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INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
School-based disaster preparedness and response measures refer to the structured actions implemented by educational institutions to reduce risks, protect learners and personnel, and sustain school operations before, during, and after weather-related hazards such as tropical cyclones, heavy rainfall, flooding, and rain-induced landslides. These measures commonly include hazard identification, early warning systems, evacuation planning, preparedness drills, capacity building of school personnel, coordination with local disaster authorities, and continuity of learning strategies during disruptions. Recent studies emphasize that effective school-based disaster preparedness depends on organized planning, clear emergency procedures, disaster education, and institutional readiness. Lassa, Petal, and Surjan (2023) highlighted that schools with disaster management plans and recovery strategies are better positioned to reduce learning disruption caused by flooding. Syarif, Maddatuang, Saputro, Carver, and Cutter (2024) also found that disaster education, emergency planning, and school-based mitigation efforts contribute to students’ preparedness for flood-related hazards. Similarly, Morote and Olcina (2024) emphasized that flood-related disaster education strengthens awareness and preparedness among learners. These findings show that school-based preparedness and response measures are essential in reducing the effects of weather-related calamities and ensuring the safety and continuity of education.
International literature further shows that schools exposed to weather-related calamities require strong preparedness systems, clear response protocols, and hazard-specific disaster education. In Indonesia, Lassa et al. (2023) examined the effects of flooding on schools and found that floods caused disruptions in learning quality, school facilities, and educational recovery, thereby emphasizing the need for school-level disaster plans and response mechanisms. Also in Indonesia, Syarif et al. (2023) reported that students’ flood mitigation preparedness was influenced by disaster knowledge, emergency response planning, warning systems, and school-based disaster education. In Spain, Morote and Olcina (2024) found that students still had limited flood-related training, which indicates the need for stronger school-based instruction on flood prevention and response. Collectively, these international studies suggest that school preparedness is not limited to having written plans; rather, it requires continuous training, learner participation, early warning communication, and leadership support to ensure that schools can respond effectively to weather-related hazards.
Collectively, these studies suggest that school heads play a central role in translating weather-hazard risks into concrete school actions, particularly in strengthening preparedness plans, communication systems, teacher training, student orientation, coordination with local responders, and recovery strategies that protect learners and sustain education during and after calamities.
In the Philippine context, school-based disaster preparedness and response measures are highly significant because the country is frequently affected by typhoons, flooding, and rain-induced landslides. School heads play a central role in translating disaster risk reduction and management policies into actual school practices through preparedness planning, coordination, drills, resource mobilization, and continuity of learning arrangements. Cabuga and Cañete (2023) found that disaster preparedness and related knowledge among Filipino senior high school students improve when DRRM is integrated into school activities and educational programs. Hordista (2023) reported that teachers and administrators demonstrated high awareness, preparedness, and implementation of DRRM programs, showing the importance of school personnel readiness in disaster management. Acierto, Robas, and Monte (2023) likewise found that although Philippine elementary schools implement DRRM programs, challenges remain in areas such as school disaster risk reduction management, resources, training, and policy implementation. These studies indicate that while DRRM is already recognized in Philippine schools, the effectiveness of preparedness and response measures still depends largely on the leadership, coordination, and implementation capacity of school heads.
This study is anchored on DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, titled “School-Based Disaster Preparedness and Response Measures for Tropical Cyclones, Flooding, and Other Weather-Related Disturbances and Calamities.” This policy provides guidance to schools in implementing preparedness and response measures before, during, and after weather-related hazards. It emphasizes the responsibility of school heads in ensuring that disaster preparedness protocols are properly integrated into school operations, communication systems, evacuation procedures, and learning continuity mechanisms. In this study, DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 serves as an important policy foundation because it directly aligns with the focus on school-based preparedness and response measures for tropical cyclones, flooding, and other weather-related calamities.
While national policies are in place, significant gaps remain in their implementation at the school level, especially in rural and high-risk areas. Local studies by Domingo Dela Cruz and Ormilla (2022) and Acierto et al. (2023) reveal that while most school principals recognize the importance of disaster preparedness, many face challenges in resources, training, and local governance support, hindering effective policy implementation. These findings indicate that despite a strong policy framework, discrepancies in local capacity and resources remain, necessitating a more in-depth investigation into how school heads implement these policies on the ground.
The local situation in Davao de Oro further underscores the importance of examining school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The province is vulnerable to weather-related hazards such as heavy rainfall, flooding, and rain-induced landslides, which can disrupt classes, damage school facilities, and threaten the safety of learners and personnel. Although existing studies have examined DRRM awareness, student preparedness, and school-level implementation in other Philippine settings, limited research has focused on how school heads in Davao de Oro Division lead and operationalize disaster preparedness and response measures in weather-related hazard contexts. This gap is significant because school heads are expected to serve not only as administrative leaders but also as key decision-makers during preparedness, response, and recovery situations.
Despite the substantial progress in the implementation of DRRM policies in schools, there remains a critical gap in the literature regarding how school heads and DRRM coordinators actively implement disaster preparedness and response measures, particularly in the context of Davao de Oro. Existing studies, such as the work by Abenoja et al. (2023), focused on student perceptions of DRRM preparedness, but they did not address the leadership roles and strategies employed by school heads to implement these policies effectively. Similarly, studies by Domingo Dela Cruz and Ormilla (2022) and Acierto et al. (2023) have explored DRRM practices in schools but have either been geographically focused on other regions or lacked a local leadership focus. These studies provide valuable insight into the state of DRRM implementation but do not sufficiently address the operational challenges faced by school heads in implementing DRRM policies in disaster-prone and resource-constrained areas.
	This study addresses the existing gap in the literature by focusing specifically on the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures of school heads in the Davao de Oro Division, a region highly exposed to weather-related hazards such as tropical cyclones, flooding, and rain-induced landslides. 
	To bridge this gap, the study utilizes a mixed-methods approach, integrating quantitative data with qualitative insights gathered from school heads and school DRRM coordinators to provide a more comprehensive understanding of disaster preparedness and response. Furthermore, the study is anchored on the CMP Model, which serves as the analytical framework for evaluating three key indicators: preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster preparedness and response measures. In addition, the study explores the challenges encountered by school heads in operationalizing national DRRM policies into effective local practices and generates evidence-based insights that may strengthen disaster resilience and school-based emergency preparedness systems in Philippine basic education settings.
Purpose Statement
	The explanatory sequential mixed-methods study aimed to examine the extent of implementation and explore the standpoints that explain the quantitative results on the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in terms of preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures. By integrating both numerical and qualitative findings, the study sought to provide policymakers and education leaders with evidence-based insights that may strengthen disaster resilience and improve the implementation of disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM) programs in schools located in disaster-prone areas.
Research Questions
	Specifically, this study aimed to answer the following questions:
1. What is the extent of implementation disaster preparedness and response measures among School Heads and DRRM coordinators in terms of:
1.1 Preparedness in Normal Times;
1.2 Preparedness for Response;
1.3 Disaster Response Measures
2. What are the standpoints of school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction Management (DRRM) coordinators on the salient elements identified in the quantitative results?
3. How do the qualitative results explain the quantitative results of the study?
Theoretical Framework
This study was anchored on the Crisis Management Plan (CMP) Framework developed by Reeves, Kanan, and Plog (2010), which provides a structured approach to crisis preparedness, response, and recovery in school settings. The CMP framework emphasizes that effective crisis management requires systematic planning, coordinated response mechanisms, and structured recovery processes to ensure the safety of learners and the continuity of education during weather-related hazards such as tropical cyclones, flooding, and rain-induced landslides. Supporting this framework, Crisis Management Theory (Pearson & Clair, 1998; Mitroff, 2005) explains that organizational effectiveness during disasters depends on anticipatory planning, rapid response, and leadership decision-making under uncertainty, making it highly relevant to school-based disaster preparedness and response measures.
Crisis Management Theory (Mitroff, 2005; Pearson & Clair, 1998) was integrated in this study to strengthen the interpretation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. This theory emphasizes that organizational effectiveness during crises depends on anticipatory preparedness, structured response decision-making, and strong leadership under uncertain and high-pressure conditions. In the context of this study, the theory is strongly aligned with preparedness in normal times, as it highlights the importance of proactive planning and risk reduction; preparedness for response, as it supports decision-making processes during active disaster situations; and disaster response measures, as it underscores leadership actions during recovery and stabilization phases in schools affected by weather-related hazards.
Figure. 1 
Crisis Management Plan (CMP) Framework (Reeves, Kana, and Plog, 2010)
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The second phase of the CMP framework, Preparedness and Response, served as the central focus of this study. This phase highlights the development of crisis management plans, implementation of disaster preparedness training, conduct of emergency drills, and establishment of communication systems within schools. Gainey (2009) emphasized that effective crisis management requires proactive planning and coordinated response structures to minimize disaster impacts. Similarly, Trump (2011) highlighted that school administrators play a critical role in activating emergency protocols and ensuring that school personnel are adequately trained for disaster situations. This phase aligned directly with the study’s indicator on Preparedness for Response, which examined how school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) coordinators implemented structured preparedness and response measures in relation to weather-related hazards.
In the quantitative phase, the CMP framework was utilized as the basis for measuring the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. It guided the assessment of Preparedness in Normal Times, Preparedness for Response, and Disaster Response Measures using structured survey instruments. The quantitative results provided numerical data describing the level of implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures in schools.
In the qualitative phase, the CMP framework guided the analysis of the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators regarding the significant quantitative findings. Thus, the qualitative component focused on standpoints of school leaders and DRRM coordinators regarding the implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures in schools.
Overall, by integrating the CMP framework and Crisis Management Theory, this study examined how school heads and DRRM coordinators in the Davao de Oro Division implemented preparedness and response strategies to strengthen school resilience against weather-related disasters. The combination of quantitative measurement and qualitative standpoints provided a comprehensive understanding of school-based disaster preparedness and response implementation in disaster-prone school environments.
Significance of the Study
	This study on the school-based disaster preparedness and response measures of school heads in the Davao de Oro Division was significant in understanding the crucial role of school leaders in promoting safety, readiness, and resilience in educational institutions during weather-related emergencies. Using an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, the study first determined the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures and then explored the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators to explain and enrich the quantitative findings.
	Specifically, this study identified effective strategies in implementing school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in public schools and gathered meaningful insights from their standpoints. Its primary objective was to provide a comprehensive understanding of school leadership practices that may strengthen the implementation of school-based disaster risk reduction and management in the Davao de Oro Division.
	The findings of this research will be beneficial to the following stakeholders:
	School Heads. This study provided practical guidance for school heads and policymakers on how to effectively implement DepEd Order No. 033 to strengthen disaster preparedness at the school level. By identifying the challenges and enabling factors associated with SBM in the context of DRRM, this research can inform the development of targeted interventions and support mechanisms.
	School DRRM Coordinator and Teachers . By understanding the disaster preparedness measures implemented by school principals, teachers and staff can actively contribute to creating a safer school environment and be better equipped to respond to emergencies. This research will identify specific, actionable practices that schools can adopt to enhance their disaster preparedness measures. This includes strategies for developing comprehensive disaster preparedness plans, conducting effective drills and simulations, and providing training and resources to staff and students.
	Students and Parents. The study aimed to highlight the importance of disaster preparedness in schools, ensuring that students are well-protected, and parents gain confidence in the school’s ability to safeguard their children during disasters.
	Department of Education (DepEd) and Policy Makers. The findings of this study can inform local policymakers and resource allocators in Davao de Oro on how to prioritize investments in school-based disaster preparedness. By providing evidence-based recommendations, this research can help ensure that schools receive the necessary support to effectively implement DepEd Order No. 033 and protect their communities.
	Future Researchers. This study can serve as a valuable reference for future research on disaster preparedness and response measures in educational settings, encouraging further exploration of best practices and innovations in school safety. While focused on a specific context, this study contributes to the broader academic understanding of disaster resilience in education. By applying the Relational Model of Crisis Management to the study of SBM in DRRM, this research offers a novel perspective on how schools can build resilience through strong relationships and effective leadership. This in turn improves safety, communication, and collaboration.
Scope and Limitation of the Study
This study examined the school-based disaster preparedness and response measures of school heads in the Davao de Oro Division. Specifically, it focused on the extent of implementation of these measures in terms of three key indicators: preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures. The study also gathered the standpoints of school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) coordinators on the salient elements identified in the quantitative results. Through this focus, the study aimed to describe how disaster preparedness and response measures are carried out at the school level within the context of Davao de Oro Division.
The study utilized an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, beginning with the quantitative phase followed by the qualitative phase. The quantitative phase measured the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators. The qualitative phase then explained the quantitative findings by exploring the participants’ standpoints. The integration of both phases provided a more complete understanding of how school-based DRRM measures are implemented and experienced in the selected schools.
However, several limitations must be acknowledged. The study relied on the responses of school heads and DRRM coordinators; therefore, the findings depended on the honesty, accuracy, and completeness of the participants’ answers. Since the quantitative data were self-reported, there is a possibility of social desirability bias, where respondents may rate implementation more favorably because disaster preparedness and response are expected responsibilities in schools. Likewise, the qualitative data were based on participants’ standpoints, which may vary depending on their assigned roles, length of service, exposure to disaster events, and actual involvement in DRRM activities.
The study was also limited to the selected schools within the Davao de Oro Division. Thus, the findings should be interpreted within the specific geographic, administrative, and disaster-risk context of the division. Although the results may provide useful information for other disaster-prone school communities, they may not be fully generalizable to other divisions with different hazard exposures, resources, leadership structures, and local government support systems. Furthermore, the study focused on the implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures and did not include technical assessments of school buildings, engineering safety evaluations, or actual disaster-loss measurements. Therefore, the findings mainly reflect the reported extent of implementation and the participants’ explanations of school-based DRRM practices.


