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I. Rationale of the Study

Along with other basic welfare services of the government, the education sector has shown dismal
figures primarily because of scarce resources and very low budget allocation by the government. For
Financial Year 2011 for instance, debt servicing for principal amortization receives an allocation of
466 billion pesos while the Department of Education receives even less than half of that at 207
billion pesos, a meagre 2.3 % of the GDP. This is very far from the ideal allocation: Economist,
Solita "Winnie" Monsod, projects that we need more than 380 Billion pesos to finance effectively
our education service for 2011 alone. This mismatch between the budget and the actual allocation
prevents the government from addressing the deficit of 75,751 teachers, 120,952 classrooms, and 3.8
million chairs and desks.

This is exacerbated by the fact that education resources are being misallocated because of both
policy and governance issues. For instance, in the study conducted by Government Watch under its
Bayanihang Eskwela project last 2010, a number of factors led to misallocation of school building
projects to schools which do not necessarily need them. Policies allowing realignments and lax
standards on allocation prioritization (specifically under the Roxas Law) lead to governance
problems allowing political favours and patron-client relationship in the education sector. In fact for
the year 2009 alone, 807 out of the 1,614 school building programs mapped by the said study under
the RSBP program implemented by the DPWH were allocated to schools without shortage at all as
per the DepEd’s BEIS data.

With these challenges at hand, the research looked at how responsive the budget allocation of the
Department of Education is to the most immediate needs of its beneficiaries, specifically on its three
major programs:

= Teacher Provision
*  School Building Program
®  School Furniture Program

The project looked at whether the following government services have been allocated where they are
really needed most or where there is shortage. It sought to find out explanations for misallocation
that can inform possible policy/ implementation reform proposals.



At the end of the research, the G-Watch hopes to provide not only a multi-level analysis of DepEd’s
budget allocation and misallocation, but also a template/ methodology for CSOs to check on the
responsiveness to need of the allocation of the department, through which CSOs may be able to
provide inputs in identifying the needed reforms in resource allocation and possibly obligation of
DepEd. This is to ensure allocation according to need as well as to provide third-party information
on resource allocation and obligation, avoiding information gaps or incomplete information, which
may be taken advantage of by some actors involved in the allocation process.

II. Research Questions:

Main Research Query: How responsive is the budget allocation of the Department of Education
to the needs on its three major programs — teachers, school buildings and school furniture?

The research has two major sub-questions:

% Allocation Deficit: What is the deficit in the resources allocated by the Department of
Education in terms of school buildings, teachers, and school furniture for the year 2009?

Allocation in this study refers to the provision of services in terms of either monetary value
or in the number of projects allotted. It shall be measured by this study on two levels.

Allotment is an authorization issued by the DBM to an implementing agency to incur
obligations for specified amounts contained in a legislative appropriation. Thus the
allocation is translated herein as the number of allotted projects. Allocation deficit will thus
refer to the schools experiencing shortage less than the actual projects per school allotted in
the year. How much of the schools with shortages are allotted projects for the year?

The study shall also look at the obligations incurred that show how much of the projects in
focus have been translated to outputs. Obligations are liabilities legally incurred and
committed to be paid for by the government either immediately or in the future. How much of

the allotted projects has already been obligated and has therefore helped address shortage?

% Misallocation: What is the level of misallocation of the Department’s budget in terms of its
allotted projects?

Misallocation thus refers to a situation whereby a project allotment is made to schools with
no shortage as per the DepEd’s BEIS. This may also be referred to as unresponsiveness of
the resource allocation to need which is expounded further below.

v’ Are teaching positions being allotted and provided to schools where there is no acute
shortage of teachers?

v" Are school buildings being allotted and constructed in areas where there is no acute
shortage in classroom?



V" Are school furniture, seats in particular, being allotted and delivered to schools with no
acute shortage in seats?

III. Framework of Analysis

The research study was done using the G-Watch tool of analysis. The G-Watch tool is designed to
be simple for the use of ordinary citizens. It is used with the basic framework of comparing planned
outputs with actual outputs. This comparison of planned and actual outputs focuses on the
following variables: time, cost, quality and process. It is summarized in the template below:

Planned/ Cause of|G-Watch Agency
Project  [Normative |Actual |[Variance [Variance |Assessment |Assessment

Time

Cost

Quantity

Quality

Process

Table 1: Government Watch (G-Watch) Framework

For this specific project, however, the G-Watch tool was revised to look at the standard on
responsiveness of the Department of Education on the identified programs. Instead of using
standards for time, cost, quality, quantity and processes, this research used the “standards on
prioritization” which refers to the standard criteria in identifying school beneficiaries to be allotted
particular projects.

Standards on prioritization is based on the DepEd’s Basic Education Information System or the
BEIS. Through the BEIS, the Department has identified a color coding scheme to gauge the specific
needs of the different divisions and schools around the country and serves to guide the budget
allocation of the department.

Standards on Allocation: Prioritizing Education Service-delivery Based on Need
The Basic Education Information System (BEIS) is the primary management information system of

the Department of Education. The BEIS processes data required for budget preparation, resource
allocation and performance monitoring. At regular periods in the school year, the DepEd Central



Office cascades the BEIS forms to the schools to gather school-level data on a number of aspects
including student-teacher ratio, student-classroom ratio and student-seat ratio.

