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Abstract: This study aims to assess the status of implementation of disaster risk
reduction measures of school heads in the identified schools. The researchers used the
descriptive research method to gather information about the respondents’ level of
disaster measures and respondent groups satisfaction in terms of safety of school
records, school properties and pupils and school personnel. The data obtained were
analyzed using percentage weighted mean, standard deviation, and two independent
sample t-test, utilizing 0.05 level of significance. finding shows that although the
respondent groups have received appropriate training and seminars for possible disaster
risk reduction measures, still the respondent groups perceived some risk in dealing with
unexpected disaster due to lack of resources and coordination with an expert in times
of disaster. Results also shows that there is a need to elevate the training and
information dissemination in terms of DRR and strengthen the policy and programs in
order to address the needs of the respondent especially the teachers. Overall, after
careful analysis of the results of this study, all variables are pointing out to the
importance of improving the DRR measure and prevention.

Keywords: Disaster Risk Reduction, Mitigating Measures, Basic Education Program
1. Introduction

Disasters are uncontrolled threats confronting the world which create a pressing
challenge on the part of the schools because they bring risks to the safety of the learners,
teachers, school personnel, school properties and records (Saltman, 2015; Baytiyeh &
Ocal, 2016). The learning of the learners is affected due to disturbances in the actual
class contact time, psychological impact of the catastrophes, and health and economic
issues (Sigh et al., 2020). Teachers and school personnel consume additional hours
restoring the school systems to normal (Sonnentag, 2001). The flow of the lessons is
disrupted. Disasters denude buildings, fences, furniture, computers, textbooks,
instructional materials and other school properties (Stewart, 2016). Records can also be
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destroyed and distorted. In fact, the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) claimed
that children and adolescents faced with ongoing violence or natural disasters often fail
or perform poorly on required standardized tests, which can influence their future
opportunities. Poor performance is compounded by interrupted periods of schooling.

Myers (2017) stated that not only are we altering the Earth's atmosphere, but
our young people and future generations are as well. It is now impossible to avoid
disasters; therefore, everyone must focus on their own defense (Goldberg, 2000). The
United Nations’ strategy, the effect of catastrophe is a severe disturbance to the overall
functionality of a population or culture, resulting in wide-ranging individual, material,
and even environmental and/environmental capital casualties that outweigh the affected
community's capacity to deal with them.” Moreover, a disaster is an unforeseen event,
which can overwhelm the capacity of the affected people to manage its impact (Al-
Dahash et al., 2016) t. Many people are periodically exposed to natural disasters in their
life, and most disasters, or more correctly hazards that lead to disasters, cannot be
prevented. However, their 11 effects can be mitigated. Disaster management efforts aim
to reduce or avoid the potential losses from hazards, assure prompt and appropriate
assistance to the victims of a disaster, and achieve a rapid and effective recovery (Nia
et al, 2017).

Recent article defined by Kirschenbaum (2019) emphasized that disaster
management as a plan that has been done strategically & the process is administered &
employed to protect critical assets from natural or human made calamities & destruction
take place. She expressed that disaster management is a necessity in every country,
because the world is becoming vulnerable to natural disaster, and the number of
casualties has skyrocketed in the past 20 years.

The goal of the UN Office for Mitigation of Catastrophe Risk is to assess and
monitor risk after a disaster has occurred. preventing threats, lowering the risks people's
vulnerability to them, lessening the possibility of personal injury, or loss, wise land and
environmental protection Disasters usually accompany natural disasters. The
seriousness of a catastrophe is gauged by how big a danger is. It is the combined effect
of the decisions we make in our lives that in consequence have on the effect on the
world (UNSDR, 2009).

The National Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Council (NDRRMC)
of the Philippines reported that when Super Typhoon Yolanda (International Name:
Haiyan) hit the country in 2013, it left 6, 300 casualties, 28,689 injured and 1,061
missing,2 and unprecedented destruction in various educational investments. In the
Division of DepEd Tacloban City, Typhoon Yolanda has totally damaged 45
classrooms, 20 of which are located in the main school, the international community
signed the adoption of the Hyogo Framework for Action (HFA) 2005-2010: Building
the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters. It is a 10-year disaster risk
reduction blueprint strategy adopted by 168 governments over the world including the
Philippines.

