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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Introduction 

All Children Reading (ACR)–Philippines, before and during the pandemic, has supported on-
demand efforts to leverage technology to keep children learning from home. This has 
included creation and dissemination of interactive digital early literacy resources that could 
be accessed through the DepEd Commons and developing blended and distance learning 
for teachers. Additionally, DepEd ICTS requested support for evaluating the DepEd 
Commons to ensure that it could live up to its potential as a key strategy for giving all Filipino 
learners access to educational resources. 
In response to this request, RTI in collaboration with the DepEd ICTS EdTech Unit, designed 
a process for reviewing the DepEd Commons to identify evidence-based recommendations 
for a fully sustainable and impactful DepEd Commons. Although we use the term 
‘evaluation’, this is a formative exercise, recognizing that the platform is in a nascent stage 
and would benefit most from forward-looking and actionable recommendations for living up 
to its potential, not a backward-looking judgment of implementation quality or completeness 
at a certain point in time. In line with the approach stated above—that the evaluation of the 
DepEd Commons would be a formative exercise designed to provide actionable 
recommendations for improvement, given the early stage of development of the platform—
we chose a SWOT analysis methodology to frame the exercise. SWOT analyses are 
conducted to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. The study 
team carried out key informant interviews with stakeholders from the implementing 
department in DepEd and in other departments with similar systems; a quantitative analysis 
of platform statistics containing usage data; and a self-administered survey focusing on 
usage and usability of the platform.  
There are many ways that open educational resources, and repositories, are defined and 
several frameworks for analysis. There are very few existing reviews of a centrally managed, 
government repository of K-12 like the DepEd Commons. At this early stage of development, 
and since it was launched under conditions very different from when it was originally 
conceptualized, we chose to approach DepEd Commons as a repository of free digital 
teaching and learning resources that can be accessed and used as is by the learner or 
with facilitated use by the teacher, which is more important, at present, than whether or 
not each individual learning object in the repository can be mixed, matched, repurposed, 
reused, and shared again without any license restrictions. Does the DepEd Commons, by 
this definition, do what it is meant to do? 
The authors used a review of various OER frameworks to develop the lines of inquiry 
(categories, themes) for interviews and surveys, and then structured these as a SWOT 
analysis for different aspects of the DepEd commons. These findings were then structured in 
as conclusions related to an overall theory of change that assumes: for learning outcomes 
to improve through the use of digital OER, then learners must actually use the resources; to 
use the resources, they must be able to access them; and finally, in order to access the 
resources, the supply of resources need to be made available.  
For each of the levels of analysis, there are both ‘intangible’ and ‘tangible’ aspects of 
implementation, roughly corresponding to the people, policies, and processes of the larger 
ecosystem, that will enable implementation and sustainability (‘intangible’ elements) of the 
platform, and then how these are translated into the actual technological design (‘tangible’ 
elements) of something that enables effective retrieval of resources.1 This distinction is 

 
1 The authors recognize the inspiration for the tangible/intangible dichotomy goes back to a consultant report 
prepared for RTI International under a technical assistance contract to the Asian Development Bank: Watson, J. 
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important in order to emphasize that evaluation of an OER platform cannot just look at the 
platform itself as a digital product; rather it is a culmination of a range of inputs, processes, 
and outputs that involve people with varied incentives and disincentives for use. 

Findings: Intangible aspects of the DepEd Commons 

Three bureaus within DepEd share responsibility for the various platforms: ICTS owns 
DepEd Commons and the Regional LMS; the Bureau of Learning Resources (BLR) owns the 
LRMDS; and the Bureau for Curriculum Development (BCD) is responsible for the 
pedagogic implementation of the LMS 
DepEd Commons allows in principle for the upload of content by teachers, who log in using 
a DepEd email address; however, in practice at the time of this report, only assigned 
“uploaders” can add content to the repository. The BLR is responsible for quality assurance 
by approving or rejecting content or sending it back for changes. The BCD has a role in 
providing guidelines for usage of the LMS currently under development. The BCD, not ICTS, 
is responsible for implementing the LMS and for preparing guidelines for formats, templates, 
usage, and curriculum delivery.  
Since at least 2019, DepEd has trained teachers in the Philippines in the usage of OERs 
for their classes, and teachers have been sharing resources they have found, created, or 
modified through platforms such as direct messaging systems and Google Classroom. 
Therefore, there may be many other resources that are high quality but have not made it 
onto the platform yet. There has not yet been an effort to include other OER content from 
around the world on the DepEd commons.  

SWOT analysis of the ‘intangible’ aspects 

Strengths 

• Departments know where the strengths of 
other departments lie and where they need 
each other. 

• There is strong personal commitment and 
engagement from the leadership of ICTS.  

Weaknesses 

• There is insufficient collaboration between 
ICTS and BCD/BLR. 

• Inefficient approval process leaves some 
resources unpublished for a long time, or 
has them published with errors and 
inconsistencies among the tags, etc. 

• Copyright is not explicit in the metadata, 
so it is unclear if lack of copyright 
information means it is free and open. 

Opportunities 

• The national Education Sector Plan explicitly 
mentions OER. 

• Philippines has a strong history of mobilizing 
teachers and others to invest in education; 
this could potentially be channeled to crowd-
sourcing content, peer review, etc.  

• Departments can work together in a way that 
plays on their strengths and do not duplicate 
efforts. 

• DepEd leadership can guide the purpose of 
platforms, ownership of platforms, and clarify 
roles and processes for content upload, 
review and copyright infringement. 

Threats 

• The lack of effective collaboration 
between departments can lead to 
duplication of initiatives that lack impact, 
and it threatens the core functionality of 
creating and sharing of resources. 

• Lack of clear directive from DepEd leads 
to the development of overlapping 
systems at great cost and confusion. 

• Reliance on a few committed individuals 
in leadership can threaten a platform if 
individuals leave. 

 
(2007). From policy to pupil: How governments encourage ICT in education. Appendix 7 of Final Report of the 
Innovative Information and Communication Technology in Education and its Potential for Reducing Poverty in the 
Asia Pacific Region project (ADB TA No. 6278-REG). 
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Establishing the ‘identity’ of DepEd Commons will be important going forward, and 
communicating this clearly: Is it a repository with openly licensed, but carefully curated, 
resources, or is it a place where teachers can share content openly? For DepEd Commons 
to be a repository where open resources are shared, the approval process needs to be more 
effective. That includes but is not limited to: 

• Approval and checks on quality of upload process: have fields been entered 
correctly? Are values in the right fields? Are the correct documents attached? 

• On copyrights: Does the stated copyright apply? Does the content contain 
copyrighted third-party material? 

• On accuracy of content: Is the content both factually correct and relevant for the 
curriculum? 

• On general quality of the content: Is content legible, audio clear? Is the file sufficiently 
compressed?  

• On pedagogical quality of the content: Is the content accurate, grade appropriate, 
inclusive and free of stereotypes, and applying good practice in digital resources? 

DepEd needs to find a balance between an overly conservative approach to quality 
assurance and copyright identification that is so lengthy and strict that it incentivizes 
teachers to go to other platforms, while doing enough quality control for it to remain a 
credible source of teaching and learning resources. This may be addressed by more in-built 
features (see ‘tangibles’ section) that use peer review or automated functions for some 
quality control. 
Considerable efforts have been made to train teachers, but as the platform evolves more 
training, outreach, and a communication are needed that help teachers and other potential 
users—including parents and students themselves—understand what type of resources are 
available and how to access them through the search features. A considerable amount of 
outreach is done through Facebook and social media platforms, but teachers can most 
directly influence use by training students and families how to access DepEd commons, 
requiring use, or demonstrating use in the classroom. 
Recommendations: Intangibles 

• Create an effective, fast, and transparent approval process 
• Leadership endorsement and guidance from the highest level in DepEd 
• Improve the monitoring system and update targets 

Findings: Tangible aspects of the DepEd Commons 

The DepEd Commons is one of several governmental platforms that provide learning 
resources to both learners and teachers and its effectiveness in terms of providing access 
to learning resources is dependent upon how it fits in the country’s offering of platforms. 
Since there are several learning platforms across the DepEd educational technology 
ecosystem, one challenge is not having a single authentication login. DepEd’s ICTS 
envisions a merger of the LRMDS and the DepEd Commons. This would create a platform 
where anyone could retrieve openly licensed materials, but only teachers with appropriate 
logins could retrieve the proprietary content currently hosted on the LRMDS. It is unclear if 
this is feasible or desirable at this stage; it may be more realistic to more clearly define the 
purpose and users of each repository and differentiate the content as such. 
The user interface contains elements of quality ROERs (as defined by Atenas and 
Havemann (2013), such as: showing featured content and most viewed resources; 
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searchable by grade and subject matter or keywords; user review tools; resource information 
fields that identify authors and keywords. However, the features related to reusability and 
shareability such as an international metadata schema, consistent information on copyright 
or ability to access editable files and reupload new versions are missing.  
Discoverability of resources could be improved through alternative filtering and sorting of 
search results and the decision to download and use a resource is dependent upon having 
accurate and complete information about the resource such as file type and file size. 
Although there are ratings in the form of a “like” button and a 5-star rating on 5 different 
dimensions, but the 5 chosen dimensions—Content, Presentation, Relatability, Clarity, and 
Suitability—may not be the most meaningful for the user and could be simplified. Also, there 
are many keyword fields that require text input by the resource uploader, but there is no 
suggested text based on existing keywords, which could lead to inconsistencies (i.e., the 
way a language is spelled) that further limit discoverability. Searching by Grade is a good, 
logical first step but many resources are in either a “grade” category or another special 
category like “spotlight”. All resources should be available in the main category of choice 
(i.e., grade or subject), but links to those resources could be found in spotlight or other 
special collections. This could be accomplished if an uploader could choose more than one 
category for the resource to be associated with. Uploaders should also be able to delete an 
entry or add associated resources, such as a file translation. Moving forward post-pandemic, 
emphasis on calendar weeks or quarters should be limited since many users—parents, 
students—may not know or be concerned by the time of year the resources is associated 
with in the curriculum. To serve as a repository of resources that enhance and enrich 
learning all year long, users should be able to access resources any time. 
Improving the tangibles 

- Limit the number of platforms and either merge DepEd Commons with LRMDS or 
make a clear distinction between the type of resources that go on DepEd Commons 
versus those that go on LRMDS. 

- Improve discovery of resources 
- Review policies and practices related to social media use within and outside of the 

platform 
- Continue to iterate using user-centered design principles 

Some of the immediate areas of interface development that could be prioritized include: 

• Enhance user- or peer-generated quality control to make publishing resources more 
effective; for example, distinguishing between two types of content—approved and 
‘as is’—will then be marked by different colors, or establishing a process flagging and 
automatically unpublishing a resource considered inappropriate or content violation. 
Users who frequently provide quality control can be annotated as “superusers” or 
something similar to provide an incentive. 

• Revisit the star ratings system to be more meaningful. 
• Allow authors to delete a resource, assign a resource to multiple categories and add 

additional variations to the same entry (file type, or translated versions). 
• Improve tag feature by allowing users to first select from a list of previously added 

words before adding a new word (to prevent variation in spelling or concepts). 
• Fix the bug that prevents viewing more than just the first page of search results. This 

is a critical issue to fix as it drastically limits discoverability of resources. 
• After searching, allow filtering within the search results, or reordering by relevancy, 

rating, date, file size or other characteristics.
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1 BACKGROUND 
All Children Reading–Philippines (ACR–Philippines), is a portfolio of research and capacity-
building activities implemented by RTI International on behalf of USAID/Philippines and in 
collaboration with the Philippines Department of Education (DepEd). Activities are designed 
to improve education delivery with a focus on increasing impact, scale, and sustainability of 
early grade reading. The conclusions of a 2019 analysis of the education technologies 
(EdTech) ecosystem, carried out by RTI and partner Foundation for Information Technology 
Education and Development (FIT-ED) (Pouezevara et al., 2020), led to the formulation of a 
program of research and technical assistance in support of the Digital Rise initiative of 
DepEd’s Information and Communications Technology Services (ICTS) department. 
This EdTech ecosystem report noted that although teachers reported using a learning 
resource portal—the learning resource management and development system (LRMDS)—or 
other shared drives like Google Drive to access and share teaching and learning materials, 
“[t]here is currently no similar, centrally managed repository for interactive educational 
software for computer-assisted learning, although certain commercial packages aim to 
curate and disseminate curriculum-aligned interactive learning resources” (p. 12). However, 
at the time of that report, the Digital Rise initiative had been drafted, and there were 
important efforts to develop open educational resources (OER) and package them for offline 
use on computers supplied to schools through the DepEd Computerization Program. Among 
the conclusions of the ecosystem report were the following: 

“The government is encouraging creation of digital resources through its OER 
program, but there is no clear guidance for when to create resources versus 
when to find something already made and how to find, share, and evaluate the 
content (p. 21)…The OER movement has both advantages and disadvantages, 
and while it is in a nascent stage it is an opportune time to devise strategies for 
quality control, efficiency, and incentives for creation, dissemination, and use” 
(p. 28). 

