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= zdugaE AN dou, ddAor:  AxdMe WA W ZRA2E AN

a8 dAF 981 de FurIdLe FAa el A5S T3 B dolg g Aag A
T2 FAHNT A&A R 2 A4 B4< dHse, AAHQ FrRHE s

Ao Wale] M2 o3¢t 5ol thal AA =4 58& A dth o9 Zo] 374 F7HA
By ZEA2E Bt LYHA T e & A TRILE T, HolA HET 71EY
T ofd v & Aoz AFHHUY. Hr A A Y EAHES Ry g}

B AFNME= 99} & 571 AAEE 17
o HTAAE Jwo g 3 EAHIP, U4 + T4 2o/ (Domain) 2
HIAAES dAs HAR FHA SAHA as

A, 28 AR ZHLYRAL B YA ¥

o TH G HF YIIRE

9 EAFAYEY SoAe EAHES urddt A @ REmEG: P———
s oasUres) ¢ KB Y FER S
IT FA#H7F 2HUY 35 AAF2A F) il ity BLESY

«+ Real Time Evaluation

o Hednel dEAF AN

« Botolole HaY/HEY
e

. IT $Aes) e &

3.1 EXHHE Overview (28l 3) ITEXMD HIHHA AL

B B AAA IT £ABYHNE 9 B d7qM =od FAHALLES T3
IT B4 84S 24 918 = JE 28 A8 IT EAAT BAAAES LA 253
S ANIREE T IT FALS BiAAE COBITI M AN IT Avd 2 T PYa(<a
<1¥ 3>3 o] PRy, JIIAE, gy} =2 g 4@)> Fa)9 ZTEAN 2 2d3 374 GAO
Az 7490 F7hegelds Agstad 4 e AR AP A Select) B )
she 1Y 540 AR 9EY B v (Control)/¥ 7HEvaluate) Ao wa} Fx3 g

AgsH, AAgde 2 ERAAE FAA HAAS ARG TH<IE 4b)> FI).

How do you know you
have selected the
best projects?

Select

Evaluate

What are you doing
to ensure that the
projects will deliver
the benefits
projected?

Based on your
evaluation, did the
systems deliver
what you expected?

Source: COBIT 3RD Edition {ISACA) Source: “A Framework for Assessing and Improving Process Maturity” (GAO), 2000

(a8 4) (a) IT AHeA Zael3 (b) IT FAz2 2244

Control
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O HE %78 28 d

A (Selec) RANA & YABAA7}E o EA
M LMo ZR2AEE AHIIAeA AW
A Be Fste AAFILE YUEa gl
M, #&|(Control) GANME ZTZAE 7 A
AFHoZ /REFHE 2437 A ofH
g5& o gAE BFA HY3te FUH
7 #EE AYE F U Ager Hit
(Evaluate)| M & ITEAZ 758 A28 o
& 71 anst gXdol HAeAE gAs= A
THE 53 A 7HA gAY EFTRE A
A gt o]d FRE T FHOE FH
#He AolEE #HEIA HH, ANE EFL
AR EAH T2 L ZEE JHoE A
WA MY IT Exr#E S48 9 443
of @t= EXFIHHEI ZEALE <P 559
2ol T35

AAF T e FAERAEE ITFEASY 4%
g3 9 a34E S48 IT §x4 Z2HEY
TEZEL 74 9 $AEHE HAso A
ITed4bs Fysted AHE8EY. E=3 #3382
A g ZEAE U F AR AF L F
o }E g AAJEE AFdh. TEF
ge B4 B3t v IT ¢4kl 742
T 9o 3 B P2aE A3t FAY
RAol Aoz B £ 9
ot F0EARA NN E V18P Exol mE
AFHE DA A3 Z2AEY HubAQd A
EE AANA "tk ARSI A AATE 22~

dl

)ll

rl

2 9 &3 NI Aol e Hohiel AAE
49 EEIHL 98 4RAL ANSA B
o 23F7)E ZEAE 59 A A

W, Z2HE 223 A 7 R BB(Mitigat-
ing) GAE 53 ZTEZHE Y A FAHE= £
AN S Y5t Hrrd e gt T2 E A
HARE W7 (Modify), &2 (Cancel), Z3I(Ac-
celerate) I X & (Continue) 5 4714 39 9
ANARE ANA Eo. AZHIMA A E ITF
Zbe wep At AlAEH FE5 B A2"Y ¢