Definition of Terms
	School Heads. The designated leader or administrator of a school is responsible for managing its overall operations, including academic programs, personnel, student welfare, and policy implementation. The school head ensures compliance with educational standards and promotes a conducive learning environment.
Disaster Preparedness. It refers to the systematic process of planning, organizing, and implementing measures to effectively anticipate, respond to, and recover from potential disasters. It involves risk assessment, capacity-building, resource allocation, training, and the development of emergency response protocols to minimize the impact of disasters on individuals, communities, and institutions. In the context of schools, disaster preparedness includes ensuring the safety of students and staff through education, drills, infrastructure resilience, and coordination with local disaster management authorities.
	Response Measure. It refers to the actions, strategies, and protocols implemented to address and mitigate the immediate impact of a crisis or disaster. These measures are designed to ensure safety, minimize damage, and facilitate recovery efforts. In a school setting, response measures include emergency drills, evacuation procedures, first aid administration, communication protocols, and coordination with local disaster risk reduction agencies. Effective response measures are crucial for protecting lives and maintaining order during emergencies.
	Division of Davao de Oro. This pertains to the local education governance unit under the Department of Education (DepEd) in the province of Davao de Oro, Philippines. It oversees public and private elementary and secondary schools within the province, ensuring the effective implementation of educational policies, programs, and initiatives, including disaster preparedness and response measures. The division is responsible for managing school operations, supporting instructional leadership, and enhancing the overall quality of education while ensuring the safety and resilience of schools against disasters and emergencies.
























Chapter 2
METHODOLOGY
Research Design 
[bookmark: _Hlk230531977]		An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design was employed in this study to investigate the school-based disaster preparedness and response measures implemented by school heads in the Davao de Oro Division. This design, as described by Creswell and Plano Clark (2018), is characterized by the collection and analysis of quantitative data in the first phase, followed by qualitative data collection to explain and further interpret the initial statistical results. In this study, the quantitative phase was first conducted to determine the extent of implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures, while the qualitative phase was subsequently used to elaborate on and explain the quantitative findings through the standpoints of school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) coordinators (Rana & Chimoriya, 2025). The integration of both phases allowed for a more comprehensive understanding of school-based disaster preparedness practices in relation to weather-related hazards such as tropical cyclones, flooding, and rain-induced landslides.
		In the quantitative phase, a descriptive research design was utilized to measure the extent of implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators. Structured survey instruments were administered to gather numerical data based on three indicators: preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures. The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation to describe levels of implementation and identify patterns across schools (McCombes, 2025; Slater & Hasson, 2024). This phase provided an objective and systematic overview of disaster preparedness practices in schools and served as the basis for the subsequent qualitative phase.	In the qualitative phase, a descriptive qualitative design was employed to further explain and contextualize the quantitative results through the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators. Data were gathered through in-depth interviews focused on leadership practices, implementation strategies, challenges encountered, and contextual factors influencing disaster preparedness and response measures. The qualitative inquiry was guided by the need to describe and interpret participants’ perspectives in relation to the quantitative findings, rather than to explore lived experiences in a phenomenological sense (Sandelowski, 2010; Lambert & Lambert, 2012). This phase was supported by literature emphasizing that descriptive qualitative approaches are appropriate for providing straightforward descriptions of phenomena and practical insights from key stakeholders in applied settings (Kim, Sefcik, & Bradway, 2017; Doyle et al., 2020). The qualitative results were used to explain and enrich the quantitative findings, particularly in understanding how school heads operationalized disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM) policies in real school contexts.
	Methodological Framework
In this explanatory sequential mixed-methods study, the Crisis Management Plan (CMP) Framework developed by Reeves, Kanan, and Plog (2010) was used as the main framework for examining school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The quantitative phase was evaluated in terms of the extent of implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures in schools using the three phases of the CMP framework: Prevention and Mitigation, Preparedness and Response, and Recovery. The qualitative phase was complemented by the quantitative results through the exploration of the standpoints of school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) coordinators on the salient elements identified from the quantitative findings. Through the CMP framework, the influence of leadership strategies, local contexts, and available resources on the implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures at the school level was examined.
	The integration of the quantitative and qualitative phases was used to provide a more comprehensive understanding of how disaster preparedness and response measures were implemented in schools. The quantitative phase described the measurable extent of implementation, while the qualitative phase explained the quantitative results through the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators. Through this methodological framework, not only the level of preparedness and response implementation was examined, but also the contextual factors that shaped how these measures were adapted and applied in real-world school settings.
Figure 2
[image: ]Methodological Framework of the Study





Significance of the Study
Research Locale
	This study was conducted within the First District of the Division of Davao de Oro, a geographically and ecologically diverse area in the province of Davao de Oro, Philippines. The Division was selected as the research locale due to its high susceptibility to natural hazards, including landslides, flash floods, and other weather-related events, which have posed significant risks to the safety and welfare of students and school personnel.
	The region’s vulnerability was emphasized as a critical factor in the need for effective school-based disaster preparedness and response measures, making it a relevant and appropriate site for the investigation (UNESCO, 2022; Shaw, 2012). A wide range of educational institutions, including elementary and secondary schools, was covered within the Division, serving communities with diverse socio-economic backgrounds. This diversity was considered to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the challenges and opportunities in the implementation of DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, on school-based disaster preparedness and response. The study focused on how school-based management principles were applied by school heads and DRRM coordinators to strengthen disaster resilience and ensure the protection of learners and school personnel within these educational settings (DepEd, 2021; Anderson, 2019).
[image: ]Figure 3 
Local Map of Davao de Oro
	









Sampling Procedure
	This section of the study described the sampling procedures employed in selecting respondents for both the quantitative and qualitative phases. A stratified random sampling technique was used to ensure proportional representation of respondents across the five municipalities in the First District of Davao de Oro, namely Monkayo, Montevista, Compostela, New Bataan, and Maragusan. The sampling design was applied to obtain reliable quantitative data on the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) coordinators.
	Quantitative Phase
	In the quantitative phase, a stratified random sampling technique was employed to ensure proportional representation across the five municipalities in the First District of Davao de Oro. The municipalities included Monkayo, Montevista, Compostela, New Bataan, and Maragusan. To determine the sample size, the Raosoft Sample Size Calculator was utilized, resulting in a sample of 168 respondents from a total population of 294 school personnel, with a 95% confidence level and a 5% margin of error. The sample was composed of 84 school heads and 84 DRRM coordinators. The distribution of respondents per municipality was presented in Table 1.
	The quantitative data were collected to assess the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in terms of preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures. Stratified random sampling was applied to ensure that variations in school size, municipal characteristics, and institutional contexts were represented, thereby strengthening the generalizability of the findings within the district (Creswell, 2014; Etikan & Bala, 2017; Gay et al., 2012).
	Qualitative Phase
	In the qualitative phase, purposive sampling was employed to select participants who could provide relevant and information-rich standpoints regarding the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. From the quantitative respondents, 10 participants were selected, consisting of 5 school heads and 5 DRRM coordinators, with representation from each municipality. Selection was based on their direct involvement in disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM) activities and their familiarity with the implementation of DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021.
	In-depth interviews were conducted to gather descriptive data on the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators regarding the implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures. The qualitative phase was used to complement the quantitative findings by providing contextual explanations of the observed results and clarifying patterns identified in the statistical analysis. This phase focused on describing and interpreting participants’ standpoints rather than exploring lived experiences, consistent with the explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. The qualitative findings were used to enrich the interpretation of the quantitative results and to provide deeper understanding of leadership practices and implementation challenges in school-based disaster risk reduction and management (Marshall & Rossman, 2016; Patton, 2015).







Table 1
Distribution of Respondents 
	
	POPULATION
	SAMPLE
	DISTRIBUTION (Quantitative)
	IDI Code (Qualitative)

	
	
	
	SH
	SDRR Coor
	SH
	SDRR Coor

	MONKAYO
	100
	58
	29
	29
	1
	1

	MONTEVISTA
	48
	26
	13
	13
	1
	1

	COMPOSTELA
	36
	20
	10
	10
	1
	1

	NEW BATAAN
	52
	30
	15
	15
	1
	1

	MARAGUSAN
	58
	34
	17
	17
	1
	1

	TOTAL
	294
	168
	84
	84
	5
	5



Data Gathering Procedures
	The study utilized an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design to gather comprehensive data on school-based disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators in the First District of the Division of Davao de Oro. Data collection was divided into two distinct phases: quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative Phase
The quantitative phase focused on gathering systematic, numerical data regarding three indicators: preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures.
Administrative & Ethical Clearances: Formal written permission was requested and secured from the Dean of the Institute of Advanced Studies and the relevant Department of Education (DepEd) authorities. Ethical clearance was obtained to ensure voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymity, and participant protection.
Instrument Validation & Pilot Testing: The structured survey questionnaire underwent expert content validation for clarity and relevance. It was then pilot-tested on a similar, non-participating group to assess reliability (via Cronbach’s alpha) and refine item wording.
Data Collection: After obtaining signed informed consent, the survey was administered to school heads and DRRM coordinators selected via stratified random sampling.
Data Preparation & Analysis: Retrieved data were checked for completeness, coded, and encoded. Descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) were utilized to analyze the implementation levels, establishing the baseline findings to be explored in the next phase.
Qualitative Phase
The qualitative phase used in-depth interviews (IDIs) to capture rich, contextual insights into the participants' leadership practices and decision-making strategies regarding the three disaster measures.
Instrument Validation & Pilot Testing: The interview guide was validated by experts in educational management and disaster risk reduction, then pilot-tested to refine question phrasing and estimate interview duration.
Informed Consent: Selected participants provided informed consent, reiterating their voluntary participation, right to withdraw, and guaranteed anonymity.
Conducting the Interviews: 30-to-45-minute audio-recorded IDIs were conducted either face-to-face or virtually using open-ended questions.
Transcription & Expert Validation: Audio recordings were transcribed verbatim to maintain data integrity. The resulting transcripts were then reviewed and validated by experts to ensure credibility and accuracy before being advanced to thematic analysis.
Research Instrument
	This section described the instruments that were utilized in the collection of data for both the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study. A structured survey questionnaire was used to gather numerical data on the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures, while an in-depth interview (IDI) guide was employed to obtain qualitative standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators. These instruments were designed to ensure that both measurable indicators and contextual perspectives were adequately captured in relation to the explanatory sequential mixed-methods design of the study.
	Quantitative Phase
	For the quantitative phase, the study utilized a validated survey questionnaire as the primary instrument to gather essential data on the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators in the first district of Davao de Oro Division. The questionnaire was adapted from Enclosure No. 2 of DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, which provides a standardized checklist for tropical cyclones, flooding, and other weather-related disturbances (DepEd, 2021) .
	The survey questionnaire consisted of three major sections corresponding to the study’s key indicators: (1) Preparedness in Normal Times, (2) Preparedness for Response Measures, and (3) Disaster Response Measures. Respondents rated the extent of implementation for each item using a 5-point Likert scale, where 1 indicated “Not Implemented” and 5 indicated “Very Highly Implemented” (see pages 2–5 of the instrument). This scaling allowed the researcher to quantify the level of preparedness and response across different schools systematically, providing numerical data suitable for descriptive statistical analysis (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; McCombes, 2025).
	The questionnaire included items on proactive measures during normal operations, coordination with local authorities, activation of warning systems, securing school facilities and resources, and conducting drills and capacity-building activities. The structured format ensured consistency in data collection, allowing comparisons across the five municipalities of the first district (Monkayo, Montevista, Compostela, New Bataan, and Maragusan) and alignment with the study’s quantitative objectives.
	The instrument was validated and pilot-tested before actual administration to ensure content validity, clarity, and reliability (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Expert validators assessed the questionnaire to confirm that all items accurately reflected the constructs of school-based disaster preparedness and response. A pilot test was conducted with respondents similar in profile to the target participants but not included in the main study. 
	The following parameters were used to interpret the data from the survey questionnaire.
Table 2
Parameter Limit for all Indicators in the Implementation School-Based Disaster and Response Measures of School Heads in Davao de Oro Division

	[bookmark: _Hlk226540613]Range of Means
	Descriptive Level
	Interpretation (Applicable to All Indicators)

	4.20–5.00
	Very High
	The measure is very highly implemented. Schools consistently carry out the required disaster preparedness, response, and recovery measures, demonstrating full adherence and proactive practices.

