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ABSTRACT

Persistent learning gaps in foundational 
literacy and numeracy have led education systems 
to implement learning recovery initiatives aimed 
at improving learner outcomes. In the Philippines, 
the Department of Education institutionalized 
the National Learning Recovery Program 
(NLRP) to address learning loss and strengthen 
instructional delivery. This study examined the 
implementation of the NLRP in the Schools 
Division of Sorsogon Province. Specifically, it 

aimed to identify implementation challenges, examine actions taken by school 
heads, explore opportunities in program implementation, and develop a localized 
implementation plan. An explanatory mixed-methods research design was 
employed. Quantitative data were collected using a researcher-developed survey 
questionnaire, while qualitative data were gathered through semi-structured 
interviews to further explain the quantitative results. Respondents consisted of 
public-school heads and teachers using total enumeration. Quantitative data 
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were analyzed using descriptive statistics, whereas qualitative data were analyzed 
through thematic analysis. Findings indicated that NLRP implementation 
was influenced by systemic challenges related to instructional alignment, 
teacher preparedness, resource availability, administrative support, monitoring 
practices, learning environments, and stakeholder engagement. School heads 
addressed these challenges through adaptive leadership actions, including 
instructional guidance, coordination efforts, and stakeholder involvement, 
although effectiveness varied across school contexts. Opportunities emerged 
in strengthened teacher collaboration, improved instructional practices, and 
enhanced leadership engagement. The effective learning recovery requires 
context-responsive implementation and coordinated support mechanisms, 
highlighting the importance of a localized framework to enhance the effectiveness 
and sustainability of learning recovery initiatives.

INTRODUCTION

Globally, persistent learning gaps in foundational literacy and numeracy 
remain a major challenge, particularly in low- and middle-income contexts, 
where many learners fail to attain minimum proficiency levels despite years of 
schooling (UNESCO, 2021; World Bank, 2022). These gaps, if unaddressed, 
widen over time and contribute to long-term educational inequities, prompting 
the adoption of learning recovery initiatives focused on targeted and differentiated 
instruction (Dietrichson et al., 2021).

Recent ASEAN and Asia Pacific scholarship confirms that instructional 
leadership significantly influences teacher self-efficacy and reform 
implementation, underscoring the need for strong leadership practices to translate 
policy into classroom outcomes (Elfira et al., 2024) Across ASEAN countries, 
education systems have similarly undertaken reform initiatives to strengthen 
instructional delivery and improve learning outcomes. Research in Southeast 
Asia demonstrates that instructional leadership plays a critical role in mediating 
reform implementation and ensuring alignment between national policies and 
school-level practice (Hallinger & Wang, 2020).

In the Philippines, learning recovery has become a national priority in 
response to sustained low achievement in reading and mathematics. The 
Department of Education institutionalized the National Learning Recovery 
Program (NLRP) through DepEd Order No. 013, s. 2023, establishing a policy 
framework to accelerate learning progress and realign learner competencies with 
curriculum standards (DepEd, 2023).

At the local level, the effectiveness of the NLRP depends on how national 
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policies are translated into practice. In the Schools Division of Sorsogon 
Province, variations in school capacity, teacher workload, resource availability, 
and monitoring practices influence the consistency of program implementation. 
Examining these implementation conditions is essential to understanding 
how learning recovery initiatives can be strengthened to achieve equitable and 
sustainable improvements in learner outcomes.

FRAMEWORK

The study was anchored on Ecological Systems Theory, Instructional 
Leadership Theory, and Change Theory, which were integrated into the 
Context–Leadership–Opportunity (CLO) Theory of NLRP Implementation. 
Ecological Systems Theory explained how interconnected environmental systems 
shaped implementation challenges, while Instructional Leadership Theory 
highlighted the mediating role of school heads in addressing these challenges 
through instructional and organizational actions. Change Theory explained 
how leadership responses-initiated processes of organizational change that led 
to emerging opportunities for improvement. Synthesized through the CLO 
Theory, these perspectives explained how contextual challenges influenced 
implementation, how leadership actions mediated these conditions, and how 
opportunities emerged as outcomes of adaptive leadership and change processes.