A3 QA7 598 9 717ke] A AA
A ITEARE 23384 29 23 F7e Wi
TE ARFIZ IT FALIHME AAEH
Ho BY7gozE By} ofF A i ¥
A @ A& WA ¥FE FAS
g o) d Al 7R AHel g HIIZEA
27} 283 Ho] FAEA "ok B dFlA
=yt TEA 2 O AEE AFBHEA 2
e w30l g AoA HHIIEE gt

(38l b) ITFARIZHETL HA|

3.2 AlFHI Z2NA

EEAA VAL Hrl Z2A 2 HE
A5H7Le BAHAA AHE B0 A
AR BExgsL e viA g gA
AEH e 7] F5E FRAZHEY IT 4
4 9 ARAN2H FHEEE B AR E
ol AR FA4AAAR N T A
Hy 2 d=u AAE FHI}EE,
3 oz ANL JdE EE3}E
AR B a0z AN F V) AE
olth, A% 7} Z2AMAE <O 6>F Zo]
A QAN EA(Align), FA B7HAA 2A
(Construct), T2 H7}A1A 2 & (Implement), th

ol wx
2 o FPI

i) mlo

s

2oy P o oo

2 Bl X O‘F e
o +ﬂ

o\NL H

nllo e t
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%99 FAE71EH (Measure), 4 2 YT E
(Analyze/Report)s % 5719 FHoz FAH o
A HlzUx A3 mAHHe] dAH ZE
oA FE AUEN  AHEI7A F 1194
E UFo] A FAAAAE TS BotE £
HatA ot

3.2.1 MAAMEM (Align)

HZY2 A 9 IT ASHEE ngoz
W7t i A2 AN EEE dAE B4
< FHA #HE B3 E4E& AANEA Ao
HA A7 g M 2UA A 9 AGRAS
ot Hl2YX HFENS FP5s AT
AESA Hv, 2 Ao we} 1T o] 3}
S A8 QAN 2ge g2 o)guete B
e ARrEQl ITAE 2 RALFAF S 4
HA Aok 71X = Frioga 2 e 29
BHE AEZALYHE 5o AN

2o

U

E

et >

o )

3.2.2 X "ItAHA MAI(Construct)

A AAS 2279 54 9 d32 o3
2, Constructd AN M Hrlo4d 7199 4%
¥ F8 A3 AX(Key Performance Indicators:
KPD% ITA %X 3 Pool3}2] Mappings £3H9
1 AHH 0.2 IT A3} A Pool A4 3T} o
B AR ABANY FLEE AHP(Analyt-
ical Hierarchy Process) W< o] &3ld #3 A
XE FEIY 28 o]E v o R FYT
TEH Hayge AANGd mARAEY B
B OE LS T ARE A et 4%
FAEIT 43 ARE A8ty BE < AHA
GA>A B HFEAGE FAFA Aoste <
A 424 2 7)EAA > ITHAFAE A
AFBez Yro] AysA "o AAL 1T
A3} AR ROIS EFAE Z2Hsted 84
EA AEEHA . o] BAE B3 ITAAA
F9 VR AAREDRY ABHE AEEA

o] o] =" A2gle FAadd o
V4L FR3A o

3.2.3 &X "WIHA HE(Implement)

719 ASEH AAT ITAAANE =32 53
o, H7F i 7199 IT ROI AAFH 7 AAE
FA3t=d o dFE9E ITAAARE A4
3t olE 22 9 ANAH T WP TR
£ g5 AYst= AAE AP

3.2.4 thadd EXHIIEH (Measure)

B AE IT £4818 24 2 ITAHEH &
%3] Cost-Benefits £A3l=d EHo| 3t
&, Ax¥ ITREAY S-S 4E39 ITEAES
< gosty, & BAA AR AFgE
&) dgozRE yowg wol BenefitS T
. & H&F o] FHAHTUE Cost-
Benefit ¥4 & %3 AEA 28 E NPV, RO],
IRR, Payback Period #& 4t&3A €t}

3.2.5 4 4 2|ZE(Analyze &Report)

7t §7} A2¥ ¥ ROIAFH ] 3t AUEA
2 <13 7>3} 29] Delone and Mclean®| Extend-
ed IS Success Model & g% o2 HA&F ‘Root
Cause’ B4 71H& B39 F 5UAE F3hd
FA38HA BHATE 9, 2003). £ dANAE
ROI| Z#E 7 A28 H QAR AFE,
AZTAZR LFE, IT °] 8%/}, IT FEAHL IT
FAY Y ARE FAsY EAEMY A
E AZsA dd. =28 AJAHAY FR A
A4 A E B3 IT FA7E 719 Fe A
FUE FEE FYsaA doh FRAYAFL
ROM(Return On Management) Al <+2} 3l 2 A
B3l Ao 2Ho| FFolW AP AEo]
o, Hd4tstd A 2" BAH A 718 5E 5o
Bl =l = A @ ¥] & (Transaction Cost)ol o3 &
T HEEA 7Y ARHE Y &F &
A4S IS & de AEE ALY F Qo
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oFE- %I 2%

