To: Country Research Teams

From: UW Center for Information & Society

Re: Final Update on Inventory/Taxonomy
Date: September 12, 2008

The following serves to provide an update on the taxonomy and lay out the timeline for next steps.  
Background

On July 13, 2008, CIS provided a memo to the Country Research Teams outlining the proposed taxonomy and inventory.  A summary of the main points of the memo is as follows:

An inventory of facilities is being created to help quantify what is being studied and to help differentiate venues for survey design and data analysis purposes.  The inventory is intended to capture data that exist for facilities that are currently operating, not those planned for the future.  The general requirement is that facility-level data can be collected from existing administrative data sources with high confidence.  

One aspect of the inventory is a taxonomy that will allow understanding of facility type without having to assign a nomenclature that may vary in definition across countries.  A primary intent of the taxonomy is that it will provide data from which facilities can be mapped and selected for in-depth research.  The taxonomy can be divided into two distinct parts: a global taxonomy and a local taxonomy.  Inputs that go into both taxonomies should 1) be able to be obtained solely from existing administrative data for all facilities with a high confidence, 2) provide a high-level description of the venue.  The global taxonomy is composed of a discreet set of fields that cannot be adjusted in order to make the taxonomy extensible when we add new countries (ideally, a model for any country in the world) (see Appendix I).  

The local taxonomy, however, will allow researchers to include data that they find unique to their countries and vital for high-level understanding of facilities.  Such data may include type of NGO or the presence of infomediary services.  Although these types of data will not be universally applicable and thus not appropriate for the global taxonomy, they may nonetheless hold high-level importance within the country context.  Again, the general expectation is that these data can be collected from existing sources with a high level of confidence (without any additional surveys) and will be available for all venues.  See the PowerPoint presentation included.
Current Status
After input from CRTs and the RWG over the past several weeks, the inventory and taxonomy have been finalized.  The next step is for CRTs to submit to CIS the data needed to complete the inventory for facilities in their countries.  Data should be populated into the spreadsheet provided.  The spreadsheet includes a data dictionary and sample.  Columns indicated with red are required to be populated for each venue.  These data are:
· Venue name

· Venue name in English

· Venue street address

· Venue city

· Venue country

· ALL five fields in the global taxonomy (NOTE: Categories within the global taxonomy fields should be inputted as the numbers that correspond to each category, as indicated in Appendix I.  Do not write in the category.  For example, under “Ownership”, type “2” not “Public”)
· Presence of ICTs at the venue
· Source of information
Although these are the only fields that are required, it is highly encouraged that as many other fields as possible are also populated.  This will greatly add to the usefulness of this dataset.

Once CIS has a dataset from each CRT, it will load the data into a database CIS developed.  A primary feature of the database is a mapping tool that will allow visualization of facility location and inventory data on a map.  CRTs may need to provide input to help pinpointing facility locations within their countries.  These last two tasks will be discussed in further detail at the Chile meeting.  
The immediate tasks CRTs should undertake at this point are:
· If you have not done so already, provide the name/role of someone who will serve as the contact for data related questions.  Please provided this as soon as possible and no later than September 19, 2008.
· Review the inventory spreadsheet and data dictionary and follow up with CIS if you have any questions.  It is important to clear up any ambiguities in what data need to be submitted prior to collecting and submitting the data. 
· Fill in the spreadsheet with required information.  Please note that although not all data points are required, to make the dataset most useful for IPAI, we hope as many cells as possible can be populated.  Due October 17.
· If you are creating a local taxonomy, please provide a key that describes this new taxonomy along with the populated spreadsheet.  Please note when creating the local taxonomy that these data can be collected from existing sources with a high level of confidence and will be available for all venues.  Due October 17.
Final notes of importance to keep in mind

· For data related questions, please contact Chris Rothschild at CIS (chriskr@u.washington.edu).
· If you have any questions about what data definitions are or what is expected to be entered into each cell, please contact CIS.  It is important that there is constancy both across and within countries as to what data are being entered. CIS will consult George Sciadas as needed.
Appendix I - Final Global Taxonomy