The conceptual framework of the study was anchored on the CIPP 
Evaluation Model, which guided the examination of the National Learning 
Recovery Program (NLRP) through the interrelated components of context, 
input, process, and product. Context focused on implementation challenges 
affecting program delivery, while input emphasized the leadership actions of 
school heads in responding to these challenges. The process component described 
how leadership actions were implemented through coordination, supervision, and 
adaptive management. The product component represented the opportunities 
that emerged from effective implementation, including improved instructional 
practices, enhanced teacher competencies, strengthened partnerships, and 
sustainable implementation practices. Overall, the framework explained how 
leadership actions transformed contextual challenges into opportunities for 
continuous improvement in NLRP implementation.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The study sought to (1) examine the challenges encountered in the 
implementation of the National Learning Recovery Program (NLRP) in the 
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Schools Division of Sorsogon Province; (2) analyze the leadership actions 
undertaken by school heads in response to these implementation challenges; 
(3) determine the opportunities that emerged during the implementation of 
the NLRP as a result of leadership practices and contextual conditions; and 
(4) develop a localized implementation plan grounded in empirical findings to 
enhance the effectiveness and sustainability of learning recovery initiatives within 
the divisional context.

METHODOLOGY

Research Design
This study adopted an explanatory sequential mixed-methods research 

design, integrating quantitative and qualitative approaches to generate a 
comprehensive understanding of implementation gaps in the National Learning 
Recovery Program (NLRP). The quantitative phase systematically examined 
the extent and nature of challenges encountered by program implementers 
across key operational dimensions, enabling the identification of discrepancies 
between policy intent and actual practice. Subsequently, the qualitative phase was 
conducted to contextualize and explain the quantitative findings by exploring 
school leaders’ responses, decision-making processes, and contextual factors 
shaping program implementation. The integration of findings across phases 
strengthened the study’s explanatory depth by linking empirically measured 
implementation challenges with leadership actions and emergent opportunities 
within local educational contexts.

Instrumentation
A researcher-developed instrument was used to collect quantitative and 

qualitative data on the implementation gaps of the National Learning Recovery 
Program (NLRP). The survey component measured implementation challenges 
across key dimensions using a four-point Likert scale and was administered 
to teachers and school heads involved in program delivery. Semi-structured 
interviews were subsequently conducted to explain and contextualize the survey 
findings by examining leadership responses, decision-making processes, and 
implementation opportunities, consistent with the explanatory mixed-methods 
design.

Respondents
The respondents of the study were school heads and teachers from public 

secondary schools implementing the National Learning Recovery Program 
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(NLRP) in the Schools Division of Sorsogon Province. Schools were purposively 
selected to represent variations in school size and contextual conditions across 
municipalities. School heads were included due to their leadership and managerial 
roles in program planning, supervision, and monitoring, while teachers were 
selected as they were directly involved in the delivery of learning recovery 
interventions. This combination ensured adequate representation of both 
leadership and instructional perspectives in examining NLRP implementation.

Sampling
The study employed total population sampling, a non-probability technique 

in which all individuals meeting the inclusion criteria were included as 
respondents. This comprised all school heads and teachers directly involved in the 
implementation of the National Learning Recovery Program (NLRP) in public 
secondary schools across the Schools Division of Sorsogon Province. The use of 
total population sampling ensured comprehensive coverage of implementation 
perspectives, minimized sampling bias, and strengthened the accuracy of findings 
by capturing the full range of leadership and instructional experiences across 
diverse school contexts.

Data Analysis
Data were analyzed in accordance with the explanatory sequential mixed-

methods design. Quantitative survey data were analyzed using weighted mean 
to determine the extent of implementation challenges across key program 
dimensions, with results interpreted using established Likert scale descriptors. 
Qualitative interview data were subjected to thematic analysis through systematic 
coding and categorization to identify recurring patterns, leadership actions, 
and contextual factors influencing implementation. Integration of quantitative 
and qualitative findings was achieved through meta-inference, enabling a 
comprehensive interpretation of implementation gaps, leadership responses, and 
emergent opportunities in the National Learning Recovery Program.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Challenges in the Implementation of the National Learning Recovery 
Program

Program content is a critical component of learning recovery as it determines 
the alignment of instructional activities with learners identified needs and 
competency levels. Strong overall agreement was observed regarding the adequacy 
of the program content of the National Learning Recovery Program (NLRP), 
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reflecting alignment with learning recovery goals and learner-centered principles. 
Higher ratings for inclusivity, learner participation, and baseline assessment use 
suggest that the program is perceived as relevant and responsive. However, lower 
ratings for content alignment with learner readiness and adaptability highlight 
challenges in applying standardized content across diverse classroom contexts.

