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Abstract 

This study was conducted in the public secondary schools in the second congressional district in the division of Bohol, which aimed to find out the schoolbased management level of practice and challenges of public secondary schools. It utilized a descriptive- correlational survey method employing an online survey questionnaire made from Google Forms as a tool in gathering data. Frequency, percentages, weighted mean, standard deviation, and Chi- Square Test were employed. Sixty-eight respondents were able to answer the online survey of the study. Evidence of School-Based Management (SBM) framework in terms of Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Learning, Accountability and Continuous Improvement, and Management of Resources were described at a “Maturing Level” demonstrated that planned practices and procedures were fully implemented and aligned to ACCESs, a framework to advance the philosophy of shared governance of education and to ensure a strong culture of effective leadership & management in the provision of basic education. Significant difference on the profile of the respondents and their level of practice of the schoolbased management conceptual framework were determined at the level of schoolbased implementation and school category. Significant difference on the profiles of the respondents and the challenges of school-based management were determined in terms of school category. Furthermore, a significant relationship was found between the respondents’ level of practice of the school-based management conceptual framework and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management. Finally, it is recommended that SBM in charge, like school heads, teachers, and stakeholders, undergo relevant training in the second congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
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Introduction 
The global educational system, particularly of those developing and underdeveloped countries, is overwhelmed with restraining trends such as low academic and co-curricular performance of students, inadequate training of teachers and school leaders, low accountability level, and poor monitoring and evaluation system, among others. In the past, small and big schools alike had to wait for circulars or mandates from the central government to deal with local needs and manage change to address specific concerns. Such a process had been found to be a significant cause of the dormant movement of education to adapt to the fast-changing needs of society. With research and the initiatives of education experts all over the world, decentralization found its way to improve decision-making and facilitate self-management among local schools (Latorilla, 2012).  
 
The Philippine educational system has undergone many reforms to improve the quality of education for all learners. One of the major reforms that has been implemented was school-based management mandated under the Republic Act. No. 9155, also known as the “Governance of Basic Education Act of 2001,” whose main purpose is to enhance the performance of schools and students. Unfortunately, in some regions like Caraga, Regional Order no.7, s. 2020, entitled Strict Implementation and Utilization of “Lagda sa Kadumalahan', a Contextualized School-Based Management Manual during the document, analysis, observation, and discussion results revealed that crafting of an enhanced school improvement plan (E-SIP) was not facilitated, initiated, and communicated to the stakeholders. Teacher-made contextualized materials/ learning resources were not quality assured, but were already benchmarked by other teachers. However, most of the schools did not review and update their strategic plans, while in the MIMAROPA region, most schools failed to determine their status of SBM implementation (Ballarta et al., 2022). 
 
In the context of the province of Bohol, particularly in the district of Sagbayan, school-based management was implemented. However, no proper introduction was provided, especially to the teachers, regarding how school-based management is conducted. Further, only school heads and/or principals were able to attend trainings relevant to school-based management without including the school’s SBM coordinator and the chairpersons of the four dimensions of schoolbased management. Additionally, the selection of personnel who will comprise the school’s SBM team was simply made through delegation and after the collection of data for school-based management, no feedback was provided to both teachers and stakeholders regarding the areas in SBM that showed best practices, needs more focus and the status on SBM level of practice whether the school is still under level I (beginning), level II (developing), had reach level III (advanced). 
 
School-based management has been implemented in the division of Bohol for several years already to improve the quality of learning for all its learners and to improve schools’ performance under its jurisdiction and that schools during this time should have reached advanced category but unfortunately most of the schools were stuck in maturing category, hence this research is conducted and is primarily aimed at determining the school-based management level of practice and challenges encountered in the successful implementation of the program of public secondary schools in the division of Bohol to improve school performance. 
 
Literature Background 
In a world where knowledge has become a crucial element for nations to prosper and compete, primacy is placed on quality and accessible education from early childhood development to primary, secondary, and tertiary learning. It is for this reason that the significance of education to any country needs to be underscored, for it is believed to be the primary source of all technological advances, innovations, and human comforts. In most countries, particularly those that are developing like the Philippines, education is seen as the key to social mobility and a major determinant of the levels of prosperity, welfare, and security of the people (Viggayan, 2017). 
 
Every educational institution in the world has its own share of problems that need to be addressed. Some issues besetting the school system, especially the public school include high dropout rate, poor quality educational service, high repetition rate, and limited holding capacity of the schools. Over the past decades, many initiatives and reform efforts have been implemented to address these problems. One key response of the national government is the implementation of SchoolBased Management (SBM). It is a decentralization framework of governance that transfers the power and authority, as well as the resources, to the school level on the assumption that the school heads, including teachers, key leaders in the community, and parents, know the root and solution to the problem (Abulencia, 2012). 
 
In the Philippines, Republic Act No. 9155 under the 1987 Philippine Constitution stipulates that the Department of Education shall protect and promote the right of all citizens to qualify for basic education and shall take appropriate steps to make such education accessible to all. The department shall establish, maintain, and support a complete, adequate, and integrated system of basic education relevant to the needs of the people and society, and take into account regional and sectoral needs and conditions, and shall encourage local planning in the development of educational policies and programs. Further, the implementation of the Governance of Basic Act of 2001 (RA 9155) provided the mandate for decentralizing the system of school management and recognized the role of the Local Government Units and the other stakeholders as partners in education service delivery.  
 
Consequently, the Department launched the School’s First Initiative (SFI) in 2005 to empower the schools and their community stakeholders to effectively address access and quality issues in basic education. In 2006, a more comprehensive package of policy reforms dubbed as Basic education Sector Reform Agenda, “The policy actions comprising the BESRA, seek to create a basic education sector that is capable of attaining the country’s Education for All was launched to sustain and expand the gains of SFI through School-Based Management (DepEd Order No.83, s. 2012). 
 
Along with teacher education development, national learning strategies, quality assurance, monitoring and evaluation, and organizational development, SBM was identified as one of the key reform thrusts (KRTs) envisioned to effect improvement at the school level. Hence, several enabling policies on SBM were formulated, including the establishment of the School Governing Council (SGC); conduct of Assessment of Level of Practice; School Improvement Planning (SIP); and reporting of accomplishments through School Report Cards (SRCs). These policies were supported by a budget line item in the General Appropriations Act (GAA) for the installation of SBM in all public elementary and public secondary schools (DepEd Order no.83, s. 2012). Moreover, DepEd Order No. 45, s. 2015, known as Guidelines on SBM grants for Fiscal Year 2014,” as a reference for SBM grants, was also provided to augment the school fund on Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses. 
 
