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Implementation of School Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Programs: Input for Affirmative Action Plan Proposal



Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk226978736]	The need to create resilient educational institutions that can anticipate, respond to, and recover from disasters is the foundation for the significance of school disaster risk reduction. This study aimed to determine the SDRRM implementation and compliance of public elementary and secondary schools in Teresa Sub-office. Descriptive method of research utilizing an adopted survey questionnaire was used to gather the necessary data on the extent of the implementation of SDRRM program with respect to prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery and rehabilitation. Challenges and suggestions were also given by the respondents. Fifty (50) teachers who are purposively chosen by the researchers served as the respondents of this paper.
	Based on the findings, the teacher-respondents agreed that the schools implemented the programs relative to the SDRRM programs. Likewise, they coincided to the ideas that schools complied with its SDRRM activities. More so, they believed that there is no significant difference with their implementation and compliance as regards the type of school. Furthermore, the common challenges they experienced include the lack of resources, insufficient knowledge, and limited collaboration with the community.  
	In conclusion, schools exhibit satisfactory implementation and compliance with SDRRM programs regardless of school type. However, persistent challenges such as limited resources, insufficient knowledge, and weak community collaboration continue to affect the effective execution of these initiatives. An affirmative action plan was proposed to further improve the SDRRM programs in the district.  
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Introduction of the Research 
	Natural and man-made disasters present serious risks to the education sector, especially in areas like the Philippines that are susceptible and frequently experience typhoons, earthquakes, floods, and other natural disasters. The Department of Education (DepEd) has put in place a thorough program called School Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) in response to these threats. This program seeks to lessen the negative effects of disasters on educational institutions, guarantee the security of students, faculty, and staff, and support the continuation of instruction during emergencies.
	The need to create resilient educational institutions that can anticipate, respond to, and recover from disasters is the foundation for the significance of school disaster risk reduction. The creation of school-based disaster management plans, capacity building, integrating disaster risk reduction into the curriculum, and hazard identification are all highlighted in the DepEd's DRRM framework. In addition to safeguarding the physical health of staff and students, the program aims to reduce disruptions to instruction by promoting a culture of readiness.
	United Nations (2015) and DepEd (2015) defined DRRM as the process and strategies to mitigate the impact of disasters. Its main goal is to produce a comprehensive and holistic strategy for disaster management that includes prevention, mitigation, readiness, response, and recovery initiatives.
	In this connection, Diaz-Vicario (2017) stressed the importance of a comprehensive approach to school safety, encompassing physical safety, psychological well-being, disaster management, and emergency preparedness. Meanwhile Paci-Green et al. (2020) mentioned that the majority of countries have implemented emergency management plans, Syahputri et al. (2022) found suboptimal outcomes in terms of teacher and education staff training as well as curricular integration.
	Republic Act (RA) 10121 otherwise known as the Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act of 2010, mandated all government agencies to institutionalize policies, structures, coordination mechanisms and programs with continuing budget appropriation on disaster risk reduction and management (DRRM) from national to local levels.
	To alleviate the effect of the various disasters in the country, the government developed disaster risk reduction management strategies through the aforesaid legal basis which strengthens the country's disaster risk reduction and management system, providing for the National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (NDRRM) Framework and institutionalizing the NDRRM plan. The Department of Education (DepEd) observes the policy of the government through the formulation of an inclusive framework in Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (DRRM) (DepEd Order No. 37, s. 2015).
Relatively, Conde (2020) emphasized the need to integrate DRRM into school curricula and activities, involving all stakeholders in the educational community. These authors have highlighted the importance of incorporating DRRM into educational initiatives and engaging all members of the educational community to ensure a comprehensive and inclusive approach to disaster preparedness and risk reduction.
	However, despite the mitigating and preventive measures towards DRRM, there are still schools and communities that were not able to cope during a disaster in their location (Bayangos & Relayson, 2015).
	Recently, the province of Rizal experienced the devastating floods caused by typhoon Enteng which brought disastrous effects in the lives of Rizaleños including the people of Teresa, Rizal. In fact, huge numbers of learners and even teachers were reported to had faced the destructive and life-threatening situations due to the harmful weather. 
	More so, the geographical location of the town makes it vulnerable to different disasters as rivers, coastal, and highland areas yield most of the barangays susceptible to both natural and manmade hazards, not to mention that it is prone to earthquake.
	Therefore, Mamon (2017) acknowledged that there was a need for further research on the status and implementation of school DRRM programs, including the preparedness of teachers and students in dealing with natural disasters. These authors emphasized that a thorough awareness of the programs' present status and implementation is necessary for school DRRM programs to be effective.
	These circumstances could increase the possible impacts of a disaster but can also be mitigated through the implementation of the SDRRM programs allowing every member of community ready during these trying times. It is through this lens that the researchers became interested in studying the implementation of the school disaster risk reduction management programs in Teresa Sub-office. With the end of view of crafting affirmative action program, the results of this study could provide vital insights as regards the conduct of the SDRRM programs in the sub-office, and eventually in the wider areas in SDO-Rizal. 

