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Abstract
This study examined the level of school safety and its influencing factors within the school community of Bangsud Integrated School, Tago, Surigao del Sur. Specifically, it determined the profile of respondents in terms of years in service, educational background, relevant trainings attended, and level of School-Based Management (SBM), and assessed their perception of school safety across five dimensions: emotional safety, physical safety, bullying and cyberbullying, substance use, and emergency readiness. The study employed a quantitative descriptive research design and utilized a researcher-made questionnaire administered to 140 respondents, including teachers, school heads, and stakeholders. Data were analyzed using frequency count, percentage, and weighted mean.
Findings revealed that most teachers and school heads are early-career professionals with adequate educational qualifications, while stakeholders generally have lower educational attainment and limited training exposure. All schools were categorized under Level II – Maturing SBM. The overall level of perception of school safety was rated very high, indicating a generally safe and supportive school environment. However, bullying and cyberbullying obtained relatively lower ratings, highlighting an area that requires attention.
Based on the findings, a school safety intervention program was proposed to strengthen social-emotional support, enhance anti-bullying initiatives, improve stakeholder capacity-building, and sustain emergency preparedness. The study concludes that while schools demonstrate strong safety practices, continuous improvement and collaborative efforts are essential to address emerging concerns and sustain a positive school climate.
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Introduction
This study examines the level of school safety and its influencing factors within the school community, focusing on teachers, school administrators, and stakeholders. Specifically, it seeks to determine the profile of respondents in terms of years in service, educational background, relevant trainings attended, and level of School-Based Management (SBM); assess the level of perception of school safety in terms of emotional safety, physical safety, bullying and cyberbullying, substance use, and emergency readiness; and, based on these findings, propose a school safety intervention program or strategic action plan to enhance the overall safety and well-being of the school community. Through this, the study aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of the current school safety climate and serve as a basis for improving school practices and stakeholder collaboration.
Existing literature strongly supports the importance of school safety as a fundamental component of a positive school climate. Studies have shown that when students perceive their school as safe both emotionally and physically, they are more likely to engage in learning, demonstrate positive behavior, and achieve better academic outcomes (Thapa et al., 2013; Wang & Degol, 2016). Emotional safety, in particular, fosters a sense of belonging and psychological well-being, which are essential for student development (Durlak et al., 2011). Meanwhile, issues such as bullying and cyberbullying continue to pose significant threats to student safety, affecting not only academic performance but also mental health (Hinduja & Patchin, 2021). Furthermore, research emphasizes that effective school safety is strengthened through collaborative efforts among teachers, administrators, and stakeholders, as well as through strong School-Based Management (SBM) practices that promote shared decision-making and accountability (Epstein et al., 2019; Alinsunurin, 2020). Emergency preparedness and substance use prevention programs have also been identified as critical components of comprehensive school safety frameworks (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2023). These findings highlight that school safety is a multidimensional construct that requires continuous and collective efforts to ensure a supportive and secure learning environment.
Despite the growing body of literature on school safety and climate, there remains a notable gap in localized and context-specific evidence, particularly in geographically isolated and resource-constrained schools such as Bangsud Integrated School in Tago, Surigao del Sur. While existing studies have extensively explored the general dimensions of school safety, they often overlook how respondent characteristics, stakeholder participation, and the level of School-Based Management (SBM) interact to shape safety perceptions in rural public schools. Moreover, limited research has been conducted that integrates the perspectives of teachers, administrators, and stakeholders simultaneously, which is crucial in understanding the full scope of school safety as a shared responsibility. In the context of Bangsud Integrated School, there is also a lack of empirical data that examines specific areas such as bullying and cyberbullying, stakeholder training gaps, and emergency preparedness practices, which are increasingly relevant in today’s educational setting. This study therefore addresses these gaps by providing a comprehensive, multi-stakeholder analysis of school safety and by generating context-based evidence that can inform targeted interventions and sustainable school improvement initiatives.
This study is significant as it directly addresses the identified gap by providing context-specific, evidence-based insights on school safety within Bangsud Integrated School, Tago, Surigao del Sur. By examining the perspectives of teachers, administrators, and stakeholders, the study offers a comprehensive understanding of the school safety climate, highlighting both strengths and areas needing improvement. The findings serve as a basis for developing a targeted intervention program that responds to actual needs, particularly in areas such as bullying prevention, stakeholder capacity-building, and emergency preparedness. Moreover, the study contributes to strengthening School-Based Management (SBM) by promoting informed decision-making, collaborative practices, and shared accountability among school and community members. Ultimately, this research provides practical guidance for school leaders, educators, and policymakers in designing and implementing strategies that enhance the safety, well-being, and overall quality of the learning environment, especially in geographically isolated and underserved school settings.