Priority 3 of HFA which is to “use knowledge, innovation and education to build
a culture of safety and resilience at all levels” is considerably relevant and attached to
education.4 As a response to HFA, the Department of Education issued DepEd Order
No. 55, s. 2007 about “Prioritizing the Mainstreaming of Disaster Risk Reduction
Management in the School System and Implementation of Programs and Projects
Relative Therefore” of which under its non-structural component, the department
prepared the Disaster Risk Reduction Resource Manual which serves as source of
information to be used by school administrators, school heads/principals, supervisors
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and teachers relative to the implementation of disaster risk reduction management
projects.

In 2010, the government passed Republic Act No. 10121 known as the
Philippine Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Act. Consequently, the
Department of Education reiterated the related implementing guidelines on Climate
Change Adaptation and Disaster Risk Reduction at all school levels through DepEd
Order 82, s. 2010. Thus, the researcher has thought of taking an in-depth look into the
level of awareness and status of implementation of disaster risk reduction measures of
school heads of elementary schools in the identified schools.

2. Purpose of the Study
This research assessed the status of implementation of disaster risk reduction measures
in the identified public schools. The level of disaster risk reduction measures in terms
of: information dissemination and advocacy campaign, policy mechanisms,
organizational structure, mitigation measures and the level of satisfaction in terms:
safety of school records, safety of school properties and safety of learners and school
personnel were considered in the main problem of the study.

3. Research Methodology

This research utilized the descriptive research method on assessing the level of
disaster preparedness. It also utilizes the comparative design as it sought to determine
differences in the level of awareness and status of implementation of disaster risk
reduction measures in the identified schools. The independent variable was the level of
awareness of the school heads on the disaster risk reduction measures in terms of
information dissemination and advocacy campaign, policy mechanisms, organizational
structure, mitigation measures ensuring the safety of pupils and school personnel,
school properties and school records. The instrument used in this study was the survey
questionnaire developed from the issuances of the Department of Education related to
disaster risk reduction. The listed items about the level of awareness of school heads on
disaster risk reduction measures in terms of: information dissemination and advocacy
campaign, policy mechanisms, organizational structure, mitigation measures ensuring
the safety of pupils and school personnel, school properties and school records. Part 11
stipulated items to assess the status of implementation of disaster risk reduction
measures in terms of information dissemination and advocacy campaign, policy
mechanisms, organizational structure, mitigation measures.

4. Results and Discussions

Table 1 presents how both the administrators and the teachers assessed in terms of
information dissemination and advocacy campaign. Findings have shown that
training/seminar/orientation on drills should be conducted/attended got the highest
weighted mean of 4.37 which verbally describe as strongly agree, while the statement
the school shall conduct information dissemination on hazards in school got the lowest
weighted mean of 4.02 which verbally described as agree. This indicates that teacher
group perceived that there’s a need to conduct relevant training and seminars related to
disaster in the school. Administrator on the other, training/seminar/orientation on
developing a disaster risk reduction plan should be conducted/attended got the highest
weighted mean of 4.51, which verbally described as strongly agree.
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Table 1. Information Dissemination and Advocacy Campaign

Indicators Teachers Administrator
Mean | VD | Mean | VD
Training/seminar/orientation on developing a disaster risk reduction
plan should be conducted/attended 416 | SA | 451 SA
Schools should participate in the activities related to the observance
of National Disaster Consciousness Month 432 | SA | 443 SA
Conduct/attend training/seminar/orientation on the organization of
disaster risk reduction groups 411 A 4.22 SA
The school shall conduct information dissemination on hazards in
school 4.02 A 4.61 SA
Training/seminar/orientation on the utilization of Disaster Risk
Reduction Manual should be conducted/attended 4.16 A 4.26 SA
Training/seminar/orientation on drills should be conducted/attended | 4.37 | SA | 4.25 SA
Grand Mean 4.19 A 438 | SA

While, conduct/attend training/seminar/orientation on the organization of disaster risk
reduction groups got the lowest weighted mean of 4.22 which verbally described as
strongly agree. By comparing the average mean on the perception of the school
administrators and teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average mean
of 4.38 which can be described as strongly agree, while teachers’ responses got the
average mean of 4.19 which can be verbally described as agree Though there is
difference between both respondent groups’ perception, it can still be stated that there
is a need to elevate the training and information dissemination in terms of DRR.