Research Questions
[bookmark: _Hlk177666502]	This study aimed to determine the extent of implementation of School Disaster Risk Reduction and Management (SDRRM) program in Teresa Sub-office. Specifically, it answered the following research questions:
1. How do the teacher-respondents describe the extent of the implementation of SDRRM program in terms of:
[bookmark: _Hlk209463865]1.1. prevention and mitigation;
1.2. preparedness;
1.3. response; and
1.4. recovery and rehabilitation?
2. Is there a significant difference on the extent of the SDRRM compliance when the teacher-respondents are grouped according to type of school?
3. What are the challenges experienced by the teachers in the implementation of the SDRRM programs?
4. What are the suggestions of the teacher-respondents to further improve the implementation of SDRRM program?

Research Methodology
	a. Sampling 
	Fifty (50) teachers from public elementary and secondary schools in Teresa Sub-office served as the respondents of this research. They were chosen purposively by the researchers since they know that they could provide necessary data for to answer the given research problems. Purposive sampling is a non-probability method for obtaining a sample where researchers use their expertise to choose specific participants that will help the study meet its goals. These subjects have characteristics that the researchers need to evaluate their research question (Frost, 2023). Likewise, these teachers are part of the SDRRM core team in their respective schools. 
	b. Data Collection 
	This study utilized descriptive method of research to determine the extent of implementation and compliance to SDRRM programs of schools in Teresa Sub-office. Bhat (2022) explained that descriptive research is a research method describing the characteristics of the population or phenomenon studied. In other words, it describes the research subject without covering why it happens. Descriptive method is applicable in this research since it primarily aimed to assess the implementation of SDRRM in the district.
[bookmark: _Hlk177395690]An adapted survey questionnaire from the study of Alarte (2024) served as the main instrument in gathering the needed data to answer the research questions. This was used to determine the extent of implementation of SDRRM in terms of prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery and rehabilitation. More so, it was used to identify the challenges experienced by the teachers and their suggestions to further improve the implementation of SDRRM program. The authors had made minor adjustments to optimize its relevance for the study's objectives. It was validated by three (3) experts.
The following 4-point Likert scale was used to analyze the evaluation of the SPAs on their journalistic competence.
	Scale
	Range
	Verbal Interpretation

	4
	3.25 - 4.00
	Strongly Agree (SA)

	3
	2.50 - 3.24
	Agree (A)

	2
	1.75 -	2.49
	Disagree (D)

	1
	1.00 -1.74
	Strongly Disagree


	Permission to conduct was secured before the administration of survey questionnaire. The data that were collected using the Google Form were treated using the appropriate statistical tool using the SPSS application. These data were presented, interpreted and analyzed.

Discussion of Results and Recommendations 
Extent of Implementation of School Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Program

	Table 1-4 present the extent of the implementation of SDRRM program in public schools in Teresa Sub-office in terms of prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery and rehabilitation.  