In the context of Bohol province, the same efforts are made to continuously implement SBM through Division Memorandum No. 435, s. 2021, known as Revised School-Based Management (SBM) Level of Practice Assessment Tool and Validation Form, in which the attached is the Regional Memorandum No. 0484 series 2021 dated June 19, 2021, mandating all concerned DepEd personnel to review/ revisit their SBM documents from 2017- 2018 to 2019- 2020 and immediately start providing MOVs per dimension. Part of the documents retrieved as MOVs were documents from the Learning Action Cell (LAC) stipulated in DepEd Order No. 35, s. 2016, which aimed at continuing professional development strategy for the improvement of teaching and learning, School Improvement Plan (SIP), and the School Report Card (SRC) as stipulated in DepEd Order No. 44, s. 2015. 
 
In the implementation of school-based management, modern management theory is applied. Accordingly, an organization consists of manpower with different perspectives, aspirations, potentials, and needs. This theory firmly believes that no single managerial strategy can be applied to all people at all times. Moreover, each employee has different views and many motives involved, which vary between organizations. Further, they also gain new motives as they are exposed to experience. So, there is a need for managers to apply different strategies at different times and for different persons (Kitana, 2016). In relation to SBM, according to Nurkolis (2003, as cited in Lazwardi, 2018), SBM emphasizes flexibility, so schools must be managed by school residents according to their respective conditions. Because of its complex current schoolwork and the major differences between schools from one another, for example, differences in the level of a student's academic and community situations, schools cannot be run with standard structures throughout the city, the province, or the country. Schools must be able to solve various problems they face in the most appropriate ways and conditions. Although different schools have the same problem, the way to deal with it will be different between one school and another. 
 
Another theory that is associated with the implementation of school-based management is the systems theory. Accordingly, it develops effective communication systems for organizations. Communication was recognized as an integral part of organizational systems as it oiled the whole system for smooth operations and integrated subsystems for the stability of the larger system. A strong communication network was needed to bind an organization internally and also to its external world. Organizations must deal with multiple levels of communication with all kinds of stakeholders. If feedback mechanisms were not in place to ensure that subsystems achieve a state of equilibrium, especially after an organizational change, then toxins could hit that subsystem. Systems theory was used to analyze the pitfalls of such organizations and to develop models for organizations to adjust their subsystems to changing environments.  
 
In the field of education, teachers were also encouraged to use techniques that recognized students’ environments as influencing factors in their academic growth. The decoding/encoding frame of reference between a teacher and a student can differ, leading to a communication breakdown. A good communicative relationship between a teacher and a student, and a stable feedback system in place, would enhance teaching. Like all other management teams, it was also important that school management finds a good fit between environmental demands and their response capabilities – including its structure, planning process, and leadership style. Curriculum is one of the main planning activities in an educational institution. Systems theorists believed that both the educator and the practitioner should test the feasibility and usefulness of any curriculum change. There should be constructive interaction between the educator, the practitioner, and the researcher so as to achieve effective and valuable education (Lai & Lin, 2017). 
 
The theory of Fiscal Federalism is also associated in the successful implementation of schoolbased management because in this theory, the field studies how to divide responsibilities (including finances) among federal, state, and local governments to improve economic efficiency and achieve various public policy objectives under the assumption that the federal and state governments only need to ensure that the total level of government services maximizes the collective well-being of all residents (often referred to as utility), and do not need to worry about which level of government provides those services. Further, the theory focuses on how responsibilities are assigned across multiple layers of government once policymakers have decided to implement a given policy, and what trade-offs may be involved in administering it. The structure of some spending across levels of government may reflect the proximity of service locations to the benefits they provide. Evidence of this effect can be found in spending on education. Elementary and secondary education primarily provides a highly localized benefit to the children and families in a particular school district. Although it is in a nation’s interest to have a well-educated citizenry, the direct benefit of elementary and secondary school spending is the knowledge bestowed on the individuals in those schools and their families (Driessen & Hughes, 2020). 
 
One of the potential benefits of decentralization is that it increases accountability to the citizen/beneficiary, resulting in improved efficiency in the use of school resources. The improved efficiency results from two effects: one effect is the better match between services provided and the preferences of citizens, and the other effect is increased output relative to resources or expenditures (Decentralization and Education, n.d.). In Spain, the impact of decentralization had a positive impact on education outcomes measured as the survival rate, and showed that the increase in the survival rate has been mainly motivated by an improvement in government efficiency. Furthermore, the positive effects of decentralization are greater in provinces located in autonomous communities with good fiscal discipline (a balance between the Government expenditure and revenue in an economy), and decentralization of education expenditure responsibilities has a positive effect on educational outcomes in the three subject areas, namely Mathematics, Science, and Reading. In addition, the effect of education decentralization depends on the way in which subnational governments are financed. More specifically, the effect of education decentralization is greater the higher the percentage of taxes that are collected at the subnational level of government, that is, when subnational governments are held accountable for taxing decisions. The estimated effects of education decision-making decentralization and tax decentralization are quantitatively relevant (Salinas, 2014). 
 
The history of school-based management, which is based on the principles of cooperating, decentralizing, and empowering the school workers, goes back to 1960. SBM is a managerial concept offered in America due to the dissatisfaction of the beneficiaries with the suggested services of the educational system. The school-based management is adopted along with the reforms in the educational system, decentralization, and devolution to confer more freedom on schools as a strategy to manage themselves. 
 
In the Philippines, SBM was cascaded in all public schools after the promising results revealed in three pilot projects of the Department of Education such as the Third Elementary Education Project (TEEP), Secondary Education Development and Improvement Project (SEDIP) and Basic Education Assistance for Mindanao (BEAM) aimed at supporting the SBM as an effective mechanism to improve the quality of education in the basic level (Villanueva, J., & Ortega- Dela Cruz, R. (2019). 
 
School-Based Management (SBM) as a reform thrust has been revised and broadened to better highlight the children/ learners as the center of SBM practice. This is to: encompass the diverse realities of learning context-defined and uniquely occurring within specific geographic, social, cultural, economic, political and environmental make-up of the contemporary society; enhance commitment of education stakeholders at all levels to their responsibilities and accountabilities in realizing the education outcomes for children; further promote shared governance between the school community; integrate accreditation into SBM for a seamless assessment of a school system; and, to improve the school system’s capacity to be on track in achieving the EFA/Millennium Development Goals and sustain good performance (DepEd, 2012, as cited in Ballarta et al., 2022). 
 