Table 2. Policy Mechanisms

Indicators Teachers Administrator
Mean | VD | Mean | VD
School heads shall take the lead role in planning activities to promote
a safe school environment 4.26 | SA 4.26 SA
School heads shall ensure the participation of students, teachers,
parents, community members, local authorities, and other concerned | 4.20 | A 4.43 SA
stakeholders in promoting safe school environment
Concerned local DepEd officials are directed to establish effective AS
lines of communications with their respective LGU 418 | A 4.21
Any decision to cancel or suspend classes must come from the local A
government. A school head may only cancel or suspend classes in | 4.14 | A 4.28
cases where urgent action is needed to prevent loss of life or bodily
harm
Every school shall have a garden with vegetables and root crops A
which can be consumed at times the school is used as evacuation | 4.10 | A 4.14
center
The school shall mainstream disaster risk reduction concepts in the | 4.38 | SA 4.24 SA
school curriculum.
Grand Mean 438 | SA 426 | SA

Table 2 presents how both the administrators and the teachers assessed in terms of
policy mechanism. Findings have shown that the school shall mainstream disaster risk
reduction concepts in the school curriculum got the highest weighted mean of 4.38
which verbally describe as strongly agree, while the statement every school shall have
a garden with vegetables and root crops which can be consumed at times the school is
used as evacuation center got the lowest weighted mean of 4.10 which verbally
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described as agree. Administrator on the other, school heads shall ensure the
participation of students, teachers, parents, community members, local authorities, and
other concerned stakeholders in promoting safe school environment got the highest
weighted mean of 4.43, which verbally described as strongly agree. While, every school
shall have a garden with vegetables and root crops which can be consumed at times the
school is used as evacuation center got the lowest weighted mean of 4.14 which verbally
described as agree. By comparing the average mean on the perception of the school
administrators and teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average mean
of 4.26 which can be described as strongly agree, while teachers’ responses got the
average mean of 4.38 which can be verbally described as strongly agree. This indicates
that there is a need for the school to strengthen the policy and programs in disaster risk
reduction.

Table 3. Organizational Structure
Indicators Teachers | Administrator
Mean | VD | Mean | VD
School Disaster Risk Reduction Group or committee should be formed | 3.98 | A 4.32 SA
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Focal Person should be

designated 406 | A 4.65 SA
Disaster Risk Reduction and Management Office should be

designated 432 | SA | 482 SA
Disaster Assessment Team and the Needs Analysis Team, Search and 4.29 SA

Rescue Team, Medical Team, Fire Suppression Team, Relief and | 4.15 | A
Evacuation Team and other Response Teams should be formed

Volunteers should be organized 418 | A 4.30 SA
Capabilities for the members of the DRR Group should be assessed 421 | SA | 448 SA
Grand Mean 4.15 A | 448 | SA

Table 3 presents how both the administrators and the teachers assessed in terms of
organizational structure. Findings have shown that Disaster Risk Reduction and
Management Office should be designated got the highest weighted mean of 4.32 which
verbally describe as strongly agree, while the statement refers to school Disaster Risk
Reduction Group or committee should be formed got the lowest weighted mean of 3.98
which verbally described as agree. Administrator on the other Disaster Risk Reduction
and Management Office should be designated got the highest weighted mean of 4.82,
which verbally described as strongly agree. While, volunteers should be organized got
the lowest weighted mean of 4.32 which verbally described as agree. By comparing the
average mean on the perception of the school administrators and teachers, the school
administrators’ responses got the average mean of 4.48 which can be described as
strongly agree, while teachers’ responses got the average mean of 4.15 which can be
verbally described as agree. This indicates that there is a need for the school to
maximize the participation of school community in upbringing the preparation of
disasters.