R Peer MapHl L EX & B3] HH3} HFREAE 98 HE s HFHA W

TEE ¥ féi?i ITEA 7t =8 A F3 s#e g 7L F Aok A71M BRE 5 3

A B £ A8 gl WM ZEAZ

IT, Peoples 37} #A oA ZRUUE Botst

3.2.6 LR ol o Fojedd 5¢ FEY + e ¥ AAZ
2 E}ﬁlh %ol sTA WHE A oF, A F3% 4 Aok

o WA &Y

amos—:_w Xl%’-‘h IYES HEE & 3.3 WYES 5%

7. @lla =9 "“}—‘1 yied £4 &2 ¥ B =FqA AANE IT AR EY EAL
7t B2 Adete AR dF Z2A2E FH AFANE T €8F 724 B8 izt
SAY, #d A 9 ZTF2YF 5 FY3ln YAAAE Bistn om FA 7198

»n Analyze/
5 Report
@
m
@
= ROI @91
r 24
<
2 B/PY B D Y
T 1/IP3 24
2 !
MBI AY O Foll M2t B8 YUts £8 Cost & Benefit
ojA A AR SomELD = T oL
L 1) ROI 222X Tool: A|2H & W AHBRH 0|8 £/THFE TAMM e
2)B/P: 88X} &2 Practice
3) /P : Information Productivity
(@ 6) IT ROl AIFEI} Z2EMA
IT 3 && A
IT ROI Root Cause Analysis Flow
T w24 AEX DS EH MHla 2d NEXRF BB
H| =L A M ebzhe) Cve 2 (USIMy 244
e =4 ’ - F = r
HOIEA
A Xt 23 AFE e 23 MNEXO|BE Rg'gjm,%
HEE 2 = 24 HE Y 2N
AR EH T Al2d] EE
Eye e
1) USI : User Satisfaction Index t f

Q3 7) (TyztaE oAl
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IT ROI i8] 7 A XS L =8

71 AlE Saleg

Az dAE 484 AT IT AHAAE AA

FHEZANAE 7W Atk= Aotk Z &
T SAA RS BAA#7} o8 dA e oA
AR qgg vAE JHTA FEE FAH
of A&AQIT FARE 7} 758 AASE &Y
1A SAtheE Aol & IT AMdA #
HoAAM 7149 A 238 11 FAES 21
3E 82 3 FYAAE FASY Avda
gF F U IT BEAHEN L3 28 9}
AR AEA BE4F & IYEE YT ol
IT FAARZ B7AAA Y 758 53 7] +%2
AN2go] g3 #3824 ROl 24 L H7LE 59
S, 2" F4, AREFA AuAFA 13
A9 47 Z2HOZ o] YUBME S350
10 BE ol % FAEE &5 gt

Fy3te WA AA4-E AAA <2

Kol
=
= 7).

=
rf

:,1- 1125}

ou
B AFqAE mANA AAE IT FAEY
91 A 2 adg BAsy] 98 3

€719¢ LAHE A IT EA%7 34 S
Akt WHES A 83817 8 AAE L
980"4‘:]1 tﬂ- A—l%g} :Lo HH ﬂf\"i
T 59 7MY AHFEE FA YFEE
g2, A7E AY 288 28 W
A= A& ATt F A4t 2
FFEolH T4 & 2700 = o
3§ I Aotk LARE 2002 sht

=
U g

[e}

3
it e

po (2
cz[o

(=)

o}m#nu%o& PN

]

£ g

£3 CRM A28 g A% =z
AN 1 AHE SHEH FA A
shotat 1At 3t o olrt Bk 449 &
3w AR B AAA Y U
{1 ZUHE 2 Fzd JAE 7=
do] ARTH F=3 LAE AZAAISe] AR
EA 3 1 A gs ANE HlugtE A
Nt zALe E2& Fostua sy,