A Child and Community-Centered Education System (ACCESs) represented the vision of the Department of Education. It epitomizes the character and value of the institution that is successful in implementing the reform agenda in the Basic Education Sector Agenda (BESRA) and realizing the desired future of education and education service delivery in RA 9155. Furthermore, it is both a product and a process. As a product, it is the ultimate outcome of the communities/ barangays working together to protect the right of every child to quality education and a better life. As a process, it is an approach to effectively decentralize and bring to reality the mainstreaming of education as a tool for human development and transformation (DepEd, 2020). 
 
In view of the SBM review and revision, ACCESs served to clarify the guiding principles derived from the concepts of “rights-based” education and the community as “stewards or right bearers” in education. From this philosophical underpinnings, ACCESs espoused four principles of a school system that guides the SBM process and these are: (1) Leadership and Governance: a network of leadership and governance that guides the education system to achieve its shared vision, mission and goals making it responsive to the context of diverse environment; (2) Curriculum and Learning: the curriculum and learning systems anchored on the community and learner’s context and aspirations are collaboratively developed and continuously improved; (3) Accountability and Continuous Improvement: a clear, transparent, inclusive, and responsive accountability system in place, collaboratively developed by the school community, which monitors performance and acts appropriately on gaps and gains; and (4) Resource Management: resources are collectively organized, judiciously mobilized and manage with transparency, effectiveness, and efficiency to support targeted education outcomes (DepEd, 2020; Felices, 2018). 
 
In the context of SBM in other countries, in South Korea, a mixed-method, multisite assessment of a project that aimed to improve the management and governance of quality service of State Junior High School documented a positive impact on school-based management in public schools. It was also found that the effective implementation of SBM requires time management expertise and assistance from the government, educational experts, and foreign aid agencies (Tansiri & Bong, 2019). Additionally, in Australia, SBM increased the productivity of students, increased the contribution of the councils in decision making, and increased the efficiency and the role of the teachers, while in Mexico, the extensive contribution of parents in managing the school include decreasing the rate of dropouts, equipping the infrastructures, resources and educational instruments and educational help to schools Moradi et al. (2016).  
 
Isa et al. (2020) mentioned that in Malaysia, decision-making in teacher assessment was entirely controlled by the school leader, while the teachers were in charge of student assessment. In the Philippines, SBM has resulted in improved school performance within three years (2006-2009) of implementation (World Bank, 2013). Further, SBM embraced participatory practices in almost all levels of decision-making that greatly facilitated innovative practices and recognized employeedriven innovation facilitated through the project, which allowed unprecedented access of employees to information in the organization, providing DepEd employees with wide access to materials like school building design, project proposal templates, and quality assurance framework (Maca, 2019). 
 
According to Panol et al. (2020), every school or cluster of schools is led by a school head who is prepared, monitored, and made accountable for organizing and leading an institutionalized school improvement process at the school level as mandated in the Republic Act No. 9155, Governance of Basic Education Act of 2001. By maximizing the skills and abilities of school heads to improve educational efficiency, in particular, the standard of teaching and learning through the practice of instructional supervision, these skills can be improved to build efficient human resources that can make a difference in the educational system. Thus, being guided by the four principles, the task of properly implementing SBM on the ground can be clearly achieved. Additionally, Latorilla (2012) mentioned that a clear picture of what a school could offer a child is reflected under SBM, which in turn motivates parents and other stakeholders to join school projects and programs and to have a feeling of ownership of the school’s goals and objectives. Since SBM includes a hundred percent downloading of funds, it is implicit that school heads should have an appropriate and intensive training as to the allocation and liquidation of operating expenses to specific needs. 
 
Moreover, results revealed on the four principles or dimensions in SBM, the dimension of leadership and governance in terms of the level of practice of school-based management is affected by the numbers teachers, the number of pupils, and the school category. Further, it implies that the level of implementation of school-based management affects the level of participation of stakeholders in the different school-initiated activities. The more the school administrators practiced SBM, the more participative the stakeholders were in the different schoolinitiated activities. In the curriculum and learning dimension, results revealed that the level of practice of school-based management is dependent on the number of teachers, number of pupils, school category, and level of school-based management implementation. Hence, affecting the level of SBM practice and implementation. In relation to accountability and continuous improvement, the level of practice of school-based management is affected by the number of teachers and the level of school-based management implementation. It means that it is a stepby-step transfer to the institution’s level of power and accountability to decide on important problems in school operations, given a uniform framework of objectives and rules. Moreover, in terms of management of resources, school size and teacher population are potent factors affecting the management of resources. It implies that resource utilization is the main emphasis in school management and that the major problem confronting the school administrator is how to utilize the "available limited funds, manpower, equipment, buildings, and materials for effective impact on the students.  
 
Proper management and utilization of resources in an organization is as important as the achievement of goals and objectives. The quality and quantity of resources available to any education system provide a basis for the assessment of the managerial abilities of an education manager (Ballarta et al., 2022). Additionally, the higher the level of school management, the higher would also be the level of Secondary School Implementing Units (SSIUs) with respect to K to 12 program implementations (Tapayan et al., 2016). 
 
Unfortunately, DepEd (2020) mentioned that in the case for Caraga, during the document, analysis, observation and discussion results revealed that crafting of enhance- school improvement plan (E-SIP) was not facilitated, initiated and communicated to the stakeholders, teacher-made contextualized materials/ learning resources were not quality assured but were benchmark already by other teachers, and most of the schools did not review and update their strategic plans,  most of the projects identified/ implemented by the schools were focused on physical plant improvement, documents or Means of Verification (MOVs)  of some schools were not organized according to SBM principles and that programs, activities and projects (PAPs) implemented were not found in the E-SIP/ AIP while in Mimaropa region, most schools failed to determine their status of SBM implementation (Ballarta et al., 2022). 
 
Tshiunza (2018) mentioned in her study the different challenges encountered in the implementation of SBM were time allotment, unrealistic expectations, insufficient human support of site councils- the bodies concerned with planning and decision making in most SBM structures, are often given extensive responsibilities, but lack the qualifications to carry out those responsibilities ( lack of knowledge of school operations, lack of group process skills, and lack of clarity about the role and mission). Further, insufficient resource management at the school level, insufficient decision-making and community control at the school level, insufficient delivery of education services to the local community, and insufficient central support provided to SBM bodies were also found.   
 