	3.40–4.19
	High
	The measure is highly implemented. Schools generally perform the required activities with minor gaps in consistency or coverage, showing strong but not complete compliance.

	2.60–3.39
	Moderate
	The measure is moderately implemented. Schools demonstrate partial adherence to preparedness, response, and disaster measures, but practices are inconsistently applied or incomplete.

	1.80–2.59
	Low
	The measure is lowly implemented. Schools show limited execution of the disaster preparedness, response, and recovery activities, with significant gaps in practice.

	1.00–1.79
	Very Low
	The measure is very lowly implemented. Schools have minimal or almost no execution of preparedness, response, or recovery measures, and essential practices are largely absent.







Table 3 
Parameter Limit for the Overall Level of School-Based Disaster Preparedness and Response Measures Implementation

	Range of Means
	Descriptive Level
	Interpretation

	4.20–5.00
	Very High
	The overall disaster preparedness and response measures are fully implemented. Schools consistently apply and integrate all key preparedness, response, and recovery practices in planning, coordination, training, and school operations.

	3.40–4.19
	High
	The overall measures are substantially implemented. Most preparedness, response, and disaster management components are evident, but some areas may require further strengthening or reinforcement.

	2.60–3.39
	Moderate
	The overall measures are partially implemented. Several practices are in place but inconsistently applied across schools or municipalities, requiring additional support and attention.

	1.80–2.59
	Low
	The overall measures are minimally implemented. Only a few initiatives are present, often limited to documentation or occasional activities, with weak integration into routine school operations.

	1.00–1.79
	Very Low
	The overall measures are not implemented. Schools show little to no evidence of conducting disaster preparedness, response, or recovery practices, and essential strategies are largely absent.



	Qualitative Phase
	For the qualitative phase, the study employed an In-Depth Interview Guide Questionnaire (IGQ) as the main research instrument to collect detailed, descriptive data from selected school heads and DRRM coordinators. The IGQ was designed to explore participants’ perspectives, practices, and decision-making processes regarding school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The instrument addressed the three indicators of the study, Preparedness in Normal Times, Preparedness for Response, and Disaster Response Measures, and sought to explain and complement the quantitative results obtained from the survey questionnaire (see pages 2–4 of the IGQ) .
	The IGQ consisted of open-ended questions and probing prompts, allowing participants to elaborate on the specific practices and challenges in implementing disaster risk reduction measures in their schools. The questions were structured to capture leadership strategies, coordination with local authorities, activation of warning systems, safeguarding of educational resources, and implementation of response and recovery interventions during disaster events. This format ensured that qualitative data would provide a rich contextual understanding to explain the trends observed in the quantitative phase (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Marshall & Rossman, 2016).
Data Analysis
	This section described the procedures that were employed in analyzing the data collected from both the quantitative and qualitative phases of the study. For the quantitative data, descriptive statistical tools such as mean and standard deviation were utilized through the use of statistical software to determine the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. For the qualitative data, thematic analysis was applied to examine the standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators in relation to the quantitative findings. The integration of both quantitative and qualitative analyses was used to provide a comprehensive interpretation of the results in accordance with the explanatory sequential mixed-methods design of the study.
Quantitative Phase.
Checking for Completeness and Accuracy of Responses. After the survey questionnaires were retrieved, the researcher checked all responses for completeness, clarity, and accuracy. Questionnaires with missing or unclear answers were carefully reviewed to determine whether they were still valid for inclusion in the analysis. This step ensured that only usable and properly accomplished responses were included in the final data set.
Encoding the Data into a Spreadsheet. The validated responses were encoded into a spreadsheet for organization and processing. Each item in the questionnaire was assigned a corresponding numerical value based on the five-point rating scale. The encoded data were arranged according to the study’s three indicators: Preparedness in Normal Times, Preparedness for Response, and Disaster Response Measures. This process helped ensure that the data were properly classified and ready for statistical treatment.
Computing Descriptive Statistics. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the quantitative data. Specifically, the researcher computed the mean and standard deviation to determine the level of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The mean was used to describe the general level of implementation, while the standard deviation was used to determine the degree of variation in the responses. Descriptive statistics are appropriate when the purpose of the study is to summarize, describe, and interpret numerical data based on observed patterns or levels (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; McCombes, 2025).
Seeking Assistance from a Statistician: The researcher sought the assistance of a statistician to ensure the accuracy of data processing, computation, and interpretation. The statistician helped verify the encoded data, apply the appropriate statistical tools, and confirm that the results were interpreted according to the parameter limits of the study. This step strengthened the reliability of the quantitative analysis and ensured that the statistical results were properly presented.
Interpreting Mean Scores Based on CMP Framework Parameters. The computed mean scores for each indicator were interpreted using the Crisis Management Plan (CMP) framework developed by Reeves, Kanan, and Plog (2010). The framework’s three phases; Prevention and Mitigation (Preparedness in Normal Times), Preparedness and Response, and Recovery (Disaster Response Measures); provided the basis for linking the quantitative results to practical disaster management standards. Mean scores were compared against the defined parameter limits to determine the level of implementation for each indicator.
Organizing Results into Summary Tables:
The analyzed data were then organized into summary tables, presenting the results of each indicator in a clear and structured manner. These tables included the mean scores, descriptive level, and interpretations according to the CMP framework, allowing for easy comparison and reference across the three indicators.
Meanwhile, the following statistical tools were utilized in the quantitative phase of the study:
Mean. The mean was calculated for each survey item to describe the central tendency of responses and to assess the general level of implementation of disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators.
Standard Deviation. The standard deviation was computed to measure the dispersion or variability of respondents’ ratings. This allowed the researcher to determine how consistent or varied the implementation of disaster preparedness measures was across the surveyed schools.
Cronbach’s Alpha. To ensure the reliability of the survey instrument, Cronbach’s alpha was computed for the questionnaire items. The result was 0.90, indicating a high level of internal consistency and reliability of the instrument for measuring school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. This confirmed that the items were appropriately correlated and the survey produced dependable data for analysis (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; McCombes, 2025).
Qualitative Phase
The qualitative data were analyzed using the interactive model of qualitative analysis, which involves systematic procedures of data reduction, data display, and conclusion drawing or verification. This approach facilitated the organization and interpretation of participants’ responses, allowing the researcher to identify patterns, themes, and insights related to school-based disaster preparedness and response measures.
Data Reduction. Data reduction was first performed, which involved selecting, simplifying, and transforming the raw interview data into manageable segments. The audio-recorded interviews were transcribed, and the transcripts were reviewed for completeness. Relevant information aligned with the study’s indicators—Preparedness in Normal Times, Preparedness for Response, and Disaster Response Measures—was identified. Redundant or irrelevant information was removed, while key statements and significant insights were highlighted. Through this process, the focus of the analysis was maintained on patterns and meaningful content, and the dataset was made more concise and easier to interpret (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019).
Data Display. After data reduction, the data were organized and presented in structured formats to facilitate analysis. Tables, charts, and thematic matrices were used to display the information, and similar responses were grouped and organized according to the main indicators and sub-themes. Through this stage, patterns, relationships, and trends emerging from the participants’ responses were clearly visualized, providing a coherent framework for interpretation (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019; Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Drawing Conclusion and Verification. Finally, conclusion drawing and verification were conducted through the interpretation of the displayed data to identify themes, patterns, and insights relevant to the research questions. The findings were cross-checked against the original transcripts and, when necessary, were triangulated with the quantitative results to enhance validity and reliability. Iterative verification was also undertaken through the review of themes by peers or experts to ensure that the interpretations accurately reflected the participants’ standpoints and were consistent with the objectives of the study (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019; Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
At the same time, the thematic analysis framework proposed by Braun and Clarke (2013) was followed, wherein a structured sequence of steps was employed to systematically organize, analyze, and interpret the qualitative data.
	Transcribing the Interview Recordings. All audio-recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim to convert participants’ spoken responses into written form. This process ensured that the data were accurately captured for analysis, preserving the original meaning of participants’ statements (Braun & Clarke, 2013; Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Translating Local Responses into English Language. All audio-recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim to convert the participants’ spoken responses into written form. This process ensured that the data were accurately captured for analysis, with the original meaning of the participants’ statements preserved (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Reviewing and Verifying Transcripts. Responses given in the local language were carefully translated into English while the original meaning and context were maintained. This step allowed the data to be standardized for analysis and facilitated clear reporting for a broader academic audience.
Member Checking Selected. participants were consulted to verify the accuracy of the transcribed data and interpretations. Through this member checking process, the credibility of the qualitative findings was enhanced, as the participants’ intended meanings were confirmed to have been accurately captured (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Familiarizing with Data. The researcher thoroughly read and reread the transcripts to become deeply familiar with the data. Notes and preliminary observations were recorded to guide the coding process and identify potential patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Generating Initial Codes. Relevant phrases, statements, and passages were highlighted and labeled as initial codes. This process helped organize the data into manageable units, providing the foundation for theme development (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019).
Searching for Themes The transcripts were thoroughly read and reread to ensure deep familiarity with the data. Notes and preliminary observations were recorded to guide the coding process and to identify potential patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Reviewing and Refining Themes. The initial codes were examined for patterns, similarities, and relationships. Codes with similar meanings were grouped together to form preliminary themes, which reflected recurring ideas across participants (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Defining and Naming Themes. Each finalized theme was defined and given a descriptive name that reflected its essence and connection to the research questions. The themes captured the core insights regarding the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Organizing Themes in a Table Format. The themes were organized in a table format, showing the theme name, description, and supporting codes or participant excerpts. This visualization facilitated interpretation and ensured transparency in the qualitative analysis process (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Merging with Quantitative Results. The qualitative themes were then compared and triangulated with the quantitative findings to explain observed trends, verify patterns, and provide a comprehensive understanding of school-based disaster preparedness and response (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).
Writing the Final Report. Finally, the integrated results from both quantitative and qualitative analyses were synthesized into the final report. The report presented the extent of implementation of disaster preparedness measures, contextual explanations from the qualitative data, and actionable insights for policy and practice (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Braun & Clarke, 2006).
Trustworthiness of the Study
	The trustworthiness of the qualitative findings was ensured through established criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Various strategies were employed to strengthen the rigor of the study, including member checking, expert validation, triangulation with quantitative results, and maintaining an audit trail of the data analysis process. These procedures were implemented to ensure that the interpretations accurately reflected the standpoints of the participants and that the findings were reliable, transparent, and grounded in the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Reliability and Validity
To establish the trustworthiness of the study, the four components of trustworthiness were observed. These include credibility, confirmability, transferability, and dependability.
Credibility. Credibility was ensured through multiple strategies, including member checking, where participants reviewed the transcribed interviews to confirm that their views were accurately represented. Additionally, the researcher conducted expert validation of the interview guide and survey instrument to ensure content accuracy. Triangulation was also applied by comparing qualitative findings with quantitative results, allowing patterns observed in one phase to be verified through the other, thus enhancing the believability of the findings (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Confirmability.  Confirmability was achieved by maintaining a clear audit trail documenting all stages of data collection, transcription, coding, and analysis. The researcher also employed peer debriefing, where colleagues reviewed the data interpretations to minimize personal bias. By systematically recording procedures and decisions, the study ensured that findings were derived from participants’ responses and not researcher subjectivity (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019).
Transferability. To enhance transferability, the study provided rich, contextual descriptions of the research setting, participants, and procedures. Detailed information about the schools, municipalities, and DRRM practices allows readers to determine the extent to which the findings could be applied to other similar educational contexts (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Dependability. Dependability was strengthened through the use of consistent data collection and analysis procedures across all participants. The instruments were validated and pilot-tested, and coding and theme development followed a structured framework. Documentation of all processes, including decisions made during qualitative and quantitative analyses, provided a reliable account of the research procedures that can be audited and reproduced in future studies (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
Ethical Considerations
	Ethical considerations were strictly observed throughout the conduct of the study to ensure the protection of the rights, dignity, and welfare of all participants. Prior to data collection, ethical clearance was secured, and informed consent was obtained from all respondents. Principles of voluntary participation, confidentiality, anonymity, and the right to withdraw without penalty were upheld. All data gathered were treated with utmost confidentiality and were used solely for academic purposes in accordance with established ethical research standards (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Respect for persons. The principle of respect for persons was observed by recognizing the autonomy and dignity of all participants. Participation in the study was voluntary, and informed consent was obtained from each school head and DRRM coordinator prior to data collection. Participants were fully informed about the purpose of the study, their rights to withdraw at any time, and the nature of the research activities. This approach ensured that participants’ decisions to participate were made freely and without coercion (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Beneficence. The study followed the principle of beneficence by maximizing potential benefits and minimizing any possible risks or harm to participants. The research sought to provide insights that could improve school-based disaster preparedness and response measures, ultimately benefiting school communities. Risks were minimal, as the study primarily involved surveys and interviews, and steps were taken to prevent any physical, psychological, or social harm (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2019).
Confidentiality. Confidentiality was strictly maintained throughout the research process. Participants’ identities were protected by assigning code numbers and removing any personal identifiers from the transcripts and reports. All data, including survey responses and interview recordings, were securely stored and accessed only by the researcher. The results were reported in aggregate form to ensure that no individual responses could be traced back to any participant (Creswell & Poth, 2018).
Justice. The principle of justice was applied by ensuring fair and equitable treatment of all participants. Selection of respondents was based on research criteria relevant to the study objectives, rather than convenience or favoritism. Every participant had an equal opportunity to contribute, and no group was unfairly burdened or excluded from the study. This ensured that the benefits and responsibilities of participation were distributed fairly across the research population (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).