Statement of the Problem
This study aims to assess the profile of respondents and their perception of school safety as basis for an intervention program. Specifically, it seeks to answer the following questions:
1. What is the profile of the respondents in terms of:
1.1 Year in service;
1.2 Educational background;
1.3 Relevant trainings attended; and
1.4 Level of School-Based Management (SBM)?
2. What is the level of perception of school safety among teachers, administrators, and parents in terms of:
2.1 Emotional safety;
2.2 Physical safety;
2.3 Bullying and cyberbullying;
2.4 Substance use; and
2.5 Emergency readiness?
3. Based on the findings of the study, what school safety intervention program or strategic action plan can be proposed to enhance the overall safety and well-being of the school community?

Research Methodology
This study employed a quantitative descriptive research design, which aims to systematically describe the characteristics of a population and the relationships among variables using numerical data. This design focused on determining the respondents’ profile and assessing their level of perception of school safety across key dimensions such as emotional safety, physical safety, bullying and cyberbullying, substance use, and emergency readiness. It is considered appropriate for this study because it allows for an objective, structured, and measurable analysis of existing conditions without manipulating any variables. According to Creswell (2014), descriptive research is suitable when the goal is to identify and describe trends, attitudes, or characteristics of a population through quantitative data. Similarly, Fraenkel, Wallen, and Hyun (2019) emphasize that descriptive designs are effective in providing accurate portrayals of phenomena as they naturally occur. In this study, the use of a survey questionnaire and statistical tools enabled the researcher to quantify perceptions and identify patterns, making the design fitting for generating reliable data that serve as a basis for proposing an intervention program.
The research locale of the study was Bangsud Integrated School in Tago, Surigao del Sur, a public school situated in a geographically isolated area. This setting was selected due to its unique context, where issues related to school safety, stakeholder engagement, and resource limitations are evident. The respondents of the study consisted of 140 participants, including 35 teachers, 5 school heads/principals, and 100 stakeholders such as parents and community members, ensuring a comprehensive representation of the school community.
The study utilized a researcher-made questionnaire as the primary data gathering tool. The instrument was composed of two main parts: (1) the profile of the respondents, and (2) the level of perception of school safety across five dimensions, namely emotional safety, physical safety, bullying and cyberbullying, substance use, and emergency readiness. The questionnaire followed a Likert scale format to measure the extent of respondents’ perceptions. To complement the quantitative data, open-ended questions or interviews were conducted to gather qualitative insights regarding safety practices and challenges in the school.
In terms of sampling method, the study used complete enumeration for teachers and school heads, as all available members of these groups were included. For stakeholders, quota sampling was applied, with a fixed number of participants selected to ensure representation from the school community. This approach allowed the study to capture diverse perspectives while maintaining a manageable sample size.
For the statistical treatment of data, frequency count and percentage were used to describe the respondents’ profile. The weighted mean was utilized to determine the level of perception of school safety across the five dimensions. These statistical tools enabled the researcher to analyze trends, patterns, and the overall assessment of school safety. Qualitative responses were analyzed using thematic analysis to identify recurring themes and insights that supported the quantitative findings.
The data gathering procedure followed a systematic process. Permission to conduct the study was first secured from the school authorities. After approval, the questionnaires were distributed to the respondents and collected after completion. For the qualitative phase, selected participants were invited for interviews to provide further explanations of the survey results. All data were carefully organized, analyzed, and interpreted to ensure accuracy and reliability.
Lastly, the study strictly adhered to research ethics. Participation was voluntary, and respondents were informed about the purpose of the study before data collection. Informed consent was obtained, and confidentiality of all responses was ensured by using codes instead of names. The data gathered were used solely for academic purposes and were handled with utmost care to protect the privacy and dignity of all participants.