In implementing SBM, the Department of Education is doing all it can to create an environment where all the people involved in the processes not only agree but also commit to making change happen under a decentralized set-up. This change is ultimately geared towards the school children’s enjoyment of their right to quality education and other equally important rights such as the right to be safe and healthy, to be protected from harm and abuse, to play and to have leisure, to express their views freely, and to participate in decision-making according to their evolving capacities (Ballarta et al., 2022). The implementation of SBM since 2001 has encountered various problems and challenges across the country, and the province of Bohol is no exception. Thus, this study is conducted. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
This research aimed to identify the school-based management level of practice and challenges of secondary schools within the second congressional district in the division of Bohol.  
 
Specifically, it aimed to answer the following questions: 
1. What is the profile of the participating schools in terms of school category, source of funding, and level of school-based management implementation? 
2. What is the level of practice of the school-based management conceptual framework in terms of leadership and governance, curriculum and learning, accountability and continuous Improvement, and management of resources? 
3. What are the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management? 
4. Is there a significant difference in the profile of the respondents and their level of practice, and the challenges of school-based management? 
5. Is there a significant relationship between the respondents’ level of practice of school-based management and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management? 
 
Methodology Design 
To achieve the purpose of this research, the researcher utilized the descriptive method of research, applying a correlational approach. This approach is used to describe the variables and the relationships that occur naturally between and among the said variables. With this, it aims to identify the profile of the participating schools in terms of school category, source of funding, and level of school-based implementation. Specifically, the researcher used Chi-Square to test the relationship and difference within and among variables such as school profile and SBM dimensions, namely Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Instruction, Accountability and Continuous Improvement, and Management of Resources in the second congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Environment  
The research environment of the study was focused on the public secondary schools under the second congressional district in the division of Bohol, one of the three congressional districts of the Philippines in the province of Bohol consisting the northern municipalities of Bien Unido, Buenavista, Clarin, Dagohoy, Danao, Getafe, Inabanga, President Carlos P. Garcia, Sagbayan(Borja), San Isidro, San Miguel, Talibon, Trinidad, and Ubay. 
 
Respondents  
The respondents of the study were the school principals/designated school heads from the northern municipalities of Bohol. Four (4) from Bien Unido, four (4) from Buenavista, three (3) from Clarin, two (2) from Dagohoy, four (4) from Danao, four (4) from Getafe, six (6) from Inabanga, eight (8) from Pres. Carlos P. Garcia, six (6) from Sagbayan, four (4) from San Isidro, four (4) from San Miguel, eleven (11) from Talibon, six (6) from Trinidad, and thirteen (13) from Ubay. These consist of a total of seventy-nine (79) public secondary school principals/ designated school heads during the period when the study was conducted. In the selection of the respondents, the researcher applied purposive sampling and total enumeration; however, because of difficulty in communication and willingness of the target respondents to participate in the online survey, the researcher settled for the actual retrieval of online survey and resulted to 68 or 86.07% out of 79 public secondary school heads from the second congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Instruments 
To gather the needed information, the researcher used a three-part questionnaire. For the first part, the school profile in terms of school name, number of teachers, total number of students, school category, Source of fund and level of school-based management. The second part dealt with the level of practice of school-based management, wherein the respondents are given three options, namely “Advance”, “Maturing”, and “Developing” with the given scales of 3, 2, and 1, respectively, based on the SBM tool adopted. The third section of the questionnaire dealt with the problems/ challenges encountered in the practice of school-based management with the given options and scales of “Always (5)”, “Often (4)”, “Sometimes (3)”, “Seldom (2)”, and “Never (1)”. 
 
To achieve the needed data in the study, the researcher adopted the revised school-based management assessment tool (Version 1 as of August 5, 2012). To be able to obtain the data for the problems/ challenges encountered in the practice of school-based management, the tool was adopted from a study entitled “School-Based Management Level of Practice in Selected Public Elementary Schools in Mimaropa Region, Philippines” by Ballarta et al. (2022). 
 
Data Gathering Procedure 
The researcher sought permission from the Schools Division Superintendent, together with the endorsement letter from the Dean of the College of Advanced Studies of Bohol Island State University- Clarin Campus, for the conduct of the study. After the approval, the researcher created an electronic survey questionnaire through the aid of Google Forms and informed the respective public schools district supervisors of each district in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol for the start of the conduct of the study. After the dissemination of the letter, the link to the survey questionnaire was forwarded to the respective respondents through email, messenger, and text message. Fifty-seven (57) respondents answered through online, while eleven (11) respondents who were not able to answer online were given hard copies of the survey questionnaire. The collection of data started in November and ended in January 2022, which lasted for almost three (3) months.  
 
Statistical Treatment 
For the first part, to determine the profile of the respondents, frequency count and percentage were utilized. 
 
For the second part, which dealt with the respondents’ level of practice of school-based management, 3- Point Likert Scale was utilized. The obtained mean is interpreted using the following scale: 1.00 to 1.66, described as “Developing,” interpreted as “Developing structures and mechanisms are in place to demonstrate ACCESs.” 1.67 to 2.34 described as “Maturing” interpreted as “Planned practices and procedures are fully implemented and aligned to ACCESs.” and 2.35 to 3.00 described as “Advanced” interpreted as “Practices and procedures satisfy quality standards.” 
 
For the third part, 5- Point Likert Scale was applied. The obtained mean is interpreted using the following scale: 1.00 to 1.80, described as “Never,” interpreted as “The problems perceived did not affect the level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.” 1.81 to 2.60 described as “Seldom” interpreted as “The problems perceived rarely affect the level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.” 2.61 to 3.40 described as “Sometimes” interpreted as “The problems perceived occasionally affect the level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.” 3.41 to 
4.20 described as “Often” interpreted as “The problems perceived repeatedly affect level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.” and 4.21 to 5:00 described as “Always” interpreted as “ The problems perceived constantly affect level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.” 
 
For the fourth and fifth part which test the significant difference in the profile of the respondents and their level of practice, and the challenges of school-based management, and the significant relationship between the respondents’ level of practices of school-based management and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management, Chi-Square was used. 
 
Results and Discussions 
This chapter presents the data gathering of the study and the interpretation of the results from the conducted online survey using Google Forms. 
 