Table 1
Extent of the Implementation of SDRRM in terms of Prevention and Mitigation 
	Indicators
The school…
	Mean
	Verbal Interpretation

	1. conducts student-led school watching and hazard mapping.
	2.88
	Agree

	2. coordinates with the local government units in order to secure a copy of the community hazard maps.
	2.46
	Disagree

	3. conducts regular building inspection including fire safety.
	2.50
	Disagree

	4. conducts risks analysis based on the profile of the school.
	2.66
	Agree

	5. identifies the natural and human-induced hazards that may be experienced by the school.
	2.86
	Agree

	Weighted Mean
	2.67
	Agree


	It can be seen that this aspect gained a weighted mean of 2.67 and verbally interpreted as Agree. As shown in the table, indicator 1 obtained the highest mean of 2.88, while indicator 2 has the lowest mean of 2.46 verbally interpreted as Disagree. This indicates that the schools adopted strategies to reduce disaster risks and prevent potential hazards from turning into emergencies. However, it is important to note that the respondents do not concur to the idea that their schools communicate with the LGUs to obtain updated and officially sourced hazard maps and they have no records or practices of building and fire safety inspections.   
[bookmark: _Hlk209463979]This implies that the SDRRM programs in public schools in Teresa Sub-office underscores the importance of prevention and mitigation in reducing disaster risks and promoting safer, more resilient schools. Yet, the schools shall work in partnership with proper government agencies to align their risk mitigation strategies and ensure structural safety which is core to disaster prevention.  
	This finding relates to the study conducted by Tizon and Comighud (2020), which also reported that the level of disaster prevention and mitigation was effectively implemented, as manifested by various indicators. But, coordination with government agency plays important roles in mitigation and prevention. 

Table 2
Extent of the Implementation of SDRRM in terms of Preparedness  
	Indicators
The school…
	Mean
	Verbal Interpretation

	1. integrates DRRM in the School Improvement Plan.
	2.80
	Agree

	2. set up the School DRRM Team.
	2.86
	Agree

	3. ensures the establishment of Early Warning System like sirens, bell, and the like
	2.54
	Agree

	4. organizes training for DRRM coordinators, teachers, and school personnel.
	2.46
	Disagree

	5. conducts information dissemination and advocacy campaign about DRRM.
	2.50
	Disagree

	Weighted Mean
	2.63
	Agree


	It is displayed on the table that this aspect gained a weighted mean of 2.63 and verbally interpreted as Agree. In addition, the table shows that indicator 2 obtained the highest mean of 2.86 verbally interpreted as Agree, while indicator 4 has the lowest mean of 2.46, verbally interpreted as Disagree. It can be inferred that the schools include the implementation of DRRM in their plans with designated members and established emergency preparedness plans. However, the result also specified that these members are lack of proper trainings and the schools’ effort to educate and inform the stakeholders on disaster preparedness seems deficient. 
[bookmark: _Hlk209464010]This implies that while the schools have taken significant steps to be ready for emergencies, it is also important to note that the schools should initiate the conduct of capacity building among DRRM teams and community awareness should be raised through effective advocacies. 
	This is supported with the study of Widowati et al. (2021) which affirmed that establishing resilience mechanisms that can improve school safety and fostering disaster preparedness starting in schools is crucial. In addition, it is parallel with the claim of the Global Disaster Preparedness Center (2023) which noted that early warning systems reduce the risk that comes with disasters.

	As reflected in the table in the next page, this aspect gained a weighted mean of 2.50 and verbally interpreted as Agree. Moreover, it can be glanced that indicator 4 obtained the highest mean of 2.58, while indicator 5 has the lowest mean of 2.44 verbally interpreted as Disagree. This suggests that the respondents agreed that the schools are able to react immediately when disasters strike ensuring that safety, minimizing possible injuries, and maintaining order.