In March 2020, nationwide enhanced community quarantine restrictions due to the 
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic closed schools for the remainder of the 
academic year, and subsequently the 2020–2021 school year was also delivered entirely 
remotely, with children and teachers confined to their homes, for the most part. A range of 
efforts were put in place to ensure continuity of learning, including launching the DepEd 
Commons (https://commons.deped.gov.ph/) in May 2020. The aim of this rapid release was to 
provide access to essential teaching and learning materials, including the printable self-
learning modules, which are the core curricular material for all grade levels. Although there 
had been plans already to establish a central repository of OER to replace the LRMDS, the 
May 2020 release was a compromise to allow some access to essential learning materials, 
even though the platform was not yet fully complete. As of January 2021, there were around 
9 million unique users of the DepEd Commons, according to DepEd.  
ACR–Philippines, throughout the pandemic, supported on-demand efforts to leverage 
technology to keep children learning from home, in particular, the creation and dissemination 
of interactive digital early literacy resources that could be accessed through the DepEd 
Commons and developing blended and distance learning for teachers. Additionally, DepEd 
ICTS requested support for evaluating the DepEd Commons to ensure that it could live up to 
its potential as a key strategy for giving all Filipino learners access to educational resources. 
In response to this request, RTI in collaboration with the DepEd ICTS EdTech Unit, designed 
a process for reviewing the DepEd Commons to identify evidence-based recommendations 
for a fully sustainable and impactful DepEd Commons. Along with ACR–Philippines staff, two 
experts were engaged to support this work: Dr. Ferdinand Pitagan, of the Philippines Normal 
University, and Caspar Groeneveld, an independent consultant associated with the global 
EdTech Hub. Although we use the term ‘evaluation’, this is a formative exercise, recognizing 

https://commons.deped.gov.ph/
mailto:mang-tan@usaid.gov
mailto:spouez@rti.org
http://www.rti.org/idg
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that the platform is in a nascent stage and would benefit most from forward-looking and 
actionable recommendations for living up to its potential, not a backward-looking judgment of 
implementation quality or completeness at a certain point in time. DepEd and key 
stakeholders, including Intelimina, the private company that built and maintains the online 
platform, were involved at each stage in co-developing the evaluation methodology and 
participated as key informants themselves.  

2 PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Methodology 

In line with the approach stated above—that the evaluation of the DepEd Commons would 
be a formative exercise designed to provide actionable recommendations for improvement, 
given the early stage of development of the platform—we chose a SWOT analysis 
methodology to frame the exercise. SWOT analyses are conducted to identify strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. Figure 1 shows a SWOT matrix with these four 
categories. The purpose of a SWOT analysis in this case is to improve the object of the 
analysis (the DepEd Commons platform) by: 

• Playing on strengths: What is going well? What sets the product apart from other, 
competing products? What do customers, users, and competitors think that its 
strengths are? How do we use these strengths to further improve the product? 

• Removing weaknesses: What does 
not happen that should happen? What 
is a problem for the product? 

• Exploiting opportunities: Which 
possibilities and trends can you take 
advantage of? Which circumstances 
can be exploited to strengthen the 
product and increase usage?  

• Mitigating threats: Which factors 
could disrupt the product or the 
process? What is going on that could 
endanger continuity of the product? 
Often, weaknesses can expose a 
product to threats.  

The purpose of the evaluation, as such, is not 
limited to the platform as a technological 
product in and of itself. Instead, it looks at 
how the DepEd Commons repository fits 
within the broader EdTech ecosystem (Omidyar Network, 2019), influencing and being 
influenced by other elements and players in the system. This led to including: 

• An analysis of the repository based on quality assurance indicators from existing 
literature, and 

• An analysis of other existing systems and the repository’s place in it. 
The study team carried out key informant interviews with stakeholders from the 
implementing department in DepEd and in other departments with similar systems; a 
quantitative analysis of platform statistics containing usage data; and a self-administered 
survey focusing on usage and usability of the platform. The sections below will describe the 
DepEd Commons based on findings from the different sources, both qualitative and 

Figure 1. Four areas of the 
SWOT matrix  

 
Source: Authors 
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quantitative. The variety of sources helped us form a comprehensive impression of DepEd 
Commons and to triangulate claims. 
The DepEd Commons is a platform that is in a continual state of evolution, so observations, 
data and practices noted in this report may have changed since publication. However, a 
secondary purpose of this evaluation exercise was to identify a framework for ongoing 
monitoring and evaluation of the quality of this—or any other—educational resources 
repository.  

2.2 Literature review 

What are OER and learning repositories?  

There are many ways that term “open educational resource” is used, and many sources 
recognize that the definition is often misunderstood or used differently by different people. 
However, a key feature of OER that distinguishes these from other educational resources or 
other similar terms like “learning object” or “digital resource” is that the resource is 
unlicensed or free to use by anyone. In fact, the ‘openness’ of OER is the more contested 
aspect of the definition, and users of the terms are often not clear about whether it means a 
resource is free of cost, free of intellectual property restrictions, available in its original 
source file for revision, or some combination of the above. Next, what constitutes a 
“resource” is also considered differently from one source to another—Is it referring to digital 
resources meant to be used digitally or can any resource be included? Do the resources 
need to have been created for educational purposes, or only have the potential to be used 
educationally? Is a resource just an individual object such as a photo that could be used to 
build a larger object like a lesson, or must it be a complete, self-contained resource like an 
entire lesson or textbook that is free of copyright restrictions? Are educational resources 
meant for self-instruction or for facilitated instruction by a teacher, or both? 
As noted in Arinto’s background paper on OER completed for the EdTech ecosystem report 
cited above “OER as a concept is neither consistently understood nor widely adopted within 
DepEd” (Arinto, 2020, p. 5). This was corroborated more recently by a survey done with 
secondary school teachers in Palawan (Peregrino, Caballes, & Javillonar, 2020). The 
authors found that teachers were ‘approaching awareness’ (defined as a rating of 3 on a 5-
point Likert scale) of most key OER concepts, but ratings were lower on items related to 
licensing, remixing, and redistribution and benefits of OER. DepEd’s 2019 Aide Memoire on 
OER (which evolved into the 2020 DepEd Commons Roadmap) clearly states that DepEd is 
committed to the principle of open educational resources as defined by the William and Flora 
Hewlett Foundation as “teaching, learning, and research materials in any medium—digital or 
otherwise—that reside in the public domain or have been released under an intellectual 
property license that permits no-cost access, use, adaptation and redistribution by others.” 
However, it goes on to describe the rational for OER as deeply rooted in digital resources 
that can be accessed offline, as consisting of interactive and rich content (multimedia) 
materials, and as a way for teachers to easily customize content (or sections of content) and 
to collaboratively build resources that meet the needs of learners. Therefore, the 
characteristics of being free or no cost, reusable, remixable, interactive, and digital are all 
understood to be part of the vision for OER in DepEd. The 2019 Aide Memoire hints at the 
need for an online repository for accessing educational resources in a section that strongly 
discourages—even prohibits—use of social media and promises to provide a more 
acceptable Learning Management System (LMS) for teachers.  
Therefore, for the purpose of this review of the DepEd Commons, we define OER to be 
digital educational materials that are complete enough to stand alone in support of a 
specific learning objective, that may or may not have interactive or rich-media aspects 
to them, are freely accessible for reuse, and searchable in a repository designed for 
that purpose. To serve as that repository providing access to such resources is therefore 
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the key objective for the DepEd Commons, and our evaluation seeks to understand whether, 
in its current design, it does that and whether this could be done better. 
As described in Arinto’s (2020) brief, there has already been a well-established initiative to 
maintain a repository of learning resources—the LRMDS, which has up to now largely been 
limited to static, printable resources to be used in the classroom. More recently, but before 
launch of the DepEd Commons, DepEd had been training teachers to create other new, 
custom interactive digital resources that can also be shared, after official quality assurance 
and review, through various cloud-based file sharing mechanisms.  
For the purposes of this study, we refer to McGreal’s (2011, cited in Atenas & Havemann, 
2013, p. 24) definition of an OER repository (ROER) as a digital database that houses 
learning content, applications, and tools such as “texts, papers, videos, audio recordings, 
multimedia applications, and social networking tools, and through which OER are rendered 
accessible to learners and instructors on the World Wide Web.” It is also useful, however, to 
add to this Kahn and Wilensky’s (2006) definition of a repository as a “network-accessible 
storage system in which digital objects may be stored for possible subsequent access or 
retrieval. The repository has mechanisms for adding new digital objects to its collection 
(depositing) and for making them available (accessing), using, at a minimum, the repository 
access protocol. The repository may contain other related information, services, and 
management systems” (p. 117). As such, a complete definition alludes to the purpose and 
content (from McGreal) as well as the technical interface (from Kahn and Wilensky). 
Therefore, we define the DepEd Commons to be an ROER that is intended to provide 
network-accessible storage of digital media that can be used for educational 
purposes alone or in combination with each other through an interface that allows for 
depositing and accessing these resources. We apply these definitions of OER and 
ROER to the framework for analysis described next. 

How have OER repositories been evaluated by others? 

The study team reviewed 14 sources using a search of terms related to OER (open 
educational resources, learning objects repositories, evaluation of OER, etc.) to determine if 
there was already a suitable framework for reviewing educational content repositories like 
the DepEd Commons. This review found that most literature on the subject is related to 
higher education content, often related to the development of massive open online courses 
and focusing on the mechanics of these repositories. There was no literature on evaluating 
Kindergarten to Grade 12 (K–12) repositories of curriculum-aligned resources like the DepEd 
Commons. Additionally, although definitions vary, in most cases the ROERs studied refer to 
either open access textbooks (meant to be used digitally or printed out), or to digital 
educational content meant to be used digitally. With DepEd Commons—particularly because 
of the context in which it was released to provide access to self-learning modules (SLMs) 
during the pandemic—the resources include PDF versions of the textbooks that are not 
necessarily meant to be copyright-free or available to revise and remix but can be accessed 
and reproduced at no cost by users of DepEd Commons. 
Among the literature reviewed, four frameworks emerged as most applicable for the 
assessing specific aspects of an ROER. 
Resource quality and success metrics. Camilleri et al. (2014) proposed a ‘lifecycle’ 
approach to quality assurance of individual resources, as well as models of quality 
assurance for OER strategies and policies, and for course-specific learning. Relevant to the 
evaluation of the DepEd Commons is the description of the lifecycle process, made up of 11 
steps from content creation to use. This process can be a guide to describing the process 
resources go through to arrive in the DepEd Commons, by comparing it to this list. However, 
this remains a descriptive level of analysis but is not prescriptive of how the DepEd 
Commons content curation process should work.  
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Quality of the repository itself. Two quality frameworks seem most applicable and useful 
for evaluating the quality of ROERs. First, Atenas and Haveman’s (2013) Indicators of 
Quality Assurance are widely cited and have a sufficient level of granularity for analysis: 
neither too detailed, nor too general. They find that to enable access and participation in the 
search, retrieval, and sharing of resources, an ROER should have characteristics that are 
both social (i.e., tools that enable social interaction) and technical (design and functionality). 
This framework has overlap with Clements et al.’s (2015) Learning Object Repositories 
Quality Assurance Framework (LORQAF), but the latter has more complexity and multiple 
dimensions and adds the notion of ‘policy’ level characteristics along with technical and 
social. A comparison between the two frameworks finds that most criteria or indicators 
overlap (Table 1).  

Table 1. Comparison of frameworks for reviewing ROER 

Type Atenas and Haveman Clements et al. 

Social/Technological Featured resources 
Recommender systems (featured 
resources) 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools Peer review/user ratings 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools User evaluation tools 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools Commenting 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools Favorites 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools Social tagging 

Technological User evaluation tools Subscription 

Social/Technological User evaluation tools Flagging 

Social/Technological Social media support Inclusion of social media tools 

Social/Technological Peer review Peer review/user ratings 

Policy  Quality benchmarking 

Policy  Quality guideline or criteria 

Policy Authorship Expert review 

Policy Authorship 
Specifications of authorship and 
licenses 

Policy Creative Commons licenses 
Specifications of authorship and 
licenses 

Technological Keywords Keywords 

Policy  
Use of quality standards such as 
ISO 9000 

Technological Metadata Use of standardized metadata 

Technological Metadata Automatic testing of metadata 

Policy Multilingual support  

Technological Source code or original files Availability of source code 
 
Note that these recommendations appear to be based on a wide variety of types of ROER 
and on an ideal theory of open educational practice that may or may not be necessary or 
practical for DepEd Commons and intended users in the Philippines. Moreover, of the 
resources cited by Atenas and Havemann, the authors found no experimental evaluations 
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showing, for example, that a certain characteristic, if present, correlates with improved 
performance. The authors admit that the situation is complex, and it is not a case of 
“identifying a single repository as one which exhibits ‘best practice’” (p. 31), but rather that 
each quality indicator is a practice that has been implemented and identified as ‘good’. The 
expectation is not that every ROER must include all indicators, but rather that developers 
consider which ones are feasible to implement in current or future systems. 
Usage and adoption of ROER. Most ROERs are built and maintained with an 
understanding that teachers, first, and learners or parents, second, have a choice in 
selecting appropriate content. Finding the resources, therefore, becomes critical to adoption 
and usage. Allen and Seaman (2014) identify several challenges that stop teachers from 
accessing or using OERs. First, the available functionality often limits finding appropriate 
resources. In particular, metadata are often lacking or inconsistently applied. Second, users 
are not always able to assess the quality of the resources and finally, licenses are not 
always clear. In the case of DepEd Commons, content is more structured than a fully open 
repository—content is preselected, appropriate, scaffolded, and curriculum-aligned. Users 
still have a choice but are guided in making a choice by grade and content filters. Atenas 
and Havemann explain that ROER should not “be planned as mere content containers, but 
as spaces which enable and promote retrieval, sharing and collaboration, and facilitate 
access for all potential users, as well as adaptation of existing materials for new purposes” 
(p. 31). So for the purpose of evaluating the DepEd Commons, one could imagine a rubric or 
spectrum of metrics that would indicate how well the “container” (technical platform) enables 
the desired interaction. Connell and Connell (2020) also conclude from their review that for 
an ROER to succeed in encouraging use (rather than circumvention by using common 
search engines instead) it should aim “to provide metadata, descriptions, comment and 
ratings that give the teacher the information they need to connect a resource to their 
teaching requirements, the more effectively the teacher will find content that is ‘fit for 
purpose’” (p. 32).  
Clements has proposed a success metrics framework called LORSMF (Success Metrics 
Framework for Learning Object Repositories) that suggests measurable indicators of usage 
related to content (e.g., daily or annual growth), contributors (e.g., number of contributors or 
publishing rate), users (e.g., unique users, downloads), and the overall lifetime of the 
repository. Naturally there are no values associated with these metrics, as those would be 
dependent on each situation and the anticipated size of the user base. Establishing a 
baseline and targets and monitoring over time would be a specific exercise for any ROER, 
and this evaluation attempts to gather some of these metrics outlined by LORSMF. 