Once they have collected the said ratio, the BEIS also provides a color coding scheme for the
aforementioned programs that establishes the needs of schools when it comes to these services. The

color coding for the three programs this study focuses on are as follows:

Teacher Deployment Analysis

Less than 25 | Blue

25.00 — 29.99 | Sky Blue
30.00 — 34.99 | Green
35.00 - 39.99 | Yellow
40.00 — 44.99 | Gold
45.00 — 49.99 | Orange
More than

50.00 Red
No  Teacher
Available Black

Instructional Room Analysis

Color Code

Less than 46 | Blue

46.00 — 50.99 | Yellow

51.00 — 55.99 | Gold

More than 56 |Red

No Classroom
Available Black

Furniture Analysis

Remarks

Excessive  surplus  teacher
provision

Surplus teacher provision
Generous teacher provision
National mean ratio

Manageable ratio

Moderate teacher shortage

Severe teacher shortage

No nationally funded teachers

Table 2: Teacher Deployment Analysis

Remarks

Meet Republic Act 7880 with
one shift

Fails to meet RA 7880 with one
shift

Does not meet RA 7880 even
with double shifting

Does not meet RA 7880,
schools with severe shortage of
classrooms

No existing instructional rooms

Table 3: Instructional Rool Analysis

CATEGORY

No SHORTAGE

WITH SHORTAGE

CATEGORY

No SHORTAGE

WITH SHORTAGE



Ratio

Iess than 0.49 | Blue Two—se':ats per pupil even in
one-shift schools

0.50 — 0.69 Sky Blue Surplus seat provision No SHORTAGE
0.70 — 0.89 Green Generous seat provision

0.90 — 1.00 Yellow Adequate in one-shift schools

1.01-1.99 Gold Adequate in two-shift schools

More than 2 pupils per seat;

200 =2.99 Orange Inadequate in two-shift schools

More than 3 pupils per seat;

More than WITH SHORTAGE

Red Severe shortage in two-shift
3.00
schools
No Seats -
Available Black No existing seats

Table 4: Furniture Analysis

With the color categorization mentioned above, the study was able to provide an operational
definition for two important variables: “need” and “responsiveness to need”.

4 Need refers to the shortage of a specific item which is based on the standard/ideal ratio
identified in the BEIS’s color coding scheme. The need or the shortage in a particular school
is thus identified through its color coding: it has shortage in the school building and school
teacher program if it is under the yellow to black category and with the school furniture
program if it falls under the gold to black category. Subsequently, the level of need in a
division is established by identifying the number of schools falling under the color categories
denoting moderate to acute shortages.

4 Responsiveness to Need refers to the level by which the allotment of projects by the Department
is based on need or the color coding scheme. This is measured by looking at whether
projects were given to schools WITH SHORTAGE or WITHOUT SHORTAGE (see
tables above, last column), the specific color clustering may differ depending on the service
in consideration. The lower the Responsiveness to need, the higher the level of misallocation
of the service delivery.

Indeed, the Department of Education has expressly pointed out their objective to allocate their
scarce resources where they are needed most — those schools in the red and black category where
there is either acute shortage or there is absence of the service at all. This is explicitly stated in
policies on prioritization schemes for each service delivery. For instance in the teacher deployment
scheme of the department under the D.O. 88 s. 2009: REVISED COLOR CODING SCHEME
FOR THE DEPLOYMENT OF TEACHERS IN PUBLIC SECONDARY SCHOOLS, the
Department that the teacher items within a school division shall be determined by applying the
“Rainbow Spectrum” or Color Coding Scheme as prescribe in the Study on “The Deployment and
Utilization of Public School Teachers in the Philippines”.

While in School Furniture allotment, the following prioritization is followed based on D.O. 26 s.
2009, SCHOOL FURNITURE PROCUREMENT PROGRAM:



1. First Priority shall be given to schools which are recipients of new academic classrooms
under the CY 2008 School Building Program implemented by the DPWH, DepEd and
other funding sources.

2. Second Priority should be accorded to the schools with high shortage of classroom seats.
The result of the Furniture Analysis in the BEIS shall be used as basis in determining
classroom furniture needs. Preferences shall be given to schools belonging to black, red
and orange zones.

Albeit the red and black category for the school furniture is used only for the second level of
prioritization, this study assumes that the recipient should still be in the red and black category. This
is because even if the school has new classrooms but has no shortage in school chairs, it shall still
result in excessive school chairs in the school.

With the aforementioned prioritization schemes however, there still remain reports on loopholes in
the process that allow for unresponsive allocation of projects. These include but are not limited to:

1. Policy Flaws that allow discretion to stakeholders such as the Roxas Law and the D.O on the
Prioritization scheme for the School Furniture Program.

2. Misreporting of schools in the BEIS Data

3. Non-obligation of some project funds due to delays, etc.

4. Realignment of projects to schools with lesser need

The research explored and validated if these loopholes indeed lead to the misallocation of education
services in the ground, and surface other possible reasons for the misallocation of resources of the
department.

IV. Levels of Analysis

The study covered a macro-level, a meso-level and a micro-level of analysis to answer the research
queries:

PHASE 1: Macro-level or National Level

The level of shortage based on the BEIS was first established by counting all elementary
schools with shortage in terms of (1) school buildings, (2) teachers and (3) school furniture
at the national level, disaggregated at the regional and up to the division level. Secondly all
projects were color coded according to the elementary school where it was allotted.