Table 3
Extent of the Implementation of SDRRM in terms of Response 
	Indicators
The school…
	Mean
	Verbal Interpretation

	1. ensures that all school personnel and learners are informed of the emergency situation.
	2.52
	Agree

	2. coordinate with concerned government offices on any needed assistance for emergencies.
	2.46
	Disagree

	3. ensure that all advisers have accounted all their students during evacuation.
	2.50
	Agree

	4. prepare the school for possible use as evacuation center.
	2.58
	Agree

	5. communicate the needs of the school to external stakeholder.
	2.44
	Disagree

	Weighted Mean
	2.50
	Agree


[bookmark: _Hlk209464130]	 This implies that the schools have a structured response which helps emergency personnel and school authorities to manage the situation more effectively, reducing confusion and panic, which are common factors that exacerbate injury and risk during a crisis. But, in relation to the previous indicators, the schools should build a clear communication protocol with key government offices in relation to DRRM.
This corroborates the claim of Baluran (2023) which stated that a school guarantees that all personnel and learners are well-informed during emergency situations, it ensures a well-coordinated response, reduces the potential for misinformation, and fosters a culture of communication and responsibility. In addition, proper coordination with LGUs is one key factors of the school’s response protocols.

Table 4
Extent of the Implementation of SDRRM in terms of Recovery and Rehabilitation  
	Indicators
The school…
	Mean
	Verbal Interpretation

	1. provide assistance to affected learners by identifying and mobilizing funding program.
	2.54
	Agree

	2. rebuild/ restore/ repair affected buildings to be more resilient to hazard events (ensure safer school site).
	2.66
	Agree

	3. ensures the restoration essential services such as electricity, water, and communication.
	2.52
	Agree

	4. provide assistance regarding physical and physiological rehabilitation of learners who suffered from the effects of disaster.
	2.82
	Agree

	5. provide immediate medical support, if necessary and within the school’s capacity to do so.
	2.50
	Agree 

	Weighted Mean
	2.61
	Agree


	It can be noted from the table that this aspect gained a weighted mean of 2.61 and verbally interpreted as Agree. Relatively, it is observed that indicator 4 obtained the highest mean of 2.88, verbally interpreted as Agree. On the other hand, indicator 5 has the lowest mean of 2.50, verbally interpreted as Agree. The data connote that the school ensure not only recovery from the any disaster but also builds resilience for future incidents.
[bookmark: _Hlk209464153]This implies that the school restore learning, repair infrastructure, provide psychosocial support, and improve preparedness after a disaster.	This is consistent with the results reported by Heinemann et al. (2020), who similarly emphasized that giving priority to rehabilitation assistance guarantees equitable access to education and enhancement of life quality for all students.

Table 5
Summary of the Extent of the Implementation of SDRRM in terms of the cited aspects  
	[bookmark: _Hlk209547815]Variables
	Weighted Mean
	Verbal Interpretation

	Prevention and Mitigation
	2.67
	Agree

	Preparedness
	2.63
	Agree

	Response
	2.50
	Agree

	Recovery and Rehabilitation
	2.61
	Agree

	Grand Mean
	2.60
	Agree


	It can be summed up based on the table that the extent of the implementation of SDRRM program gained a grand mean of 2.60 and verbally interpreted as Agree. The table reveals that among the aspects, prevention and mitigation obtained the highest weighted mean of 2.67, while response has the lowest weighted mean of 2.50 and verbally interpreted as Agree. The result signifies that the schools have a set of organized actions aimed at reducing disaster risks, enhancing preparedness, ensuring timely response, and supporting recovery in educational institutions. It is also important to note that since all the aspects fell on the lower mean range of Agree, the schools should put effort to enhance their implementation DRRM programs in terms of the cited aspects.  
	The results imply that while schools have concrete identifying risks and minimizing vulnerabilities before a disaster occurs, improvement to schools’ immediate actions during and right after a disaster or emergency to ensure the safety of students, staff, and personnel, as well as to limit damage and disruption should be considered. 
	This conforms the claim of the Global Disaster Preparedness Center (2023) SDRRM programs focus on building a resilient school environment where students, staff, and the surrounding community are prepared to face natural and human-made hazards.