Chapter 3
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Quantitative Results
	This section presents the results of the quantitative phase of the study, which examined the level of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures of school heads in Davao de Oro Division. The data were gathered using a structured survey questionnaire and analyzed across three key indicators: preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response measures, and disaster response measures. These indicators reflect how schools implement disaster-related measures during normal conditions, before the impact of a hazard, and during actual disaster response situations. 
Table 4
 Level of School-Based Disaster Preparedness and Response Measures of School Heads in Davao de Oro Division

	Indicators
	Mean
	SD
	Interpretation

	Preparedness in Normal Times
	4.44
	0.65
	Preparedness in Normal Times is very highly implemented. The school consistently carries out regular disaster preparedness measures even in the absence of immediate warnings or advisories.

	Preparedness for Response Measures
	4.45
	0.54
	Preparedness for Response Measures is very highly implemented. The school consistently undertakes precautionary and protective actions once advisories or warnings are issued.

	Disaster Response Measures
	4.57
	0.53
	Disaster Response Measures are very highly implemented. The school consistently carries out coordinated and timely response actions during and after disaster events.

	Average Score
	4.52
	0.57
	The school-based disaster preparedness and response measures of school heads are very highly implemented. Overall, schools have consistently established and carried out disaster preparedness and response practices across normal times, pre-response conditions, and actual response situations.


	
	The quantitative findings revealed that school-based disaster preparedness and response measures were implemented at a Very High level overall, with a mean score of 4.52 and a standard deviation of 0.57. This indicated that respondents generally perceived that disaster preparedness and response measures were strongly implemented in their schools. It is important to note that all schools included in the study were compliant with DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, which institutionalizes disaster preparedness and response measures. Moreover, the respondents, school heads and SDRRM coordinators: were directly involved in planning, coordinating, and monitoring these measures, which helps explain the uniformly high ratings.
	Among the three indicators, disaster response measures obtained the highest mean (M = 4.57, SD = 0.53), followed closely by preparedness for response measures (M = 4.56, SD = 0.54). preparedness in normal times had the lowest mean (M = 4.43, SD = 0.65), though it was still rated as Very High. This pattern suggests that schools were strongest in immediate and operational actions taken before, during, and after disasters, while routine preparedness measures during normal operations were slightly less pronounced and showed more variation across schools.
	Despite the very high ratings, the results should be interpreted with caution. Since the data were self-reported, participants may have been influenced by social desirability bias, as they were directly responsible for DRRM compliance in their schools. Therefore, while the mean scores indicate strong implementation, they may not fully capture the actual variability or resource constraints that exist across different schools (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Krumpal, 2013).
	The standard deviation of 0.57 suggested reasonable consistency among responses, though some variability was present, particularly for Preparedness in Normal Times (SD = 0.65), reflecting slight differences in routine practices, infrastructure, and resources across schools. These quantitative results provide a foundation for the qualitative phase, which further explored the factors influencing implementation and the contextual conditions behind these scores.
Stand Points of the School Heads & SDRRM Coordinators in the 
School-Based Disaster Preparedness and Response 
Measures in the Division of Davao de Oro

This section outlines the findings from the qualitative phase, which focused on gathering the perspectives of School Heads and DRRM Coordinators regarding the school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in the division of Davao de Oro. Through detailed interviews, participants shared their standpoints with the program’s implementation in their respective roles as school leaders and school DRRM coordinators. The collected data were analyzed and categorized into key themes, highlighting the program’s strengths, challenges, and opportunities for improvement. These insights offer a richer understanding of how disaster preparedness and response measures are carried out and maintained at the school level.










Table 5
Major Themes and Core Ideas 
	Quantitative Results
	Qualitative Results

	
	Major Themes
	Core Ideas

	Indicator 1: Preparedness in Normal Times



Mean: 4.44 
SD: 0.65
(Very High)
	
· Participatory Contingency Planning
	· Collaborative preparation of school-specific DRRM plans
· Alignment with division-level mandates
· Adaptation of physical resources to compensate for single-story infrastructure.

	
	· Proactive Physical Mitigation
	· Routine infrastructure reinforcement; drainage maintenance
· Waste management; 
· Engagement of school personnel and students in preventive practices.

	
	· Leadership Commitment
	· School heads’ leadership and administrative support drive implementation and ensure accountability.

	Indicator 2: Preparedness for Response

Mean: 4.55 
SD: 0.54
(Very High)
	
· Preventive Safety Measures
	· Systematic inspection of electrical systems, emergency kits, and classroom safety prior to disaster onset.

	
	· Community-Based Communication
	· Use of digital platforms (Facebook, group chats)
· Collaboration with barangay units to disseminate warnings and advisories.

	
	· Strategic Continuity Planning
	· Safeguarding records, adoption of soft copies, and ensuring continuity of learning during emergencies.

	Indicator 3: Disaster Preparedness and Response Measures


Mean: 4.57 
SD: 0.53
(Very High)
	
· Humanitarian Response
	· Prioritization of life safety for students and personnel; schools serving as community evacuation centers; adherence to standardized reporting protocols.

	
	· Instructional Continuity
	· Implementation of alternative delivery modes, flexible classroom use, and monitoring of student learning during disaster events to maintain educational continuity.

	
	· Adaptive Learning Strategies
	· Use of flexible instructional strategies and resources to support ongoing learning and engagement during disaster events. 
· Monitoring student progress and welfare.



	The very high level of preparedness in normal times, as reflected in the quantitative result (M = 4.44, SD = 0.65), was further supported by the qualitative responses of the school heads and school DRRM coordinators. Their narratives revealed that preparedness was not only evident in compliance with DRRM requirements but also in the actual practices, leadership initiatives, and preventive measures implemented within the schools. This level of preparedness was attributed to three major themes: Participatory Contingency Planning, Proactive Physical Mitigation, and Leadership Commitment. 
Theme 1: Participatory Contingency Planning
	The core ideas under Participatory Contingency Planning center on the collaborative preparation of school-specific DRRM plans, ensuring that planning is done collectively by key stakeholders within the school. This process also emphasizes alignment with division-level mandates to maintain consistency with established policies and guidelines. In addition, schools adapt their available physical resources to address structural limitations, particularly in cases of single-story infrastructure, in order to strengthen overall preparedness during normal times. Participants emphasized collaborative efforts to prepare school-specific contingency plans, ensuring clarity of roles and responsibilities. 
	“Talking about the normal time or days… ang school naa gyud siyay ginatawag natog disaster preparedness and mitigation… naa tay DRRM coordinator nga maoy mag take charge… mag coordinate sa mga committee sa level of preparedness sa school.” (SH_1)

During normal times, the school already has disaster preparedness and mitigation measures. A DRRM coordinator leads and coordinates committees responsible for school readiness.








	“We have the DRR contingency plan that is anchored also to the division contingency plan. The school head, the teachers, and the barangay council are involved in crafting the plan.” (SH_3)

The school has a DRR contingency plan aligned with the division plan, crafted with teachers and barangay officials.






	“The crafting and content making of the contingency plan ang pinaka una i-consider... guided by the contingency plan the moment any disaster strikes.” (DRRC1_S1)

The crafting and content of the contingency plan were the first things considered because the school would be guided by the contingency plan once any disaster strikes.







	Overall, the findings from the qualitative phase strongly support and elaborate the very high quantitative rating on preparedness in normal times (M = 4.44, SD = 0.65). The presence of Participatory Contingency Planning as a major theme confirms that such a high level of preparedness is grounded in deliberate, structured, and collaborative planning practices within schools. The core ideas further explain that this preparedness is not only reflected in the existence of DRRM plans, but also in the active involvement of stakeholders, alignment with division mandates, and adaptive use of available physical resources. These collective efforts demonstrate that the quantitative result is deeply rooted in actual school practices, where preparedness is strengthened through shared responsibility, coordinated planning, and clear role delineation among personnel.
 Theme 2: Proactive Physical Mitigation
	The core ideas under Participatory Contingency Planning center on the collaborative preparation of school-specific DRRM plans, ensuring that planning is done collectively by key stakeholders within the school. This process also emphasizes alignment with division-level mandates to maintain consistency with established policies and guidelines. In addition, schools adapt their available physical resources to address structural limitations, particularly in cases of single-story infrastructure, in order to strengthen overall preparedness during normal times. Participants emphasized collaborative efforts in developing contingency plans that clearly define roles and responsibilities among school personnel, ensuring that preparedness measures are systematically organized and effectively implemented at the school level.
	“Amo gyud gi siguro na dagko or lapad siyag maagihan sa tubig. Gani, within perimeter sa school is gi concrete jud para dili na ma erode.” (SH_1)

We made sure that areas where water could pass were wide enough. In fact, the school perimeter was concreted to prevent erosion.







	“It is a practice of the school... the different club organizations, one of their primary duties... is to regularly clean the school drainage system.” (SH2_S2)

It was a school practice that different club organizations had the regular cleaning of the school drainage system as one of their primary duties.






	“We focus heavily on our drainage system... we even made this part of the students' morning routine where they help clean their assigned areas.” (DRRC5_S2)




	The core ideas under Proactive Physical Mitigation focus on the routine and intentional implementation of preventive measures to strengthen school facilities and maintain safe learning environments during normal times. This includes regular infrastructure reinforcement, consistent drainage maintenance, proper waste management practices, and the active engagement of both school personnel and students in preventive activities. These actions reflect a sustained effort to minimize risks and reduce vulnerabilities before any disaster occurs. Participants highlighted that such proactive measures are consistently observed within their schools, demonstrating a culture of prevention and preparedness. These qualitative insights strongly align with the very high quantitative result (M = 4.44, SD = 0.65), indicating that preparedness is not only policy-driven but also operationalized through continuous physical mitigation practices embedded in daily school routines.
Theme 3: Leadership Commitment
	The core ideas under Leadership Commitment highlight the central role of school heads in driving and sustaining disaster preparedness initiatives within the school. This theme emphasizes that strong leadership and administrative support are essential in ensuring the effective implementation of DRRM policies and practices. School leaders are actively involved in providing direction, monitoring compliance, and fostering accountability among personnel, which strengthens the overall preparedness of the institution during normal times. Participants emphasized that the commitment of school heads serves as a driving force in ensuring that preparedness measures are consistently implemented, properly coordinated, and sustained across all levels of the school system.
	“Mag depend sa ability of the school head... kung hesitant or reluctant ang school head... dili siya ma implement kung dili niya tagaan og value.” (SH1_S5)

It depends on the ability of the school head. If the school head is hesitant or reluctant, it will not be implemented if he or she does not give value to it.