Table 1
Program Content

Indicators 
Over-all

TWM AI

1.	 Release of Comprehensive policies detailing all components of the 
NLRP. 3.39 SA

2.	 Guidelines leading to consistent implementation of NLRP across 
schools. 3.34 SA

3.	 Content alignment with grade-level competencies, relevance to 
students’ learning levels. 3.30 SA

4.	 The voluntary nature of the NLRP that leads to participation rates, 
especially among learners most in need of remediation. 3.52 SA

5.	 The content culturally responsive and inclusive for all students. 3.48 SA

6.	 Content relevance and adaptability. 3.33 SA

7.	 Baseline assessments  to accurately identify students in need of 
intervention. 3.46 SA

AWM 3.40 SA
    	  Legend: 	 4   3.26 – 4.00	 Strongly Agree		  .

3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 
    	                    2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                    1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree		

These results show the need for greater instructional flexibility and clearer l
Teacher Preparedness

Teacher preparedness is central to the effective implementation of learning 
recovery initiatives, as it influences the quality and consistency of instructional 
delivery. Strong overall agreement suggests that teachers were generally prepared 
to implement learning recovery interventions, particularly in terms of training, 
instructional strategies, and use of technology. However, high agreement 
on workload demands and reliance on voluntary teacher effort points to role 
strain that may affect instructional quality and the sustained implementation of 
recovery programs.
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Table 2
Teacher Preparedness  

Indicators 
Over-all

TWM AI

1. Time to prepare prior to the program’s implementation. 3.44 SA

2. Orientation on NLRP goals, processes, and expected outcomes for 
teachers.  3.38 SA

3. Training to implement the new methods, tools, and approaches required 
by the NLRP. 3.42 SA

4. Training opportunities on strategies for addressing diverse student 
learning gaps and needs.  3.43 SA

5. Teacher’s use of educational technology. 3.46 SA

6. Reliance on teacher volunteer’s due workload and risk of burnout. 3.44 SA

7. Time for instruction to address significant learning gaps. 3.48 SA

AWM 3.44 SA
                Legend: 4   3.26 – 4.00	 Strongly Agree		  .

                 3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 
    	                  2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                  1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree	 	

These results highlight the need for sustained professional development 
and structured instructional support to reduce teacher burden and strengthen 
program fidelity. Providing ongoing coaching, protected planning time, and 
workload adjustments may enhance instructional effectiveness and the long-
term sustainability of learning recovery initiatives. Recent research shows that 
heightened instructional demands and insufficient support contribute to teacher 
stress and role strain, undermining instructional quality during recovery efforts 
(Kim & Asbury, 2020). Studies further emphasize that effective and sustained 
professional development is essential for building teacher capacity and supporting 
high-quality implementation of instructional reforms (Darling-Hammond et al., 
2020).

Learning Resources
The availability and adequacy of learning resources play a vital role in 

supporting teachers’ implementation of recovery interventions and learners’ 
engagement in remediation activities. The results indicate that while learning 
resources were generally available, limitations in alignment, usability, and 
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equitable distribution constrained effective implementation of learning recovery 
interventions. Dependence on grade-level materials rather than remediation-
focused resources reduced the effectiveness of accelerated learning, while 
disparities in access and delayed provision disrupted instructional continuity 
across schools. These patterns reflect broader challenges in integrating learning 
resources into daily instruction, particularly in resource-constrained contexts.

Table 3
Learning Resources 

Indicators 
Over-all

TWM AI

1. Quantity of printers to support the production of the activity 
sheets. 3.42 SA

2.High-quality instructional materials tailored to NLRP 
objectives. 3.40 SA

3. Learning resources that are aligned with the specific goals of 
the NLRP. 3.39 SA

4. Essential learning materials, including textbooks, workbooks, 
and digital resources. 3.47 SA

5. Technological resources, such as computers and internet access, 
which are crucial for modern educational practices. 3.36 SA

6. Instructional guides and resources to support teachers in 
implementing NLRP. 3.60 SA

7. Resource allocation across schools creates disparities in NLRP 
implementation. 3.46 SA

AWM 3.44 SA
Legend:     4   3.26 – 4.00	 Strongly Agree		  .
            	   3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 

    	                	   2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                	   1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree	

These findings highlight the necessity for learning recovery programs to 
emphasize prompt access to remediation-aligned print and digital resources while 
ensuring equitable distribution across schools. Aligning curriculum priorities 
with instructional materials, enhancing usability, and mitigating access disparities 
may bolster instructional coherence and perpetuate learning recovery initiatives, 
particularly in underprivileged contexts (Alea et al., 2020; Kaffenberger, 2021; 
Woulfin & Gabriel, 2020; OECD, 2021; Reimers & Schleicher, 2020).
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Administrative Support
Administrative support is essential in facilitating coordination, guidance, 

and oversight necessary for the organized implementation of learning recovery 
programs. The results indicate that administrative support mechanisms such as 
funding, transparency, and equity-focused actions were generally present, but 
gaps in instructional support and coordination limited coherent implementation 
at the school level. Lower ratings for instructional leadership suggest that 
administrative efforts were more structural than pedagogical, reducing the 
consistency of guidance provided to teachers during recovery implementation.