_gnﬁ_\,ldio%rlrﬁdlﬂnﬂ_ﬁmuur}m

o
JN Bl nfo g

By

olef & d+= LAY 589 CRM 999
AF FB A §4& 9938= CRM-DW,
A A8 T BE7 1A AYE FIEe
CRM-Action, Call ¥ &3 24 F8& d3si=
CTIN2H S Efste d7E F3FAoH,
CRM A28 7)%5 84 Value Chain 9] Al
29 A5, CRM 8% 994 F AFHA
32 Axd d38 EAFA

V. 2923 9 23

B A Ms LAY A E 33 A AAIG
Bt TE2A 20 g2 EAsgH o of HA
A IT B249h IT A #zte] ABBAE AAAT
7] 93 2y FEAL B HJRFLE Ay
2R sy

5.1 M HE(Align)

AAA HE GAE LAY 2R EXY [TAH
29 AFAAE AANHY AAAM AES]
A8 AT A5 TS NS B B
CoverageE #4351 Fd A 2" JF A
o A FFAE goster FF o] AH. o] &
AaA, Addag 2T A 5& gty
£ AF AEgl CRM AlF- ol AFEY n=
Y2 Ao AFPAH £E& AESL, 7=
A2 ¥ CRMA 28 9] CoverageS £33 th

<71% 7>2] Mapping Table2> &3 IT A3} X
E FE 7o g ASET E8 LA R A
$R% v 2Y 2 A CRMA|2E Y A F o]
P ALY 45 AAY AEE BF ITY A

F&& Hofsted ol “Strategy Support
Scorecard”et= A AW &S Hriste AE
of o3 o]FAF Tt o] £ g3 WA
g A Aol e CRM A 2”9 A F
Z0] 70%E 233t ol ¢ FFAHE o
A Joy, AE AR oA Y FAYIT
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A% A9 @ Gapol EAHY
7o) BEE BF A2de BLEYG 4F 2
HolA BA gdoz Bot Hg

5.2 T=(Construct)

T35 dAdME LAY A5 992 Business
KPI%} CRM Al2H 999 IT 43 ARE

-

AREL A37 MappingS
23 45 A #E Je M 44 ARE =
23l slg Poold TATIL FHY HIANE
53t a9 ‘?J—r%‘@.«l MAFAANEE FZ &
A, ITARAE FYAE AT ol
&, AA LAY 99 - upAE #A R2Ys
KPIE B43ta] AAQERG] dANE st
I AY A KPIE FH3A T

3.

3
p 4

o?.: e
"U —\L e

L At2| Value Chain

At

NENY ae 52 A
A3 83 E3

AE e

A4E014

EANLE

114
e

£ Y Mapping Table

(38 8) LAFS| Value Chainzt MHEA|AH #H Mapping Table

It X B2} HA

ITY 2ot 2AYUS

Ch X| B2 HA

Lo ITHIR RO F7HERE KPI

(g 9) "i=LA KPILH T MIX|E Mapping Table
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IT ROl 82| 74t ¥ XE: | F87IY Al2IE F4lez

olEA UG AIA A K1+ IT A7 =)
EE Mappingdtd A4F FAE HAEST B4
Aol Qe IT AT AEE 132 HEeY) o
W Ao AFAY FATE AHP/IH S o) &
39 11 AFHE EUE CRME Y nAE, A
A=, Mul29) AR 715¥ A2 g A7
3TN B B9 AR Adg AR
ek a2 7RI} F 509 A9 ITAFH A
E Pool¥ 13 AT

49 LAY ITAFAE Poold] 3] &
AT AR A Ja¥es 5 AF/ES &

< FH}AT. ol AEo) 3 MR &
O % SMART ¥3& #&3th. SMARTZ T4
3} A =(Specific), =4 7}% (Measurable), A3

(% 3) CRM &9| |T 4IX|E Pool OflA|

7154 (Action Oriented), & &4 (Relevant), 2 Al
A (Timely)& AX9 4 7|E22 3 Aoy
o] 7Z1& wt YIS B3 409 A IT A
F AFXE FAHAL ol W dF FGE IT
AT AFE A AIME ZAsAT &, o]
BAYMEL 9 1T+ Communication Tool
EX &8 ¥ F Yo

5.3 H&(Implement)

AL dANME AligndA A A3 niA
¥ 9y dF 999 CRMA2HE ¥ 93 A
(Mapping Cel)ll HF AAZ IT A% ARE
vj g3t CRM %7} AAE FA AT b

Cost
Avoidance

Business

Operating —

Efficiencies 4 HXE Q1Y Az 24
Labor L

3] 0] MALA] EEA}
Marketing Productivity el A By
A8l &84 Z7}-Sales Lead Closure Rate 3F4to] w2
= ol ol
Business Strategic Lead Sale 37} °]9]
Advantage