The allocation deficit (variance between schools with need and allotted projects per school)
was then identified by looking at the allotment list versus the established list of schools with
shortage. (Note: The obligated projects were not covered at the national level as such data
was not readily available except for the new teaching position provision where the
deployment report was the only available data at the central office.)



The misallocation then was also identified by looking at the color coding based on the BEIS
of the schools given the particular service. The higher the level of service allotted to schools
with no shortage versus the schools with shortage, the higher the level misallocation.

PHASE 2: Meso-level or Division Level

For each of the three service-deliveries, two divisions were chosen for further study: one
with the highest level of misallocation, and another with low level of misallocation. This level
of analysis reviewed the allotment list versus obligated projects by conducting documents
review in the six divisions.

PHASE 3: Micro-level or School Level

Once the level of obligated/unobligated projects in the two divisions was mapped out, the
study further identified and focused on one project per service which proved to be good
cases in elucidating the factors leading to misallocation.

The study tracked what happened to the project allotment from the school up to the
national in order to capture the bottlenecks, vulnerabilities and problem areas. It looked at
particular processes, coordination scheme, and documents that may show possible
explanation for the high variances in the division.

V. Timeframe

The study shall cover the year 2009 as it has the highest budget for the years 2005-2009 for teacher
and school furniture. Moreover, it is the most recent year that would have a substantial amount of
obligation rate.

VI. Scope and Limitation

This study covers elementary schools only for the interest of time. This is because the data required
to be processed if the study covers both elementary and secondary schools would be substantial and
would have required more time for the research team. Thus this study shall not include in its
computations data on services provided to secondary schools.

Moreover, as mechanical counting was done in processing some data, absence of human error
cannot be completely ascertained. Nonetheless the researchers rechecked their data to ensure that
errors would be minimized.

The research also maximized the already available resources and documents as provided by the
Department of Education. Any errors and incompleteness in the data thus is seen as unavoidable by
the research team and thus as a limitation of the study. For instance, the Department of Education
could not anymore provide the teacher deployment reports for Region 2. The department admitted
that a certain individual borrowed the said files and was not able to return it to the department.



VII. Processing of Data

In processing the data gathered which includes the school-level data based on the BEIS, the
allotment list and the obligation list of the Department, the following table was used:

New
Teaching
Position

National

Division
with high
mis-
allotment

Division
with low
mis-
allotment

School
Building
Project

National

Division
with high
mis-
allotment

Division
with low
mis-
allotment

School
Furniture
Program

National

Division
with high
mis-
allotment

Division
with low
mis-
allotment

Table 5: Template for Data Processing

After getting the data, the deficit in resources as well as the misallocation was measured and
explained through variance analysis through paper trails and possibly qualitative data gathering
methods. Critical stages in the process where misallocation occurred were also identified.
Possible recommendations also surfaced in consultation with stakeholders.




Variance Analysis was done by employing the following formulae:

Allocation Deficit = Total Schools with Shortage — Total Number of Allotted projects

Absolute Number of Projects allotted to Schools with no Shortage
= Number of Projects allotted to schools with no shortage

Misallocation
Relative Level of Misallocation (In proportion to total project allotments)
= _Number of Projects allotted to schools with no shortage
Total Number of Allotted projects
Unobligated Projects = Total Number of Allotted projects — Obligated Projects

Table 6: Formula for Data Processing




VIII. PHASE 1: NATIONAL-LEVEL ANALYSIS

Data Collection. The national-level analysis focused on the quantitative analysis of the misallocation
level at the national to the division level. For the research team to generate the necessary data, the
following documents were collected from the central office:

= Allotment List for 2009 for school buildings, teachers, and school furniture

The allotment list looked at the list of projects and the corresponding recipient school that was
passed to DBM for the issuance of the Special Allotment Release Order (SARO). This informed the
research on how the allocation per division, region and national level was allotted to the schools.

= BEIS Color Coding for school buildings, teachers, and school furniture of SY 2008-09

The Basic Education Information System was also requested from the Central Office to generate
how many schools are experiencing shortages on each service delivery and to serve as guide in color
coding the projects/schools.

Data Aggregation and V ariance ldentification. After the color-coding the 2009 allotment of projects, they
were aggregated at the regional level and at a division level to get both local and national trends. The
processing template above was filled up, and the resulting variances in terms of allocation deficit and
misallocation were identified.

A. Findings on School Building Projects

Shown in Figure 1 is the national summary of the schools with shortage and the school building
projects allotted in the year 2009 disaggregated per region. The first column shows the total number
of schools with need of school building projects. This were determined by looking at the BEIS and
counting all schools which are categorized under the black, red, gold and yellow classification of
BEIS (in short, the schools with shortage); whereas, the second column represent the number of
total SBP allotments. This was determined by tallying the number of projects given to schools under
the Regular School Building Programs and the Red and Black School Building Program listing from the
DepEd.



Figure 1: Allocation Deficit per Regionin terms of School Buildings
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On a national scale, the school building project allotments only cover 19 % of total number of
schools with shortages. ARMM has the highest number of schools with shortage at 1,374 to be
followed by Region 7 with a total of 717 schools which are under the color categories that signify

presen

ce of shortage.