Examples of ROERs 

Repositories of OERs, as defined, provide access to teaching and learning resources at no 
cost, which generally implies ownership, agency, and choice of the educators to choose, 
adapt, and deploy content or for learners to select their own content. This property of 
ROERs helps explain why the vast majority of ROERs, 85.5%, focus on higher education, 
with the remaining 14.5% distributed over all other levels, including primary and secondary 
education (Santos-Hermosa et al., 2017). There are only a few ROERs that we could find 
that focus on K–12 education and could be considered comparable to DepEd Commons 
(see Table 2 below). 
Table 2 shows that most ROERs in K–12 education contain content that is “original,” that 
means, content that has been commissioned by or created by the platform managers and 
not by users. “User-generated” content refers to content created by users such as teachers 
or others. All three platforms that allow users to share content use peer ratings and reviews 
to determine the quality of content, and two of them, sharemylesson and Klascement, allow 
for filtering or sorting to find the best rated content. The platform CK12 does allow users to 
share content, but through a process with an email address, which requires approval before 
posting rather than through a direct upload process. Finally, two large aggregators, Merlot 
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and OERCommons, have been included. An aggregator is a platform that contains or refers 
to OER, but makes them visible and provides tags or metadata on its own platform.  

Table 2. Overview of international ROERs focusing on K–12 education 

ROER Type Audience Origin Resources 
Visitors/mo

nth 

Khan Academy 
khanacademy.org  

Nongovernment
al organization 
(NGO)/Not-for-
profit 

US & 
Global 

Original >100K 45,500,000 

CK12 
ck12.org 

NGO/Not-for-
profit 

US Original 10.5K 3,800,000 

Curriculo Intertivo 
curriculointerativo.s
edu.es.gov.br 

Government Brazil Original/User-
generated 

8K 237,000 

MECRED 
https://plataformainte
grada.mec.gov.br/  

Government Brazil  >318K*  

Open Up 
Resources 
openupresources.o
rg 

NGO/Not-for-
profit 

US Original Few 
thousand 

202,000 

Klascement 
klascement.net 

NGO/Not-for-
profit 

Belgium 
and 
Netherland
s 

Original/User-
generated 

70K 192,000 

Kenya Education 
Cloud 
lms.ac.ke  

Government/ 
Commercial 
content 

Kenya Proprietary/ 
Original 

Unclear Est. 500 

NROER 
nroer.gov.in 

Government India Original 20K 105,000 

OERCommons 
nroer.gov.in 

NGO / Not-for-
profit 

US & 
Global 

Aggregator 50K 94,000 

sharemylesson 
sharemylesson.co
m 

NGO/Not-for-
profit 

US Original/User-
generated 

150K 50,000 

OpenTextBooks 
opentextbooks.org.
hk 

The Open 
University of 
Hong Kong 

Hong Kong Original Unclear 50,000 

Merlot 
merlot.org 

NGO/Not-for-
profit 

US & 
Global 

Aggregator 91K 40,000 

DepEd Commons Government Philippines Original 5K No data 

LRMDS Government Philippines Original 7K No data 

Note: The monthly visitor statistics have all been taken through an online marketing insights tool called 
SemRush (www.semrush.com), so that the same metric is used to estimate the number of visitors. The two 
platforms for DepEd—DepEd Commons and LRMDS—cannot be compared through this tool since they are 
subdomains of the same top-level domain (deped.gov.ph). The numbers of resources are estimates and have 
been taken from the respective websites, or key informant interviews in the case of the DepEd Commons and 
LRMDS> 
* From data cited on the website itself 

https://www.khanacademy.org/
https://www.khanacademy.org/
https://www.khanacademy.org/
https://www.ck12.org/
https://www.ck12.org/
https://curriculointerativo.sedu.es.gov.br/
https://curriculointerativo.sedu.es.gov.br/
https://curriculointerativo.sedu.es.gov.br/
https://plataformaintegrada.mec.gov.br/
https://plataformaintegrada.mec.gov.br/
https://openupresources.org/
https://openupresources.org/
https://openupresources.org/
https://openupresources.org/
https://www.klascement.net/
https://www.klascement.net/
https://nroer.gov.in/
https://nroer.gov.in/
https://www.oercommons.org/
https://nroer.gov.in/
https://sharemylesson.com/
https://sharemylesson.com/
https://sharemylesson.com/
http://www.opentextbooks.org.hk/
https://www.opentextbooks.org.hk/
https://www.opentextbooks.org.hk/
https://www.merlot.org/
https://www.merlot.org/
https://commons.deped.gov.ph/


 

8 Formative Evaluation of the DepEd Commons 

2.3 Framework for analysis 

Establishing these definitions is important so that we can appropriately define a framework 
and metrics for analysis that take into consideration DepEd Commons’ intended purpose, 
i.e., whether the purpose is to provide access to complete, ‘off-the-shelf’ resources, or 
smaller elements that can be combined into other complete resources, or resources that can 
be adapted and shared. At this early stage of development, and since it was launched under 
conditions very different from when it was originally conceptualized, we chose to approach 
DepEd Commons as a repository of free digital teaching and learning resources that 
can be accessed and used as is by the learner or with facilitated use by the teacher, 
which is more important, at present, than whether or not each individual learning object in 
the repository can be mixed, matched, repurposed, reused, and shared again without any 
license restrictions. Does the DepEd Commons, by this definition, do what it is meant to do? 
In addition to the specific ROER platform monitoring frameworks described above, this 
review of the DepEd Commons also applied a broader theory of change to the analysis, 
which considers the ultimate purpose of implementing any ROER to be improving learning 
outcomes. Therefore, the theory of change logic becomes: for learning outcomes to improve 
through the use of digital OER, then learners must actually use the resources; to use the 
resources, they must be able to access them; and finally, in order to access the resources, 
the supply of resources need to be made available. These four lenses of analysis depicted 
visually in Figure 2, have previously been used as a monitoring framework for distance 
learning (Kaye et al., 2020). 
The four lenses, and questions that help apply them to the current program are: 

• Availability: What is on offer in a platform, country, or region? This includes the 
number of resources, but also includes ease of discovery, usability of file sizes, 
resource formats that are useful, ease of logging in and navigating, and other 
properties of a platform the provider can influence. At this nascent stage of the 
DepEd Commons, this is perhaps the most important level of analysis. 

• Access: Can the target group access the platform and resources? If they can, what 
mechanisms do they use? Do they live in areas without Internet or mobile coverage? 
Do they have devices, and which devices do they use? The potential for access and 
having resources available are prerequisites for actual usage. Since access falls 
largely outside DepEd’s influence, the discussion on access is kept short, but it is 
important to consider for long-term relevance and sustainability of the platform. 

• Usage: Does the target group use the provided materials? To what extent? How 
often? Why do they use these resources and not others? How do they use them? 
Does the target group know how to effectively use them? What obstacles are there 
for them for usage? Who is excluded, or who is included thanks to the on-demand, 
digital model? Usage is a relevant lens for the current evaluation exercise, since it 
may tell you which formats, grades, or subjects are most sought after if usage is high, 
or which formats, grades, and subjects are difficult to find. 

• Learning: Learning is the ultimate purpose of any educational intervention. Assessing 
learning falls outside the scope of this evaluation exercise, but a key underlying 
assumption is that the resources that go on DepEd Commons are of high quality and, 
ideally, have been preselected based on some evidence of their educational value. 
Therefore, whether children learn when they use the DepEd Commons (versus other 
resources or the same resources found by other means) is less important to measure 
for this type of evaluation exercise than ensuring the potential to learn is within reach 
of all. That potential will only be fulfilled if there is a quality assurance mechanism for 
each individual resource before it is added to the DepEd Commons. 

Within this report, the bulk of the discussion will be through the lens of availability, and within 
that, discoverability, and will touch on incentives for use, and resource quality assurance 
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mechanisms. For each of the levels of analysis, there are both ‘intangible’ and ‘tangible’ 
aspects of implementation, roughly corresponding to the people, policies, and processes of 
the larger ecosystem, that will enable implementation and sustainability (‘intangible’ 
elements) of the platform, and then how these are translated into the actual technological 
design (‘tangible’ elements) of something that enables effective retrieval of resources.2 This 
distinction is important in order to emphasize that evaluation of an OER platform can not just 
look at the platform itself as a digital product; rather it is a culmination of a range of inputs, 
processes, and outputs that involve complex incentives and disincentives for use. 
The report first discusses these tangible and intangible elements of the platform using the 
frameworks from the literature review, and then draws conclusions about availability, 
accessibility, usage, and learning. 

Figure 2. Overall framework for analysis 

 
 

3  ‘INTANGIBLE’ SIDE OF THE DEPED COMMONS 
3.1  Institutional management  

Three bureaus within DepEd are responsible for the various platforms: ICTS owns DepEd 
Commons and the Regional LMS; the Bureau of Learning Resources (BLR) owns the 
LRMDS; and the Bureau for Curriculum Development (BCD) is responsible for the 
pedagogic implementation of the LMS. Since the LRMDS is no longer being developed, the 

 
2 The authors recognize the inspiration for the tangible/intangible dichotomy goes back to a consultant report 
prepared for RTI International under a technical assistance contract to the Asian Development Bank: Watson, J. 
(2007). From policy to pupil: How governments encourage ICT in education. Appendix 7 of Final Report of the 
Innovative Information and Communication Technology in Education and its Potential for Reducing Poverty in the 
Asia Pacific Region project (ADB TA No. 6278-REG). 
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ICTS will take the lead in maintaining, hosting, and developing platforms. However, for 
content and implementation, ICTS depends on the BLR and BCD.  
DepEd Commons allows in principle for the upload of content by teachers. ICTS wants to 
ensure that uploaded content complies with quality and curriculum standards and envisions 
a process where content is routed through the BLR, which does quality assurance and 
approves or rejects content or sends it back for changes. An email address where teachers 
can submit their content has been created and is active (oer@deped.gov.ph). In reality, 
however, the BLR does not have resources for this quality assurance process—especially 
with the current extra workload as a result of COVID-19—and a functional quality approval 
and acceptance process is not in place. The content on LRMDS, which is managed by the 
BLR, also goes through the BLR’s quality assurance process. Annex A, Quality Assurance 
Workflow of the BLR, contains a graphic representation of this process. 
Both DepEd Commons and the LRMDS were developed by outside parties. DepEd 
Commons is developed and hosted by Intelimina, a private company, with initial assistance 
from Microsoft, while the LRMDS was developed by a group of consultants, and its 
development was funded by Australian Aid. The LRMDS had several iterations in its 
development with the last update done through the Basic Education Sector Transformation 
(BEST) project in 2018, but the team of consultants responsible for its development has left, 
together with any institutional memory of the system’s architecture. ICTS decided to have 
DepEd Commons developed by an outside party since there was not sufficient internal 
expertise or resources to keep development in-house. The director of ICTS had considered 
a new team and intends to move development, maintenance, and ownership to DepEd. 
However, it is unclear if ICTS and Intelimina have already agreed on transferring ownership 
of the platform to ICTS. Without a dedicated team at the moment, the director and head of 
unit of ICTS are personally engaged making DepEd Commons a success. For example, the 
email address used to submit content is read and replied to by the head of unit.  
Besides the contribution from BLR on the quality assurance of the content, ICTS recognizes 
the role that BCD has to play on guidelines for usage of the LMS currently under 
development. The BCD, not ICTS, is responsible for implementing the LMS and for 
preparing guidelines for formats, templates, usage, and curriculum delivery. ICTS and the 
BCD, however, both observe that there is insufficient collaboration on implementing the 
platforms in accordance with curriculum needs. 

3.2 Lifecycle of open resources 

The purpose of a ROER is to effectively deliver relevant and high-quality openly licensed 
content. Therefore, how quality content gets on the platform is part of the ‘intangible’ side of 
platform review. Steps such as drafting, review, publication, discovery, and maintenance of 
these resources is referred to as the “lifecycle.” Van Assche and Vuorikari (2006) developed 
a framework for the lifecycle of resources in a ROER. Table 3 summarizes observations 
relative to each step for the DepEd Commons. 

Table 3. Lifecycle steps for individual open resources 

 
Lifecycle steps for 

open resources The DepEd Commons situation 

1 The author creates the 
resource 

There has been training on the creation of resources. Published 
resources are created through DepEd or partner organizations, 
but there is no evidence that teachers have created resources 
independently, unless directed to do so. 

2 Description of the 
resource by means of 
metadata 

Approved users who upload content can fill in different metadata: 
Title, Description, Authors, Contributors, Tags, and Link; and 
choose from pre-populated selection for: Category, Resource 
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Lifecycle steps for 

open resources The DepEd Commons situation 
Type, and Learning Period. Authors can upload the file, a link to 
the file, and a thumbnail image. 

3 Approval by 
commissioning body 
of the resource 

Content can take time to get approved since there are 
dependencies within bureaus. There is no peer review or peer 
approval mechanism on the site. It seems to be the default to 
trust that approved uploader accounts are responsible for quality 
control prior to being submitted. 

4 Publication of the 
resource 

After an uploader submits a resource, it must be published by an 
assigned publisher before it becomes public. As described in 
point 3, the final publishing step does not appear to check that 
descriptions and tags are accurate for the resources, so it is 
unlikely that other review such as copyright infringement is done 
at that stage. It is most likely that this step just checks for ‘spam’ 
or unauthorized resource uploads. It is otherwise unclear what 
the last step is designed to do.3 

5 Discovery of the 
resource 

Learners and teachers can browse resources by grade levels. 
Users can search by keywords that might be in the title or tag 
(such as language). The search bar does not allow filtering or 
sorting and yields only results within a category.  