Labor Service Calle] AALA Z7}

Business Productivity | Service Staffe] #a] SW3T Hl& A

Operating

Service Efficiency Cost
Avoidance
" Business Strategic Cross-Sell 2 Up-Sell &7}
Advantage
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o

bl
o
iy
N
o
o
ez
e

XYZ AFQ| Benefit &2k A

TN EZAN

(38 10) LAt CRM 7t &A|

A, B AN Bk AAE 94 BAY 99
o wAE, AUz, AHlzg a9 ZzH s
Zzte] A Q% B, 3 vARAA LAY
4, A 718, 9% 2239 719, HA=

A offer 718, 2A# < ARH7}, BE, AH| 24
A ARYE, a4ReY, 298 2299 4F

Qa3 CRM T A 2¥9¢) CTI, CRM-Action,
CRM-DW 3Zo] A" A3 A7} AA 74
H Ao

5.4 £X(Measure)

o EAWrt 54 dAdAE =R
23t IT B4 @8-S 9hofd)
Ao ARgEe sl YL
ZRE s=g B} Benefitd THTH<E 4>
Zx). ZE HEFH FYo] FHHTGH FRAX
e ¥ Cost-Benefit 42 & & $IA Aot o]9
IT F44& £4& 98 LAY Hrhd B3R
Nzdge 27] BAHIES FJASL 9d&

TR &L BAESAG T FAULE st
T}, o 7] A B]&-L& TCO(Total Cost of Ownership)
B o g gosqnt. gapA A2" 753 &
A Zlolv +97 #dE IT ¥l &% #o
e Aol okvzt W3] u]§, BPR(Business

Process Reengineering), AH&AF R &8& o] e}
HAE 73] €448 5 wzY2x v 87tA ot
At

I S Implement@ A A EAH F7TAA
g Fzdto Hod 49 = FEANLHY
ITAFA RS tha] A28 75 o]dF A
AL7e 4% &3E FE AL Baselines A
Aot G 28 =Y o A(AS-WAS)FH =Y
o] Z(ASIS) #EE T I FHAE AE &
Ay gerlA 2 AEs g olgA H &3
o].g 3}il ROIFA F9 &), NPV(EEA 7}
A]), Payback Period(3]<= 7|ZH9), IRR(WH <
E) 59 AFH EHe 53 Ak A"
Hze B4 7)o 2¥E CRM-DW7} 7}73}
e B ARE AFYLH CTIe M8 @
A A3E Yetdt, ol dxe 449 ’\l
2do] zZte FAEE WU ¥ AFHE 7}
A gt 39, dFHo2E wAY FHo) &
A28A AYZ Y91 5 AFHE UeHe
U AA dF 4739 90% oS A BoH
Au 2 9L 10%7Te Az 434S YE
Wtk =28 A% FRAAE dF AHE F
3w LA G4 bR A3 Roe A
“3"} Zmo Agd Ay} 2 oY ¥ AL

4 HAh

i
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(Z 4) LA CRM A|AH! Cost-Benefit &4

(@9 B

1 | Year2 | Yea

Total Costs 100,000 | #25,000 | ¥25,000 | %25,000 | %25,000 #25,000
Cumulative Costs 100,000 | $125,000 | ¥150,000 | 175,000 | ¥200,000 $225,000
Total Benefits 0 | $200,000 | #200,000 | ¥200,000 | ¥200,000 ¥200,000
Cumulative Benefits 0 | $200,000 | 400,000 | ¥600,000 | ¥800,000 | ¥1,000,000
Net Benefits -¥£100,000 | 175,000 | #175,000 | ¥175,000 | ¥175,000 #175,000

Cumulative Net Benefits (5 Year) |-%100,000 | 75,000 | 250,000 | %#425,000 | #600,000 775,000
Net Present Value (NPV) Savings| %##617,353

Return on Investment (ROI) 344 %

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 174%

Payback Period 6.8months
5.5 24 U 2|ZE(Analyze/Report) o] 8% | UEE, AR [ A2 [ M2 FF,
ZIAE F Hrto g Aty 9 FH &
4 4 E]TZE AdAxe FEA2HE ¥ gozx S8 H4ds Fogdrt. B EHgME
ROI 2o g YALH L F3) FAH7LY A=z FAQ] CTIE A Y3ty i B4 &3
AAA B4 —r‘%‘ ?5]'9&*:3], “ROI Root Cause 7} 71 9HE v A A E3 CRM-Actions TjA4 2
Analysis Scorecard”gb= HE & 53 AFEAY Z 3ok B4 A A8AY o] §EY uE