Results and Discussion

Table 1. Profile of the respondents in terms of Year in Service
	Indicator
	Category
	Teachers (F/%)
	School Head/Principal (F/%)
	Stakeholders (F/%)
	Overall (F/%)

	Years in Service
	Less than a year
	1 (2.90)
	–
	–
	1 (0.71)

	
	1–5 years
	19 (54.2)
	3 (60.0)
	–
	22 (15.71)

	
	6–10 years
	8 (22.9)
	1 (20.0)
	–
	9 (6.43)

	
	11 years and above
	7 (20.0)
	1 (20.0)
	–
	8 (5.71)

	
	None
	–
	–
	100 (100.0)
	100 (71.43)

	
	Total
	35 (100.0)
	5 (100.0)
	100 (100.0)
	140 (100.0)



Table 1 presents the profile of the respondents in terms of years in service. The data reveal that the majority of teachers, comprising 54.2% (19 out of 35), and school heads/principals, 60.0% (3 out of 5), have 1–5 years of service, indicating that most of the educational personnel are in the early stage of their professional careers. A smaller proportion of teachers, 22.9%, fall within the 6–10 years category, while 20.0% have 11 years and above of experience. Similarly, among school heads, only 20.0% belong to each of the 6–10 years and 11 years and above categories. Notably, only 2.9% of teachers have less than one year of service.
On the other hand, all stakeholders (100%) are categorized under “None” in years of service, which is expected since they are not part of the formal teaching or administrative workforce. Overall, the largest proportion of respondents falls within the stakeholder group, representing 71.43% (100 out of 140) of the total sample, while teachers and school heads comprise the remaining portion.
The findings suggest that the school system in the selected area is largely composed of early-career teachers and relatively new school leaders, with limited representation from highly experienced personnel.
The dominance of early-career teachers and administrators has several important implications. On one hand, younger professionals often bring fresh perspectives, adaptability, and openness to innovation, which can contribute positively to instructional practices and school improvement initiatives. On the other hand, limited experience may pose challenges in terms of classroom management, decision-making, and leadership effectiveness, particularly in complex school environments.
This situation highlights the need for structured mentoring programs, continuous professional development, and leadership training to support novice teachers and school heads. Strengthening these support systems can enhance their competence, confidence, and long-term retention in the profession.
Furthermore, the absence of “years in service” among stakeholders emphasizes their role as external partners rather than institutional actors. This underscores the importance of capacity-building activities for stakeholders, enabling them to meaningfully participate in school governance, decision-making, and collaborative initiatives.
Overall, the findings suggest that while the presence of early-career educators offers opportunities for innovation, institutional support mechanisms must be strengthened to ensure sustainable school improvement and a positive school climate.

Table 1. Profile of the respondents in terms of Educational Background
	Indicator
	Category
	Teachers (F/%)
	School Head/Principal (F/%)
	Stakeholders (F/%)
	Overall (F/%)

	Educational Background
	Elementary Graduate
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	High School Level
	–
	–
	53 (53.0)
	53 (37.86)

	
	High School Graduate
	–
	–
	19 (19.0)
	19 (13.57)

	
	College Level
	–
	–
	24 (24.0)
	24 (17.14)

	
	College Graduate
	17 (48.6)
	2 (40.0)
	4 (4.0)
	23 (16.43)

	
	With MA Units
	12 (34.3)
	2 (40.0)
	–
	14 (10.00)

	
	MA Graduate
	6 (17.1)
	1 (20.0)
	–
	7 (5.00)

	
	Total
	35 (100.0)
	5 (100.0)
	100 (100.0)
	140 (100.0)