Profile of Participating Schools in Terms of School Category 
This shows the profile of participating schools in terms of school category obtained from the online survey conducted with the sixty-eight (68) respondents, comprised of the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Table 1 
Profile of Participating School in Terms of School Category 
 
	School Size 
	Frequency (f) 
	Percentage (%) 

		Number of Teachers 	 
67-79 
	 
4 
	  5.88  

	54-66 
	4 
	  5.88  

	41-53 
	7 
	10.29  

	28-40 
	12 
	17.65  

	15-27 
	22 
	32.35  

	2-14 
	19 
	27.94  

	Number of Learners 2186-2546 
	 
2 
	 
  2.94  

	1826-2185 
	2 
	  2.94  

	1466-1825 
	2 
	  2.94  

	1106-1465 
	10 
	14.71  

	746-1105 
	6 
	  8.82  

	386-745 
	18 
	26.47  

	26-385 
	28 
	41.18  

	School Category Small 
	 
19 
	 
27.94  

	Medium 
	30 
	44.12  

	Large 
	19 
	27.94  


Table 1 reveals that in terms of numbers of teachers, the majority of the participating schools have teaching personnel that range from 15-27, with the most frequency of 22 and percentage of 32.35%, followed by schools with 2-14 teaching personnel, with frequency of 19 and percentage of 27.94% from the total of 68 participating schools. The rest of the participating schools have frequencies of 12,7, 4, and 4 with percentages of 17.65%, 10.29%, 5.88%, respectively, having the number of teachers ranging from 28-40, 41-53, 54-66, and 67-89. The least number of teachers when this study was conducted in a school was two (2), while the greatest number of teaching personnel in a school reached 89 teachers.    
 
Further, Table 1 shows that the majority of the population of learners belongs to the range 26- 385 learners with a frequency of 28 or 41.18%, followed by learners ranging from 386- 745 with a frequency of 18 or 26.47%. A frequency of 10 or 14.71% is obtained by the numbers of learners ranging from 1106-1465, while the number of learners ranging from 746-1105 has a frequency of 6 or 8.82%.   Additionally, there are 6 participating schools with the numbers of learners from 1466-1825, 1826-2185, 2186-2546, having the same number of frequencies of 2 with equivalent percentage of 2.94.  
 
In terms of school category, the majority of the participating schools belong to the medium-sized school category, as seen in Table 1, with a frequency of 30, comprising 44.12% of the total population, while there are 19 participating schools categorized as small size school category and other 19 participating schools categorized as large size school category having the same percentage of 27.94%. The data implies that the number of teachers to the number of learners in a class is within the ideal class size as suggested in DepEd Order No. 21, s. 2006, which stated that the ideal class size shall range from a minimum of 15 learners to a maximum of 65 learners per class, with an ideal average class size of 50 learners. Further, mentoring of teachers can easily be done and facilitates closer supervision of the teachers’ instructional practices. In terms of learners, classroom management is manageable, which can lead to easier facilitation of the teaching learning process (Ballarta et al., 2022). 
 
Profile of Participating School in Terms of School Fund 
This shows the profile of participating schools in terms of school funds obtained from the online survey conducted with the sixty- eight (68) respondents comprising the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Table 2 presents the profile of the participating school in terms of school funds. It shows that the public secondary school principals and or designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol used funds from Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses (MOOE), Donations, Canteen Income, Parents Teachers Association (PTA), Income Generated Projects (IGP), Alumni, School Initiated Programs, Gulayan sa Paaralan, Local Government Unit (LGU), Barangay Local Government Unit (BLGU), Other Local Funds, self, and personal fund to implement school-based management (SBM). 
 
It reveals that Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses (MOOE) is the most commonly used source of funds to implement school-based management, with 26.47% or 18 schools out of 68 schools in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. It implies that the MOOE is the main source of funds to keep SBM running. In support, DepEd Order No. 8, s. 2019, the use of MOOE is subject to the availability of funds and prioritization of mandatory expense items and must be in accordance with the existing budgeting, accounting, procurement, and auditing rules and regulations to enhance the teaching and learning experience in school, improve school management and administrative process, and strengthen the resiliency of schools. Another main source of funds is still through MOOE, backed up by donations and canteen income (M/D/C), with a total percentage of 22.06 %, or 15 public secondary school principals and or designated school heads out of the 68 school principals or designated school heads who responded in the survey.  
 
The third source of funds to keep SBM implemented is through MOOE funds combined with donations, with a total percentage of 19.12 %, or 13 respondents out of 68 respondents who answered the survey. Further, there are three (3) schools or 4.41% out of the total participating school who fused the funds from MOOE, donations, canteen income, and Income Generating Project to fuel their SBM operation. Additionally, another three (3) schools or 4.41% out of the total participating schools, which combined funds from MOOE, donations, canteen income, and PTA to conduct school-based management (SBM). On the other hand, MOOE and canteen income are combined funds used by two (2) participating schools, or 2.94% from the total population, to implement SBM. Another two (2) schools used combined funds from MOOE, donations, and PTA, while the other two (2) schools used funds from MOOE, with funds from PTA, with the same percentage of 2.49% from the total population.  
 
Table 2  
Profile of Participating School in Terms of School Fund 
 
	Source of Fund 
	Frequency 
(f) 
	Percentage (%) 

	Donation/Canteen Income 
	1 
	  1.47  

	Donation /Self Fund 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/ Canteen Income 
	2 
	  2.94  

	MOOE/ Canteen Income /PTA 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation 
	13 
	19.12  

	MOOE/Donation/Canteen Income 
	15 
	22.06  

	MOOE/Donation/Canteen Income/IGP 
	3 
	  4.41  

	MOOE/Donation/Canteen Income/Incentive from suppliers 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation/ Canteen Income /Other local fund 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation/Canteen Income/Personal Funds 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation/ Canteen Income /PTA 
	3 
	  4.41  

	MOOE/Donation/ Canteen Income/PTA/Alumni Funds 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation/Gulayan sa Paaralan 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/Donation/PTA 
	2 
	  2.94  

	MOOE/Initiated School Programs 
	1 
	  1.47 

	MOOE/LGU and BLGU Funds 
	1 
	  1.47  

	MOOE/PTA 
	2 
	  2.94  

	MOOE 
	18 
	26.47  

	Total 
	68 
	100  


 
The remaining ten (10) participating schools each comprise 1.47% out of the total 68 respondents used combined funds from MOOE and canteen income; donation and Self fund; MOOE, canteen income, PTA; MOOE, donation, canteen income, and Incentives from supplier; MOOE, donation, canteen income and other local fund; MOOE, donation, canteen income and Personal; MOOE, donations canteen income, PTA and Alumni funds; MOOE, donation and Gulayan sa Paaralan; MOOE and Initiated School Programs; and MLGU and BLGU funds respectively. 
 
