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A Study on Application Methods to Economic Impact Analysis on R&D
of Geoscience and Mineral Resources in Input-Qutput-Outcome Perspective

Eun-Young Ahn* and Seong-Yong Kim

Korea Institute of Geoscience and Mineral Resources (KIGAM), 30 Gajeong-dong, Yuseong-gu,
Daejeon 305-350, Korea

Focused in the characteristic of R&D on Geoscience and Mineral Resources as basic research area, we survey on
methods of public works' economic impact analysis including cost-benefit analysis and resent technology evalua-
tion methods and suggest apply-methods to conduct economic impact analysis on R&D of geoscience and mineral
resources. To conduct economic impact analysis on the basic research area, it need to identification research's out-
come not just output. In this perspective, we propose a method, Input-Output-Outcome Roadmapping to identify the
outcome of R&D and show the relation of input, output, and ocutcome of R&D. Furthermore, noticing the different
effects of R&D from public works, we directly evaluate the use-value of the academic theory or geological maps
through Contingent Valuation Method(CVM) and others developed as evaluation methods on environmental goods.
In indirect application methods, it can evaluate the partial of the pubic works' benefit with assuming R&D factors if
R&D is a part of public works. If not, we evaluate the R&D's value as reductions of costs or additions of benefit
with finding related public works.

Key words : outcome, economic impact analysis, cost-benefit analysis, technology evaluation methods
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Table 3. Classification of values.
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Table 5. Output-Outcome Assessment of R&D Projects of Geoscience and Mineral Resources in KIGAM.
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Table 7. Economic Impacts Analysis Cases on R&D of Geoscience and Mineral Resources.
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Table 9. Details and results of Implied Technology Evaluation Methods on Different Public technologies.
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Fig. 6. Implied case of Input-Output-Outcome Roadmap on a R&D Project of Groundwater Remediation.
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