	“It depends sa headship ni school head. The coordinators will act on sa ilang part but of course mag una jud ang mandate ni school head.” (DRRC1_S4)

It depends on the headship of the school head. The coordinators will do their part, but the mandate of the school head must come first.






	“Ang DRR contingency plan was prepared by the school head and the coordinator with the consultation of our teachers... so directly man maka response dayon.” (SH1_S1)

The DRR contingency plan was prepared by the school head and the coordinator with teacher consultation so that the school could respond immediately.







	The core ideas under Leadership Commitment underscore the pivotal role of school heads in steering and sustaining disaster risk reduction and management initiatives within the school. This theme highlights that strong leadership and continuous administrative support are crucial in ensuring the effective implementation of DRRM policies, as school leaders actively provide direction, monitor compliance, and promote accountability among personnel. Through this leadership involvement, preparedness measures are consistently reinforced and systematically coordinated across the school community, strengthening institutional readiness during normal times. Participants emphasized that the commitment of school heads serves as a driving force in maintaining organized and sustained preparedness practices. These qualitative insights align with the very high quantitative result (M = 4.44, SD = 0.65), reinforcing that preparedness is strongly anchored on effective leadership that ensures the consistent execution of DRRM initiatives.
	The second indicator, Preparedness for Response, obtained a very high quantitative result (M = 4.55, SD = 0.54), indicating a strong level of readiness among schools in anticipating and responding to emergencies. This finding is further supported by the qualitative responses of school heads and DRRM coordinators, which reveal that preparedness for response is not only reactive but also systematically planned and implemented. The narratives highlight that schools actively engage in preventive and coordination mechanisms to ensure readiness before and during disaster events. These practices are reflected through three major themes: Preventive Safety Measures, Community-Based Communication, and Strategic Continuity Planning. Overall, the very high quantitative result is reinforced by these qualitative themes, showing that schools’ preparedness for response is anchored on proactive safety actions, effective communication networks, and continuity-focused planning strategies.
Theme 1: Preventive Safety Measures
	The core ideas under Preventive Safety Measures center on the systematic inspection and preparation of school facilities to ensure safety before the onset of any disaster. This includes regular checking of electrical systems, emergency kits, and classroom safety conditions to minimize potential hazards. Participants emphasized that these preventive actions are routinely conducted as part of school preparedness practices, ensuring that risks are identified and addressed early. These measures reflect a proactive approach to safety, where schools prioritize readiness through continuous monitoring and maintenance of essential facilities and emergency resources.
	“In event na ma foresee nato no nga naay coming na typhoon or flood, makita naman nato daan sa panahon nga mo occur jud na siya. Of course the teachers know already know what to do. As head I check the electrical resources, naa bay magamit na emergency kits or medicine kits and other disaster materials.” (SH1_S1)

When we can foresee that a typhoon or flood is coming, we can already tell that it may occur. The teachers already know what to do. As school head, I check the electrical resources, emergency kits, medicine kits, and other disaster materials. 









	“When there will be an advance dissemination of an anticipated calamity specifically floods, heavy rains and typhoon, I use to update my teachers and ask to prepare their things. Make sure to cover their equipments like the TV, records, modules, and other important files.” (SH_3





	
“During heavy rains kay this can anticipated man with the warnings… Since the preparedness is advance maka prepare na ang mga bata. Og ang ka nindot kay ang mga teachers mag hatag na og advance materials and activities labi na ang mga modules sa mga lessons.” (SH_4)

During heavy rains, these can be anticipated through warnings. Since preparedness is done in advance, the children can prepare. What is good is that teachers provide advance materials and activities, especially lesson modules. 








	“
During heavy rains, these can be anticipated through warnings. Since preparedness is done in advance, the children can prepare. What is good is that teachers provide advance materials and activities, especially lesson modules.” (DRR_C1)

During anticipated disasters such as heavy rains, floods, landslides, typhoons, and even high heat index, we can really prepare because the school DRR in Davao de Oro is already equipped. 








	
	Overall, the findings from the qualitative phase strongly reinforce the very high quantitative result on preparedness for response (M = 4.55, SD = 0.54), particularly through the theme of Preventive Safety Measures. The consistent implementation of systematic inspections of electrical systems, emergency kits, and classroom safety demonstrates that schools do not only recognize safety requirements but actively operationalize them. These preventive practices confirm that the high level of preparedness reflected in the quantitative data is grounded in routine, structured, and proactive safety actions within the school environment.
Theme 2: Community-Based Communication
	The core ideas under Community-Based Communication focus on the effective use of communication networks to ensure timely dissemination of warnings and emergency information. This includes the utilization of digital platforms such as Facebook and group chats to quickly relay important updates to school personnel and stakeholders. In addition, schools actively coordinate with barangay units to strengthen the dissemination of advisories and ensure that information reaches the wider community. Participants highlighted that these communication strategies are essential in ensuring coordinated and immediate responses during emergency situations.
	This shows that schools relied on accessible communication channels to reach students and parents.
	“The most common way of dissemination of information is through GCs (group chats)… through advisors direct… in connection to the mitigation, the response, the best response that the students should know.” (SH_2)





	“We utilize the group chat with my coordinator connected to the municipal DRR kay naga sila og advance information. So kining information amo pod nga i-relay sa among mga constituents labi na sa mga Kabataan and teachers.” (SH_4)

We use the group chat with my coordinator connected to the municipal DRR because they provide advance information. We then relay this information to our constituents, especially the children and teachers.








	“Sa ani nga situation, dako kaayo og tabang ang mga seminar gina conduct ang LGU og ang pag gamit nila sa platform na facebook page aron ma inform ang tanan.” (SH_5)

In this situation, the seminars conducted by the LGU and the use of Facebook pages are a big help in informing everyone. 






	“We use the facebook page as one of the platform na ma reach out namo ang mga learners, parents og ang community. The teachers also utilized the group chats to inform the parents and students as to the preparations needed.” (DRR_C1)

We use the Facebook page as one platform to reach learners, parents, and the community. Teachers also use group chats to inform parents and students about the preparations needed. 





	The qualitative findings under Community-Based Communication further validate the very high quantitative result (M = 4.55, SD = 0.54), showing that effective preparedness for response is strengthened through accessible and coordinated communication systems. The use of digital platforms such as Facebook and group chats, along with collaboration with barangay units, highlights how schools ensure timely dissemination of warnings and advisories. This alignment indicates that preparedness is not limited to internal school mechanisms but extends to strong community linkages that enhance rapid and coordinated response during emergencies.
Theme 3: Strategic Continuity Planning
	The core ideas under Strategic Continuity Planning emphasize the importance of ensuring uninterrupted learning and the protection of important school records during emergencies. This includes safeguarding physical documents, adopting soft copy systems, and preparing mechanisms that allow continuity of instruction even during disruptions. Participants noted that schools have increasingly adapted to digital and backup systems to ensure that essential academic and administrative functions remain operational during disaster events. These practices reflect a forward-looking approach that prioritizes resilience and continuity in the face of emergencies.
	This shows that continuity planning involved protecting essential records before disaster damage could occur.
	“We put the documents in the school into a safer place, and we make it sure that also that our contingency plan is alive always of the time.” (SH_2)




	“In safeguarding of records, this can be done at all times. Aside from covering and securing files when it comes to heavy rains and floods. I ask the teachers to have a soft copy of the records of the learners.” (SH_3)





	“We don’t have higher floor building in our school yet this concern in keeping the electronic materials safe as well as important documents is considered not a problem in our school kay kabalo naman og aware na ang tanan labi na ang mga advisers ani nga buhatonon.” (SH_5)

We do not have a higher-floor building in our school, but keeping electronic materials and important documents safe is not considered a problem because everyone, especially the advisers, already knows what to do. 



	




	“Alang sa mga gamit nga delikado og mabasa sa tubig ulan, amo kining gina plastar sa mga habog nga luna sa classroom kay wala man mi 2-storey building. Maski paman, amo gihapong ma plastar ang mga computer og ubang important school records. (DRR_C4)

For items that could be damaged by rainwater, we place them in higher areas of the classroom because we do not have a two-storey building. Even so, we still place computers and other important school records in elevated areas. 








	
	The theme Strategic Continuity Planning also supports the very high quantitative result (M = 4.55, SD = 0.54), as it reflects schools’ efforts to ensure continuity of learning and protection of essential records during emergencies. The adoption of soft copy systems and safeguarding of important documents demonstrate a clear commitment to resilience and uninterrupted educational processes. These qualitative insights confirm that the high level of preparedness is rooted in practical continuity strategies that enable schools to sustain operations even in the midst of disaster situations.
	The third indicator, Disaster Preparedness and Response Measures, obtained a very high quantitative result (M = 4.57, SD = 0.53), indicating that schools demonstrate a strong and well-established capacity in managing both preparedness and response during disaster situations. This finding is further supported by the qualitative responses of participants, which reveal that disaster management practices in schools extend beyond safety compliance and into holistic response systems that prioritize both human welfare and educational continuity. The narratives highlight that schools are actively engaged in structured and adaptive measures to address the needs of learners and personnel during emergencies. These practices are reflected through three major themes: Humanitarian Response, Instructional Continuity, and Adaptive Learning Strategies, all of which collectively reinforce the schools’ high level of disaster preparedness and response capability.
Theme 1: Humanitarian Response
	The core ideas under Humanitarian Response center on the prioritization of life safety for students and school personnel during disaster events. This includes the role of schools as temporary evacuation centers for the community and the strict adherence to standardized reporting protocols to ensure proper coordination and response. Participants emphasized that ensuring the safety and welfare of individuals remains the foremost priority, with schools actively fulfilling both protective and community-support functions during emergencies. These practices reflect a structured and life-centered approach to disaster response.
	“Priority ang learners and teachers... If mag involve nag community, diha na ang coordination kay ang skwelahan kay gamiton man usahay as evacuation center.” (SH_1)

The priority is the learners and teachers. If the community becomes involved, coordination is needed because the school is sometimes used as an evacuation center. 







	“Because our barangay does not have a dedicated evacuation site, our school is often used as a shelter... our priority list expands to include the whole community.” (DRR_C2)




	“I prioritized the safety of my learners… I usually give the decision to let our learners go home with their parents. As well as the teachers… I also prioritize the readiness of our school when there will be chances of evacuation.” (SH_3)
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	Overall, the qualitative findings under Humanitarian Response strongly reinforce the very high quantitative result (M = 4.57, SD = 0.53), highlighting that disaster preparedness and response are fundamentally anchored on the prioritization of life safety. The role of schools as evacuation centers and the strict adherence to standardized reporting protocols demonstrate that safeguarding students and personnel is consistently practiced in real situations. These insights confirm that the high level of preparedness reflected in the quantitative data is deeply rooted in structured, life-centered, and community-responsive actions during disasters.
Theme 2: Instructional Continuity
	The core ideas under Instructional Continuity focus on the implementation of alternative delivery modes and the flexible use of classrooms to ensure that learning continues even during disaster situations. This also includes the ongoing monitoring of student learning to ensure that educational progress is maintained despite disruptions. Participants highlighted that schools adopt adaptable instructional arrangements to minimize learning loss and sustain academic engagement during emergencies. These measures demonstrate a commitment to maintaining educational continuity amid challenging circumstances.
	“The ADM will take over to ensure continuity of learning... if classes are suspended, the ADM is utilized.” (SH_5)




	“Advisers are tasked to ask updates from their students... modular learning modality is utilized.” (DRR_C3)




	“We always provide feedbacks… how many learners have undergone modular modality… What we usually practice is the giving of modules through online.” (SH_3)





	The theme Instructional Continuity also aligns with the very high quantitative result (M = 4.57, SD = 0.53), showing that schools are able to sustain learning despite disaster disruptions. The implementation of alternative delivery modes, flexible classroom arrangements, and continuous monitoring of student learning reflect a strong commitment to maintaining educational progress under emergency conditions. These qualitative insights support the quantitative findings by demonstrating that preparedness is not only about safety response but also about ensuring uninterrupted learning through adaptive academic strategies.
Theme 3: Adaptive Learning Strategies
	The core ideas under Adaptive Learning Strategies emphasize the use of flexible instructional approaches and learning resources to support continuous student engagement during disaster events. This includes adjusting teaching methods to suit emergency conditions and ensuring that students remain actively involved in learning activities despite disruptions. In addition, participants noted the importance of monitoring student progress and welfare to address both academic and psychosocial needs during crises. These strategies reflect a responsive and learner-centered approach that supports resilience in education during disaster situations.
	“Ang impact sa hazard maka apekto sa learners... learning ma stop so mao ng mahitabo si school na pod mag adapt of alternative delivery mode aron naay continuous learning.” (SH_1)

The impact of the hazard affects the learners. Learning may stop, so the school adapts by using Alternative Delivery Mode to ensure continuous learning.







