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A Study on the Technology Evaluation Index for Superior

Product Selection in the Public Procurement System :
Focusing SME Technological Innovation

Daemyeong Cho' - Sachun Lee

Graduate School of Technology and Innovation Management, Hanyang University

With the radical changes and advancements of industrial economy, it is required to secure product competitiveness through
technological innovations to overcome uncertain environments and generate a driving force for sustainable growth. So the Korea
government introduced the superior product selection system in 1996 and has granted such incentives as priority purchasing and
contracts the products of SME whose technological capabilities have passed the screening criteria. After analyzing the ambiguity
of the evaluation procurement used in designation of excellent product, this study proposed seven detailed indexes for evaluation.
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<Table 1> Superior Product Eligibility

Quality(Performance)
Certification

Technology

Classification Certification

New Excellent

Product (NEP) New Excellent Product(NEP)

- New Excellent
Technology(NET)

- New Excellent
Technology for
Electricity

- New Excellent - Excellent Performance

New Excellent Technology for Certification(EPC)
Technology Health Care - Good Recycled Mark
(NET) - New Excellent - GS Mark
Technology for |- Environment-friendly
Environment Mark
- New Excellent - High Efficiency Energy

Technology for Equipment Certification

Natural Disaster |- K Mark
Reduction - Self-Quality Assurance

Patent - Utility Model |- Domestic Patent
application Product | only

Green Technology
Certificate Product

- Green Technology
Certificate

g ER NGRS <Figure 1>3 2ol F 39
2 o]Folxit},

Preliminary Review .commlttee. (7~8persons)
: documentation screening : presentation,
screening .
question and answer

Secondary Plant condition survey
screening (excellent product association)

Site investigation : plant visit, check

Ceremony for certificate designation
Certificate (Start date)
designation Designated period : 3 years

(1 year extension possible)

<Figure 1> Superior Product Designation Procedure
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<Table 2> First Evaluation Index
I distribution
Classification of marks
core
technology 4730)
@ Tech;]olqu ‘ important 34(15)
cer.tl 1cation gnd 1ts technology
weight (the impact
technolggy of registered patent general 22(14)
evaluation to the product) technology
surrounding
technology 1
@ standard compliance -5
@ Reliability of technology 5
design aesthetics, convenience, environmental
evaluation affinity, practicality, conservatism
@ Impact of quality Finished goods 35
) (performance) Main component 23
Quaht'y certification to product| Minor part 11
evaluation
® reliability of quality 5
® reliability, convenience, maintainability
economic
effect evaluation of economic value 5
analysis
@ Export product 5
N ” @ Reliability of product quality 5
eevi(iﬁ;tli(l)(r)ln @ SME - venture business application 3
@ Restriction on unfair trader -5
® Transaction ban at e-commerce -3
sum 100
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Step * Selection of technology evaluation index candidate
One based on 13 evaluation bodies
* Preliminary survey
Step - Confirmation of indices by experts
Two - Selection by importance
- Derivation of indices by majority
Step * secondary survey
Three - Comparison of indices selected by majority
- Deduction of importance using AHP technique

<Figure 2> Research Model
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<Table 3> Domestic and International Technical Indexes

institution name

technology evaluation Indices

Innobiz Association

completeness of technology, reliability, existence of similar alternative technology, position in the
technology life cycle, lifespan of the technology, expected lifespan, commercialization probability of
the technology, technology contribution to product lifespan, contribution of technology to the
product, difficulty for duplication, marketability of technology, growth

Small & Medium Business Corporation

creativity of technology, existence of core technology, applicability of technology

Korea Institute of Science and
Technology Evaluation and Planning

reliability of developers, presence of competitive technology, creativity of technology,
commercialization possibility of technology

Korea Industrial Technology Association technology

superiority of technology, applicability of technology, reproducibility of technology, expandability of

Korea Evaluation Institute of
Industrial Technology

technology level, alternative technology, degree of automation, complaint rate, manufacturing process,
production facilities, factory operation ratio

Korea Technology Finance Corporation

novelty of technology, expandability of technology, ripple effect of technology, commercialization of
technology, technology development environment

Korea Valuation Association

superiority of technology, reliability of technology, lifespan of technology, reliability of developers,
technical standard, wide spread effect of technology, IP infringement probability, difficulty of
manufacturing, marketability

Korea Institute for the

Advancement of Technology difficulty for duplication

competitive technology, intellectual properties, lifespan of technology, superiority of technology,
technology contribution to the product, expandability of technology, ripple effect of technology,

Korea Invention Promotion Association

novelty of technology, technology lifespan, existence of alternative technology, needs for technique
and market potential, technology widespreading into industry marketability of technology

National Technology Transfer Center

technology status, presence of competitive technology, novelty of technology , availability of technology,
completeness of technology, expandability of technology

Technology Evaluation Information Center| competitiveness of technology, superiority of technology, reliability of technology, completeness of technology

Inavisis Inc.

strategy of technology, functionality of technology, competitiveness of technology

Valuation Method Research Society

novelty of technology, superiority of technology
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<Table 4> Survey Result of the Indexes Validity

@ current evaluation index is proper with no operational| Iperson
problem (2%)
@ current evaluation index is ambiguous but no operational| 7persons
problem (15%)
@ current evaluation index doesn't have operational problem| 32persons

but need to consider concrete evaluation index (67%)
@ current evaluation index is ambiguous and need to consider| 8persons
concrete evaluation index (16%)
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<Table 5> Survey result of the Index Candidates validity

D proposed evaluation candidate group is proper as technology | 35persons
evaluation index (87%)

@ proposed evaluation candidate group isn’t proper as | 4persons
technology evalution index (10%)

@ proposed evaluation candidate group is proper as technology| 1person
evaluation index but need additional index (3%)
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<Table 6> Respondents of Technical Indexes with CVR Rate

Classifi- I respondent | CVR
cation evaluation index number Value
1 competitiveness of technology 34 0.70
2 wide spread effect of technology 33 0.65
3 existence of competitive 0 0.60
technology
4 diffuculty for duplication 30 0.50
5 completeness of technology 30 0.50
6 technology standard 39 0.45
7 technology contribution to the 39 0.45
product
8 retention of core technology 38 0.40
9 commercialization ability of 33 0.40
technology
10 existence of intellectual property 26 0.30
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<Table 7> Final Technical Indexes

competitiveness of technology, difficulty for duplication,
evaluation | technology standard, technology contribution to the product,

index retention of core technology, completeness of technology,
wide spread effect of technology
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<Table 8> Importance and Rank of the Each ltem

Classification Definition importance | ranking
wide spread |applicability and expandability,
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technology |etc
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of Fechnolo competitive technologies, 0.176 2
gy quality and price level etc.
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standard election, etc.
difficulty for |probability for duplication, 0112 5
duplication  |difficulty in chasing ’
degree of technology element
technology |coupling, contribution to
contribution to |product construction, needs for 0.109 6
the product |merging with other
technologies
completeness where is the technology; idea,
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mass-production
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