
the project. Net Present Value (NPV) was found to be 6,354,054 Baht, B/C ratio was 1.2039, with
IRR of 17.58, and pay back period of 4 years and 5 months. For sensitivity analysis, it was found
that costs of the project could rise up to 37% while revenue could fall down to 20%. In the second
scenario, only 1 level with 3 classes was offered in the first year, 2 levels with 6 classes in the
second year and full 3 levels with 9 classes starting in the third year onwards. The results of the
analysis showed that the project was still financially feasible with NPV of 3,170,082 Baht, B/C
ratio of 1.1058, IRR of 11.81, and pay back period of 5 years and 2 months. The project was
found to be not financially feasible at all if government subsidies were taken out from the income

flow of the project.

On the SWOT analysis, the results of the study revealed that the fact that the school has
been established for so many years and its reputation for good quality curriculum were the
project’s major strength. Weakness of the project was found in the school’s lack of emphasis on a
particular skill for students. Offering alternative of lower secondary education for students who
cannot/ do not want to compete for state education may be considered as the project’s business
opportunity. Business threat, however, was found to be late opening of lower secondary

education than other competing schools.

On the study of factors affecting parents’ school selection. Factors which were found to
have relative great impact on their decisions were those related to product, personnel, place and
process. Factors relating to promotion were found to be the least important. On the parents’
attitudes regarding curriculum, most thought that there was little difference between private and

state schools.