Table 7: Schools with Shortage vs. Total SBP Allotment

TOTAL TOTAL SBP PERCENTAGE OF
SCHOOLS  ALLOTTMENT SCHOOLS WITH
WITH SHORTAGE WITH
SHORTAGE ALLOTMENT

ARMM 1374 131 10%
CAR 207 75 36%
CARAGA 440 85 19%
NCR 442 101 23%
Region 1 106 65 61%
Region 2 176 78 44%
Region 3 310 102 33%
Region 549 121 22%




4-A

region 4- 490 72 15%
B

Region 5 592 119 20%
Region 6 284 82 29%
Region 7 717 100 14%
Region 8 679 166 24%
Region 9 488 72 15%
Region 480 74 15%
10

Region 327 42 13%
11

Region 697 83 12%
12

TOTAL 8358 1568 19%

Table 7 also shows that ARMM has the highest Allocation Deficit, followed by Region 12 and
Region 11 with only 12% and 13% of its shortage being addressed respectively. This means that the
allocation of SBPs continue to be insufficient in addressing all the schools with shortage.

Figure 2: Level of Misallocation per Region in terms of School Buildings
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In assessing the level of misallocation, the total number of SBPs were disaggregated into two — that
is whether they were given to schools with shortage and to schools with no shortage. The graph
above signifies this: the yellow bars represent the SBPs allotted to schools without shortage and the
blue bars represent the number of projects allotted to schools with shortage respectively. These were



determined by tallying the number of projects given to schools under the Regular School Building
Programs and the Red and Black School Building Program listing from the DepEd. The equivalent in

percentage form is shown in the table below.

# of SBPs # of SBPs Total Percentage of
GIVENTO GIVENTO Number Unresponsive
SCHOOLS SCHOOLS of SBPs Projects

WITH WITHOUT
SHORTAGE SHORTAGE

ARMM 117 14 131 11%
CAR 50 25 75 33%
CARAGA 75 10 85 12%
NCR 99 2 101 2%
Region 1 13 52 65 80%
Region 2 28 50 78 64%
Region 3 54 48 102 47%
Region 4-A 80 41 121 34%
region 4-B 52 20 72 28%
Region 5 97 22 119 18%
Region 6 34 48 82 59%
Region 7 83 17 100 17%
Region 8 104 62 166 37%
Region 9 59 13 72 18%
Region 10 66 8 74 11%
Region 11 38 4 42 10%
Region 12 77 6 83 7%
TOTAL 1126 442 1568 28%

Table 8: SBPs given to schools without shortage vs. SBPs Given to Schools with Shortage

In terms of percentage relative to total projects per region, Region 1 has the highest level of
misallocation at 80% (Refer to Table 8). In absolute terms, Region 8 has the highest number of
allotment of SBPs in schools with no shortage in schools at 62. On the other hand, ARMM has
provided the highest number of projects to schools with shortage at 117. In terms of percentage,
NCR shows to be most responsive with only 2% of its projects allocated to schools without
shortage.

Percentage

Level of Responsiveness to

Numb f Divisi £
Need/Misallocation umber of Divisions o

Divisions
Extremely unresponsive

76%-100% of SBPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage




Highly unresponsive
51%-75% of SBPs in the division 16 10 %
allotted to schools with no shortage

Moderately unresponsive
26%-50% of SBPs in the division 26 15%
allotted to schools with no shortage

Slightly unresponsive

1%-25% of SBPs in the division 32 19%
allotted to schools with no shortage

Totally responsive
0% of SBPs in the division allotted to 64 38%
schools with no shortage

168 100%

Table 9: Level of Responsiveness to Classroom Shortage per Division

Presented in table 9 above is the categorization of the divisions based on their level of non-
responsiveness or level of misallocation. The unresponsiveness of the divisions were computed by
dividing the total number of non-responsive SBPS (projects which were allocated to Blue Schools)
over the total number of school building projects allotted to RSBPs and the R&B SBPs, thus getting
the percentage of responsiveness of the said divisions (e.g. Division A has 27% of its project which
are unresponsive or allotted to blue schools).

Divisions which were allotted with SBPs were classified in to five categories, 0% unresponsiveness
or thus highly responsive, 1-25% unresponsiveness or slightly unresponsive divisions, 26 -50%
unresponsiveness or moderately unresponsive, 51 — 75% unresponsiveness or highly unresponsive
divisions and 76- 100% or extremely unresponsive divisions. With this classification, 64 divisions or
38% of the total number of divisions that were provided with SBPs, were highly responsive while 30
divisions or 18% were categorized under the 76- 100% are severely unresponsive.

Figure 3: Allocation of SBPs Nationwide according to BEIS Color Coding
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The pie graph (see Figure 3 aove) illustrates the percentage of the SBPs allotted on a national scale
disaggregated per color category. Sixty-three percent of the total SBPs were given to those schools
with acute shortage (Red and Black), while 9% were allotted to those with moderate shortage
(Yellow and Gold). A total of 72% are thus considered to be responsive School Building Projects
with the remaining 28% are considered to be unresponsive to need.

It should also be noted that 83% of the SBPs constructed in blue schools are constructed under the
Regular School Building Program of the Department of Education where it is mandated under the
law for the prioritization to be concurred by the congressional representative of the particular
division.

B. Findings on School Furniture Project
The allotted school furniture program in 2009 is shown in Figure 4. The blue columns, again
represents the total number of schools with school seat shortage in every region whereas the red

columns signifies the total number of School Furniture Projects for the year 2009. The figure shows
that the SFP also fails to address all schools with seat shortage.