Table 4
Administrative Support

Indicators 
Over-all 

TWM AI
1.	  Instructional support from the school head to 

help teachers implement the NLRP. 3.13 A 

2.	  Schools structured opportunities for teachers to 
share best practices, strategies, and resources. 3.26 SA 

3.	  Support in funding the NLRP. 3.40 SA 
4.	  Coordination among stakeholders (e.g., school 

leaders, teachers, parents) in implementing NLRP. 3.31 SA 

5.	  Administrative support for ensuring that all 
students, regardless of socio-economic background or 
geographic location, receive equitable support under the 
NLRP. 

3.41 SA 

6.	  Transparency between school administrators and 
the broader school community. 3.52 SA 

7.	  Support for teacher well-being, contributing to 
burnout and turnover. 3.35 SA 

AWM 3.34 SA 
            	   Legend: 	   4   3.26 – 4.00	 Strongly Agree		  .
                 	   3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 
    	                	   2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                	   1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree	

These findings point to the need for administrative support systems that 
prioritize instructional leadership, coordinated decision-making, and teacher 
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support alongside managerial functions. Strengthening school leaders’ instructional 
roles and reducing administrative fragmentation may improve implementation 
fidelity, enhance teacher well-being, and support the sustainability of learning 
recovery initiatives. Research indicates that effective administrative support 
depends on strong instructional leadership and coordinated implementation to 
translate policy initiatives into coherent school-level practice (Bush & Glover, 
2014). Studies conducted during periods of disruption further emphasize that 
school leaders play a critical role in sustaining instructional focus and supporting 
teachers amid competing demands (Harris & Jones, 2020). Evidence also 
shows that inadequate administrative attention to teacher workload and well-
being contributes to burnout, which undermines instructional quality and the 
sustainability of intervention programs (Madigan & Kim, 2021).

Monitoring and Evaluation
Monitoring and evaluation mechanisms are fundamental to tracking learner 

progress and informing instructional adjustments during learning recovery 
implementation. The results suggest that monitoring and evaluation mechanisms 
were generally in place, but their instructional use was inconsistent. Lower ratings 
for screening assessments, consolidation of results, and timely posttest feedback 
indicate that assessment data were not systematically used to guide remediation 
planning. Monitoring practices appeared largely compliance-oriented rather than 
formative, limiting their effectiveness in informing instructional adjustments 
during learning recovery.
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Table 5
Monitoring and Evaluation

Indicators Over-all 

TWM AI

1.	 Monitoring and evaluation processes. 3.35 SA

2.	 Screening tests such as rapid assessments for reading and 
numeracy. 

3.24 A

3.	 Available results on NLRP have not been consolidated. 3.22 A

4.	 Assessment of Students in     NLRP 3.43 SA

5.	 Prompt posttest results to evaluate the effectiveness 	
of 	 the interventions. 

3.09 A

6.	 Timely and effective assessment results that leads ability 
of group learners accordingly to their needs. 

3.43 SA

7.	 Teacher’s training or tools needed to effectively monitor 
and assess students’ progress in the recovery program. 

3.59 SA

AWM 3.35 SA
         	   Legend: 	   4    3.26 – 4.00	 Strongly Agree		  .

                   3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 
    	                	   2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                	   1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree	

These findings highlight the need to strengthen formative assessment systems 
and data-use capacity at the school level. Shifting monitoring and evaluation from 
reporting-driven processes toward instructionally focused practices may enhance 
teachers’ ability to identify learner needs, adjust interventions, and improve the 
effectiveness of learning recovery programs. Research shows that monitoring and 
evaluation systems enhance learning recovery only when assessment data are used 
formatively to guide instruction rather than for compliance purposes. Schools 
with stronger data-use practices are better able to translate assessment results into 
targeted instructional adjustments, while limited teacher capacity and delayed 
feedback constrain effective remediation (Mandinach & Schildkamp, 2021; 
Schildkamp et al., 2020).