	“ADMs are implemented and classroom use is flexible to balance learning continuity with evacuation needs.” (DRR_C2)




	“Since the preparedness is advance maka prepare na ang mga bata. Og ang ka nindot kay ang mga teachers mag hatag na og advance materials and activities labi na ang mga modules sa mga lessons.” (SH_1)

Since preparedness is done in advance, the children can prepare. What is good is that teachers provide advance materials and activities, especially lesson modules. 







	“During or after disaster, advisers are tasks to ask updates from their students specially those who are living near or at the flood prone area.” (DRR_C3)




	
	Similarly, the qualitative findings under Adaptive Learning Strategies reinforce the very high quantitative result (M = 4.57, SD = 0.53), emphasizing that schools actively adjust instructional methods and learning resources during disaster events. The use of flexible teaching approaches and the monitoring of both student progress and welfare highlight a holistic response that addresses academic and psychosocial needs. These practices confirm that the high level of preparedness captured in the quantitative data is grounded in responsive, learner-centered strategies that ensure continuity of learning and student well-being during crises.


Joint Display of the Quantitative and Qualitative Results in the 
Implementation of the School-Based Disaster Preparedness
and Response Measures of School Heads and 
School DRRM Coordinators

	This section presents the Joint Display Analysis (JDA) of the quantitative and qualitative findings of the study. The purpose of this section is to show how the qualitative results explain and support the quantitative findings, particularly in relation to the extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The integration focused on the three indicators used in the study, namely preparedness in normal times, preparedness for response, and disaster response measures. This analysis also presents the meta-inferences drawn from both phases of the study.
Table 6
Joint Display Analysis Table of the Quantitative and Qualitative Results in the Implementation of the School-Based Disaster Preparedness and Response
Measures of School Heads and School DRRM Coordinators

	Quantitative Results
	Qualitative Results
	Meta – Inference

	Indicator 1: Preparedness in Normal Times
Mean: 4.44 
SD: 0.65
(Very High)
	· Participatory Contingency Planning
· Proactive Physical Mitigation
· Leadership Commitment
	The very high quantitative result is explained by the qualitative findings showing that schools regularly prepare contingency plans, conduct physical mitigation measures, and rely on the commitment of school heads to sustain preparedness practices.

	Indicator 2: Preparedness for Response
Mean: 4.55 
SD: 0.54
(Very High)
	Preventive Safety Measures
· Community- Based Communications
· Strategic Continuity Planning
	The very high rating is supported by the participants’ accounts of advance safety checks, active communication with stakeholders, and protection of records and learning resources before disasters occur.

	Indicator 3: Disaster Response Measures
Mean: 4.57 
SD: 0.53
(Very High)
	Humanitarian Response
· Instructional Continuity
· Adaptive Learning Strategies
	The highest rating is explained by the schools’ immediate prioritization of learner and teacher safety, use of alternative learning modalities, and flexible strategies to continue education during disaster disruptions.