6 Evaluation of the 
resource 

The user can review ratings and information prior to downloading 
the resource, or downloads the resource and evaluates it. It is not 
possible to know how large the download is or what the file type 
is before downloading it. 

7 Obtaining the 
resource 

The user downloads the resource for further usage.  

8 Repurpose and reuse 
the resource 

The user adapts the resource if needed. With the current content, 
a resource such as a PDF or ePub potentially can be modified, 
but original source material is not necessarily available to 
facilitate adaptation.  

9 Integrate the resource The resource is used in other systems, such as Google 
Classroom, the learning resource portal, the LMS, direct 
messaging systems. In the future, the resource can possibly be 
directly ported into the correct course in the Classroom 
Management System or LMS. 

10 Usage Learners and teachers access the resource and use it for learning 
activities. 

 

Creation, approval, and publication of content 

DepEd Commons does not currently allow any teacher account to upload content (but some 
teachers may be assigned an ‘uploader’ profile). Instead, it takes a more conservative 
approach to reviewing and accepting content through a process that operates outside of the 
platform. DepEd Commons as an IT platform is managed by ICTS, but relies on the BLR to 
approve content. The BLR does not have sufficient resources to review content efficiently, 
and as of August 2021, no independently developed teacher-created (or curated) content 
had been reviewed and added other than the content created by DepEd (or created by 

 
3 One of the authors has an uploader account, and so this observation is based on the fact that resources have 
been approved that do not contain any attachment, or that are classified in the wrong category of resource, for 
example. 
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teachers under direction from a central DepEd authority). The possibility to create, adapt, 
and share content is a key property of most OER models, and in the absence of a 
mechanism to share content through DepEd Commons, teachers will likely revert to other 
platforms to share their own content. On the other hand, this conservative approach 
maintains the integrity of the DepEd Commons as a place teachers can go for resources that 
carry a certain credibility because they were approved and uploaded by a limited number of 
qualified individuals. Our survey of DepEd Commons users indicated teachers (who are also 
parents) go to DepEd Commons because they know the content has been vetted by the 
Department, is good quality content, and is aligned to the curriculum. (See Annex A.) 
Since at least 2019, DepEd has trained teachers in the Philippines in the usage of OERs for 
their classes, and teachers have been sharing resources they have found, created, or 
modified through platforms such as direct messaging systems and Google Classroom. 
Therefore, there may be many other resources that are high quality but have not made it 
onto the platform yet. There has not yet been an effort to include other OER content from 
around the world on the DepEd commons. This limited ability to publish resources is a threat 
to DepEd Commons as a broad repository for open resources and instead means that it is 
another curriculum-aligned content repository, similar to LRMDS, albeit with openly licensed 
content and with learners as its target audience. Therefore, establishing the ‘identity’ of 
DepEd Commons will be important going forward, and communicating this clearly: Is it a 
repository with openly licensed, but carefully curated, resources, or is it a place where 
teachers can share content openly?  
ICTS plans to allow the direct upload of content by teachers in the future and intends to 
design a working quality assurance process. Besides a content quality approval process for 
upload, ICTS also plans on allowing direct upload of content that circumvents such a 
process. It is not clear whether this process is designed as a work-around for the current, 
cumbersome review process, or as a persistent functionality for DepEd Commons. The two 
types of content—approved and ‘as is’—will then be marked by different colors. For 
example, approved content may get a ‘green flag’ while not (yet) approved content is marked 
‘orange’. It is worth testing such an approach on a small scale to determine whether such a 
dual process indeed mitigates both the copyrights and quality issues.  
Besides the absence of an efficient quality assurance process, there is also no process to 
flag copyright issues with uploaded content. SLMs, some of which were thought to contain 
copyrighted content, were uploaded to the DepEd Commons and became openly available. 
Once the suspicion of copyright infringement was raised for some SLMs, all SLMs were 
removed from DepEd Commons. These resources are available in the LMS, where access is 
limited to registered teachers and students and where usage of these resources can be 
tracked.  
Once an item has been uploaded to the platform by an approved “uploader,” it is not yet 
visible to the public until a final “publication” step has been completed by select “approver” 
accounts. Thus there are different types of approval—content (quality, accuracy), copyright, 
and whether the details in the submission form are uploaded correctly and tags and filters 
are applied consistently. 

Discovery and content organization 

Once resources are published, users can find resources through the platform’s user 
interface. In the case of the DepEd Commons, this involves a hierarchy where grade and 
then subject are selected, or through a search field. Usability of the platform interface is 
considered one of the ‘tangible’ aspects of the platform review and features are discussed in 
Section 4 below. 
However, on the intangible side, being able to discover content implies knowing that it is 
there in the first place and understanding how to use the different search features. This 
requires training, outreach, and a communications campaign that allows teachers and other 
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potential users—including parents and students themselves—to understand what type of 
resources are available and how to access. A considerable amount of outreach is done 
through Facebook and social media platforms, but teachers can most directly influence use 
by training students and families how to access DepEd commons, requiring use, or 
demonstrating use in the classroom. 

Repurpose and reuse 

While the main priority of DepEd Commons is use, the ability to repurpose and reuse is a 
part of the DepEd Commons roadmap. However, this is not yet feasible since most entries 
do not contain source files of the PDFs. There is no version history of the resources, and 
different versions of the same resource (for example, Tagalog and English versions, or ePub 
and PDF versions) cannot be traced back to their original resource. The SLMs on DepEd 
Commons do not contain copyrighted information and can in principle be adjusted according 
to the needs of the teacher. However, without the presence of source files, it will be 
challenging for teachers to repurpose and reshare existing materials. A number of teacher 
respondents in the DepEd Commons Survey suggested having access to more PowerPoint 
materials that could be downloaded and used for their subject. This type of file would be 
easily modified and repurposed to local contexts and could then be shared back to the 
system. 

3.3 Legal and regulatory concerns 

Besides the availability, access, and usage discussed in the previous three sections, legal 
challenges and opportunities are part of the ‘intangible’ aspects that will determine the 
platform’s success. There are several laws and regulations that can impede or support the 
development and sustainability of digital learning platforms. In the case of DepEd Commons, 
copyright laws and privacy laws need to be taken into account. Besides, policy support and 
political ambitions can help sustain funding and development of the platform. The draft Basic 
Education Development Plan 2030 has as its fourth strategy to “enhance DepEd platforms 
for learning resources” and explicitly mentions strengthening and improving ICT platforms 
and the provision of learning resources through its platforms. 

Copyright 

The PDFs on the DepEd Commons explicitly state that no copyright exists (See text box, 
below). However, the government prohibits commercial usage of content without prior 
approval. While the ban on commercial usage is not relevant for usage by teachers, such a 
ban may thwart commercial providers in building parallel systems. It is not clear if 
commercial usage can be banned if no copyright subsists. Besides, if a situation would exist 
where a commercial provider can offer DepEd Commons content for a fee and users are 
willing to pay that fee, then DepEd can conclude its platform lacks functionality, that the 
competing platform fills a need, and can see such a competing platform as a learning 
opportunity instead of a threat.  
Besides resources uploaded by DepEd centrally, DepEd Commons allows in principle for 
resources uploaded by teachers. These resources must be openly licensed to be acceptable 
on the platform. According to one informant, certain uploaded resources were removed 
when a suspicion was raised that copyrights were infringed. It can be assumed that DepEd 
is liable in the case of copyright violations, yet the absence of a due diligence process for 
copyright compliance carries a risk that teacher uploaded content does not get published on 
the platform in a timely manner. Instead, DepEd should design a process that quickly 
assesses content for copyright violations and where copyright claims lead to quick removal 
or temporary suspension of uploaded content until it has been reviewed. A deliberate and 
good-faith approach to copyright compliance greatly reduces legal liability. Legal assistance 
in designing this process is required.  
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Text Box: Copyright statement on DepEd Commons resources 

 

Privacy and learner data 

The type, nature, and purpose of stored learner data are subject to privacy laws, such as the 
Data Privacy Act of 2012 (Data Privacy Act of 2012, 2012). These laws specify which learner 
data can be saved and to what extent platform users need to consent to this storage. In the 
case of DepEd Commons, teachers are required to sign in before uploading content. 
Learners are encouraged to sign in to DepEd Commons but can also access the resources 
as guests with made-up credentials. Whether this encouragement, and the subsequent data 
storage, is justified is outside the scope of this paper. However, the chosen approach needs 
to have a legal foundation and justification. Teachers also suggested having different 
visibility rights separate from students, for example, answer keys, unless specified, would 
only be accessible to teachers.  
To summarize, Figure 3 shows the SWOT analysis of the ‘intangible’ aspects. 

Figure 3. SWOT analysis of the intangible aspects  

Strengths 

• Departments know where the strengths of 
other departments lie and where they need 
each other. 

• There is strong personal commitment and 
engagement from the leadership of ICTS.  

Weaknesses 

• There is insufficient collaboration between 
ICTS and BCD/BLR. 

• Inefficient approval process leaves some 
resources unpublished for a long time, or 
has them published with errors and 
inconsistencies among the tags, etc. 

• Copyright is not explicit in the metadata, 
so it is unclear if lack of copyright 
information means it is free and open. 

Opportunities 

• Departments can work together, create 
processes that play on their strengths and do 
not duplicate efforts. 

• DepEd leadership can guide the purpose of 
platforms, ownership of platforms, and clarify 
roles and responsibilities. 

• DepEd can create a solid process for content 
upload and review.  

• Create and formalize a copyright 
infringement report functionality. 

• Education Sector Plan explicitly mentions 
OER. 

• Philippines has a strong history of mobilizing 
teachers and others to invest in education; 
this could potentially be channeled to crowd-
sourcing content, peer review, etc. 

Threats 

• The lack of effective collaboration 
between departments can lead to 
duplication of initiatives that lack impact, 
and it threatens the core functionality of 
creating and sharing of resources. 

• Lack of clear directive from DepEd leads 
to the development of overlapping 
systems at great cost and confusion. 

• Reliance on a few committed individuals 
in leadership can threaten a platform if 
individuals leave. 

 

Republic Act 8293, section 176 states that: No copyright shall subsist in any work of the 
Government of the Philippines. However, prior approval of the government agency or office 
wherein the work is created shall be necessary for exploitation of such work for profit. Such 
agency or office may, among other things, impose as a condition the payment of royalties. 
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4    ‘TANGIBLE’ SIDE OF THE DEPED COMMONS 
4.1 Overview of DepEd’s platform landscape 

The DepEd Commons is one of several governmental platforms that provide learning 
resources to both learners and teachers. This analysis focuses on the DepEd Commons, but 
its effectiveness in terms of providing access to learning resources is dependent upon 
how it fits in the country’s offering of platforms, which users it targets, and how its existence 
is communicated and justified among potential users. 
DepEd4 has three main platforms for teaching and learning purposes. Local governments 
have set up Learning Resource Portals (LRP). Figure 4 provides an overview of the different 
platforms in the country. Platforms targeting only teachers, such as training.deped.gov.ph, 
have not been included in this overview.  

Figure 4. Schema of existing DepEd resource repositories 

 
 

DepEd Commons 

DepEd Commons (commons.deped.gov.ph) is a platform with openly licensed content 
relevant for K–12 education in the Philippines that can be accessed by anyone, though it 

 
4 The term “DepEd”, unless otherwise specified, is used in this report to mean the central governing body based 
in Manila; all teachers and administrators are part of DepEd across the country, and there is a decentralized 
hierarchy of regional and district affiliates. Policies and procedures generally flow down from DepEd central to 
local implementing bodies.  
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does require signing in either as a “guest” or as a user associated with a certain school. Its 
target audiences are students, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders. For teachers, the 
platform plans to offer the possibility to upload and share content, but at present there are a 
limited number of approved “uploaders,” and teachers must direct their learning resources 
through an approved uploader. According to interviews with the managing unit—the EdTech 
Unit of the ICT Services Division (under management of the Undersecretary of 
Administration)—at the time of the review (August/September 2021) it had 8 million active 
students and 2 million other users, of a planned 21 million visits; the target is to have 21 
million visits in the school year 2021–2022.  
When ICTS planned DepEd Commons, it recognized that it lacked expertise on building this 
platform itself and the software company Intelimina was contracted through a bidding 
process. While the development was done through a bidding process, current change 
requests are processed pro bono by Intelimina. Intelimina has five to eight dedicated team 
members working on DepEd Commons. 

LRMDS 

Hosted by the BLR, the LRMDS (https://lrmds.deped.gov.ph/) provides official and 
proprietary materials for teachers to use in their teaching. Only teachers with an official 
account can access all resources in LRMDS. The LRMDS was first developed and piloted in 
2008 through a grant by Australian Aid and was last updated in 2018.  
At present, the LRMDS has the largest collection of learning materials, activity sheets, 
learning modules, references, teacher resources, pictures, videos, resources converted into 
braille format, learning activity sheets designed for lower grade students, SLMs that meet the 
K to 12 most essential learning competencies, and ePubs.  
The heightened awareness of leaders and teachers in K–12 is due to the existing mandate 
from the DepEd to use LRMDS in the teaching and learning process. Some of the schools 
have their own Learning Resource Coordinator, usually associated with LRMDS. In addition, 
there is also a defined quality assurance process for submission of resources designed by 
teachers, which is assessed by the division and/or regional office and/or the central office.  
Currently, there are challenges in further developing the platform since the developing team 
of consultants has left the organization. ICTS is the logical department to maintain the 
platform, but ICTS is not familiar with LRMDS’s software architecture and has not acquired 
the source code. 
Since there are several learning platforms across the DepEd educational technology 
ecosystem, one of the difficulties is not having a single authentication login. There were also 
reports on the valuation of copyright involving donated resources that are not properly 
referenced; thus a training is necessary.  
The vision of a single resource platform combining LRMDS and DepEd Commons is a 
welcome process for efficiency and effectiveness. It can adopt the best practices of LRMDS, 
particularly the curated 7,000 resources, quality assurance system, designation of learning 
resource personnel, heightened awareness and willingness to share teachers and leaders, 
among others. Many teachers who completed the user survey (Annex B) noted that one 
platform, and one login would be a welcome advance, possibly in the form of an “app” that 
would also facilitate downloading select resources for offline use. 
The last update of LRMDS was in 2018, thus there is a danger of its becoming obsolete, 
incompatible with modern systems, or otherwise not living up to its potential through ongoing 
user feedback. The lack of technology competence of teachers and access technology are 
also hindering the utilization of LRMDS. In addition, although the integration of LRMDS with 
other resource platforms has been articulated, there seems to be varying visions on how it 
would be achieved. 
A rapid SWOT analysis summarizes LRMDS as it relates to DepEd Commons (Figure 5). 