Test of Difference between the Implementation and Compliance of the SDRRM when grouped according to Type od School

Table 6
Test of Difference between the Extent of Implementation of SDRRM when grouped according to Type of School 
	Variables
	Type of School
	Mean
	P-value
	Decision
	Description

	Prevention and Mitigation
	Elementary
	2.50
	0.501
	Accept the Ho
	Not Significant 

	
	Secondary
	2.84
	
	
	

	Response

	Elementary
	2.38
	0.106
	Accept the Ho
	Not Significant 

	
	Secondary
	2.87
	
	
	

	Preparedness
	Elementary
	2.46
	0.355
	Accept the Ho
	Not Significant 

	
	Secondary
	2.53
	
	
	

	Recovery and Rehabilitation
	Elementary
	2.42
	0.174
	Accept the Ho
	Not Significant 

	
	Secondary
	2.79
	
	
	


	The table on the next page shows the result of test of difference aimed to determine if there is a significant difference in the extent of SDRRM implementation among respondents when classified according to their school type. It can be seen that there is no statistically significant difference on the answers of the respondents as indicated in the p values of 0.501, 0.106, 0.355, and 0.174 which are all greater than the level of significance of 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis stating that there is no significant difference on the extent of the implementation of SDRRM programs is accepted.  
	The results imply that the schools in Teresa Sub-office implement SDRRM programs at relatively similar level, suggesting a uniform application of DRRM policies and practices based on the issuances and guidelines of the Department of Education and respective government agencies.   
Nevertheless, it is crucial to note that although there may not be a noteworthy difference in DRRM implementation between the types of schools, there may still be variations in the specific practices and strategies employed by each school to ensure preparedness for disasters and emergencies (Abayao, 2020).

Challenges experienced by the school in the implementation and compliance of SDRRM Programs
	The following were the identified problems that were given by the teacher-respondents relative to the implementation and compliance to SDRRM programs. 
	a. The School Response Team is not well organized.
	b. The SDRRM equipment and tools are insufficient.
	c. Trainings among the personnel and stakeholders are not enough to disseminate effective practices.
	d. There is limitation in terms of the involvement of the community in the implementation of SDRRM programs.
	e. Evacuation plans and areas are inadequate. 

Suggestions of Teacher-respondents to further improve SDRRM Programs
	The teacher-respondents enumerated their recommendations which can lead to the improvement of the SDRRM programs. These include the following.
	a. Organize a well-educated and collaborative School Response Team that will lead the implementation of SDRRM programs.
	b. Ensure that every school has sufficient and functional SDRRM equipment and tools.
	c. Provide the teachers, students, and other members of the educational community with enough trainings about SDRRM.
	d. Establish a strong link between the school and members of the community and collaborate with stakeholders in implementing SDRRM programs.
	e. Craft efficient evacuation plans and build establishments that may serve as evacuation areas that could be utilized during the existence of disasters.

Conclusions
	Based on the findings, the following conclusions were drawn:
1. The School DRRM implementation manifested good level of implementation in terms of prevention and mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery and rehabilitation.
2. The teachers believed that both elementary and secondary schools in Teresa Sub-office have similar mechanisms on how they implement SDRRM programs.
4. While the schools are aware of and practice DRRM protocols, the implementation remains partial and inconsistent.
5. the teachers believed that strengthening preparedness, ensuring sufficient resources, and institutionalizing recovery mechanisms are vital in creating safe learning environments.

Recommendations
	In the light of the conclusions, the following recommendations wer offered. 
[bookmark: _Hlk209454933]1. The school may provide adequate funding support for DRRM programs, particularly for hazard-proofing and emergency equipment.
2. The school may offer continuous training and upskilling of DRRM coordinators, teachers, and student leaders.
3. The DRRM concepts may integrate in classroom instruction to promote a culture of safety among learners.
4. The school may Strengthen collaboration with local government units (LGUs) and DRRM councils for resource-sharing and community-based disaster management.
5. The crafted Action Plan may implement to aid the implementation of SDRRM program.
6. The School may create a program to be included in the Enhanced School Improvement Plan.
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