Table 4 presents how both the administrators and the teachers assessed in terms of
mitigation measures. Findings have shown that early warning devices and signages
should be installed got the highest weighted mean of 4.38 which verbally describe as
strongly agree, while the statement refers to Pupils and school personnel should
participate in drills got the lowest weighted mean of 4.02 which verbally described as
agree. Administrator on the other hand, early warning devices and signages should be
installed got the highest weighted mean of 4.37, which verbally described as strongly
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agree. While, safe places where children and school personnel can go in case of
emergencies should be identified got the lowest weighted mean of 4.22 which verbally
described as strongly agree.

Table 4. Mitigation Measures

Indicators Teachers Administrator
Mean VD Mean VD
Evacuation/exit plan on every floor of the building should be
in place 4.21 SA 4.26 SA
Emergency exits should be identified 4.18 A 4.32 SA
Safe places where children and school personnel can go in SA
case of emergencies should be identified 4.18 A 4.22
Pupils and school personnel should be educated what to do
before, during and after disasters 4.14 A 4.61 AS
Pupils and school personnel should participate in drills 4.02 A 4.26 SA
Early warning devices and signages should be installed 4.38 SA 4.37 SA
Grand Mean 4.19 A 4.34 SA

By comparing the average mean on the perception of the school administrators and
teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average mean of 4.34 which can
be described as strongly agree, while teachers’ responses got the average mean of 4.19
which can be verbally described as agree. This indicates that there is a need for the
school to elevate the participation of school community in dealing with disasters.

Table 5. Safety of School Properties
Indicators Teachers Administrator
Mean | VD | Mean | VD

Proposed to proper authorities the construction of structures to protect
the school from mudflows, landslides and the like 421 | SS | 4.32 SS
Stored textbooks, teaching manuals and equipment in a safe place,
preferably on an elevated room to ensure protection from rain or flood | 4.13 | S 4.25 SS
Invited proper authorities to conduct a regular inspection and

maintenance of sanitary and sewerage system 402 | S 4.22 SS

Invited proper authorities to conduct regular assessment and repair of 4.29 SS

school buildings 411 | S

Safety of School Properties 416 | S 4.30 SS

Constructed school buildings in accordance with approved standards | 4.15 | S 4.23 SS
Grand Mean 413 | S | 426 | SS

Table 5 presents the satisfaction of administrators and the teachers in terms of safety of
school properties. By comparing the average mean on the satisfaction of the school
administrators and teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average mean
of 4.26 which can be described as strongly satisfied while teachers’ responses got the
average mean of 4.13 which can be verbally described as agree. This indicates that
teachers were not strongly satisfied in terms of the safety of school properties, this
implied that there is a need to enhance the school structure to prevent damage on school
properties if disaster would arise.

Table 6 presents the satisfaction of administrators and the teachers in terms of ensuring
the safety of school records. By comparing the average mean on the satisfaction of the
school administrators and teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average
mean of 4.14 which can be described as satisfied while teachers’ responses got the
average mean of 3.76 which can be verbally described as agree. This indicates that
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teachers and administrators were not strongly satisfied in terms of the safety of school
records, this implied that there is a need to restructure the safekeeping place of the
school records in order to prevent from damage.

Table 6. Safety of School Records

Indicators Teachers Administrator
Mean VD Mean VD
Built a well-fastened overhead cabinet for important
documents 3.53 A 4.01 A
Provided safe storage of records 3.48 A 4.25 SA
Provided a fire and flood proof vault for vital school records 4.16 A 4.16 A
Stored back-up files of vital documents in safe place 4.21 SA 411 AA
Ensuring the Safety of School Records 3.64 A 4.12 A
Established and/or installed back up files of vital records 3.80 A 4.15 A
Built a well-fastened overhead cabinet for important | 3.53 A 4.21 SA
documents
Grand Mean 3.76 A 4.14 A