Figure 4: Allocation Deficit per Region in Terms of School Seats
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Indeed the school furniture project allotments only cover 17 % of total schools with shortages.
Region 5 has the highest shortage in schools seats and thus understandably the regions also has the
highest number of SPF project allocations. Region 2 has the least projects both in absolute terms
and relative to its shortage (2%) followed by Region 9 (5%) (see Table 10).



Total Schools with  Total School Furrniture Projects  Percentage of Schools

shortage in School Furniture project Vs. the
Seats Total schools with seat
shortage
ARMM 1883 127 7%
CAR 434 71 16%
CARAGA 655 67 10%
NCR 454 89 20%
REGION 1 896 248 28%
REGION 2 1000 21 2%
REGION 3 1206 147 12%
REGION 4-A 1177 232 20%
REGION 4-B 1192 151 13%
REGION 5 2115 415 20%
REGION 6 1422 250 18%
REGION 7 1587 412 26%
REGION 8 1828 204 11%
REGION 9 1040 55 5%
REGION 10 1313 267 20%
REGION 11 391 296 76%
REGION 12 1133 172 15%
TOTAL 19726 3224 16%

Table 10: Total Schools with shortage vs. Total School Furniture Projects

The bar graph below shows the level of misallocation in each region (see Figure 5). In absolute
terms, Region 6 has the most number of SFPs given to schools without shortage at 70 projects
followed by Region 4-A. Region 5 has the highest SFPs given to schools with shortage (373)
followed by Region 7 (360 SFP).

In relative terms, CAR allocated 45% of its SFPs to schools with no seat shortage making it the
most unresponsive region to be followed by Region IV-A. Region 11 has the lowest percentage of
projects given to schools with shortage at 3% followed by CARAGA at 4% (see Table 11).



Figure 5: Level of misallocation of SFPs per Region
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School Furniture School Furniture Total Percentage of SFP
Projects Allocated to Projects School given to schools
schools with Allocated to Furniture withouth shortage
Shortage schools without  Projects
Shortage

ARMM 121 6 127 5%
CAR 39 32 71 45%
CARAGA 64 3 67 4%
NCR 78 11 89 12%
REGION 1 213 35 248 14%
REGION 2 21 0 21 0%
REGION 3 111 36 147 24%
REGION 4- 165 67 232 29%
A
REGION 4-B 116 35 151 23%
REGION 5 373 42 415 10%
REGION 6 180 70 250 28%
REGION 7 360 52 412 13%
REGION 8 176 28 204 14%
REGION 9 40 15 55 27%
REGION 10 251 16 267 6%
REGION 11 288 8 296 3%
REGION 12 150 22 172 13%
TOTAL 2746 478 3224 15%

Table 11: SFPs Given to Schools with Shortage vs. SFPs Given to Schools without Shortage




Table 12: Level of Responsivenes of the School Furniture Projects per Division

Level of Responsiveness to
Need/Misallocation

Extremely unresponsive
76%-100% of SFPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Highly unresponsive
51%-75% of SFPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Moderately unresponsive
26%-50% of SFPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Slightly unresponsive
1%-25% of SFPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Totally responsive
0% of SFPs in the division allotted to
schools with no shortage

Number of Divisions

Percentage
of
Divisions

As explained in the school building findings, the divisions were also categorized according to how
high or low their unresponsiveness are, referring herein to the divisions allocation to schools
without shortage. Through this categorization, we see that there are varying levels of responsiveness
among the differend divisions: 35 divisions or 33% of the 105 divisions with SFP are totally
responsive while 13% are highly to extremely unresponsive (see Table 12).

Figure 6: Allocation of SFPs Nationwide according to Their BEIS Color Categorization
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In total, eighty-five percent (85%) of the total School Furniture project allotments in 2009 is
responsive to the furniture needs of public schools in the country, 18% (red and black) of which
were given to schools with acute shortage and 67% (orange and gold) to those schools with
moderate shortage. The remaining percentage of 15%, which was unresponsive for it allocated to
schools without shortage belonging to the Blue to Yellow BEIS classification.

C. Findings on School Teacher Program

Similar to the school building and school furniture allocation, the teacher provision remain
insufficient in deploying enough teachers to schools with shortage.

Figure 7: Allocation Deficit of New Teacher Provision per Region
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Region 4-A, having the highest number of teacher shortage (next only to ARMM) allotted the
highest number of teachers in the year 2009 (see Figure 7). With 1,661 schools having teacher
shortage, the CALABARZON region allotted the highest number of teachers with a total of 742

new teacher positions.Region 1 has the lowest need and consequently the lowest allotment of

teachers second only to CAR.