Table 2 presents the profile of the respondents in terms of educational background. The data reveal that among the teachers, the largest proportion, 48.6% (17 out of 35), are college graduates, followed by 34.3% (12) who have Master’s units, and 17.1% (6) who are Master’s degree holders. This indicates that all teachers possess at least a college degree, with a considerable number already pursuing or completing graduate studies.
Similarly, among school heads/principals, 40.0% (2 out of 5) are college graduates, another 40.0% (2) have Master’s units, and 20.0% (1) is a Master’s graduate, reflecting a relatively higher level of academic preparation expected for leadership roles.
In contrast, the educational background of stakeholders shows a different pattern. The majority, 53.0% (53 out of 100), are at the high school level, followed by 24.0% (24) with college-level education, and 19.0% (19) who are high school graduates. Only 4.0% (4) of stakeholders are college graduates, and none have postgraduate qualifications.
Overall, the findings highlight a clear distinction between the academic qualifications of school personnel and stakeholders, with teachers and school heads demonstrating higher levels of formal education compared to the stakeholder group.
The results suggest that teachers and school leaders are academically equipped to deliver instruction and manage school operations, which is essential for maintaining quality education and effective leadership. The presence of graduate-level qualifications among educators is a positive indicator of professional growth, instructional competence, and commitment to lifelong learning.
However, the relatively lower educational attainment among stakeholders may limit their capacity to fully engage in school governance, decision-making, and collaborative educational initiatives. This gap may affect the effectiveness of School-Based Management (SBM), where active and informed stakeholder participation is crucial.
Thus, there is a need to implement capacity-building programs for stakeholders, such as orientations, trainings, and community education initiatives, to enhance their understanding of school processes and strengthen their involvement. Bridging this gap can foster stronger partnerships between schools and communities, ultimately contributing to a more supportive and inclusive school environment.
Furthermore, continuous support for teachers and school heads to pursue advanced studies should be encouraged to sustain instructional excellence and leadership effectiveness. Investing in both internal (teachers and administrators) and external (stakeholders) human resources is vital for holistic school development.

Table 3. Profile of the Respondents in terms of Relevant Trainings Attended
	Indicator
	Category
	Teachers (F/%)
	School Head/Principal (F/%)
	Stakeholders (F/%)
	Overall (F/%)

	Relevant Trainings Attended
	First-aid and Basic Life Support
	3 (8.6)
	3 (60.0)
	24 (24.0)
	30 (21.43)

	
	Disaster Preparedness
	8 (22.9)
	1 (20.0)
	–
	9 (6.43)

	
	Mental Health and Well-being
	7 (20.0)
	1 (20.0)
	10 (10.0)
	18 (12.86)

	
	Cybersecurity Awareness
	3 (8.6)
	–
	–
	3 (2.14)

	
	None
	14 (40.0)
	–
	66 (66.0)
	80 (57.14)

	
	Total
	35 (100.0)
	5 (100.0)
	100 (100.0)
	140 (100.0)



