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Abstract There is a growing emphasis on objective and quantified performance measurement methodologies for the
interactions that occur within modern companies. This is due to the importance of establishing and practicing
future-oriented strategies by estimating the present value of the company and the current energy status through
objective evaluation of the company. Therefore, the selection of KPI as a performance index using BSC (Balance
Scorecard), which is a recent objective performance measurement methodology, has become very important.
Although many studies on existing KPIs have been made in various industries, KPI studies on SI companies have
been insufficient. This study focuses on finding KPIs applicable to SI companies. The study on the KPI design
system according to general strategy of SI companies and the development of methodology and evaluation index
according to index development for each group were carried out and the weighting methodology according to each
evaluation index was presented.

Key Words : Convergence, BSC(Balanced ScoredCard), KPI(Key Perfomance Index), SI(System Integration),
Performance measurement, Organization evaluation
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Table 2. SI KP evaluation index of corporate

Basic index Management Performance + Customer
Satisfaction + Education

Characteristic Standardization of quality + Training of experts +

index Individual indicators
(Detecting indicators as items of organizational
characteristics)
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Table 3. SI company KPI evaluation index
Division Basic index Characteristic index
Business client satisfaction education unique index
performance
Application Achievement team CSF Education Rate 1. Project delivery completion rate | 1. Quality Standardization
rate of Sl company CSF 2. Improvement requirement 2. Nurturing professional
Compliance rate manpower
3. system down time
Infra Achievement team CSF Education Rate 1. System utilization rate
rate of Sl company CSF 2. Strategic task
Strategic Company goal company CSF Education Rate 1. Contract rate
Planning (Sales, profit) 2. Development manpower
utilization rate
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Table 5. System down time evaluation calculation
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less than 60%
less than 60%

Explanation
Education completion rate = education completion person / education subject person

Evaluation calculation | More than 90%

less than 80%-90% [less than 70%-80%)| less than 60%-70%
Quality Rating = Customer Rating + Team Rating + Executive Rating
less than 80%-90% [less than 70%-80%)| less than 60%-70%

Evaluation calculation | More than 90%

Assessment Methods
Assessment Methods

Division

- zHlR}e] )

Education
Quality evaluation

Table 7. Basic structure of quality evaluation
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Table 8. Basic structure of professional training

Division Explanation
apply Recommended SAP Module, ABAP, PMP,  CISA,CPIM, Professional Engineer
certificate credentials
Other certifications MS MCP,MCSD,MCSE,MCDBA
o SUN SCJP,SCWCD,SCBCD,SCJD,SCEA
4 Assessment Certification new acquisition rate = new certifications / number of team members
Methods
Evaluation More than less than less than less than less than
calculation 20% 15%-20% 10%-15% 5%-10% 5%
A B C D E
Assessment Team member language score improvement rate, language score improvement rate = new language score
Language ability Methods / past language score
Improving Evaluation More than less than less than less than less than
calculation 5% 3%-5% 3%-0% 0% (-3)% (-3)%
A B C D E
Table 9. Basic structure of development staff rate
Division Explanation
directly Assessment Development staff utilization rate = direct input manpower / evaluation period accumulation
Input rate Methods
Evaluation More than less than less than less than less than
calculation 40% 35%-40% 30%-35% 25%-30% 25%
A B C D E
Development Assessment Expansion rate of development personnel = expanded number of people / won
Expansion rate Methods
of manpower Evaluation More than less than less than less than less than
calculation 40% 35%-40% 30%-35% 25%-30% 25%
A B C D E
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