$92,556.00

Citigroup Inc

XYz 6 | $5,528.09 :
1.P. Morg: ‘chase& cb (15.6)% $43,372.00 $1,663.00 $758,800.00 $15 14300
Bank of Yokohama, Ltd - (24.1)% $2,467.67 $167.17 $90,651.58 $841.79
Peer Average . 6.9 % $46,131.89 $5,702.06 | $648,880.53 $17,765.93
Information Productivity(% Est. IT Spending Comparison

5

5

- 4

g

2

1

0

& - 2 283} 8|0 5t0] XYZALS 23
- HEE H DY A XYZAIS B BN U M2l crE 28D
information Productivity® S {5t ¢S EXZUe Hes W2 Hey

(ad 11) MZT|ntel MMM 5T FAH |2
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ro

ol

S3 Gapel ol A= EA stgoy oldf g
g U2 N2HFHA R REEEAS ARE
A (Sales®}t ServiceZt AR HA Ao EA 7}
1A S a Aoz e TEAE F
o Az2 AT ARH 75y &7 AY 1 B
d 59 A AU

g, P 71dol &3 Qe AdTY AT
719 E=E ZR71d %] A B A2 (Information
Productivity) ¥ ITFAKIT Spending) 5 £
3 AAEE vwd B A9 mEA} @
Aol £Pov FARAYNFL vz AAG
Ao 2 B} 3ok =3 7Y AFHE nF
7350 of B ITEAE 4 £& F3H
F7P7F 48% A8 EAH

flo o

N

of

V. 2 &

2 d7dM e A7 FEAA9 1T T2 4
3G AAE Tt THE WHEd A 1%
3G A2e H7h RS ANGAL o] 7t
2 254 7199 CRMAI &Y tig mz2Yx
Aol XL F3 4F H/tE & By o
el AFE T3, ¢4 EEATE B AA
3 IT FARTRe Ao dAA, 719 BH
Agotel A, FHY FARHHIL, AAAA
FAGSS H3y SAY A& FY &
Aol e} &3 2] 71qsnA A

e FH) AF evtE AR
T ZE37] AT PHoE Ve 9% KPI
SHIT 43 A®e A WS AAEA IT
Ao 2AE Frsuz 3

o AY AR IT A o] dAHEE got &
T AT THAA B Rtk Xﬂ/\l%}lx} .

o B7} o] %9 Agel g H4d B4 WAY

T ANGLEAN A3 #e °ﬂ 3 584

A7) A

N 71 @rbt e vAA @AE S

olN

8 &7 Y3t ANA Hrte BedE AA
3t AA 719 =+ Best Practices}2] H W
B} dere AAstnz &,

=3 LAY AEY AL AL 53
of FF AZY7} AL AL Yo IT ¥
Mot AREAY IT Ao g Ao g
Has @ gyt F23 ARGAYE B
F AR IT FAEFH H7HE 58 71 &9
Ao Bez7t 879, ol FF IT Strategy
A ofdel IT Valued] AA B9 B4 BQ
Aol d& A% A7t TteEE AART. ®
B AFNA OFR] gL AAY Hrte i@
A ATE T3 Risk ¥4, B4 gA 2F, F
A 4 ¢ 2R T AE2L P g A
EJ} o] Folxof & Aol o] HA A AHR
B A% 97l AAe dBFE JHAE 5EF
H7bel i Huty B4 =3 87E A=
o gt
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IT ROI Methodology Development and Application:
A Case Study on Financial Company

Jung-Hoon Lee" - Gi-Han Park™ - Bu-Yeon Oh™"

Abstract

Business expects that IT investment would maximize the effects, like availability, timeliness, rap-
idity of information, by practical using of information technology for a strategic goal. However, it is
not clear yet that IT investment would increase business productivity and could create profitability in
the end - the linkage between IT investment and business KPI(Key Performance Indicator). In this
case study(only provides post-evaluation case), we suggested integrated IT ROI(Return On Investment)
methodology with a consistent and integrated view, on the base of practical implementation at Korean
financial company. Especially, we evaluated connection between IT and business strategy, made busi-
ness-related IT KPI development methodology, suggested framework for sustainable IT evaluation and
management.

Keywords: IT ROI, ROI Analysis, Business Case, IT Performance Measurement, Post-ROI
Analysis and CRM
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