Table 3 presents the profile of the respondents in terms of relevant trainings attended. The data indicate that a significant proportion of respondents, 57.14% (80 out of 140), reported having no relevant training, with the majority coming from stakeholders (66.0%) and a notable portion among teachers (40.0%). This suggests a substantial gap in professional and capacity-building opportunities across the groups.
Among those who attended trainings, First-aid and Basic Life Support emerged as the most common, with 21.43% (30 respondents). Notably, a large proportion of school heads/principals (60.0%) have undergone this training, indicating strong awareness of emergency response at the leadership level. Stakeholders also show some participation (24.0%), while only a small percentage of teachers (8.6%) have attended this training.
In terms of Disaster Preparedness, 22.9% of teachers and 20.0% of school heads have received training, reflecting moderate exposure to disaster risk reduction initiatives. However, no stakeholders reported participation in this area, suggesting a lack of community-level preparedness training.
For Mental Health and Well-being, participation is relatively limited, with 20.0% of teachers, 20.0% of school heads, and 10.0% of stakeholders having attended such training. This indicates that while awareness exists, it is not yet widespread across all groups.
Lastly, Cybersecurity Awareness recorded the lowest participation, with only 8.6% of teachers having attended such training, and none among school heads and stakeholders. This highlights a critical gap in addressing digital safety concerns in the school context.
Overall, the findings reveal that while some respondents have participated in relevant trainings, the majority lack exposure to essential capacity-building programs, particularly in areas related to safety, mental health, and technology.
The high percentage of respondents with no relevant training suggests a pressing need for systematic and inclusive professional development programs. Without adequate training, teachers and stakeholders may face challenges in effectively responding to emergencies, supporting students’ mental health, and addressing emerging issues such as cyber threats.
The relatively higher participation of school heads in first-aid and disaster preparedness trainings indicates that leadership is somewhat prepared; however, capacity should not remain centralized at the administrative level. Teachers, as frontliners in the classroom, must also be equipped with practical skills in safety, crisis management, and psychosocial support.
Moreover, the limited involvement of stakeholders in training programs highlights a gap in community engagement and shared responsibility. Since stakeholders play a crucial role in School-Based Management (SBM), their lack of training may hinder effective collaboration and participation in school initiatives.
The low exposure to mental health and cybersecurity trainings is particularly concerning, given the increasing prevalence of student mental health issues and digital risks. Schools should therefore prioritize these areas by integrating them into regular training programs and ensuring that all stakeholders are included.
Overall, the findings call for a comprehensive and continuous capacity-building framework that addresses the diverse needs of teachers, school leaders, and stakeholders. Strengthening training programs can enhance preparedness, improve school safety, and contribute to a more resilient and supportive school environment.

Table 4. Profile of the Respondents in terms of Level of School-Based Management (SBM)
	Indicator
	Category
	Teachers (F/%)
	School Head/Principal (F/%)
	Stakeholders (F/%)
	Overall (F/%)

	Level of SBM
	Level I – Developing
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	Level II – Maturing
	35 (100.0)
	5 (100.0)
	100 (100.0)
	140 (100.0)

	
	Level III – Advanced
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	Total
	35 (100.0)
	5 (100.0)
	100 (100.0)
	140 (100.0)



Table 4 presents the profile of the respondents in terms of the Level of School-Based Management (SBM). The data reveal that all respondents (100%), including teachers (35 or 100%), school heads/principals (5 or 100%), and stakeholders (100 or 100%), identified their respective schools as belonging to Level II – Maturing SBM. There were no respondents who reported their schools under Level I – Developing or Level III – Advanced.
This uniform distribution indicates that the schools included in the study have already progressed beyond the initial stage of SBM implementation and have established functional governance structures, stakeholder participation mechanisms, and basic systems for planning and decision-making. However, the absence of schools in Level III suggests that these institutions have not yet achieved the advanced stage of SBM, which is characterized by full autonomy, high-level accountability, and sustained excellence in school performance.
The fact that all schools are at the Level II – Maturing stage highlights both progress and areas for further development. On the positive side, it indicates that schools have already embraced collaborative governance, stakeholder engagement, and participatory decision-making, which are essential foundations of effective school management.
However, remaining at this level also suggests that there are still gaps in achieving full decentralization, innovation, and sustained performance outcomes. Schools may still be developing their capacity in areas such as data-driven decision-making, resource management, instructional leadership, and community empowerment.
This finding underscores the need for targeted interventions and continuous capacity-building programs to help schools transition from “maturing” to “advanced” SBM. Such initiatives may include strengthening leadership competencies, enhancing stakeholder collaboration, institutionalizing monitoring and evaluation systems, and promoting evidence-based planning.
Moreover, the uniformity of responses suggests that the schools share similar contextual challenges, which may include limited resources, geographical constraints, and varying levels of stakeholder capacity. Addressing these challenges requires strong support from educational authorities, including policy reinforcement, technical assistance, and resource allocation.
Overall, advancing SBM levels is crucial for improving school accountability, instructional quality, and student outcomes, as well as for sustaining a positive and inclusive school climate.