  

Formative Evaluation of the DepEd Commons 17 

Figure 5. SWOT analysis of the LRMDS  

Strengths 

• There are 7,000 LRMDS resources. 

• There is an existing mandate from 
school leaders to use the curated 
materials from the LRMDS. 

• There is an existing quality assurance 
mechanism 

• There is heightened awareness of 
LRMDS among leaders and teachers.  

• There is designated Learning Resource 
Personnel. 

• There are proprietary contents in 
LRMDS that have been donated by 
copyright holders 

Weaknesses 

• There is difficulty in access and management 
of LRMDS. 

•  There is difficulty in acquiring the source code 
from the original developer, thus updates would 
be difficult to accomplish.  

•  There is no single authentication login across 
different permutations of LRMDS. 

• There is a need for training on the utilization of 
resources particularly the use of intellectual 
property. 

Opportunities 

• There is a vision to integrate the 
LRMDS and the DepEd Commons.  

• The single resource platform could 
learn from best practices of LRMDS. 

•  Teachers are willing to share their 
resources through LRMDS. 

Threats 

• The LRMDS resources have not been updated 
since 2018. 

•  Lack of technology competencies and access 
to technology of teachers hinder the full 
utilization of LRMDS, and this will remain a 
challenge for DepEd Commons unless 
something is done differently. 

•  Aside from the vision, there is no concrete step 
being taken to integrate the LRMDS and the 
DepEd Commons. This can perpetuate the 
non-maximization of the LRMDS. 

Regional Learning Resource Portals 

The regional LRPs have been created by divisions to provide content and announcements to 
the division education stakeholders, but especially teachers. They are region-specific 
versions of the LRMDS, and some of the portals still use the term “LRMDS” to refer to 
themselves and are usually managed by a “Learning Resources Management Service” and 
“Learning Resources Management Officers.”5 These platforms are not centrally managed by 
DepEd but by regional governments and do not exclusively contain centrally developed 
curricular materials. To a certain extent, these platforms were created as a work-around for 
the central LRMDS, which proved too difficult to contribute resources to because of a lengthy 
quality control process. However, under the mother-tongue-based multilingual education 
(MTB-MLE) curriculum, it was also important for regions to easily provide access to 
resources in the language(s) of instruction of their schools. Some of the LRPs are based on 
Google shared drives. 

Regional LMS Portal 

The LMS is a Moodle-based platform that provides content and learning resources to 
regions and divisions in the country and provides a way to deliver instruction remotely by 
repackaging and sequencing content from different sources. Its content offering varies 
depending on the locality but may contain a subset of content from the DepEd Commons, 
from the LRMDS, other resources from the BLR, and regionally relevant content provided by 

 
5 See, for example, https://lrmdsnegor.net/ or https://lrcaloocan.wixsite.com/portal  

https://lrmdsnegor.net/
https://lrcaloocan.wixsite.com/portal
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the regional office (Figure 6). The regional LMS portals had just started to roll out as this 
study was being conducted and are now available in a small number of regions. 

Figure 6. Schema of the LMS Portal 

 

Ambitions and system integrations 

DepEd’s ICTS envisions a merger of the LRMDS and the DepEd Commons. This would 
create a platform where anyone could retrieve openly licensed materials, but only teachers 
with appropriate logins could retrieve the proprietary content currently hosted on the 
LRMDS. Since the BLR, responsible for the LRMDS, no longer has access to the source 
code, and since the technology of the LRMDS is obsolete—for example, it does not have a 
responsive design—ICTS expects that the functionality of DepEd Commons will expand to 
include that of the LRMDS. The BLR, on the other hand, also recognizes overlap between 
the two platforms, but comes to an opposite conclusion and expects the DepEd Commons 
content and functionality to be integrated into a further development of the LRMDS, with 
ICTS responsible for further developing and maintaining the LRMDS.  
The ICTS also plans to integrate other systems into DepEd Commons. It plans to develop a 
Classroom Management System: a system that runs in the classroom, with or without 
connectivity, and delivers or supports lessons. Besides, the ICTS plans to integrate the 
Learner Information System with the DepEd Commons. The Learner Information System 
currently provides data on students, but could also store learning progress information and 
make it available to students, parents, teachers, and government. Finally, the BLR plans to 
develop a Digital Library Hub. In 2009, DepEd’s Library Hubs were established and 
institutionalized to provide supplementary reading materials nationwide. The BLR plans to 
create a digital platform to host a digital version of proprietary reading materials.  

4.2 DepEd Commons as an ROER 

Quality indicators 

As described above (Section 2.2), we define the DepEd Commons to be an ROER that is 
intended to provide network-accessible storage of educational digital media that can 
be used alone or in combination with other resources through an interface that allows 
for depositing and accessing these resources.  
For the assessment of the DepEd Commons as an ROER, we used the quality assurance 
indicators proposed by Atenas and Havemann (2013). They identified 10 quality indicators, 
distributed over four themes and two characteristics. Their four themes, or categories, 
underlie the principles of an OER repository and are “search,” “share,” “reuse,” and 
“collaborate.” “Searching” refers to the discovery and organization of content for learners; 
“sharing” refers to making created resources available to others; “reusing” is the usage of 
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any original or modified resources; and “collaboration” refers to the way users work together. 
Additionally, the indicators of quality in a ROER can be characterized as “social” or 
“technical.” Table 5 provides an overview of these indicators. 

Table 4. Atenas and Havemann's indicators for quality assurance in ROERs 
Indicator of Quality 

Assurance Description  Themes  Characteristics  

Featured resources Feature resources that are potentially of 
high interest for teachers because of its 
design or content 

Search, 
Share, 
Collaborate 

Social  

User evaluation 
tools 

Provide tools to allow users to evaluate 
or rate resources 

Collaborate  Social 

Peer review Peer review as policy to revise and 
analyze each resource to ensure its 
quality 

Collaborate  Social 

Authorship Repositories include the name of the 
author(s) of the resources 

Search, 
Reuse  

Social 

Keywords Methodically describe the resources to 
facilitate the retrieval of the materials 
within certain specific subject areas 

Search  Technical  

Metadata Introduce standardized formats of 
metadata (Dublin Core—IEEE LOM - 
OAI PMH) for interoperability and 
machine reading 

Search, 
Share, 
Reuse  

Technical 

Multilingual support Design the interface and resources of the 
ROER in a multilingual way to widen the 
scope of users by allowing them to 
perform search of content in different 
languages 

Search, 
Share, 
Reuse, 
Collaborate 

Technical 

Social media 
support 

Introduce social media tools to enable 
the users to share the resources within 
social media platforms 

Search, 
Share, 
Reuse, 
Collaborate 

Social, 
Technical 

Creative Commons 
licenses 

Specify the type of Creative Commons 
license per resource or give information 
about the specific type of license for all 
the resources 

Search, 
Reuse, 
Collaborate  

Technical 

Source Code or 
Original Files 

Allow downloading of the original files or 
source code of resources so they can be 
adapted 

Reuse, 
Collaborate  

Technical  

 
Table 5 provides observations of the DepEd Commons for each of these categories.  

Table 5. Atenas and Havemann's quality indicators for ROERs applied to 
DepEd Commons 

Indicator of Quality 
Assurance DepEd Commons  

Featured resources 
Shows “Most viewed content this month” on the front page. 

Featured content is shown for the overall platform.  
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Indicator of Quality 
Assurance DepEd Commons  

Searchable by grade (but grade level content not featured automatically 
based on user profile). 

User evaluation 
tools 

Teachers and students can rate content on five dimensions. This is 
frequently used; ratings are shown after the first rating has been done.  

Peer review Teachers can leave reviews, but the peer review happens after publication 
and does not result in new versions. 

Authorship 

There is a field for “authors” and one for “contributors.” Because this is 
user-generated, it is inconsistent (authors may be mentioned in the 
description but not in the designated field, or authors are not listed by 
name but by department).6  

Authors cannot delete a resource, although field data can be changed 
(and then those data go into the queue for approval again). 

Keywords 

Tags can be added during upload of contents and specific fields can be 
filled. However, teachers have no way to know what tags exist in order to 
search for a specific resource.  

It is not possible to filter on specific keywords or tags except by entering 
that tag into the search bar, nor is it possible to sort a list of resources by 
any feature such as popularity, rating, date, etc. 

When searching by keyword, a list of files comes up, but one can only 
view the first page of 10 resources. Clicking to the next page of the search 
returns the user to a list of all resources. 

Metadata There is no apparent metadata schema. 

Multilingual support 

There is no field indicating language, but resources can be “tagged” by 
language (leading to errors due to how languages are spelled). This also 
limits browsing by language, since one cannot see a list of all current tags. 

There is no system to identify different language versions of the same 
resource. 

The platform interface is currently only in English and cannot be viewed in 
different languages. 

Social media 
support 

There is no social media support, but the Aide Memoire also discourages 
use of social media for educational resources, so this is a criteria that may 
not be relevant for DepEd Commons. On the other hand, some external 
content was found to link to Facebook and required a Facebook login to 
see the content. It is not clear if there is also content aimed at young 
learners that links to Facebook. Facebook does not allow users below the 
age of 13, and its personal data storage policies make it questionable 
whether it should be used for DepEd’s content. Some content links to 
YouTube. YouTube does not require an account to watch videos, making 
it a more accessible platform for content. However, content on YouTube 
often contained ads. It is questionable if the revenue earned by DepEd 
justifies the exposure of children to ads. Therefore, policies and practices 
related to social media may need careful review by DepEd. 

 
6 For example in commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/05b8a7e4-b4fd-4735-987b-ced82d064873 

https://commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/05b8a7e4-b4fd-4735-987b-ced82d064873
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Indicator of Quality 
Assurance DepEd Commons  

Creative Commons 
licenses 

There is no “terms of use” screen.  

There is no generic information on licenses.  

Certain resources indicate that there is no copyright on them, yet prohibit 
the commercial use of the resources. 

Source code or 
original files 

There are no source codes or original files. In some cases, different 
versions of the same resource are found but not grouped together, such 
as an ePub and PDF of the same resource, or an English and a Tagalog 
version of the same resource. Source files are not available, nor are 
different versions of the same resource identified by a common identifier. 

 

Discoverability 

The search field accepts any term based on “title, authors, tags, type,” but does not always 
provide hits. Next, if the search yields results, they cannot be filtered on any of the 
predefined values, such as assessment, presentation, user rating, or number of downloads. 
At the time of this review, if the search results in several pages of results (i.e., more than 10), 
the search results are lost when the user tries to view the second results page. This is a 
critical bug to address, since this renders many resources essentially un-discoverable. 
Finally, some typos were found in a document title, meaning entering the correct title in the 
search bar would not return the correct result.7 Not being able to find resources that are 
known to be on the site is a clear risk to the platform. This finding is substantiated by the 
DepEd Commons Survey (see Annex B) whereby teacher suggestions to make the platform 
easier to search was a top 3 recommendation. Teachers specifically mentioned the need to 
broaden the search function, have the ability to filter and sort by region and 
subject/topic, and have access to a direct menu. 
Once a user has a list of resources, deciding whether to use and download them is the next 
logical step. Ratings, reviews, and other details such as file type and file size can help a user 
avoid unnecessary downloads. DepEd Commons has a detailed and comprehensive rating 
system and allows written reviews. It shows the name of the rater when the rater is a 
teacher and differentiates between teacher ratings and student ratings. All ratings are 
shown, including single ratings. An argument can be made to only show ratings when the 
number of ratings has reached a certain amount, which may help to make ratings more 
reliable and prevent users from jumping to conclusions based on just one very positive or 
negative rating. A downside would be that many resources would lose their ratings, since 
many resources have only one or few ratings. 
Ratings on DepEd Commons are very granular, with ratings covering five quality domains: 
Content, Presentation, Relatability, Clarity, and Suitability. In practice, it seems that in most 
cases raters do not differentiate between the domains but provide one overall rating. 
However, they are required to rate on all dimensions. Further, the default rating is one star. 
A teacher submitting in a hurry may unwittingly rate the resource with one star, if no rating is 
selected. This is worth revisiting—if raters rarely differentiate between the rating domains, 
removing these domains would simplify the platform and make ratings easier. 
Some content on DepEd Commons links to YouTube, in which case resources have two 
sets of ratings: within DepEd Commons and on YouTube, with YouTube usually having 
many more ratings. To prevent duplication of ratings, it is possible to automatically show 
YouTube’s ratings in DepEd Commons, prior to opening the link. This would remove the 

 
7 Resource available at commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/09ece81b-8c42-4889-9432-2875c66967b5  

https://commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/09ece81b-8c42-4889-9432-2875c66967b5
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distinction between teacher and student ratings but provide a far higher and more reliable 
number of ratings. 