Generally, the data reveal that to implement school-based management, funds from Maintenance and Other Operating expenses (MOOE) are needed. However, the funds from MOOE alone are not enough, forcing the participating schools to initiate programs and activities to generate funds to supplement MOOE, which leads to creating income-generating projects and school-initiated activities, and building partnership to stakeholders within the community. In connection, Ballarta et al. (2022) also mentioned that Maintenance and Other Operating expenses (MOOE) are not enough to finance everything in school, hence creating partnerships to encourage support and donations is one of the most revealing resource mobilization platforms. 
  
 
Profile of Participating School in Terms of Implementation 
This shows the profile of the participating schools in terms of the level of school-based management implementation obtained from the online survey conducted with sixty-eight (68) respondents comprising the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Table 3  
Profile of Participating Schools in Terms of Level of SBM Implementation 
 
	Level of School-Based 
	Frequency (f) 
	Percentage (%) 

	Advanced 
	4 
	  5.88  

	Maturing 
	32 
	47.06  

	Developing 
	32 
	47.06  

	Total 
	68 
	100  


 
Table 3 presents the profile of the participating school in terms of the level of School-Based Management Implementation. It shows that there are thirty-two (32) or 47.06% of the total population who are in the maturing level of school-based management (SBM) implementation, which means that the participating schools under this level planned practices and procedures that are fully implemented and aligned to ACCESs. Participating schools that are in the developing level have the same percentage of 47.06% as the schools in the maturing level, which implies that developing structures and mechanisms are in place to demonstrate ACCESs.  
 
However, there are 4 out of 68 or 5.88% participating schools that are already in the advanced level of SBM implementation, implying that practices and procedures satisfy quality standards. The data reveals that the participating schools in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol, in terms of SBM implementation in general, are still in the developing and maturing level and are challenged to attain the advanced level.  
 
One factor that affects the level of SBM implementation in a certain school is that before being recognized as advanced level, the school will undergo three Document Analysis, Observation and Discussion (DOD) validation starting from the school level, division level and regional level plus a three-year surveillance which is conducted yearly for three years to check the sustainability of SBM practice of the school.  
 
Further, failure of the part of the school to sustain the “Advanced Level” in any of the surveillances/ visits will automatically drop the school from the roster of recognized schools. In which case, the previously awarded Certificate of Recognition can no longer be used for ranking purposes (DepEd Order No. 7, s.2020). According to Lopez (2022), proper documentation is one of the keys to level up SBM practice. With proper documentation, schools can improve from level 1 to level 2, and from level 2 to level 3. 
 
Level of Practice of the School-Based Management  
Table 4 presents the level of practice of School-Based Management (SBM) across the four dimensions. The data show that Leadership and Governance obtained a mean of 1.80 (SD = 0.61), described as Maturing. This result indicates that schools have established participatory leadership structures and decision-making mechanisms aligned with the principles of ACCESs. School heads and stakeholders demonstrate shared governance practices, and organizational systems are already functional. However, the rating also suggests that leadership structures require further strengthening in terms of sustained capacity building and institutionalization of leadership development programs. Literature emphasizes that SBM should promote participatory governance and decentralization under RA 9155 and DepEd Order No. 83, s. 2012. Panol et al. 
(2020) highlight that effective instructional leadership enhances school efficiency, while Abulencia (2012) stresses that meaningful stakeholder participation strengthens decentralized management. The present finding supports these discussions, as governance mechanisms are implemented but have not yet reached the quality standards expected at the Advanced level. 
 
Table 4 
Level of Practice of SBM 
 
Mean 	SD 	Descriptor Dimensions
 

	Leadership and Governance 
	1.80 
	0.61 
	Maturing 

	Curriculum and Instruction 
	1.85 
	0.64 
	Maturing 

	Accountability and Continuous Improvement 
	1.74 
	0.66 
	Maturing 


	Composite Mean 
	1.78 
	0.
	Maturing 


Management of Resources 	1.74 	[image: ]0.67	Maturing 
Legend: Advanced (2.35-4.00), Maturing (1.67-2.34), Developing (1.00-1.66) 
 
 
Curriculum and Instruction recorded the highest mean of 1.85 (SD = 0.64), also described as Maturing. This finding shows that instructional systems are contextualized, learner-centered, and responsive to community needs. Schools implement curriculum practices that reflect inclusivity and relevance to learners’ ecological and social contexts. The result implies that schools prioritize instructional alignment and community-based learning; however, these schools still need to intensify assessment validation processes and learner accountability mechanisms to reach a higher level of quality assurance. The result explains that SBM should place learners at the center of reform and integrate curriculum within geographic, cultural, and socio-economic contexts (DepEd, 2012). Systems theory further supports the importance of aligning curriculum with environmental demands and maintaining effective feedback systems (Lai & Lin, 2017). The finding affirms that schools operationalize these principles, yet continuous refinement remains necessary. 
 
Accountability and Continuous Improvement obtained a mean of 1.74 (SD = 0.66), interpreted as Maturing. This rating indicates that accountability structures and monitoring systems are already in place, but they require enhancement to ensure stronger transparency and collaborative validation. Schools demonstrate defined roles and participatory monitoring; however, assessment tools and feedback mechanisms may not yet be fully inclusive or consistently refined. The result implies that while schools conduct monitoring and evaluation activities, these schools must strengthen systematic feedback loops and stakeholder engagement in performance assessment. This emphasizes that SBM requires a clear, transparent, and inclusive accountability system collaboratively developed by stakeholders (Ballarta et al., 2022). Systems theory likewise underscores the importance of feedback mechanisms in sustaining organizational equilibrium. The present finding aligns with these discussions and suggests that accountability practices are functional but still developing toward institutional maturity. 
 
Management of Resources likewise obtained a mean of 1.74 (SD = 0.67), described as Maturing. This result indicates that schools mobilize and manage available resources through established procedures, including the use of MOOE and supplementary funding sources. The rating implies that resource allocation processes are operational but may still require improved efficiency, sustainability planning, and diversification of funding streams to reach higher standards. The Fiscal Federalism Theory explains that there is a need to decentralize financial responsibilities to improve efficiency and public service delivery. It also notes that MOOE funds alone are insufficient, prompting schools to build partnerships and income-generating initiatives (Ballarta et al., 2022). The finding reflects this reality, as schools demonstrate organized resource management but continue to rely on supplemental mechanisms to sustain operations. 
 
