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Abstract

This paper presents the methods of evaluating validity and effectiveness of
informatization budget investment for e-Government, through the preliminary evaluation,
the progress evaluation and the post evaluation of the investment, and a quantitative
evaluation model which improves conformance of IT ROI(Return On Investment) using the
evaluation results. the right evaluation targets of informatization investment for the
development project to GDOC(Government electronic Document Distribution Center), and
KPIs(Key Performance Indexes) which is enable to evaluate objectively effectiveness in the
preliminary and the post evaluation phases are developed, and according to using the
quantitative evaluation model, improved effectiveness evaluation results for each index in
the point of view of usage and innovation are come out.
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