Total Schools with Total Teacher Percentage of Teacher
Teacher Shortage Provisions Provision Vs. Total
schools with Teacher
Shortage



ARMM 1670 356 21%

CAR 176 41 23%
CARAGA 635 135 21%
NCR 383 130 34%
Region 1 80 46 58%
Region 2 180 No Data No Data
Region 3 1355 312 23%
Region 4-A 1661 742 45%
region 4-B 912 294 32%
Region 5 1635 217 13%
Region 6 795 116 15%
Region 7 1391 110 8%
Region 8 1286 338 26%
Region 9 860 183 21%
Region 10 986 158 16%
Region 11 890 146 16%
Region 12 1095 416 38%
TOTAL 15990 3740 23%

Table 13: Total Schools with Teacher Shortage vs. Total New teacher Provisions

The total teacher provision only stands at 23% of the schools with shortage (see Table 13). This
shows that there is still a high deficit in the allocation of teachers to schools. Region 7 has the lowest
allocation relative to its number of schools with shortage. The highest percentage relative to schools
with shortage is region 1 at 58%which is quite understandable as Region 1 has the lowest shortage in
absolute terms.
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Figure 8: Level of Misallocation of New Teacher Provision per Refion




Ninety-five% of teachers allotted in Region 4-A, Region 7, Region 9 and ARMM were given to
schools with shortage and the remaining percentage to those without shortage (see table 14). On the
other hand, Region 3 with 1,355 schools having teacher shortage allotted the highest number of 58
of teaching positions to schools without shortage in absolute terms. Region 12 follows Region 4-A
in allotting the most number of teachers in schools with teacher shortage with 395 teachers given to
schools who need teachers and 21 teachers allotted to those who have sufficient teaching personnel.
Region 1 seemed to be the most unresponsive towards its regions needs. Considering that it has the
lowest number of schools with teacher shortage, it still failed to address the needs first before giving
out teachers to schools who do not necessarily need new teacher positions.

Number Number Total Percentage
of of Teacher of Teacher
Teachers Teachers Provisions Provision
allocated allocated allocated
to to to schools
Schools  Schools with no
with without shortage
Shortage Shortage
ARMM 337 19 356 5%
CAR 23 18 41 44%
CARAGA 123 12 135 9%
NCR 128 2 130 2%
Region 1 18 28 46 61%
Region 2 0 0 0 No Data
Region 3 254 58 312 19%
Region 4-A 705 37 742 5%
region 4-B 265 29 294 10%
Region 5 201 16 217 7%
Region 6 88 28 116 24%
Region 7 105 5 110 5%
Region 8 291 47 338 14%
Region 9 162 21 183 11%
Region 10 133 25 158 16%
Region 11 128 18 146 12%
Region 12 395 21 416 5%
TOTAL 3356 384 3740 10%
Table 14: Number of Teachers Allocated to Schools with Shortage vs. Number of Teachers Allocated to Schools without
Shortage

Table 15 illustrates the categorization of the unresponsiveness of the divisions provided with new
teaching positions. There are 50 divisions or 36% of the total number have 100% responsiveness
when it comes to the allotment of STPs. Eleven divisions are considered to be highly unresponsive
whereas the remaining are said to have moderate level of unresponsiveness.



Percentage
Number of Divisions of

Level of Responsiveness to
Need/Misallocation

Divisions

Extremely unresponsive
76%-100% of Teacher Provisions in
the division allotted to schools with

no shortage

Highly unresponsive
51%-75% of SBPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Moderately unresponsive
26%-50% of SBPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Slightly unresponsive
1%-25% of SBPs in the division
allotted to schools with no shortage

Totally responsive
0% of SBPs in the division allotted to
schools with no shortage

Table 15: Level of Responsiveness of New Teacher Provisions

The graph below shows that 90% of the total number of newly created teaching positions in 2009
were allotted to those schools with shortage, wherein 56% of it were given to schools with acute
shortage (schools belonging in the red and black BEIS classification), and 34% of which to schools
with moderate to severe teacher shortage (schools belonging in the orange to yellow BEIS
classification). Meanwhile, the remaining 10% of the total number of STP were allotted to schools
with absolutely no shortage.

Figure 9: New Teaching Positions Allocated According to the BEIS Color Coding
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IX. Phase 2: Division-level Analysis

Division Identification: After the national level data with division level disaggregation was finalized,
the division with the highest level of misallocation and the division with the lowest level of
misallocation were identified for further study. More specifically, there were six (6) divisions
tentatively chosen, that is two divisions per service delivery, with the following
considerations/ criteria:

1. The highest level of misallocation or the division with the highest absolute number of
projects given to schools with absolutely no shortage;

2. The lowest level of misallocation or the division with the highest allocation of projects to
schools with shortage and no allocation to those with absolutely no need.

In determining the division with the highest misallocation in terms of School Building Project,
between the case of Batangas and Leyte, which have the same number of projects allotted to Blue
schools, the latter allotted more number of projects, 27 SBPs to be exact, to red and black schools,
compared to the amount of the former allotted to schools with shortage, which would be 9; ergo,
Batangas was chosen. Meanwhile, the division with the lowest misallocation level chosen was
Caloocan with its 31 SBPs allotted to schools with shortage and none given to those without
shortage. Masbate, despite of having a higher allotment for schools with shortage gave 3 SBPs to
Blue Schools, thus, Caloocan was chosen.

In terms of absolute value, Quezon province was chosen for the division with the highest
misallocation of School Furniture Project for it allotted the highest number of 57 projects to schools
that are considered to have no shortage and 106 projects to schools with shortage. Whereas for the
division with the lowest misallocation, Camarines Norte was chosen, with 100% of its SFPs was
allotted to schools which have armchair shortage. Although there are divisions which allotted higher
number of SFPs to schools with shortage, such divisions also allotted SFPs to schools with no
shortage. Like for instance Bohol, which gave 215 projects to schools with shortage, it gave 18
projects to schools with absolute no shortage.