Table 7. Safety of Pupils and School Personnel

Indicators Teachers | Administrator
Mean | VD | Mean | VD
Educated pupils and school personnel what to do before, during and
after disasters 402 | A 4.21 SA
Posted evacuation/exit plan 348 | A 3.64 A
Identified emergency exits 416 | A 4.07 A
Identified safe places where children and school personnel can go in | 4.21 | SA | 4.24 SA
case of emergencies
Installed early warning devices and signages 3.64 | AA| 3.18 A
Educated pupils and school personnel what to do before, during and | 4.07 | A 4.10 A
after disasters
Posted evacuation/exit plan 401 | A 4.06 A
Grand Mean 394 | A 3.93 A

Table 7 presents the satisfaction of administrators and the teachers in terms of safety of
pupils and school personnel. By comparing the average mean on the satisfaction of the
school administrators and teachers, the school administrators’ responses got the average
mean of 3.93 which can be described as satisfied while teachers’ responses got the
average mean of 3.94 which can be verbally described as agree. This indicates that
teachers and administrators were not strongly satisfied in terms of their safety inside
the school, moreover, this implied that there is a need for the division to revisit the
school structure to prevent casualties if disaster would arise.

Table 8. Test of Significant Difference

Constructs Mean (Teachers p-value Remarks
Administrators)

Information 4.19 0.048901 Significant

Dissemination 4.38

Policy Mechanism 4.21 0.397512 Not Significant
4.26

Organizational 4.15 0.009189 Significant

Structure 4.48

Mitigation Measures 4.19 0.066054 Not Significant
4.34
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Table 8 presents the data in terms of the test of significant difference of the respondent
groups as to the level of disaster risk reduction measures. Finding shows that
information dissemination and organizational structure were significant, this indicate
that there is a significant difference on the way they perceived the identified measures.
On the contrary, policy mechanism and mitigation measures, finding shows that the two
DRR measures were not significant, hence there is strong evidence of the null
hypothesis. This indicates that respondent groups perceived the DRR measures in terms
of policy mechanism and mitigation measures.

Conclusion

Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions were drawn. The schools
were engaging on different trainings and seminars relating to disaster risk reduction
measures, however, finding shows that although the respondent groups have received
appropriate training and seminars, for possible prevention, still the respondent groups
perceived some risk in dealing with unexpected disaster due to lack of resources and
coordination with an expert in times of disaster. Results also shows that there is a need
to elevate the training and information dissemination in terms of DRR and strengthen
the policy and programs in order to address the needs of the respondent especially the
teachers.

References

Al-Dahash, H., Thayaparan, M., & Kulatunga, U. (2016, August). Understanding the
terminologies: Disaster, crisis and emergency. In Proceedings of the 32nd annual
ARCOM conference, ARCOM 2016 (pp. 1191-1200).

Allen, K. M. (2006). Community-based disaster preparedness and climate adaptation:
local capacity-building in the Philippines. Disasters, 30(1), 81-101.

Action Aid International. (2008). Disaster Risk Reduction: Education Policy Review.

Commission on Audit. (2014). Assessment of Disaster Risk Reduction and
Management (DRRM) at the Local Level.

Aitsi-Selmi, A., S. Egawa, H. Sasaki, C. Wannous, and V. Murray. 2015. “The Sendai
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction: Renewing the Global Commitment to
People’s Resilience, Health, and Well-Being.” International Journal of Disaster
Risk Science 6 (2):

Baytiyeh, H., & Ocal, A. (2016). High school students’ perceptions of earthquake
disaster: A comparative study of Lebanon and Turkey. International Journal of
Disaster Risk Reduction, 18, 56-63.

Bankoff, G., & Hilhorst, D. (2009). The politics of risk in the Philippines: comparing
state and NGO perceptions of disaster management. Disasters, 33(4), 686-704.

Beckford, C., Jacobs, C., Williams, N. & Nahdee, R., 2010, ‘Aboriginal environmental
wisdom, stewardship and sustainability: Lessons from Walpole First Nations,
Ontario, Canada’, Journal of Environmental Education 41(4), 239—-248.

Deen, S. (2015). Pakistan 2010 floods. Policy gaps in disaster preparedness and
response. International journal of disaster risk reduction, 12, 341-349.