Table 5. The Level of Perception of School Safety among Teachers, Administrators, and Stakeholders
	Indicator
	Teachers
	
	School Head/Principal
	
	Stakeholders
	
	Overall

	
	Mean
	Adjectival Rating
	Mean
	Adjectival Rating
	Mean
	Adjectival Rating
	Adjectival Rating

	Emotional Safety
	4.53
	Very High
	4.76
	Very High
	4.56
	Very High
	Very High

	Physical Safety
	4.42
	Very High
	4.44
	Very High
	4.54
	Very High
	Very High

	Bullying and Cyberbullying
	4.14
	High
	4.08
	High
	4.19
	High
	High

	Substance Use
	4.26
	Very High
	4.16
	High
	4.41
	Very High
	Very High

	Emergency Readiness
	4.51
	Very High
	4.60
	Very High
	4.65
	Very High
	Very High

	Over-all Mean
	4.47
	Very High
	4.41
	Very High
	4.47
	Very High
	Very High


Table 5 presents the summary of the level of perception of school safety among teachers, school heads/principals, and stakeholders across five key dimensions: emotional safety, physical safety, bullying and cyberbullying, substance use, and emergency readiness.
The overall findings indicate that school safety is perceived to be at a “Very High” level, with an overall mean of 4.47 for teachers, 4.41 for school heads, and 4.47 for stakeholders, all interpreted as Very High. This suggests that respondents generally view the school environment as safe, supportive, and conducive to learning.
In terms of emotional safety, all groups rated this dimension as Very High (teachers = 4.53, school heads = 4.76, stakeholders = 4.56), indicating that students are perceived to feel respected, valued, and free to express themselves within the school environment. Among all groups, school heads reported the highest mean, reflecting strong confidence in the school’s emotional climate.
Similarly, physical safety received a Very High rating across all groups (teachers = 4.42, school heads = 4.44, stakeholders = 4.54), suggesting that respondents believe that school facilities, surroundings, and safety measures effectively protect students during school hours.
However, in bullying and cyberbullying, the ratings, although still positive, were slightly lower, with all groups reporting a “High” level (teachers = 4.14, school heads = 4.08, stakeholders = 4.19). This indicates that while bullying is not perceived as highly prevalent, it remains a concern that requires continued attention.
For substance use, the ratings were generally Very High, with teachers (4.26) and stakeholders (4.41) rating it higher than school heads (4.16, High). This suggests that awareness and prevention efforts regarding substance use are evident but may vary in effectiveness across groups.
Lastly, emergency readiness recorded consistently Very High ratings (teachers = 4.51, school heads = 4.60, stakeholders = 4.65), reflecting strong confidence in the school’s preparedness to respond to emergencies and disasters.
Overall, the data demonstrate a consistently positive perception of school safety, with only minor variations across the five dimensions.
The very high perception of school safety across most domains indicates that the schools have successfully established a supportive and secure learning environment, which is essential for promoting student well-being, engagement, and academic success. A positive safety climate contributes to improved behavior, stronger relationships, and increased participation among students.
However, the relatively lower rating in bullying and cyberbullying suggests that this remains a critical area for intervention. Schools should strengthen anti-bullying policies, promote digital citizenship, and implement programs that foster empathy, respect, and responsible online behavior.
The findings also highlight the importance of sustaining efforts in emotional safety, as this dimension is closely linked to students’ mental health and sense of belonging. Continuous training in social-emotional learning (SEL) and inclusive practices is recommended to maintain this positive climate.
Moreover, while emergency readiness is highly rated, schools must ensure that preparedness measures are regularly updated and practiced, including drills, coordination with local agencies, and stakeholder involvement, to maintain readiness in real-life situations.
The slight variation in perceptions among teachers, school heads, and stakeholders suggests the need for continuous communication and collaboration to ensure a shared understanding of school safety practices.
Overall, the results emphasize that maintaining a safe school environment requires sustained, collaborative, and proactive efforts from all stakeholders, supported by policy, training, and community engagement.