Preparedness in Normal Times
	The quantitative result for Preparedness in Normal Times obtained a mean score of 4.44 with a standard deviation of 0.65, interpreted as Very High. This suggests that the schools consistently implemented regular disaster preparedness measures even during ordinary school days or in the absence of immediate disaster warnings. In relation to DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, the result indicates that the respondents perceived the school-based disaster preparedness measures as strongly implemented and embedded in their regular school operations. Since the respondents were school heads and DRRM coordinators who were directly involved in planning, coordinating, and monitoring DRRM activities, their ratings reflect a high level of confidence in the schools’ compliance with the mandated preparedness mechanisms. However, the standard deviation of 0.65 also suggests some variation in responses, implying that while implementation was generally very high, the consistency of preparedness practices may still differ across schools due to differences in resources, infrastructure, and local conditions. 
	The result is supported by Tizon and Comighud (2020), who found that public schools demonstrated well-implemented DRRM programs and a high level of capability to respond to hazards, showing that preparedness becomes stronger when DRRM mechanisms are institutionalized in school operations. Similarly, Ronquillo (2020) revealed that teachers in public senior high schools practiced preparedness by familiarizing learners with standard procedures, safety reminders, and drill protocols, while also encouraging school personnel and students to remain prepared even before disasters occur. In addition, Pojas (2024) found that school disaster risk reduction and management programs had a strong impact on preparedness, response, recovery, and rehabilitation, although implementation was still affected by challenges encountered by schools. These studies support the present finding that school heads and DRRM coordinators perceived preparedness in normal times as strongly embedded in regular school operations; however, the standard deviation of 0.65 suggests that while implementation was generally very high, some differences may still exist across schools due to variations in resources, infrastructure, communication access, and local conditions.
	The qualitative findings further explained this very high rating through the themes Participatory Contingency Planning, Proactive Physical Mitigation, and Leadership Commitment. The interviews revealed that schools prepared DRRM contingency plans through the involvement of school heads, DRRM coordinators, teachers, and in some cases, barangay officials. Participants also described proactive mitigation practices such as monitoring waterways, maintaining drainage systems, concreting vulnerable areas, pruning trees, cleaning canals, and placing important materials in elevated areas. These practices show that preparedness was not limited to written compliance but was translated into actual school routines. Nevertheless, the interviews also pointed to areas for improvement in the implementation of the DepEd Order. Some respondents mentioned shortages in first aid kits, hard hats, internet supply, ICT resources, and differences in preparedness practices depending on leadership priorities, school location, available materials, and community cooperation. These findings suggest that although the policy is highly implemented, there remains a need to strengthen resource provision, technology support, school-level monitoring, and leadership consistency across schools. 
	The first theme, participatory contingency planning, is strongly reflected in the very high preparedness in normal times (M = 4.44), suggesting that schools actively involve stakeholders in disaster readiness activities. This aligns with recent findings emphasizing the importance of inclusive planning in strengthening school resilience. According to Reiersen et al. (2021), participatory school disaster planning significantly improves preparedness outcomes by ensuring that teachers, administrators, and community members collectively identify risks and develop context-specific contingency measures. Similarly, Johnson and Idema (2020) found that schools with structured stakeholder engagement in emergency planning demonstrated higher readiness levels and faster coordination during hazard simulations. In addition, Alim et al. (2022) emphasized that participatory approaches in school DRRM enhance ownership of preparedness plans, resulting in more consistent implementation of safety protocols and emergency procedures. Collectively, these studies support the notion that participatory contingency planning contributes significantly to sustained preparedness in schools.
	The second theme, proactive physical mitigation, is also evident in the high level of preparedness, indicating that schools regularly implement structural and non-structural safety measures before disasters occur. This is supported by recent literature highlighting the role of anticipatory risk reduction strategies in school safety. For instance, Shah et al. (2020) reported that proactive hazard mitigation measures such as safety inspections, infrastructure strengthening, and regular emergency drills significantly reduce school vulnerability to disasters. Likewise, Rahman and Shaw (2021) found that schools adopting proactive physical mitigation strategies, including hazard mapping and facility retrofitting, experienced improved resilience and reduced disruption during disaster events. Furthermore, Seddighi et al. (2022) emphasized that consistent implementation of preventive safety measures enhances institutional readiness by minimizing potential damage and ensuring continuity of school operations. These studies collectively reinforce the importance of proactive physical mitigation in sustaining high levels of preparedness in normal times.
	The third theme, leadership commitment, underscores the role of school heads in sustaining preparedness practices, as reflected in the very high mean score. This finding is supported by recent studies highlighting leadership as a critical driver of disaster preparedness in educational institutions. According to Mutasa and Nyoni (2020), strong leadership commitment ensures the institutionalization of disaster risk reduction policies and continuous implementation of preparedness programs in schools. Similarly, Armagan et al. (2021) found that school leaders who actively prioritize disaster preparedness foster a culture of safety, accountability, and continuous readiness among staff and students. In addition, Mutch (2023) emphasized that sustained leadership engagement is essential for maintaining preparedness systems, particularly in resource-constrained school settings, as it ensures consistent coordination, training, and policy enforcement. Together, these studies confirm that leadership commitment is a fundamental factor in achieving and sustaining very high preparedness in normal times.
	The integration of the quantitative and qualitative results shows a clear connection between the very high numerical rating and the actual preparedness practices described by the participants. The quantitative data established that preparedness in normal times was very highly implemented, while the qualitative data explained why this was the case: schools had contingency plans, assigned DRRM roles, conducted preventive physical measures, and relied on the commitment of school heads to sustain implementation. At the same time, the qualitative findings also helped explain the variation reflected in the standard deviation, as some schools still experienced limitations in resources, equipment, internet connectivity, and infrastructure. Thus, the qualitative phase supported and deepened the quantitative result by showing both the strengths behind the high rating and the contextual gaps that still need attention.
	The result is strongly aligned with Crisis Management Theory by Mitroff (2005) and Pearson and Clair (1998), which emphasizes that effective crisis management begins before the crisis happens. The theory highlights anticipation, preparation, leadership, and organizational readiness as foundations of effective crisis response. In this study, the quantitative rating of “very high” indicates that school heads demonstrate strong anticipatory preparedness, while the qualitative themes explain how this preparedness is practiced through inclusive planning, hazard reduction, and leadership commitment. Participatory contingency planning reflects the theory’s emphasis on early preparation and shared decision-making; proactive physical mitigation reflects risk reduction before disruption occurs; and leadership commitment reflects the role of school heads in sustaining readiness even during normal times.
	The findings also support DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, which provides school-based disaster preparedness and response measures for tropical cyclones, flooding, and other weather-related disturbances. The policy guides public schools in preparing for and responding to hazards and defines what schools must do to safeguard learners, personnel, and educational investments during calamities and emergencies. It also recognizes the role of school heads in the planning, implementation, and monitoring of school-based disaster preparedness measures. Thus, the “very high” result under Preparedness in Normal Times complements the intent of the DepEd order because the school heads’ practices reflect the expected readiness mechanisms before disasters occur. 
	The mixed-methods results suggest that school heads in the Davao de Oro Division have developed a strong culture of preparedness even during non-emergency periods. The qualitative findings enrich the quantitative result by showing that preparedness is not limited to compliance but is carried out through planning with stakeholders, maintaining safer physical conditions, and demonstrating visible leadership. At the same time, the findings imply that challenges may still exist, particularly in sustaining participation, updating contingency plans, and ensuring that mitigation measures are regularly checked. Nevertheless, these challenges do not weaken the “very high” result; rather, they show that the schools’ preparedness practices are active, evolving, and continuously strengthened.
Preparedness for Response
	 The quantitative result for Preparedness for Response obtained a mean score of 4.55 with a standard deviation of 0.54, interpreted as Very High. This suggests that schools consistently implemented precautionary and protective measures once warnings, advisories, or signs of possible disaster were received. In relation to DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, the result indicates that school heads and DRRM coordinators perceived the response-preparedness mechanisms of their schools as strongly implemented, particularly in preparing personnel, facilities, communication systems, and learning resources before the actual impact of a hazard. The high mean further implies that the respondents viewed their schools as capable of activating established preparedness procedures when faced with anticipated disasters such as typhoons, floods, landslides, heavy rains, and high heat index. Meanwhile, the standard deviation of 0.54 indicates relatively consistent responses among the respondents, suggesting that preparedness for response was similarly practiced across schools, although minor differences may still exist depending on available resources, communication access, and school context. 
	This finding aligns with the study of Aguado et al. (2021), which reported that schools with established DRRM structures demonstrated significantly higher readiness in activating emergency protocols, especially in hazard-prone areas, emphasizing the role of institutional policy and trained personnel in strengthening preparedness for response. Similarly, UNESCO (2022) highlighted that schools with regular simulation drills, clear communication chains, and updated contingency plans consistently scored high in response readiness, reinforcing the importance of system-wide preparedness mechanisms in minimizing disaster-related disruptions in education. However, a contrasting result was noted in the study of Reyes and Santos (2023), which found that despite high self-reported preparedness levels, actual implementation gaps still existed during real disaster events, particularly in resource-limited schools where communication breakdowns and delayed activation of protocols were observed. This suggests that while perceived preparedness may be very high, actual response effectiveness can still vary depending on infrastructure and contextual limitations.
	The qualitative findings explained this very high rating through the themes Preventive Safety Measures, Community-Based Communications, and Strategic Continuity Planning. The interviews revealed that schools conducted advance safety checks, such as inspecting electrical systems, preparing emergency kits, securing school equipment, and informing teachers before disasters occurred. Participants also emphasized the use of group chats, Facebook pages, advisers, barangay officials, and municipal DRRM channels to disseminate warnings and instructions. Strategic continuity planning was also evident in the safeguarding of school records, preparation of soft copies, and protection of learning materials and equipment. However, despite the very high rating, the interviews also revealed areas that still need improvement in the implementation of the DepEd Order. These include the need for backup power sources, generators, batteries, walkie-talkies, stable internet connection, sufficient first aid kits, hard hats, and stronger alternative communication systems during power or signal interruptions. These concerns suggest that while schools are responsive to warnings and advisories, the implementation of preparedness for response can still be strengthened through better resource allocation, improved emergency communication tools, and more resilient support systems. 
	The first theme, preventive safety measures, reflects the very high preparedness for response (M = 4.55), indicating that schools consistently conduct advance safety checks and risk prevention actions before disasters occur. This finding is supported by recent literature emphasizing the importance of proactive safety systems in school resilience. According to Hite and Smith (2020), regular safety inspections and hazard audits in schools significantly reduce response time and improve emergency readiness during disaster events. Similarly, Garcia and Zhou (2021) found that institutions implementing structured preventive safety protocols, including evacuation drills and equipment checks, demonstrate higher levels of disaster response efficiency and lower risk exposure. In addition, Alhassan et al. (2023) emphasized that preventive school safety measures, particularly those integrated into routine school management systems, strengthen institutional preparedness and ensure continuity of protection for learners and staff. These studies collectively affirm that preventive safety measures are a critical foundation for effective disaster response preparedness in schools.
	The second theme, community-based communications, highlights the role of active stakeholder coordination in ensuring effective preparedness for response, as reflected in the very high rating. This aligns with recent research stressing that communication systems are essential in disaster readiness. For instance, Patel and McCarthy (2020) found that schools with strong communication networks involving parents, local government units, and emergency responders experience more coordinated and timely disaster responses. Likewise, Osei et al. (2022) emphasized that community-based communication strategies, such as early warning dissemination systems and stakeholder coordination meetings, significantly enhance school resilience during emergencies. Furthermore, Lim and Navarro (2024) reported that continuous engagement between schools and community stakeholders improves information flow, enabling faster decision-making and reducing confusion during disaster events. Together, these studies confirm that community-based communications play a vital role in strengthening preparedness for response.
The third theme, strategic continuity planning, is reflected in the high preparedness rating, indicating that schools actively protect learning resources and ensure operational continuity before disasters occur. This is supported by recent studies emphasizing the importance of continuity planning in education systems. According to Brown et al. (2021), schools that implement strategic continuity plans are better able to maintain instructional delivery and safeguard critical records during emergencies. Similarly, UNESCO (2022) highlighted that education systems with established continuity frameworks, including digital backups and modular learning strategies, are more resilient in the face of disruptions. In addition, Kim and Lee (2023) found that strategic continuity planning significantly improves institutional recovery capacity by ensuring that teaching and learning resources remain accessible even during prolonged disaster situations. These findings collectively support the role of strategic continuity planning in sustaining very high preparedness for response in schools.
	The integration of the quantitative and qualitative results shows that the very high score for Preparedness for Response is supported by the actual practices described by the participants. The quantitative data established that schools were highly prepared to respond before disaster impact, while the qualitative data explained how this preparedness was carried out through advance safety inspections, early warning dissemination, coordination with community partners, and protection of records and learning resources. At the same time, the qualitative findings clarified that the high score did not mean the absence of challenges. Instead, the interviews showed that schools were able to implement response-preparedness measures despite limitations in electricity, internet connectivity, emergency supplies, and communication equipment. Thus, the qualitative findings deepened the quantitative results by showing both the operational strengths and the remaining resource gaps behind the very high rating.
	In relation to Crisis Management Theory, Preparedness for Response represents the transition from anticipation to organized action. The theory explains that crisis effectiveness depends on structured decision-making, communication, and readiness under uncertain and high-pressure conditions. The qualitative themes show this alignment clearly: preventive safety measures represent proactive risk control, community-based communications represent coordinated information-sharing during threat situations, and strategic continuity planning represents the school’s capacity to maintain essential functions despite disruption. Therefore, the “very high” quantitative result is strengthened by the qualitative data because both show that school heads are not only preparing documents but are also organizing response systems that can be activated when hazards become imminent.
	The findings also complement DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, because the order was issued to guide schools in preparing for and responding to the impacts of tropical cyclones, flooding, and other weather-related hazards. The policy emphasizes safeguarding learners, personnel, and educational investments and identifies the support roles of division, regional, and central offices in enabling school-based measures. The very high rating in Preparedness for Response indicates that school heads are implementing practices consistent with the order’s expectation that schools should be ready before disaster impacts are fully experienced. 
	The mixed-methods findings indicate that school heads in the Davao de Oro Division have strengthened their response readiness through practical and coordinated actions. The qualitative data show that their preparedness is manifested through advance safety checks, active communication with stakeholders, and protection of records and learning resources. Possible challenges may include ensuring that communication reaches all concerned stakeholders on time, maintaining updated response plans, and securing adequate materials for continuity measures. However, these challenges remain complementary to the very high rating because they point to areas for refinement rather than weakness in implementation.
Disaster Response Measures
	The quantitative result for Disaster Response Measures obtained a mean score of 4.57 with a standard deviation of 0.53, interpreted as Very High. This was the highest mean among the three indicators, suggesting that schools were most consistent and visible in carrying out coordinated actions during and after disaster events. In relation to DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, the result indicates that school heads and DRRM coordinators perceived the implementation of disaster response measures as strongly evident in actual emergency situations, particularly in protecting learners and personnel, coordinating reports, and maintaining school operations during disruptions. The relatively low standard deviation also suggests that respondents had fairly consistent perceptions regarding the implementation of disaster response practices across schools. This implies that the schools were able to translate the mandated response measures of the DepEd Order into actual school-level actions during disaster situations. 
	This finding is supported by Fuentes (2023), who found that teachers experienced school disaster response and recovery as a shared responsibility, strengthened by supportive administration, training and workshops, and strategic information dissemination, which are necessary in protecting learners and personnel during emergencies. Similarly, Baluran (2023) reported that public elementary schools demonstrated a high level of DRRM implementation in terms of disaster response, suggesting that schools were able to carry out organized actions when hazards occurred. In addition, Cresencio and Yabut (2023) found that coastal schools in Pampanga showed uniformity in implementing school disaster risk reduction and management measures, particularly in maintaining safe learning facilities, school disaster management, and safety procedures. These studies support the present result by confirming that effective disaster response measures depend on coordinated school leadership, trained personnel, clear communication, and established safety procedures that allow schools to respond promptly and maintain continuity during disaster disruptions.
	The qualitative findings explained this very high result through the themes Humanitarian Response, Instructional Continuity, and Adaptive Learning Strategies. The interviews revealed that schools prioritized the safety of learners, teachers, and personnel, while also extending support to the community when schools served as evacuation centers. Participants also described the use of RADAR reporting, coordination with barangay and municipal DRRM offices, Alternative Delivery Mode, modular learning, flexible classroom use, and learner monitoring during and after disaster events. However, despite the very high quantitative rating, the qualitative data also revealed points for improvement. Some participants noted that Psychological First Aid was not yet fully practiced due to limited teacher training, while others mentioned the need to strengthen post-disaster mental health support. There were also concerns regarding limited emergency resources, internet interruption, and power supply problems, which could affect reporting and response operations during disasters. 
	The first major theme, humanitarian response, explains why Disaster Response Measures obtained the highest mean score of 4.57, interpreted as Very High. This suggests that schools placed immediate priority on the protection, safety, and welfare of learners, teachers, and other personnel during and after disaster events. This finding is supported by Fuentes (2023), who found that teachers viewed disaster response and recovery as a major responsibility, with school measures strengthened through supportive administration, trainings and workshops, and strategic information dissemination. Similarly, Baluran (2023) reported that public elementary schools showed a high level of DRRM implementation in terms of disaster response, indicating that schools were able to perform organized actions during emergencies. In addition, Iqbal and Nauman (2024) emphasized that school disaster management becomes effective when teachers are prepared through safe learning facilities, response plans, drills, and disaster risk reduction education. These studies support the present result by showing that humanitarian response in schools depends on coordinated action, trained personnel, and immediate concern for learner and personnel safety.
	The second major theme, instructional continuity, further supports the very high rating of Disaster Response Measures, as it shows that schools did not only focus on safety but also on maintaining teaching and learning despite disaster-related disruptions. This is consistent with Dayagbil et al. (2021), who found that teaching and learning during crisis situations require schools to shift to flexible learning modalities, recalibrate instruction, capacitate teachers, and develop strategic plans to sustain education. Likewise, Manlogon (2023) revealed that schools were highly ready in implementing distance learning systems aligned with the Basic Education Learning Continuity Plan, particularly in terms of contextualized learning strategies, communication, monitoring, and learning resources. Doctora and Bantulo (2025) also found that the implementation of Learning Continuity Plans in public schools was high in areas such as multiple learning modalities, capacity building, stakeholder engagement, governance, advocacy, and monitoring. These studies affirm that instructional continuity is a vital component of disaster response because it enables schools to protect learning time and reduce educational disruption during emergencies.
	The third major theme, adaptive learning strategies, explains how schools were able to continue education through flexible and alternative approaches during disaster situations. This supports the meta-inference that the highest rating was influenced by the schools’ use of alternative learning modalities and flexible strategies to continue education during disruptions. Escasinas and Padro (2024) found that school leaders implementing alternative delivery modalities during calamities had to adjust leadership strategies, demonstrate resilience, and apply adaptive decision-making to ensure learning continuity. Similarly, Acedo et al. (2023) revealed that emergency remote teaching required the participation of learners, parents, teachers, and school leaders, showing that instructional delivery during crises depends on partnership, communication, and shared responsibility. In addition, Alicabo and Cacharo (2025) found that Self-Learning Modules helped maintain educational continuity during calamities, although accessibility and learner support remained important concerns. These studies support the present finding by showing that adaptive learning strategies allow schools to respond flexibly to disasters while continuing to provide learners with access to instruction.
	The integration of the quantitative and qualitative results shows that the very high rating for Disaster Response Measures was supported by the actual response practices shared by the participants. The quantitative findings established that disaster response measures were very highly implemented, while the qualitative findings explained how this implementation occurred through immediate safety prioritization, evacuation readiness, communication flow, official reporting, and continuity of learning. The qualitative data also clarified that the high rating did not mean that implementation was already complete in all aspects. Instead, it showed that while schools were strong in immediate protection and instructional adjustment, further support was still needed in psychosocial response, emergency resources, power supply, and communication stability. This connection between the two phases reflects the purpose of an explanatory sequential mixed-method design, where qualitative findings are used to explain and deepen the meaning of quantitative results.
	The result is closely aligned with Crisis Management Theory, particularly in the response and recovery dimensions. Mitroff and Pearson and Clair emphasized that organizations must be able to act decisively during crises while stabilizing affected systems after disruption. In this study, the highest quantitative rating suggests that school heads are most confident and active in actual response measures. The qualitative themes explain why: humanitarian response reflects immediate concern for learner and teacher safety; instructional continuity reflects the protection of the school’s core function; and adaptive learning strategies reflect flexibility during unstable conditions. Thus, the integration of the two methods shows that school heads’ disaster response practices are not only reactive but also organized, learner-centered, and continuity-oriented.
	The findings further support DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021, as the order defines school-based measures intended to safeguard learners, personnel, and educational investments during calamities and emergencies. The very high result in Disaster Response Measures complements the policy because it shows that schools are able to translate preparedness into actual response actions once disruption occurs. The emphasis on learner safety, protection of school resources, and continuity of education is consistent with the policy’s purpose of guiding schools before and during weather-related emergencies. 
	The mixed-methods result suggests that school heads in the Davao de Oro Division demonstrate strong implementation of response measures, especially when learner welfare and instructional continuity are at stake. The qualitative findings show that response is carried out through humanitarian concern, flexible learning arrangements, and immediate adjustment to disruption. Some challenges may still be present, such as ensuring sufficient learning resources, maintaining inclusive access to alternative learning modalities, and coordinating support for affected learners and teachers. Even so, these challenges appear to be managed within a generally strong response system, which explains why Disaster Response Measures received the highest rating among the three indicators.






