Metadata and keywords 

The quality of a large repository depends greatly on the integrity of the database, on whether 
selected fields are filled reliably and from predefined lists, and on how tags are used. In the 
case of DepEd Commons, none of the fields is obligatory on uploading content. Uploaders to 
the DepEd Commons can fill predefined fields for their resources, such as a title, description, 
tags, resource types, and others. The tags field is a free field where uploaders can enter any 
tag. Also, some fields are pre-filled with default data, such as the “Category,” “Resource 
Type,” or “Learning Period” fields. This may lead hasty uploaders to submit content with 
incorrect fields. Other fields do not give suggestions on previously entered values. For 
example, “Authors” might give previously entered names to prevent variations of the same 
name (“S. Smith,” “Sam Smith,” “Samantha Smith,” et cetera). Likewise, beginning to type a 
tag does not give previously entered tags. To prevent variation in values for fields that 
contain unique values, a suggestion is to select values from a list of previously added 
values, to give a warning if a new value is added in a field, or to only allow adding tags from 
predefined lists. Moreover, there is no “License” field. If authors select or modify OERs from 
other repositories, adding the type of license (such as “CC BY NC ND”) provides information 
on the conditions of reuse for that content item.  
Apart from the functionality of the fields, there is no adherence to metadata standards such 
as Dublin Core or a system designed by DepEd. Adhering to a metadata standard in all 
platforms will make portability of content and integration in and interoperability with other 
platforms, such as the LMS and the planned Classroom Management System, more likely to 
be successful. It also allows for machine readability of content, allowing users both in the 
Philippines and around the world to find resources if DepEd chooses to allow visits without 
logging in.  

Content organization 

The content on DepEd Commons is organized per grade level or per category. Categories 
can sometimes be sources (authors or organizations). Clicking on “Grade levels” in the top 
menu, however, provides both grade levels and content sources. One challenge is that an 
item cannot be linked to more than one category. For example, DepEd TV contains grade-
leveled content, but is not categorized by grade. Also, for this category, content consists of 
links to YouTube. The site displays a data warning when learners open an external content 
link. In some cases, links to YouTube result in errors, such as a Grade 1 Playlist8 that 
appears to be private on opening and cannot be played. 
The “grades” category contains content organized by subject, though the content seems to 
be limited to SLMs. The order of organization does not always seem intuitive. For example, 
in Grade 4 English, the module order is arbitrary (1-2-4-5-3-7-6), possibly indicating that it 
comes up in the order in which the resources were uploaded rather than alphabetical or by 
rating. The user cannot select a different view for the order of resource entries. Also, each 
module seems to be available in two formats: PDF and ePub in two separate entries. It could 
be more logical to offer these together as one entry with two formats (Module 1 PDF and 
ePub, Module 2 PDF and ePub, etc.) unless it is possible to filter by format. This requires 
development and design, but would prepare the system for a situation where teachers 
upload their own content and where content is available in different versions and languages. 
For example, a Grade 7 science resource could be translated, or dubbed, and reuploaded by 
a teacher. It would then be found in the same place as the other versions. Besides, as 
DepEd moves to subtitling videos and recording audio to assist learners with hearing or 

 
8 Resource available at commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/b4a07d5b-5715-47af-a62c-88b28a04cc51  

https://commons.deped.gov.ph/documents/b4a07d5b-5715-47af-a62c-88b28a04cc51
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visual impairments, these adjusted versions can then also be found in the same location. It is 
important to do this development sooner rather than later, while the amount of content on the 
site is still manageable.  
Also, perhaps due to the fact that the platform was released to respond to home-based 
learning during school closures, some content is also organized by “week” in the curriculum. 
For example, content under the category “ETULay” was created to help home learning 
partners support their children during remote learning. The extensive ETULay content on 
DepEd Commons is organized by week, with the most recent content first. Within those 
weeks, such as “Week 6 – 4th Quarter,” there is no further organization of the content. In this 
particular case, the 134 links to YouTube videos cannot be filtered, leading to the question of 
whether parents and caregivers can effectively find this content through DepEd Commons. It 
is also questionable whether all parents use the same method for counting weeks as DepEd 
and whether the week numbering is unambiguous. 
The category “Spotlight” links to specialized subjects but across grades, such as 
cyberbullying, and Department of Science and Technology courseware on mathematics and 
science subjects. This is interactive content that can be installed on Android devices. This 
content, however, may or may not be relevant to specific grades, but is not offered through 
the grade menus for the different subjects. The Alternative Learning System content offers 
content for self-learning. Under another category—Alternative Learning System—the 
organization seems inconsistent since subcategories are offered at once. Under 
Kindergarten, the list of subjects under “Navigate by subjects” consists of weeks, not 
subjects. 
To summarize, Figure 7 presents the SWOT analysis of the tangible aspects of the DepEd 
Commons. 

Figure 7. SWOT analysis of the ‘tangible’ aspects of the DepEd Commons  

Strengths 
• There are large amounts of learning 

resources. 

• Fields and tags have been thought about 
and exist. 

• There are different versions of the same 
resource, such as PDFs or ePub. 

• The rating system works and is well 
designed. 

• There is strong commitment from the 
ICTS to facilitate a mechanism to add 
user-generated content. 

Weaknesses 
• Users cannot upload content. 

• There is no effective quality assurance 
process for new content. 

• There is no license information and no option 
to flag copyright issues. 

• Fields for upload contain default values. 

• Discovery of content does not work well; 
content is not always found, organization is 
inconsistent; tags cannot be used for 
searching; and there is no filtering option. 

Opportunities 
• Improve interface (see recommendations 

section). 

Threats 
• Absence of sharing functionality may lead 

teachers to use other platforms. 

• The tags and field values can contain 
anything, threatening discovery of resources 
and the integrity of the database. 

• Lack of discovery of resources can encourage 
users to go to other platforms. 

• A work-around for the quality assurance 
process does not solve the underlying 
problem. 
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• Ads in linked content may have undesired 
consequences on learners using those 
resources. 

• Linked content in closed platforms, such as 
Facebook, may limit access to those 
resources. 

5 CONCLUSIONS 
Relative to both the ‘tangible’ (platform) and ‘intangible’ (processes and ecosystem) aspects 
of the repository, our overall observations are as follows, through the lenses of Availability, 
Access, Usage, and Learning. 

5.1 Availability 

There are many resources available on the DepEd Commons to date, mostly linked to the 
curriculum, but there is unequal availability of resources for different subgroups (grade, 
language, subject). Table 6 below provides an overview of the content items in DepEd 
Commons in August 2021 and compares it with the learning resources in the LRMDS. The 
DepEd Commons learning resources were counted through the website, while the BLR 
provided the numbers for the LRMDS. The LRMDS has more resources than DepEd 
Commons and, on top of that, contains teacher materials and other materials not classified 
as learning materials. The total amount of resources for the LRMDS is about 18,000, of 
which 7,500 are learning resources, compared with over 5,000 learning resources in DepEd 
Commons.  

Table 6. Amount of learning resources in the DepEd Commons and the 
LRMDS 

Grade level 
Resources in DepEd 

Commons  
Learning resources 

in LRMDS 

DepEd TV 51  

ETULay9 1957  

Spotlight 404  

Virtual education for teachers 0  

Virtual education for learners 0  

Alternative Learning System 517 429 

Inclusion programs 131  

Special curricular programs 13  

Kindergarten 31 398 

Grade 1 355 883 

Grade 2 224 526 

Grade 3 270 824 

Grade 4 127 688 

Grade 5 184 561 

 
9 ETULay is coined from "Educational Technology Unit (ETU) and ‘itulay,’ the Filipino term for "bridge". ETULay 
means ‘bridging’ and DepEd has coined this term to refer to its online tutoring for parents and students.  
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Grade level 
Resources in DepEd 

Commons  
Learning resources 

in LRMDS 

Grade 6 163 626 

Grade 7 147 482 

Grade 8 133 245 

Grade 9 71 227 

Grade 10 105 452 

Grade 11 - 241 

Grade 12 - 152 

Teacher’s materials  818 

Senior High School—Applied subjects 14  

Senior High School—Core subjects 299  

Senior High School—Specialized subjects 39  

Total 5,235 7,552 
 
These two platforms, for now, seem to be competing in terms of their availability, and it may 
become difficult for teachers to know which platform to use to look for resources for their 
children. It would be very important for DepEd to clearly define the purposes of one versus 
the other and make sure teachers do not have to search multiple platforms for the resources 
they need.  
Teachers who completed the survey (see Annex B) suggested the site could be improved by 
including more subject areas and more equity across all grades. Teachers requested more 
content in all subject areas generally, and a few requests were made for content in the 
subject areas of mathematics, science, ICT, technical and vocational subjects, and subjects 
aligned to the MELCs. They also shared they would like to see more video content, activity 
sheets and interactive activities, including games. 
Many resources in DepEd Commons link to a YouTube site and contain, at least in some 
cases, ads. It is worth considering whether or not this is appropriate, especially since one 
goal of DepEd Commons, according to the “Digital Rise” Aide Memoire is to limit the use of 
social media in the classroom. Suggestions to fix broken links and remove ads also featured 
as feedback in the DepEd Commons Survey. In addition to the concern about exposing 
young learners to ads, teachers were concerned with unnecessarily using data to watch ad 
content. Teachers also suggested that links to external sources like YouTube should be free 
to access. Content under the DepEd TV category, and content for parents under “ETULay” 
links to YouTube videos, and therefore may pose a challenge to parents who do not have 
data or stable Internet for streaming videos rather than being able to download them. 

5.2 Access  

In the Philippines, roughly 40%10 of the population used the Internet in 2019, according to 
the World Bank. There were 68 mobile broadband subscriptions per 100 users in 201911 and 
a personal computer is owned by one in five households in 2016,12 below half of the world 
median and ranking 99 out of 139 countries. Still, in the 2019 National ICT Household 
Survey, only 18% of households reported having access to the Internet at home.13 These 

 
10 Available through databank.worldbank.org/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators  
11 Available through tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/hf72bfbe8  
12 Available through tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/entrp.household.computer  
13 Available through dict.gov.ph/ictstatistics/2019-national-ict-household-survey-results/  

https://databank.worldbank.org/reports.aspx?source=world-development-indicators
https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/hf72bfbe8
https://tcdata360.worldbank.org/indicators/entrp.household.computer
https://dict.gov.ph/ictstatistics/2019-national-ict-household-survey-results/
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numbers set the constraints within which the DepEd Commons can be considered 
accessible for users in the country. Our user survey also revealed that mobile Internet is the 
most common way to access DepEd Commons. Less than 20% of respondents had a tablet 
at home. Access to the Internet is primarily through prepaid mobile (60.2%) and/or 
broadband (54.8%). A small proportion of respondents reported no Internet access (2.2%). 
DepEd Commons and the content hosted on it can be accessed by anyone with an Internet 
connection and user login credentials. Although initially it was possible to login as a guest, 
now only registered users can log in. In the vision of DepEd, the platform should be 
accessible also to users without an email address, so it is not clear why this seeming barrier 
has been added to the system. Survey respondents also reported finding the signing in 
procedure cumbersome, and that it cost them data load. Allowing access to the platform 
without logging in would have as an added benefit that teachers can more easily deep-link to 
resources from other platforms. 
The site claims to be zero rated (free to use mobile data) by anyone using the Globe, TM, 
Smart, Sun, and TNT networks, but some user feedback indicates this might not be the 
case. Also, to access the large number of resources that are on third-party websites, 
including YouTube and Facebook, users will incur data charges. The website provides a 
warning every time that a link is opened. A risk with zero-rating is that it can force the 
audience to another network (McBurnie et al., 2020) and in effect has the government create 
preferred networks.  
DepEd Commons is currently only available online, unless users download and create a 
separate system. In some districts, teachers have added the content to an offline-accessible 
system like Kolibri or Moodle Mobile to make content available offline.14 With the content 
downloaded to a laptop that functions as a local server, learners or colleagues can access 
the content through that server with any Internet-enabled device, including taking 
assessments. These activities occurred before the COVID-19 crisis, when resources were 
needed in the classroom. Offline availability of resources will likely remain a need, as the 
user surveys below indicate as well. This need can be fulfilled by further development of 
DepEd Commons, by the LMS, or by another existing system. However, there is a risk to 
creating another parallel platform. 
DepEd Commons has a responsive design and can be accessed through a web browser on 
a mobile phone, but users cannot mark different resources for download and keep them as 
with app-based systems. 
DepEd is planning to embed sign language in all video content and to convert all video 
episodes to audio. Additionally, content from Kindergarten to Grade 3 will soon be translated 
to three of the official languages. 
Therefore, on the positive side, DepEd Commons has managed to negotiate a zero-rating 
for its content with most telcos, and the responsive design makes the platform accessible 
through any device. On the other hand, the platform requires continuously connected 
devices to access the content, which limits accessibility unless specific efforts are made to 
create offline collections using other platforms. Removing the need to log in may make the 
platform more accessible and resources accessible through search engines. 

5.3 Usage 

This section will first discuss the usage of the DepEd Commons as quantified through usage 
reports, such as Google Analytics, and brief results from the teacher survey (see full results 
in the Annex B). Next, it will provide an overview of defined targets and monitoring 
mechanisms that are in place. It ends with a few recommendations on monitoring DepEd 

 
14 An example of such content is available through Kolibri token “fujop-rodos.” The ACR–Philippines project has 
also provided some mother-tongue primers through the Moodle platform and distributed them on tablets so that 
the resources can be accessed offline. 
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Commons. These recommendations should not be considered a comprehensive monitoring 
plan, but can be used as a starting point for designing such a plan.  
From March 17, 2020, through August 23, 2021, DepEd Commons was visited 30 million 
times, with an average session length of 7 minutes. Per month, that averages close to 
600,000 visits. The analytics suggest that these visits were done by around 10.3 million 
unique users, but it is not clear whether these are registered versus unregistered users, or 
unique IP addresses. The visits are not evenly distributed but show that most visits occurred 
in April and May 2020, October 2020, April 2021, and August 2021. By far most user visits, 
or 70%, came from a mobile phone.  
DepEd Commons has articulated a target of having 60% of target users (K-12 students) 
access the platform, or roughly 21 million. However, it is not clear if a user is a visit, or if 
there is a monthly visit or a target in terms of session length or downloads per month. Table 
2 in Section 2 “Purpose and Methodology” listed several ROERs that are focused on K–12 
education; it provides, as a point of reference, the monthly number of visitors. ICTS had 
formulated a target of 1,500 learning resources on the platform. With over 5,000 resources, 
this target was met. However, while writing this analysis, we encountered challenges 
obtaining simple usage data such as the number of downloads per grade per month.  
 Figures 8–10 below show Google Analytics data provided in August 2021. 