Domingo, S. N. (2017). Institutional issues on disaster risk reduction and management
(No. 2017-50). PIDS Discussion Paper Series.

Elnar, E. et.al (2017) Disaster Risk Reduction Education: Based on Cebu Province,
Philippines Experience. Volume 1 pp. 2-5, 95-96, 113-119.

Bentillo et al., (2022). Assuring Prompt and Appropriate Mitigating Measures for Disaster Risk Reduction
Program in Basic Education. Copyright (c) 2022. Author (s). This is an open term of Creative Commons
Attribution License (CC BY). www.wjehr.com


http://www.wjehr.com/

Guevarra, J. P. et al. (2008). Assessment of Disaster Preparedness in Selected Public
Schools in Luzon, Philippines.

Goldberg, H. (2000). The hazards of being male: Surviving the myth of masculine
privilege. Wellness Institute, Inc.

Glantz, M. H. 2015. “The Letter and the Spirit of the Sendai Framework for Disaster
Risk Reduction (Aka HFA2).” International Journal of Disaster Risk Science 6
(2): 205-206.

Hoffmann, R., & Muttarak, R. (2017). Learn from the past, prepare for the future:
Impacts of education and experience on disaster preparedness in the Philippines
and Thailand. World Development, 96, 32-51.

Huang, Q., & Xiao, Y. (2015). Geographic situational awareness: mining tweets for
disaster preparedness, emergency response, impact, and recovery. ISPRS
International Journal of Geo-Information, 4(3), 1549-1568.

International Displacement Monitoring Centre (IDMC), 2015, Global Estimates 2015:
People displayed by disasters, viewed September 2017, from 85 http://www.
internal-displacement.org/publications/global-estimates-2015- people-displaced
by-disasters.

Kirschenbaum, A. (Ed.). (2019). Chaos organization and disaster management. CRC
Press.

Kisantis A. Herbert W. and Martinez-Aries, R. (2004) “Students Perception of School
Safety Effects by Community, School Environment and Substance Use Variables
the Journal of Early Adolescence Vol. 24 No. 4 Pp. 412 - 430

Myers, S. S. (2017). Planetary health: protecting human health on a rapidly changing
planet. The Lancet, 390(10114), 2860-2868.

Magee, T. Developing a Risk Reduction Plan for your Community: An Overview.

National Disaster Coordinating Council. Implementing Rules and Regulations of
Republic Act No. 10121 also known as the Philippine Risk Reduction and
Management Act of 2010.

National Disaster Management Office, Ministry of Labor and Social Welfare. National
Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction, Linkages between Poverty and
Disaster Risk, Lao PDR. 2012.

Perez, R. T. (2008). “A Community-Based Flood Risk Management in the Lower
Pampanga River Basin”. University of the Philippines Los Bafios Journal of
Environmental Science and Management. Volume 11, No. 1.

Saltman, K. J. (2015). Failure of corporate school reform. Routledge.

Singh, S., Roy, D., Sinha, K., Parveen, S., Sharma, G., & Joshi, G. (2020). Impact of
COVID-19 and lockdown on mental health of children and adolescents: A
narrative review with recommendations. Psychiatry research, 293, 113429

Sonnentag, S. (2001). Work, recovery activities, and individual well-being: a diary
study. Journal of occupational health psychology, 6(3), 196.

Stewart, T., & Fields, A. (2016). Picher, Oklahoma: Catastrophe, Memory, and
Trauma (Vol. 20). University of Oklahoma Press.

Valarao, C. (2009). “Gearing Up for the Big One: Improving our Schools’ Capacity to
Handle Disasters”. Educator. Volume XVIII, No. 7.

Copyright (c) 2022. Author (s). This is an open term of Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). To view a copy of this license, visit
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Bentillo et al., (2022). Assuring Prompt and Appropriate Mitigating Measures for Disaster Risk Reduction
Program in Basic Education. Copyright (c) 2022. Author (s). This is an open term of Creative Commons
Attribution License (CC BY). www.wjehr.com


http://www.wjehr.com/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