Chapter 4
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Findings
	This section presents the major findings of the study based on the three research questions. To ensure clear alignment between the research problems and the results, the findings are organized into three main statements. Each statement corresponds to one research question and summarizes the quantitative results, qualitative themes, and the integrated interpretation of both phases of the study.
	The extent of implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures among school heads and DRRM coordinators was very high across the three indicators. Specifically, Preparedness in Normal Times obtained a mean of 4.44 with an SD of 0.65, Preparedness for Response obtained a mean of 4.55 with an SD of 0.54, and Disaster Response Measures obtained the highest mean of 4.57 with an SD of 0.53. These results indicate that the respondents perceived the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures under DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 as strongly evident in their schools. Overall, the findings suggest that schools consistently practiced preparedness planning, response readiness, and disaster response actions in relation to school safety and continuity of learning. 
	The standpoints of school heads and DRRM coordinators revealed that the very high implementation was supported by concrete school-level practices, but with remaining areas for improvement. For Preparedness in Normal Times, the themes that emerged were Participatory Contingency Planning, Proactive Physical Mitigation, and Leadership Commitment. For Preparedness for Response, the themes were Preventive Safety Measures, Community-Based Communications, and Strategic Continuity Planning. For Disaster Response Measures, the themes were Humanitarian Response, Instructional Continuity, and Adaptive Learning Strategies. The participants’ responses showed that schools implemented contingency plans, conducted mitigation activities, disseminated warnings, protected records and resources, prioritized learner safety, and used alternative learning modalities during disruptions. However, the interviews also pointed to improvement needs such as additional first aid kits, hard hats, backup power, stable internet connection, communication equipment, and stronger training on Psychological First Aid. 
	The qualitative findings explained the quantitative results by showing the actual practices behind the very high ratings. The high quantitative scores were supported by participants’ descriptions of collaborative planning, preventive safety actions, communication systems, resource protection, humanitarian response, and continuity of learning. At the same time, the qualitative results clarified that very high implementation did not mean the absence of gaps. Instead, the integration of both phases showed that while schools were strongly implementing disaster preparedness and response measures, the implementation could still be strengthened through better resources, more reliable communication systems, stronger psychosocial support, and more consistent leadership and stakeholder coordination.
Conclusions
	Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions were drawn:
	DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 served as a strong policy basis for institutionalizing school-based disaster preparedness and response measures. The very high quantitative results across the three indicators—Preparedness in Normal Times, Preparedness for Response, and Disaster Response Measures—show that school heads and DRRM coordinators perceived the implementation of the DepEd Order as strongly evident in their schools. This indicates that the policy has contributed to the establishment of organized preparedness systems, precautionary actions, and response practices at the school level. The study was specifically aligned with DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 and assessed areas such as safe learning environments, curriculum integration, training, and stakeholder coordination. 
	The Joint Display Analysis showed that the qualitative findings explained the high quantitative ratings by revealing the actual practices behind policy implementation. In Preparedness in Normal Times, the high rating was explained by participatory contingency planning, proactive physical mitigation, and leadership commitment. In Preparedness for Response, the result was supported by preventive safety measures, community-based communication, and strategic continuity planning. In Disaster Response Measures, the highest rating was explained by humanitarian response, instructional continuity, and adaptive learning strategies. These findings show that the DepEd Order contributed not only as a compliance document but as a practical guide for school-level DRRM actions. 	Although the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures was very high, the qualitative findings revealed areas that still need strengthening. The interviews showed that some schools still experienced limitations in emergency supplies, first aid kits, hard hats, internet connectivity, backup power, communication equipment, and Psychological First Aid training. Thus, while DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 provides the necessary framework for preparedness and response, its implementation can be further improved through stronger resource support, capacity-building, communication systems, and psychosocial response mechanisms. 
Recommendations
	Based on the conclusions of the study, the following recommendations are offered:
	The Department of Education and the Division Office may strengthen the implementation support for DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 by providing clearer resource standards and monitoring mechanisms for schools. Since the findings showed very high implementation but also revealed resource-related gaps, DepEd may consider ensuring that schools have adequate first aid kits, hard hats, emergency supplies, backup power sources, communication devices, and stable information systems. This would help schools implement the DepEd Order not only through documentation and planning but also through actual operational readiness. 
	School heads may regularly review and update their contingency plans through participatory planning with DRRM coordinators, teachers, learners, parents, barangay officials, and local DRRM partners. The findings showed that participatory contingency planning contributed to strong preparedness in normal times. Therefore, school heads should continue to ensure that contingency plans are not merely prepared for compliance but are functional, updated, and understood by all stakeholders. 
	Schools may strengthen preventive safety measures and communication systems before disasters occur. Since preparedness for response was supported by early safety checks, warning dissemination, and strategic continuity planning, schools should maintain regular inspection of electrical systems, emergency kits, school records, learning materials, and communication channels. Alternative communication tools such as radios, walkie-talkies, SMS systems, or barangay-based information relays may also be prepared in case internet or power supply becomes unavailable. 
	DRRM coordinators and teachers may be given continuous training on disaster response, Psychological First Aid, learner monitoring, and continuity of learning. Although schools demonstrated strong humanitarian response and instructional continuity, the findings revealed that Psychological First Aid and post-disaster mental health support still need improvement. Training in these areas would strengthen the recovery aspect of DepEd Order No. 033 and help schools respond not only to physical safety needs but also to learners’ emotional and psychological needs. 
	Local government units and barangay DRRM offices may strengthen coordination with schools, especially those used as evacuation centers. Since the findings showed that some schools serve as temporary shelters during disasters, LGUs may provide additional support for evacuation management, security, sanitation, supplies, and post-disaster clearing. This would help schools balance their role as evacuation centers while still protecting instructional continuity. 
	Future researchers may conduct further studies using observation, document analysis, or actual DRRM implementation audits to validate self-reported findings. Since this study relied mainly on the responses of school heads and DRRM coordinators, future research may include teachers, learners, parents, LGU officials, and external evaluators to gain a broader assessment of how DepEd Order No. 033 is implemented in actual disaster situations. 
Implications
	Implications for Practice. The findings of the study provide important implications for improving the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in the Davao de Oro Division. Since the results showed a very high level of implementation across the three indicators, the study implies that DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 serves as an effective policy framework for guiding schools in disaster preparedness, response readiness, and actual disaster response. However, the qualitative findings also show that the implementation of the DepEd Order should move beyond compliance and documentation toward more practical, consistent, and resource-supported application at the school level.
	For Preparedness in Normal Times, the findings imply that schools should continue strengthening participatory contingency planning, proactive physical mitigation, and leadership commitment. School heads should ensure that contingency plans are regularly reviewed, updated, and understood by teachers, DRRM coordinators, learners, parents, and community stakeholders. The findings also suggest that preparedness should be embedded in daily school operations through drainage maintenance, facility checks, hazard reduction activities, and proper safekeeping of school resources. In practice, this means that disaster preparedness should not only be activated during emergencies but should become a regular school management function.
	For Preparedness for Response, the study implies the need for stronger early warning, communication, and continuity systems. Schools should maintain functional communication channels such as group chats, Facebook pages, barangay coordination, and municipal DRRM linkages. However, since the interviews revealed challenges in internet connectivity, power interruption, and limited emergency equipment, schools and higher offices should also prepare alternative communication tools such as radios, walkie-talkies, printed advisories, or barangay-based information relays. This means that the implementation of DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 should be supported by practical tools that allow schools to respond effectively even when electricity or internet access is unavailable.
	For Disaster Response Measures, the findings imply that schools should sustain their strong focus on learner and teacher safety while also improving post-disaster recovery support. The study showed that schools prioritize humanitarian response, instructional continuity, and adaptive learning strategies during disaster disruptions. In practice, this means that schools should continue using Alternative Delivery Modes, modular learning, learner monitoring, and flexible classroom arrangements when regular classes are affected. However, the findings also imply the need to strengthen Psychological First Aid, stress debriefing, and mental health support for learners and personnel after disaster events.
	The study also implies that school heads play a central role in translating DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 into actual school practices. Their leadership commitment influences whether DRRM plans, safety measures, communication systems, and response actions are properly implemented. Therefore, school heads should be continuously trained not only in policy compliance but also in crisis leadership, resource mobilization, stakeholder coordination, and post-disaster recovery management.
	Overall, the study implies that while DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 provides a strong foundation for school-based disaster preparedness and response, its effectiveness depends on how well schools operationalize it through leadership, resources, communication, community coordination, and continuity planning. The practical value of the policy is maximized when schools use it not only as a checklist for compliance but as a living guide for protecting learners, sustaining education, and strengthening school resilience during disasters.
	Implication for Policy. The findings of the study provide important implications for improving the implementation of school-based disaster preparedness and response measures in the Davao de Oro Division. Since the results showed a very high level of implementation across the three indicators, the study implies that DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 serves as an effective policy framework for guiding schools in disaster preparedness, response readiness, and actual disaster response. However, the qualitative findings also show that the implementation of the DepEd Order should move beyond compliance and documentation toward more practical, consistent, and resource-supported application at the school level.
	For Preparedness in Normal Times, the findings imply that schools should continue strengthening participatory contingency planning, proactive physical mitigation, and leadership commitment. School heads should ensure that contingency plans are regularly reviewed, updated, and understood by teachers, DRRM coordinators, learners, parents, and community stakeholders. The findings also suggest that preparedness should be embedded in daily school operations through drainage maintenance, facility checks, hazard reduction activities, and proper safekeeping of school resources. In practice, this means that disaster preparedness should not only be activated during emergencies but should become a regular school management function.
	For Preparedness for Response, the study implies the need for stronger early warning, communication, and continuity systems. Schools should maintain functional communication channels such as group chats, Facebook pages, barangay coordination, and municipal DRRM linkages. However, since the interviews revealed challenges in internet connectivity, power interruption, and limited emergency equipment, schools and higher offices should also prepare alternative communication tools such as radios, walkie-talkies, printed advisories, or barangay-based information relays. This means that the implementation of DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 should be supported by practical tools that allow schools to respond effectively even when electricity or internet access is unavailable.
	For Disaster Response Measures, the findings imply that schools should sustain their strong focus on learner and teacher safety while also improving post-disaster recovery support. The study showed that schools prioritize humanitarian response, instructional continuity, and adaptive learning strategies during disaster disruptions. In practice, this means that schools should continue using Alternative Delivery Modes, modular learning, learner monitoring, and flexible classroom arrangements when regular classes are affected. However, the findings also imply the need to strengthen Psychological First Aid, stress debriefing, and mental health support for learners and personnel after disaster events.
	The study also implies that school heads play a central role in translating DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 into actual school practices. Their leadership commitment influences whether DRRM plans, safety measures, communication systems, and response actions are properly implemented. Therefore, school heads should be continuously trained not only in policy compliance but also in crisis leadership, resource mobilization, stakeholder coordination, and post-disaster recovery management.
	Overall, the study implies that while DepEd Order No. 033, s. 2021 provides a strong foundation for school-based disaster preparedness and response, its effectiveness depends on how well schools operationalize it through leadership, resources, communication, community coordination, and continuity planning. The practical value of the policy is maximized when schools use it not only as a checklist for compliance but as a living guide for protecting learners, sustaining education, and strengthening school resilience during disasters.
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