Nueva Ecija, allotting the most number of new teaching positions to schools without shortage was
chosen for the division with the highest misallocation. Cavite, on the other hand, which gave 324
teachers to schools with shortage and none to schools with no shortage become the division in
focus for the area with the lowest misallocation of SFPs.

Data-Collection. The obligation list of the division and related documents were then collected
during the visit of the field researchers to the divisions.

Key Findings: Belo are the key result of the division level data gathering showing the percentage of
obligated projects per division per program (more detailed explanation can be seen in

ATTACHMENT 3, ATTACHMENT 4 and ATTACHMENT 5 of this document).



School Batangas 100% Caloocan 100%
Building )
Project With 18 SBPs to Blue With 31 SBPs to those with
Schools, and 9 to those shortage, with 0 SBPs to
with shortage. those with NO shortage.
Leyte also has 18 SBPs to Masbate has higher
BLUE schools, but they allotment for those with
have 27 SBPs to RED shortage at 52, but they
and BLACK schools have 3 SBPs given to Blue
School Quezon 100%  (as Camarines Norte 100%
Furniture per D.O. _
Project With 57 furniture List) With 102 projects given to
projects given to schools schools with shortage and
with NO SHORTAGE, NO allotment to schools
and allotted 106 to those with NO shortage.
with shortage.
There are those with higher
projects for schools with
shortage but also allotted to
those WITHOUT shortage.
Like Bohol which gave
higher number of projects
at 215 but they gave 18 to
schools with no shortage.
New Nueva Ecija 100% Cavite Province Incomplete
Teacher status
Allocation  With 24 teachers given to With 324 schools given to
and those with no shortage those with shortage (mostly
Deployment and 35 given to those red and orange schools) and
with shortage NO allotment to NO
SHORTAGE SCHOOLS

Table 16: Meso-Level Fndings: Percentage of Obligated Projects

As per the table above, it is commendable that all projects in the divisions covered were obligated
except for the new teacher allocation and deployment for the Cavite Province.

The obligation of said projects were identified by looking at particular documents which include
looking at the obligation slip number, inspection acceptance reports and looking at deployment
reports of teachers.



X. PHASE 3: SCHOOL LEVEL ANALYSIS

Specific cases were studied to expound on the policy and governance factors affecting allotment,
prioritization of allotment and delays in obligations. One project was chosen per division to
expound on possible explanation for either high misallocation, or low misallocation. The projects
chosen are as follows:

SERVICE HIGHEST MISALLOCATION LOWEST MISALLOCATION
School Building Batangas Caloocan
Project
Calubcub II Elementary School Camarin D Unit IT Primary School
New construction 1 Storey, 2 CL School 3 Storey 3 CL (1t Phase)
Building
School Furniture Quezon Camarines Norte
Project A. Pabico Abordo Elementary School
San Antonio Central School 25 Armchairs
50 Armchairs
New Teacher Nueva Ecija Cavite Province
Allocation and
Deployment Barangka Elementary School Bayan Luma I Elementary School
Angelyn P. Trinidad Arnel Orpina

Table 17: Cases Identified per Service Delivery per Division

The implementation of the identified projects was traced through documentary evidence to identify
possible reasons for variance.

In studying the cases above, the following methods were employed to answer the research queries:

*  Documents Review. Important documents were collected and reviewed to trace the process
of implementation of the particular project to be studied per division.

* Key Informant Interviews. Important stakeholders from the supply side (government
officials) and from the demand side (beneficiaries) were interviewed to surface problems in
policy and governance.

A. School Buildings Projects

For the case studies on particular school building projects identified above, below are key findings
that explain either the high misallocation of projects or the responsiveness of the division in
allocating their projects to schools with need (See ATTACHMENT 3 for more details on the School
Building Project Case studies).

Case 1: Highest Misallocation

For Batangas, the school building project chosen is located in the Calubcub II Elementary School.
The project covered is the new construction 1 Storey, 2 CL. School Building



The project was given to a Blue school because of the following reasons:

* Listings were made by the DepED-CO as per requested by Congressman Mendoza to the
DepEd Secretary without informing the D.O.

* C(lassification of project as per DepEd Database is Red and Black but as per the SARO, it is
under the Toilet, Repair and Gabaldon Program. This mis-categorization was due to human
error on the part of the department. This technically allows the allocation of the project to a
Blue school. Nonetheless, it remains a question on whether TRG nw constructions should
be allowed to implement SBPs in schools without shortage.

e Calubcub II E/S is has multi-grade system and thus appear to have shortage although in
terms of classroom-pupil ratio, it has sufficient classrooms. Given this, there should have
been documentation on the acceptability of the said allocation to justify the decision to allot
the project to the school.

* Site is not suitable for project due to the slope in the site.

Case 2: Lowest Misallocation

For Caloocan, the school building project chosen is a 3 Storey 3 CL (1" Phase) new construction
located in the Camarin D Unit II Primary School which is categorized as red and thus having severe
classroom shortage.

The school was because of the following processes which were carried out by the division:

* Priority List is based on school profile passed by the Principal for the BEIS

* The PFC and PE conducts an ocular inspection to validate the results obtained from the
system.

* After validation school, the PFC creates the final list and submits it to Central Office for
batching.

* As a principal-led SBP, the leadership of the principal was crucial in ensuring the proper
implementation of the project.