Figure 8. Google Analytics data showing the number of visitors over time 

 

Figure 9. Google Analytics data showing the number of visitors and average 
session length 
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Figure 10. Google Analytics data showing users by type of device used to visit 
the DepEd Commons 

 
To summarize, DepEd has set targets for the number of users and resources and has shown 
agility in implementing DepEd Commons in a way that encourages use at a time when it is 
needed most. They could further leverage data by operationalizing targets in precise terms. 
Without clearly defining targets, management does not have a trigger to escalate problems 
or to intervene. 
It is also hard to find and download accurate and readable data on usage (data directly from 
the platform was extremely difficult to parse by individual users and locations, likely because 
many users access through their institutional Microsoft account). Creating a monitoring 
mechanism that shows usage and resources according to these standards and targets 
established would help DepEd monitor whether usage increases or has a tendency to level 
off at certain grades or times of year. This would help identify areas of supply and demand 
that could be addressed for more impact. Similarly, the monitoring plan could define targets 
that trigger adjustment, intervention, or escalation if these targets are not met. Finally, 
DepEd must create a truly agile process for further development of the platform. Ultimately, 
having a login process may help identify certain users, but it is also disincentivize many 
users within the Philippines and outside (even if Guest login is possible). DepEd Commons 
isn’t truly an “open” platform if it is subject to login restrictions and having a guest login that 
allows selection of any school is counterproductive if the purpose of login is to track unique 
users. 

6 RECOMMENDATIONS 
The SWOT analysis described above provides many directions for improving the DepEd 
Commons and this section attempts to provide a few priority areas to begin with. This takes 
into consideration the DepEd user survey results (Annex B) which also provide specific 
recommendations from the user perspective and should be read carefully. The largest 
category of suggestions received were about improving the availability of resources on 
DepEd Commons, followed by suggestions to improve access to the portal and improving 
usability. The recommendations below are grouped in two themes: intangibles (leadership, 
processes) and tangibles (platform design). Leadership recommendations include 
recommendations on management, organization, and effective processes. Design 
recommendations include suggestions on the platform itself, its functions, performance, and 
design process. 

6.1 Improving the intangibles 

Create an effective, fast, and transparent approval process 

The current quality assurance and approval process needs to be revised. The absence of 
rapid approval may contribute to the establishment of parallel platforms or use of more 
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widely accessible social media platforms, which is against DepEd’s vision. Similarly, the 
absence of an efficient process goes against another fundamental purpose of any OER: to 
have teachers create, use, and share openly licensed resources. An effective quality 
assurance and approval process would be a process that  

• is clear and predictable to content creators in terms of procedure, timing, criteria for 
approval, and quality metrics; 

• is clear and consistent to content reviewers in terms of what they are looking for: 
content quality, appropriateness, copyright, etc or just accurate and consistent filling 
out of the metadata forms?   

• has a clear role distribution and ownership; 

• is sustainable, embedded in the organization, and has funding; and 

• contains a monitoring mechanism that flags issues if they arise. 
There may be different levels of approval that could be decentralized. These should be 
tested. For example, content uploaders should be responsible for the quality control of their 
resources, and could attest to the fact that they have followed required division or regional 
approvals, have verified copyright on all components of the resource, and have permission 
to upload. Then the content publisher—the final gatekeeper—verifies accuracy of the 
document information, for example, ensuring that a resource tagged as an “assessment” is 
not, in fact, a storybook, and that key word tags are consistently written. Nonetheless, this 
implies that the decentralized quality control also has to be efficient, too. Teachers could be 
given more autonomy to upload resources if there were a system of peer review and ability 
to flag an inappropriate resource, including suspected copyright infringement. Having an 
effective copyright check and content deactivation process on the platform shows good faith 
and prevents litigation for copyright infringement. Also, since it is not possible to upload 
anonymously, since ever upload can be traced to it’s uploader through the DepEd email 
address this may be an incentive to take seriously the initial quality control.15 

Leadership endorsement and guidance from the highest level in DepEd 

Within DepEd, there are at least three bureaus that are involved in developing, 
implementing, and maintaining similar platforms: ICTS (falling under the Undersecretary of 
Administration), BLR, and BCD (both falling under the Undersecretary of Curriculum and 
Instruction). While all departments acknowledge their interdependencies, they currently do 
not collaborate sufficiently to deliver learning content most effectively. The departments 
sometimes work in parallel, do not integrate work that should be integrated, duplicate efforts, 
and even seem to compete on certain platforms. Ownership and leadership of the platforms 
may need to be endorsed from a level above both ICTS and C&I, a multisectoral 
management committee. The committee would not be an additional level of gatekeeping, but 
rather a meeting of stakeholders who review data analytics and other types of user 
feedback, and align what the platform offers with needs of teachers, the curriculum and what 
other what other online education technology markets offer.  Importantly, this committee, and 
the highest leadership in DepEd, should clearly articulate what the expectations for DepEd 
Commons is—i.e., is it truly an ROER, or is it more of a digital repository of centrally 
approved, curriculum-aligned resources? If it is the latter, how does it differ from LRMDS?  
Teachers need clear guidance on what to find where, and whether they can innovate and 
share their own curricular resources. 

 
15 For example, ACR-Philippines has created an eResources review self-assessment toolkit for teachers 
developing early literacy materials. https://shared.rti.org/content/eresources-review-toolkit  DepEd also has 
quality control guidelines. Teachers could attest to having met all the requirements of such a checklist, plus 
verification by at least one peer, before uploading. 

https://shared.rti.org/content/eresources-review-toolkit
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Improve the monitoring system and update targets 

There are a number of targets defined and certain data are collected. However, the targets 
are not clearly operationalized, such as what constitutes a user or an online resource. The 
data can be accessed, but are not reported on or used to inform next steps. A set of 
quantified targets and frequent data gathering to track these helps DepEd monitor progress 
and escalate, intervene, or re-design the platform or the targets when needed.  
These targets can be defined in such a way that they support the purpose of the platform 
and the criteria for success that DepEd has identified. 

6.2 Improving the tangibles 

Limit the number of platforms and merge DepEd Commons with LRMDS 

There is an abundance of platforms, existing and planned. DepEd Commons targets 
learners and teachers, the LRMDS targets teachers, the regional LMS targets learners and 
teachers, and the regional LRPs, under the divisions’ jurisdiction, target learners and 
teachers. Besides, DepEd plans to build a Classroom Management System that interfaces 
with the regional LMS. DepEd Commons and the LRMDS seem to overlap sufficiently to 
justify combining the platforms in one, according to the owners of both platforms. With 
DepEd Commons’ technology more current than that of the LRMDS, porting LRMDS’s 
content into DepEd Commons seems a reasonable consideration. In that case, content 
inside the DepEd Commons will need to be marked as either proprietary—and only 
accessible to teachers—or openly licensed. Alternatively, LRMDS remains primarily focused 
on printable or static resources designed for teachers to use in the classroom, whereas the 
DepEd Commons could be focused on interactive digital resources that can be used by 
teachers, students or home learning partners alike for enrichment and reinforcement of 
content areas throughout the year. 

Improve discovery of resources 

Content in the platform cannot always be easily found, such as content created by different 
sources for a certain grade, or different formats for that grade. The search feature, at the 
time of writing, had a critical bug preventing users from viewing more than the first page of 
content retrieved by the search term. Content that is appropriate for a specific grade and 
subject is sometimes placed in a completely different category (such as spotlight) and does 
not show up in the grade/subject category. A particular item should be able to appear in 
multiple categories without having to upload it twice (i.e., in both a spotlight category such as 
DOST Mathematics Software and Grade 2 Math). Discovery can improve by deliberately 
designing tags, keywords, metadata, and values, adding filters and improving the search 
bar. Established tags should then become searchable links.  
Tags, fields, and filtering. A filter on meaningful tags and fields allows discovery of relevant 
resources. Limit the values that fields and tags can have and create a warning on adding 
values that do not yet exist. A closed list is a list where teachers cannot add their own values 
without approval, and for example add different spellings for the same author or language, or 
different terms for the same learning outcome. License information could easily become a 
closed field, since there are a limited number of known license types that should be 
allowable. Metadata can include information on the type of content (video, PDF, ePub, 
activity, etc.), or any other property of the content and identifiers can help a user quickly find 
different versions of the same resource. Remove default values in ratings and content 
upload fields that make errors more likely. 
Adding filters will allow the teacher to find appropriate content. The currently more than 
5,000 resources will easily multiply over the next few years. Without a method of filtering on 
well-designed tags, there is a risk that the wealth of resources cannot be effectively unlocked 
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by the target audience. An advantage of a well-designed and closed system of tags is to 
make interoperability and integration with the other new or planned platforms—LMS, 
Classroom Management System, or even regional LRPs—more likely to be successful. The 
data used from the current usage should provide a starting point for developing such a 
closed system, and there are well-established web-design methodologies for establishing 
digital library taxonomies through user testing. Consider adding a field for proprietary content 
that renders them visible only for authorized users, preparing for a potential merger with 
LRMDS. 
Ratings: Making the ratings more meaningful can also help discoverability and likelihood 
that someone will download and use a resources once they have discovered it online. Limit 
the dimensions necessary for a rating and distinguish them more clearly from one another. 
Again, user testing methods can help identify a meaningful system of ratings. Also, display 
the download size of a resource next to the file time. This will help avoid lengthy and 
perhaps costly downloads of resources that may not be compatible with a user’s device. 
Linking to external content. Consider creating a media server to provide content outside of 
social media and within the zero-rated packages. Alternatively, remove ads from DepEd 
videos on platforms such as YouTube. The platform should also automate checking for 
broken external links. 

User-centered design 

Designing with consideration of the user’s needs is one of the digital principles. To do this, 
user characteristics, needs, and challenges ought to be central to any platform design. Such 
user-centered design includes co-creation of the platform, new iterations based on feedback, 
and creation with, rather than for, users. It also means that users are partners throughout the 
existence of the platform or platforms, not only before the launch of a first version. A user-
centered approach can help bring consistency and focus in DepEd’s entire digital 
educational landscape. DepEd Commons has a user feedback mechanism, which his one 
way to do this. Knowing what users look for and the steps they use to find can help 
determine what is the best way to organize content; for example, first organize content by 
grade, then subject, or vice versa. As DepEd Commons begins to serve the educational 
community post-pandemic, it will be important to understand how target users typically find 
resources. Continuing to filter by lesson week or quarter may not be as important as quickly 
finding a subject or grade level of interest. 

6.3 Monitoring recommendations 

An innovative intervention such as DepEd Commons with its many assumptions, 
dependencies, and risks requires a definition of success and an agile monitoring mechanism 
to know if it is on track. With an innovative intervention, it is important to track progress 
beyond formulated and quantifiable outputs, and identify unexpected consequences, effects, 
and opinions. An approach that uses a combination of methods and methodologies may help 
paint a full picture of the development of a platform like DepEd Commons. In an agile 
approach, an output that works but does not cover the complete purpose is delivered, tested, 
evaluated, and adjusted, after which a next iteration, with new functionality, is delivered. 
After each design adjustment, the direction and approach are recalibrated. This approach 
also keeps the digital principles in mind. These digital principles define an approach to 
ensure that digital development programs deliver what they are intended to do, prevent 
fragmentation, increase coordination, and can sustain themselves in the long run.16 DepEd 
has demonstrated agility by releasing the DepEd Commons early, in order to meet a critical 
need and making updates along the way. Below are suggested targets for a monitoring 
approach. 

 
16 Resource available at digitalprinciples.org  

https://digitalprinciples.org/
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Targets 

The lens of availability, access, usage, and learning can be used to identify different targets 
and the point at which escalation is justified. Targets should be aligned with the purpose of 
the platform and also be measured unambiguously and regularly. Triggers for escalation can 
be identified to decide at which point DepEd senior leadership must get involved (escalation) 
to address the findings and to decide on additional measures to achieve the targets. Table 7 
provides an example of such targets and escalation triggers (this is only an example, and the 
numbers are not meant to be actual targets for the DepEd Commons). 

Table 7. Monitoring lens, arbitrary example targets, and escalation triggers 
Lens Target examples Potential triggers for escalation 

Availability November 30: 1,200 resources 

December 31: 1,300 resources 

January 31: 1,350 resources 

The number of resources falls below 80% 
of the target. 

The number of resources per month 
shows a consistent downward trend. 

Availability Resources are downloadable with a 
maximum file size of 40MB  

>5% of resources have a file size above 
the maximum. 

There are resources with a file size of 
150% of the accepted maximum. 

Availability Users can reach any resource in three 
clicks 

After logging in, users require more than 
three clicks to find a resource. 

Availability Any resource can be found through 
different pathways 

Different pathways (e.g.. search and 
content organization) yield different 
resources. 

Access 80% of teachers have a computer and 
their internet provider allows them to 
access the content at no charge. 

Fewer than 70% of teachers have a 
computer. 

Fewer than 90% of teachers with a 
computer can access the content at no 
charge. 

Usage 60% of all teachers with access log in 
at least once per month. 

Fewer than 40% of all teachers with 
access log in at least once per month. 

Usage The resources of each grade have at 
least 10,000 downloads per month. 

There are less than 8,000 downloads per 
month. 

Usage 75% of teachers know how to use 
resources for teaching. 