The final global taxonomy is composed of five fields with between two and five categories within each field:

1. Ownership

1.1 Private 

1.2 Public 

1.3 NGO 

1.4 Other

2. Business Mode

2.1 For-profit

2.2 Not-for-profit

3. Internet Access Fee

3.1 Free

3.2 Paid
3.3 Not Applicable
4. Venue Type

4.1 Library

4.2 School

4.3 Stand-alone facility (i.e., telecenters and cybercafés)

4.4 Other public access location

4.4.1 Government building

4.4.2 Post office

4.4.3 Religious institution
4.4.4 Other
5. Mobility

5.1 Fixed

5.2 Mobile

The following provides the categories within each field and comments to explain the process by which the sections were finalized based on CRT input.

1. Ownership (legal description, not source of funds) 
     1.1 Private 

     1.2 Public 

     1.3 NGO 
     1.4 Other

<Comments>

We are going to stay with the original four sub-categories. Responses to CRT suggestions:

a) ‘Public’ to ‘Government’ – ‘Public’ is a more appropriate term because the boundaries of what constitutes the “government sector” are not the same across countries.  In many countries governments have established agencies that are technically not part of the government but are nonetheless public entities.  Remember, this category relates to the legal description; not the source of funds. An NGO might receive all of its funding from a government, but here the selection would still be NGO.  Similarly, a government program might receive donated computers and connectivity from the private sector, but it is still a publicly-owned facility. 
b) Adding ‘community owned’ – We suggest not including this. We think it is possible to select ‘Private’ in this category, and ‘not-for-profit’ in the next category to arrive at the same distinction. Again, the boundaries may well not be comparable across countries and lengthy explanations may be needed.  Moreover, since we will use “public” not “government” it will be covered there.  However, if countries still feel strongly about this, then please add as ‘Other’ (1.4.1). 

2. Business Mode

     2.1 For-profit

     2.2 Not-for-profit

<Comments>

In response to Chile’s question, a private school-based telecenter would be classified as ‘not-for-profit’. This is because this category is about the business model, not the legal inscription. The business model in Chile’s example is not-for-profit. In this case, Chile would select ‘private’ in category #1 to cover the legal inscription, and ‘school’ in category 4.
3. Internet Access Fee 

     3.1 Free

     3.2 Paid
     3.3 Not Applicable
<Comment>

We made a substantial change here to account for a number of problems. Since most places will have a combination of free and paid services (printing, training, etc.) we decided that the only meaningful distinction we can do at this stage is determine whether access to the Internet is free or paid. Therefore, we also eliminated the ‘hybrid’ sub-category. When we implement a venue survey we can then get more detailed data about the costs of various services.  While it’s important to know whether the public has free Internet access, it is not reasonable to expect that other value-added services, such as photocopying, printing etc. would be free.  This may “contaminate” what we’re trying to get to.
4. Venue Type

     4.1 Library

     4.2 School

     4.3 Stand-alone facility (i.e., telecenters and cybercafés)

     4.4 Other public access location
          4.4.1 Government building

          4.4.2 Post office

          4.4.3 Religious institution
          4.4.4 Other
<Comment>
School – The definition we use is formal primary, secondary, and tertiary educational institutions (schools recognized by the Ministry of Education). In many countries there are also a number of non-recognized educational facilities (e.g. places that will issue a certificate in IT training), but these are not formal schools. 
Other  venue types – we like the suggestions made by the countries. For now, we want to add them as sub-categories under ‘Other’.  In principle, there may be more but capturing them at the level of 4.4 will provide basic comparability. ‘Shops’ would be included under ‘stand-alone facility’.
5. Mobility

     5.1 Fixed

     5.2 Mobile

<Comment>

We agree with your suggestion.

Other items

Urban/rural – by email discussion we already decided we will use other data sources to determine this.

Service type/service delivery mode/service delivery channel/size  – Please include these in your Country Taxonomy if you have comprehensive data. This is the beauty of having both a global taxonomy and country-specific taxonomies. Most countries will not have this level of detail available for every facility (or they might have different details). 

5