It should be noted that as of the time Caloocan had a lot of red schools which means there is a
higher chance of the division allocating to schools with shortage. Nonetheless the division ensured
that they allot the project in schools with the most need instead of giving them to schools which ca
still accommodate the influx of students.

B. School Furniture Projects

Below are the key findings for the school furniture projects covered in this study, explaining thus
why the projects were allocated as they were in the two cases (See ATTACHMENT 4 for more
details).

Case 1: Highest Misallocation
In the Quezon division, San Antonio Central School was chosen where 50 Armchairs were delivered

under the 2009 budget. San Antonio C/S is under the green category under the furniture analysis f
the BEIS. This means that it has a generous seat provision.



The school was chosen to receive 50 seats because of the following reasons:

* Delay in 2008 procurement affected 2009 procurement and listing.

*  Supply Officer did not follow the qualifications in choosing schools for the priority list to fix
the problem of the delayed 2008 SARO arriving also on 2009. He supposedly tried to avoid
double allocation of armchairs.

* There are only 10 chairs remaining. Some were broken and others were given to neighboring
schools that need more armchairs. This surfaces the problem of misallocation whereby
chairs are allotted to schools where they may not be needed most.

Case 2: Lowest Misallocation

In Camarines Norte, the school chosen was A. Pabico Abordo Elementary School which was
allotted 25 Armchairs last 2009. A. Pabico Abordo E/S falls under the gold category which means
that the allotted chairs are adequate for two shift classes only.

The allocation was finalized as follows:
* No Variance was noted.
* Strict adherence of the processes
* Superintendent made sure that there is transparency in their processes and documents.

*  Capacity Building of the DepEd Staff for better performance.

C. New Teacher Provision

The New Teacher Provision was also studied by looking at the abovementioned cases. Below are the

key findings of the case studies (See ATTACHMENT 5 for more details).
Case 1: Highest Misallocation

In Nueva Ecija, the school chose was Barangka Elementary School where one teacher provision was
given. Particulatly, Ms. Angelyn P. Trinidad was deployed to the school in SY2009. Barangka E/S is
under the green category and thus categorized to have “generous teacher provision.”

The resulting allocation of the new teaching position to this school was due to the following:
* Multi-grade system in the school which means each section consists of more than one grade
level.
* The congressman’s prioritization was also taken into consideration both in the allocation
(which school to be covered) and hiring (which teacher was chosen).
* Deployment was delayed due to the delayed issuance of NOSCA by the DBM regional
office.

Case 2: Lowest Misallocation
Bayan Luma I Elementary School was chosen fin the division of Cavite where Mr. Arnel Orpina was

deployed in the SY 2009. This school is under the red category which means there is sever shortage
of teaching staff in the school.



The high responsiveness was due to the following reasons:
* Uses the BEIS Teacher Deployment Analysis. Follows the flowchart on the allocation /
deployment of teachers.
* DO and RO is responsible for the finalization of Deployment Report (even if there is
consultation with Congressional Representatives)
* Strong participation of stakeholders in the prioritization of schools with shortage.

XI. SYNTHESIS OF THE STUDY

In terms of responsiveness of education services to shortage, there remains to be important
challenges that the Department of Education needs to address to make sure that they are responsive
to the need of their constituencies.

Firstly, key education services continue to experience deficit. Particularly, 83% of schools with
classroom shortage are not allotted SBPs. For school furniture, 81% of schools with shortage are
not allotted school seats while 77% of schools with teacher shortage are not allotted new teaching
posts.

Secondly, misallocation level also varies across regions and divisions with some regions and divisions
experiencing higher misallocation rate. Herein, it should also be noted that there is unresponsiveness
in the allocation of all the services, but this is generally not severe (28% for SBPs, 15% for furniture,
10% for teaching posts). By and large, the allocation of education services is according to need.

The relatively higher unresponsiveness in the allocation of SBPs is largely in account of a policy that
distributes SBPs equitably to all districts regardless of need. This is further aggravated by the
mandate given the congressmen to concur the priority list of DepEd in their Regular School
Building Program.

Lastly, though not severe, the level of unresponsiveness of allocation must be addressed given the
big deficit or need. With limited resources, it cannot be more important that the department
efficiently spends its resources.

There are also a number of factors that lead to non-compliance as identified in the meso and micro-
levels of analysis. More alarming is the level of politicization that appears to be affecting the
different education services. For instance in Batangas, the Congressman’s intervention allows the
school building to be allocated to a blue school. In Nueva Ecija, the school given the new teaching
position was also endorsed by the congressman of the division. The teacher herself was
recommended by the congressman as well.

Delayed release of projects’ SARO leading to room for discretion and improvisation as is in the case
of Quezon. The key role of leadership (i.e., superintendent)also cannot be disregarded in allowing
deviation from standards to respond to need and lack of time.

Delays in other processes also leads to further delay in project implementation. For instance the
delay of release in the NOSCA in Nueva Ecija led to the delay in the hiring of the teachers.



There are however more positive cases where compliance to process standards and prioritization
criteria was followed. This was ensured primarily through the proper knowledge of the people
involved in the process of prioritization and allocation. Subsequently, the commendable execution
of the processes by key stakeholders and personnel involved led to positive results as well. In
Caloocan for instance, the Physical Facilities Coordinator conducts site visits to validate the need of
the school. Staff development as well as leadership was also cited by informants in Camarines Norte
to have ensured their good performance and responsiveness to need.
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