The composite mean of 1.78 (SD = 0.65) places the overall level of SBM practice in the Maturing category. This overall result indicates that planned practices and procedures are fully implemented and aligned with ACCESs. Schools in the second congressional district of Bohol have operationalized decentralization policies and participatory governance structures; however, they remain in a transitional stage toward the Advanced level. The literature in the document underscores that SBM reform under RA 9155 aims to empower schools, strengthen stakeholder engagement, and improve educational outcomes. Research cited in the study, including findings discussed in the document, shows that effective SBM implementation improves school performance when governance, curriculum, accountability, and resource management function cohesively. The present results confirm that these dimensions are already in place, yet further institutionalization of quality standards, documentation practices, and sustainability mechanisms is necessary to achieve advanced SBM implementation. 
 
Level of Challenges in the Implementation of the School-Based Management 
This shows the level of challenges in the successful implementation of School-Based Management obtained from the online survey conducted with the sixty- eight (68) respondents comprised by the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. Table 3 reveals that among the 15 items, the item that states “Insufficient training for those in charge of SBM documentation,” got the highest weighted mean of 3.07 (SD= 1.19) interpreted as sometimes. Also, the participating schools considered that limited resources to install SBM structures as their second concern (Mean of 2.96, SD= 1.04). 
 
The items “Insufficient provision of SBM related trainings to teachers and other stakeholders” and “Change in the SGC structure affecting continuity of SBM programs and projects” got the same weighted mean of 2.93 with (SD= 1.14) and SD= 1.19 respectively rank as the third concern in the continuous implementation of SBM. It implies that there is a need to create a continuous program of trainings for all SBM personnel even if there will be changes within each School Governing Council (SGC) of the participating schools.  
 
Another challenge that concerns the successful implementation of SBM is the poor community linkage for resource generation (Mean= 2.77, SD= 1.23). It implies that it is not a one-man job in conducting SBM. According to Cabardo J. (2016), school officials may strongly develop linkages with the parents in order to include them in planning, implementing and evaluating school activities directly associated to pupil’s learning activities. Collaborative efforts are proven to be a mover in the community. 
 
Without proper understanding of the purpose of a certain program, lack of interest is evident. Table 3 further reveals that the “Lack of comprehensive understanding of the rationale of School Based Management among stakeholders” goes with the “Difficulty in convening all the members of the School Governing Council to discuss SBM issues and concerns” resulted to Poor documentation of SBM related activities (Mean=2.72, SD= 1.06), (Mean=2.71, SD= 1.19) and (Mean= 2.70, SD= 1.23) respectively interpreted as sometimes. It implies that the problems perceived occasionally affect the level of practice and the full implementation of SBM.  
 
Table 5 
Level of Challenges in the Implementation of SBM 
 
	Statements 
	Mean 
	SD 
	Descriptor 

	1. Lack of comprehensive understanding of the rationale of School Based Management among stakeholders 
	 
2.72 
	 
1.06 
	 
Sometimes 

	2. Difficulty in convening all the members of the School Governing Council to discuss SBM issues and concerns 
	2.71 
	1.19 
	Sometimes 

	3. Unstable or no SBM monitoring and evaluation scheme 
	2.54 
	1.23 
	Seldom 

	4. Poor information dissemination of the school’s status of 
SBM implementation 
	2.52 
	1.12 
	Seldom 

	5. School heads’ poor leadership skills in the mobilization of external stakeholders to support SBM and the implementation of the SIP. 
	2.23 
	1.19 
	Seldom 

	6. No definite Performance-based Incentives and Rewards System for pupils/students and teachers installed in school and supported by the SGC 
	2.41 
	1.28 
	Seldom 

	7. Insufficient provision of SBM related trainings to teachers and other stakeholders 
	2.93 
	1.14 
	Sometimes 

	8. Poor documentation of SBM related activities 
	2.70 
	1.23 
	Sometimes 

	9. Limited resources to install SBM structures 
	2.96 
	1.04 
	Sometimes 

	10. Insufficient training for those in charge of SBM documentation 
	3.07 
	1.19 
	Sometimes 

	11. Change in the SGC structure affecting continuity of SBM programs and projects 
	2.93 
	1.19 
	Sometimes 

	12. Poor community linkage for resource generation 
	2.77 
	1.23 
	Sometimes 

	13. Delay in the publication of MOOE allocation/ MOOE and drilled down to school in cash  
	2.49 
	1.12 
	Seldom 

	14. School’s failure to conduct assessment of SBM practices using assessment tool. 
	2.57 
	1.06 
	Sometimes 

	15. School’s lack of monitoring mechanism  
	2.65 
	1.00 
	Sometimes 

	Composite Mean 
	2.68 
	1.15 
	Sometimes 


Legend: Always (4.21-5:00), Often (3.41-4.20), Sometimes (2.61-3.40), Seldom (1.81-2.60), Never (1.00-1.80) 
 
Additionally, school’s lack of monitoring mechanism affected SBM implementation (Mean= 2.65, SD= 1.00), while the item “School’s failure to conduct assessment of SBM practices using assessment tool.” got a weighted mean of 2.57 (SD= 1.06). 
 
Interestingly, Table 3 also shows that among the fifteen statements, the items, “Unstable or no SBM monitoring and evaluation scheme” (Mean= 2.54, SD=1.23), “School heads’ poor leadership skills in the mobilization of external stakeholders to support SBM and the implementation of the SIP” (Mean= 2.23, SD= 1.19), “Delay in the publication of MOOE allocation/ MOOE and drilled down to school in cash” with (Mean= 2.49, SD= 1.12), “No definite Performance-based Incentives and Rewards System for pupils/students and teachers installed in school and supported by the SGC” (Mean= 2.41, SD= 1.28), and “Poor information dissemination of the school’s status of SBM implementation (Mean= 2.52, ,SD=1.12) are interpreted as seldom. 
 
This means that problems perceived rarely affect level of practice and the full implementation of SBM. It further implies that there is already monitoring, and evaluation being performed by SBM in charge it’s just that awareness on SBM status is not clearly stressed out and privileges or incentives are awarded only to the schools who achieved advanced level leaving the other lower categories with no proper incentives given to the teachers and other stakeholders. Further, incentives significantly increase work performance when they are carefully implemented, and performance is measured before and during incentive programs. 
 
Workers are basically the most valuable part of any organization and proves the existence of a relationship between a company's productivity and employee satisfaction with rewards (Allahem, M.S. 2013). 
 