Fewer than 60% of teachers know how to 
use the resources for teaching. 

Learning Learners show improvement of 
learning outcomes. 

Distance learners do not differ 
significantly from in-school learners in 
learning outcomes through representative 
sample assessment. 

Collecting monitoring data 

Once targets and triggers have been identified and agreed on, DepEd can decide on 
sources for data. A monitoring dashboard can be built to provide monthly statistics that can 
quickly lead to interventions in the approach. Some indicators can be gathered regularly and 
frequently through the platform itself or other publicly available sources. Other indicators 
may require less frequent but rigorous monitoring designs such as surveys, phone 
interviews, focus group discussions, assessment of a representative group, or setting up a 
controlled evaluation. Table 8 provides an example of measurements that can be used for 
gathering such data. 
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Table 8. Collection of data 
Metric Measure Type 

Number of resources Automatic through platform Quantitative 

Number of resources per 
grade/subject 

Automatic through platform, requires 
proper metadata/tagging 

Quantitative 

Types of format Automatic through platform Quantitative 

Number of clicks Observation sessions Qualitative and 
quantitative 

Resources can be found 
through different 
pathways 

Observation sessions, testing Qualitative 

80% of users have a 
computer 

Government statistics; user surveys Quantitative 

Learning show 
improvements in learning 
outcomes 

Existing school results (comparing 
baseline and endline school results for 
large groups with resource usage as 
independent variable) 

Quantitative 

Monitoring data can also be made public in a spirit of transparency consistent with the spirit 
of open resources and the digital principles, and it may also help raise awareness of the 
platform and encourage use. 
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ANNEX A: QUALITY ASSURANCE WORKFLOW 

 
Source: Bureau of Learning Resources   
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ANNEX B: DEPED COMMONS SURVEY RESULTS 
The survey was launched in August 2021, by providing a link to the self-administered survey 
through a Facebook group for teachers. In a first iteration of the survey release, a technical 
bug made one main section unavailable to respondents. The section was relaunched on the 
same website and to a distribution list of school information and communication technology 
(ICT) coordinators in September 2021. Therefore some questions had a high response rate, 
while others’ were lower due to the technical error. 

Profile of DepEd Commons Survey respondents 

The Department of Education (DepEd) Commons Survey was completed by 714 education 
professionals (73% women). The survey was completed by teachers (89%), master teachers 
(7%), head teachers (1%), and principals (1%). Of those completing the survey, the vast 
majority reported having teaching duties (97%); although respondents skewed heavily to 
junior high and/or primary level teachers (85%).  
A significant proportion of DepEd survey respondents were general education teachers, 
handling all subjects (23%) with the other major subjects fairly evenly represented, including 
a notable number of early childhood education and preschool teachers. 
The average age of respondents was 36, with 89% of respondents reporting having attained 
a bachelor’s degree and/or passed the Licensure Examination for Teachers (LET). 
All regional offices were represented with roughly half of respondents located in Regions IV-
A, IV-B, and the National Capital Region (NCR) (Figure A-1). 

Figure A-1. Respondent region, DepEd Commons Survey 
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Access to online resources by survey respondents 

Ninety-three respondents (N=93) completed the technology portion of the main survey. 
Respondent teachers reported a high level of technology access at home, with 93% having a 
smartphone and/or 90% reporting having a computer at home (laptop or desktop). Less than 
20% of respondents had a tablet at home. Access to the Internet was primarily through 
prepaid mobile (60%) and/or broadband (55%). No difference in connection types were 
detected according to region, frequency of DepEd Commons access, or how teachers 
conduct classes. A small proportion of respondents reported no Internet access (2%) or 
access through dial-up (5%) (Figure A-2).  

Figure A-2. How do you connect to the Internet at home? 

 
 
Sixty percent of respondent teachers conducted the majority of their lessons using modular 
distance learning (MDL) or a combination of MDL and online distance learning (ODL) 29%, 
with less than 10% reporting ODL only. Only two respondents reported using mass media 
such as TV or radio with MDL when conducting classes.  

Use of online resources by survey respondents 

When teacher respondents were asked where they go to find digital resources when they 
want them for their teaching, nearly 60% (N=93) listed DepEd Commons, mentioning 
YouTube, the Learning Resources Management and Development System (LRMDS), and 
Google in similar proportions (approximately 20%). Twelve percent of respondents 
mentioned going to the Learning Management System (LMS) and 9 percent DepEd TV 
(Figure A-3).  
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Figure A-3. When you want to use digital resources in your teaching, where do 
you go to find them? 

 
 
When asked specifically about which DepEd resources were used in the past semester, 
DepEd Commons was the most cited resource (Figure A-4). Ninety percent of teacher 
respondents (N=93) reported using DepEd Commons in the past semester. Followed by 
LRMDS (66%), DepEd LMS (60%), and DepEd TV (54%). 

Figure A-4. DepEd platforms used in the past semester 

 
 
Of those who reported accessing DepEd Commons (N=84) the majority accessed the portal 
at least 1 to 10 times during the past semester (31%). The reported frequency of use 
tapered off, with 21% reporting 11–20 times, 15% reporting 21–30 times, and 12% reporting 
31–40 times. Reported frequency of use dropped off for over 40 times per semester (Figure 
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Figure A-5. How many times have you accessed the DepEd Commons this 
semester?  
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Figure A-6. Which types of resource formats do you expect DepEd Commons 
to offer you? DepEd Commons Survey 

 
 
Generally, respondents felt that the content available on DepEd Commons was sufficient for 
their teaching needs. Over 70% (N=84) reported that DepEd Commons had an adequate 
variety of resources. However, 20% reported the amount of video content and interactive 
resources was insufficient. Ten percent reported that DepEd commons did not contain 
enough text, PDFs, and audio.  
Respondents were split on the question of whether there were enough digital resources in 
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digital resources in the appropriate language of instruction, whereas 35% thought there were 
too few to be useful (N=93).  
Over 90% of respondents felt that content was easy to find on DepEd Commons. Similarly, 
over 90% felt that content was easy to download from the portal. However, over half of 
respondents (N=93) had to pay for the data required to download resources from DepEd 
Commons at least sometimes (55%), while 38% reported not having to pay for data.  
Teacher respondents used DepEd Commons primarily to save time (approximately 70% of 
responses), over 40% of respondents felt the digital resources were better than existing 
resources, and finally, over 35% reported that students preferred digital resources to 
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of teacher respondents said that they were aware that digital resources could be modified, 
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aware of how resources could be utilized (modified, reused, and reshared) and although 
15% were aware, they did not have plans to utilize the digital resources in this way. In the 
open response questions, whereby teachers provided suggestions on improving usage of 
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Figure A-7. How are DepEd Commons resources used?  

 
 

Parent teachers 

Teacher respondents who were also parents of a child in K–12 completed additional 
questions about the use of DepEd Commons from their perspective as a parent facilitating 
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Material is aligned to the curriculum 

Appropriate to the needs of the child 

The remaining comments referred to the ease of finding content, the content was engaging, 
empowered students, and challenged students. DepEd TV content was also a draw to the 
Commons. 

Figure A-8. What are your reasons for using the portal? 

 
 

DepEd Commons’ usefulness to parents 

Nearly 40% of comments (109) stated that DepEd Commons is useful to parents in very 
general terms: 

Of great assistance to my child 
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teaching and learning, helped their children better understand their lessons (27), was a tool 
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variety of resources (9) (Figure A-9). 
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Figure A-9. How useful is DepEd Commons to you as a parent helping your 
child? 
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aided parent teachers to better explain concepts to their children; explain faster; utilize 
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the resources available through DepEd helped their children better understand their lessons: 
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Interactive materials available online, they can study independently 

Enables independent learning 

Tremendously helpful since even with limited guidance from parents at 
home, since they have work to do, students are still able to do, or follow, 

the lessons 

They become independent especially with these kinds of resources, which 
can serve as a guide as they study 

Parent teachers also commented (16) on the DepEd Commons’ serving as a guide to their 
children’s learning (containing the Most Essential Learning Competencies [MELC]) to be 
covered), and as a reference for lessons that are beyond their understanding and assisting 
parents in reviewing their child’s work. 

Recommendations for DepEd Commons 

The Survey asked respondents for suggestions to improve the content and accessibility of 
the DepEd Commons; 619 respondents completed the survey, and 495 suggestions were 
recorded. Three main categories of suggestions were recorded: access, availability, and 
usage (Figure A-10). The largest category of suggestions received were about improving 
the availability of resources on DepEd Commons (243 comments, 49%), followed by 
suggestions to improve access to the portal (184 comments, 37%), and improving usability 
(68 comments, 14%). Each category will be addressed in the subsections below. 

Figure A-10. Suggestion categories to improve DepEd Commons 
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Figure A-11. Suggestions to Improve Content 

 
 
Comments referenced missing modules and lessons and incomplete learning materials. 
Three comments specifically referenced missing Quarter 1 to 4 modules; other specific 
comments referenced incomplete modules for the Alternative Learning System (ALS) and 
self-learning modules (SLM). Selected comments follow: 
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Complete modules from the 1st to 4th quarter 

Teachers also suggested content in more subject areas (30 comments), more updated 
content (28 comments), and content equitable across all grades (26 comments). Teachers 
requested more content in all subject areas generally, and a few requests were made for 
content in the subject areas of mathematics, science, ICT, technical and vocational subjects, 
and subjects aligned to the MELCs. A number of comments requested materials to be 
updated (28) and available so as to coincide with the school calendar so that teachers can 
use them as scheduled: 
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school calendar; if it’s Quarter 1 put all the topics in order per week 
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quarter resources are only made available during the 2nd quarter 
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Regarding content coverage of all grades, there were 26 comments requesting complete 
content across grade levels, with 10 comments specifically for senior high school level 
content, 5 comments for junior high school, content and 3 comments requesting additional 
content for primary learners. When specified, teachers were requesting activity sheets, 
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illustrative examples, TLE resources, updated and complete modules, supplementary 
materials (audio/visual), and vocabulary for the early grades.  
In the next set of comments teachers shared their ideas for the types of supplementary 
content they would like to see more of in the DepEd Commons in order of frequency: more 
video content (22), activity sheets (21), interactive activities (17), SLMs (11), ebooks (9), 
PowerPoint presentations (5), and reference materials (5). Teachers expressed their opinion 
that videos support their learners’ understanding of lessons, ability to study, and catch-up 
with missed lessons. Requests for more activities mentioned additional activity sheets, 
worksheets, and activity books to support virtual teaching. Teachers were also interested in 
more interactive lessons and activities; 7 comments focused specifically on more interactive 
games. Lastly, several comments focused on more content aligned to the MELCs (8), 
content submitted by teachers (7), and aligned to the curriculum in general (5).  

Suggestions to improve access to resources  

Suggestions to improve accessibility of the DepEd Commons overwhelmingly focused on 
being able to access an offline version of the Commons to increase utilization (Figure A-12). 

Figure A-12. Suggestions to increase accessibility of the DepEd Commons 

 
 
Suggestions referenced unreliable Internet connectivity, or lack of Internet connectivity, as 
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students, as the primary reasons for suggesting an offline version. A large subset of 
comments noted that access to the DepEd Commons should be free (26), and external links 
referenced in the DepEd Commons require data to access and therefore be utilized (2). The 
second most frequent comment was to have easier access to the DepEd Commons. The 
majority of these comments did not provide details beyond the following example comments:  
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However, seven comments focused on improving the log-in process for the DepEd 
Commons:  

Faster and easier access to DepEd Commons without any unnecessary 
steps 

Logging-in should be easier and more convenient 

Easier way to access the site as opposed to the current time-consuming 
and hassle-filled way of logging-in wherein a lot of information is being 

asked. Make it simple. 

Not surprisingly, Internet connectivity (stable and fast) was the number one challenge 
referenced by teachers (34 comments); 8 comments addressed lack of devices impacting 
teachers’ and learners’ ability to access to the DepEd Commons.  
A recommendation to improve access shared by 12 teachers was to create a DepEd 
Commons app; of those 50% suggested a mobile app; 25% suggested a single app for all 
DepEd portals. Ten related comments suggested streamlining access to the DepEd 
Commons in relation to other DepEd resource portals: 

Have linked apps online 

Create one app that will lead to DepEd Commons 

Would be more accessible if the account used to sign in is the actual 
DepEd account of the teacher 

I think that it would be easier for the teachers if we are using one account 
in all DepEd accounts 

Android Mobile App creation in DepEd Commons and all DepEd portals 
(in) one app 

It should be placed in one website 

Suggestions to improve usage 

The last group of comments were suggestions to improve teachers’ usage of the DepEd 
Commons (Figure A-13). The majority of comments (17) addressed how to improve 
utilization of DepEd Commons by providing guidance or instruction on how to use the site in 
support of teaching and learning. Teacher comments suggested provision of training, 
webinars, tutorials, instructions, and advisory classes as modalities for DepEd Commons 
orientation. 
Selected comments follow: 

Simple and easy to understand instructions for those who are not familiar 
with the platform 

Post a tutorial on how to access DepEd Commons 

Most of the seasoned or veteran teachers are not well-versed in navigating 
DepEd Commons. If they are trained on how to make use of it, they will 

better appreciate its importance. 

Have one teacher in one advisory class teach using DepEd Commons as a 
modality.  
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Truthfully, I do not regularly make use of [the Commons]. I only visit if we 
are required to do it (DepEd Online) or use the LMS. I am not well-versed 
in using it. On the one or two occasions that I browsed it, I was not able to 
get any printed modular modality which we employ in our school or I really 

do not know how to navigate it. 

Figure A-13. Suggestions to improve DepEd Commons usage 
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Better promotion through systematic announcement 

Five comments touched on improving interactivity of the portal to specifically encourage 
learners to use DepEd Commons. Remaining comments were to fix broken links, have a 
way for teachers to evaluate uploaded lessons, reduce ads, and create separate access 
rules for answer keys. 
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