Intervention Program

Based on the findings of the study, which revealed a generally very high level of perceived school safety but identified relative gaps in areas such as bullying and cyberbullying, stakeholder training, and capacity-building, a comprehensive intervention program entitled the SAFE Schools Initiative is proposed. This program is designed to strengthen and sustain the existing positive school climate while addressing identified concerns through targeted strategies such as enhancing social-emotional learning, implementing anti-bullying and digital safety campaigns, conducting continuous safety and mental health trainings, and improving emergency preparedness measures. It also emphasizes active stakeholder engagement and collaboration to ensure shared responsibility in promoting a safe and supportive learning environment. Overall, this intervention serves as an evidence-based and proactive response to the study’s results, aiming to further enhance the safety, well-being, and resilience of the entire school community.

Conclusions:
Based on the findings of the study, several key conclusions were drawn in relation to the three problems investigated.

First, in terms of the profile of the respondents, the study revealed that most teachers and school heads are in the early years of service and possess at least a college degree, with some pursuing or having completed graduate studies. However, a significant number of stakeholders have lower educational attainment and limited exposure to relevant trainings. Additionally, all schools are categorized under Level II – Maturing School-Based Management (SBM), indicating that while governance structures and stakeholder participation are already established, they have not yet reached the highest level of institutional development.
Second, regarding the level of perception of school safety, the findings showed that respondents generally perceive the school environment as very safe and supportive, particularly in terms of emotional safety, physical safety, substance use awareness, and emergency readiness. However, the area of bullying and cyberbullying, although rated positively, received comparatively lower ratings, suggesting that it remains a concern that requires continuous monitoring and intervention.
Finally, based on the results of the study, an intervention program was proposed to further enhance school safety and well-being. The proposed program emphasizes strengthening social-emotional support, addressing bullying and cyberbullying, improving training and capacity-building for both school personnel and stakeholders, and sustaining emergency preparedness and collaborative practices. This intervention reflects the need to build on existing strengths while addressing identified gaps to ensure a safer, more inclusive, and resilient school environment.

Recommendations:
In light of the conclusions drawn from the study, the following recommendations are proposed to further enhance school safety and overall school effectiveness:
First, considering that most teachers and school heads are in the early stages of their careers, schools should strengthen mentoring and professional development programs. Experienced educators and administrators may guide novice personnel through coaching, peer mentoring, and continuous training to improve instructional practices, classroom management, and leadership competencies. At the same time, educational institutions are encouraged to support graduate studies and lifelong learning opportunities to further enhance professional growth.
Second, given the relatively lower educational attainment and limited training exposure among stakeholders, schools should implement capacity-building programs for parents and community members. These may include orientations, workshops, and community education initiatives that will empower stakeholders to actively participate in School-Based Management (SBM) processes and decision-making. Strengthening stakeholder competence can lead to more meaningful collaboration and shared responsibility in school improvement efforts.
Third, since all schools are at the Level II – Maturing SBM, there is a need to intensify efforts toward achieving Level III – Advanced SBM. Schools should enhance their practices in data-driven decision-making, policy implementation, resource management, and stakeholder engagement. Support from higher authorities, such as the Department of Education, through technical assistance and monitoring, is essential to facilitate this transition.
Fourth, although the level of school safety is generally very high, schools must continue to sustain and strengthen safety measures, particularly in areas that require improvement such as bullying and cyberbullying. Schools should implement comprehensive anti-bullying programs, promote digital citizenship, and establish clear reporting and intervention mechanisms to address these concerns effectively.
Fifth, schools should expand and institutionalize training programs related to mental health, emergency preparedness, and safety awareness for teachers, administrators, and stakeholders. Regular drills, seminars, and workshops should be conducted to ensure preparedness and responsiveness in various situations, including disasters and psychosocial concerns.
Lastly, the proposed school safety intervention program (SAFE Schools Initiative) should be implemented, monitored, and continuously improved based on feedback and evaluation results. Schools are encouraged to adopt a collaborative and proactive approach, involving all stakeholders in planning, implementation, and assessment, to ensure the sustainability of a safe, inclusive, and supportive learning environment.
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