Difference in the Level of Practice and Challenges 
This shows the significant difference on the profile of the respondents and their level of practice, and the challenges of school-based management obtained from the online survey conducted with the sixty- eight (68) respondents comprised by the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Table 6 
Difference in the Level of Practice and Challenges 
 
	Practices 
	df 
	𝜶 
	𝝌𝟐 
	p-value 
	Interpretation 
	Decision 

	School Category 
	4 
	0.05 
	24.69 
	<.001 
 
	Significant 
	Reject H0 

	Source of Fund 
	34 
	0.05 
	36.28 
	0.363 
	Insignificant 
	Do not reject 
H0 

	Level of School Based 
Implementation 
	4 
	0.05 
	50.60 
	<.001 
	Significant 
	Reject H0 

	Challenges 
	df 
	𝜶 
	𝝌𝟐 
	p-value 
	Interpretation 
	Decision 

	School Category 
	 
8 
	 
0.05 
	 
17.68 
	 
0.024 
	 
Significant 
	 
Reject H0 

	Source of Fund 
	6 
	0.05 
	66.88 
	0.516 
	Insignificant 
	Do not reject 
H0 

	Level of School Based 
Implementation 
	8 
	0.05 
	14.84 
	0.062 
	Insignificant 
	Do not reject 
H0 


 
In table 4, it can be gleaned that the level of practice of school-based management is not significantly related with source of fund,  
𝝌𝟐(4) = 36.28, 𝑝 =< .363. Further, this failed to reject the null hypothesis stating that there is no significant difference on the profile of the respondents and their level of practices of school-based management except for school category 𝝌𝟐(34) = 24.69, 𝑝 =< .001 and 𝝌𝟐(4) = 50.60, 𝑝 =<  .001. This implies that the level of practices of school-based management conceptual framework in terms of Leadership and Governance; Curriculum and Instruction; Accountability and Continuous Improvement; and Management of Resources is dependent on school category and the level of school- based management implementation. 
 
Additionally, the table likewise failed to accept the null hypothesis stating the there is no significant difference on the profile of the respondents and their level of practice of school-based management in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. The result of this study is supported by Ballarta et al. (2022) which claimed that school category and level of school- based management implementation are potent factors affecting school- based management (SBM). 
 
When it comes to challenges encountered in the successful implementation of school- based management, the table shows that source of fund, 𝝌𝟐(6) = 66.88, 𝑝 = .516 and level of school based implementation, 𝝌𝟐(8) = 14.84, 𝑝 = .062 do not have significant bearing on the challenges encountered in the implementation of SBM. However, school category, 𝝌𝟐(8) = 17.68, 𝑝 = .024 appears to be a factor that contributes to the challenges of school-based management implementation. It implies that the if the category of a school is big, the more documents are to be analyzed to support SBM implementation while medium and small categorized schools have lesser documents to gather in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. 
 
Relationship Between the Level of Practice and Challenges 
This shows the significant relationship between the respondents’ level of practice and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management obtained from the online survey conducted with the sixty- eight (68) respondents comprised by the public secondary school principals and designated school heads in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. Table 5 reveals that the respondents’ level of practice and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management are significantly related, 𝑟(66) = −0.28, 𝑝 = 0.19. Thus, it fails to accept the null hypothesis stating that there is no significant relationship between the respondents’ level of practice and the challenges in the successful implementation of schoolbased management.  
 
Table 7 
Relationship Between the Level of Practice and Challenges 
 
	Variables 
	df 
	𝜶 
	r 
	p-value 
	Interpretation 
	Decision 

	Practice and Challenges 
	66 
	0.05 
	-0.28 
	0.019 
	Significant 
	Reject H0 


 
The correlation coefficient of 𝑟 = −0.28 indicates a negative relationship between the said two variables. It implies that the higher the SBM practice, the lesser challenges are being encountered by the schools in terms of Leadership and Governance; Curriculum and Instruction; Accountability and Continuous Improvement; and Management of Resources by the public secondary schools in the 2nd congressional district in the division of Bohol. Schools are encouraged to come up with new approaches to improve their SBM level of practice by including both internal and external stakeholders through their efforts on the shared governance idea. With this, technical assistance is provided to further elevate the four SBM principles (Lopez, G. 2022). 
 
There must be coordination among stakeholders for effective SBM implementation. Likewise, both teachers and school heads suggested the following in order to solve school-based management problems and challenges towards the realization of the school objectives: (a) initiate and conduct training about SBM to stakeholders; (b) encourage collaboration among teachers and participation among stakeholders; (c) there must be transparency in the allocation and utilization of MOOE, SEF, community contribution and supplemental budget; (d) de-politicize the school system or structure; (e) there must be a compulsory management course for school head; (f) the school head should discourage favoritism; (g) delegate powers for better decision-making; (h) regular monitoring and evaluation of school performance; and, (i) democratic way of managing people. (Viggayan, E. 2017). 
 
Conclusion 
Majority of the schools are still in the developing and maturing level in SBM implementation and programs are aligned to A Child and Community-Centered Education Systems (ACCEs). School heads, teachers and stakeholders are working together to continuously improve SBM despite the challenges encountered during the process and more sources of funds is needed and should not be dependent on MOOE funds to continue SBM implementation. Furthermore, school category is a factor that contributes to the success of school- based management implementation, the bigger the school, more documents are to be retrieved and analyzed. Additionally, school category and the level of school- based implementation showed significant difference in relation to SBM level of practice while only school category showed significant difference in relation to SBM implementation challenges. Moreover, respondents’ level of practice and the challenges in the successful implementation of school-based management are correlated with each other implying that the higher the level of practice of SBM practice imposed in a school, the lesser challenges are encountered in the successful implementation of SBM.  
 
Recommendations 
After the findings and conclusion, the researcher recommends the following: 
1. May conduct on boarding of new school heads and separate enrichment seminar- workshop and professional development programs may be developed if not revised for school SBM in charge (School heads, teachers, stakeholders) to better highlight each roles and responsibilities. 
2. May benchmark schools who have attained “Advanced Level” for best practices observed in the implementation of SBM in the second congressional district in the Division of Bohol. 
3. May conduct quarterly school level-initiated Document Analysis, Observation and Discussion (DOD) for easy compilation and retrieval of needed documents for SBM. 
4. May devise a more rigid and systematic documentation/ records keeping system especially on the aspect of fund management particularly on resource generation from different sources incorporating each schools’ MIS for easy access and transparency of records. 
5. May include SBM progress and status every quarter and year- end reports to stakeholders meeting like Homeroom, BOD, and PTA meetings. 
6. May develop a monitoring framework that will constantly check learners’ progress and performance aside from written tests. 
7. May craft new policies and guidelines that will enable schools to properly allocate funds/ resources for SBM operations. 
8. Replication of this research to include public elementary schools can be made in the second congressional district in the division of Bohol.  
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