Partnership
Partnerships with parents and external stakeholders are important in 

extending learner support beyond the classroom and sustaining learning recovery 
efforts. The results indicate that partnerships supporting the NLRP were present 
but uneven, with moderate agreement across indicators related to parental 
engagement, community involvement, and trust. Lower ratings on administrative 
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capacity to engage external partners and the presence of bureaucratic constraints 
suggest that partnership efforts were largely informal and inconsistently 
coordinated. These conditions limited the reinforcement of learning beyond 
the classroom and reduced the potential of partnerships to support sustained 
remediation, particularly for learners requiring additional support.

Table 6
Partnership 

Indicators 
Over-all 

TWM AI

1.	  Parental support and engagement in NLRP activities. 3.35 SA

2.	 Community involvement from local stakeholders. 3.46 SA

3.	 Priorities among partners. 3.37 SA

4.	 Distribution of partnership resources and benefits across schools and 
communities. 3.32 SA

5.	 Administrative capacity or expertise to engage with external partners 
effectively. 3.17 A

6.	 Trust between communities and external partners 3.37 SA

7.	 Political and bureaucratic obstacles delaying partnership-based activities 
in the NLRP. 3.34 SA

AWM 3.35 SA
         	   Legend: 	   4    3.26 – 4.00 	 Strongly Agree		  .

                   3    2.51 – 3.25	 Agree			 
    	                	   2    1.76 – 2.50	 Moderately Agree	
 	                	   1    1.00 – 1.75	 Disagree	

Strengthening learning recovery requires more intentional, school-level 
partnership structures that clarify roles, streamline coordination, and actively 
support parent and community engagement. Enhancing leadership capacity 
for partnership management and reducing procedural barriers may improve 
the continuity of learner support at home and in the community. Purposeful 
collaboration with families and local stakeholders can extend instructional 
time, reinforce remediation strategies, and promote equitable access to learning 
supports. Research shows that structured family–school and community 
collaborations are positively associated with students’ academic achievement and 
well-being, reinforcing learning recovery efforts when roles and expectations are 
clearly defined (Gerdes & Geibel, 2022; Kelty & Wakabayashi, 2020). Action 
research further demonstrates that increased family engagement correlates with 
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improved academic performance and school participation (Hall, 2020). 

Action Taken by the School Heads
This section presents the qualitative findings on the actions taken by school 

heads in addressing challenges in the implementation of the National Learning 
Recovery Program. The analysis is organized into emerging themes that reflect 
common leadership practices across schools.

Theme 1: Strengthening Instructional Guidance and Curriculum 
Prioritization

School heads reported taking deliberate actions to guide teachers in 
prioritizing essential learning competencies and adjusting instructional focus 
to support learning recovery. These actions included providing instructional 
directions, facilitating curriculum mapping, and clarifying expectations for 
recovery-oriented teaching. Teachers acknowledged that school heads offered 
guidance on pacing, lesson focus, and alignment of recovery activities with 
identified learner needs. The findings suggest that school heads assumed an 
instructional leadership role to address challenges related to program content and 
instructional alignment. By prioritizing essential competencies and streamlining 
instructional goals, school heads sought to mitigate curriculum overload and 
support teachers in delivering more focused and feasible recovery instruction. 
This leadership approach helped translate system-level recovery policies into 
actionable classroom practices.

These instructional guidance from school heads plays a critical role in 
ensuring coherence and feasibility in learning recovery implementation. When 
school leaders actively guide curriculum prioritization, teachers are better 
positioned to focus on addressing critical learning gaps rather than attempting 
full curriculum coverage. Institutionalizing instructional guidance mechanisms 
may enhance consistency and effectiveness of recovery initiatives across 
schools. Research indicates that instructional leadership focused on curriculum 
prioritization supports effective implementation of recovery and remediation 
programs (Harris & Jones, 2020; Hallinger & Wang, 2020). Studies also show 
that curriculum streamlining and clarity of instructional focus improve feasibility 
and instructional coherence during accelerated learning initiatives (OECD, 
2021; Leithwood et al., 2020).

Theme 2: Capacity-Building and Professional Support for Teachers
School heads reported implementing actions aimed at enhancing teacher 

preparedness, including organizing school-based trainings, mentoring sessions, 
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and collaborative planning activities. Teachers noted that school heads provided 
opportunities for professional learning, peer collaboration, and instructional 
coaching to support the implementation of learning recovery strategies. These 
findings indicate that school heads responded to teacher preparedness challenges 
by emphasizing capacity-building and professional support. By facilitating 
collaborative learning structures and providing instructional feedback, school 
heads aimed to strengthen teachers’ competence and confidence in delivering 
remediation and differentiated instruction required by the NLRP.

The results imply that sustained capacity-building efforts are essential for 
effective learning recovery implementation. School heads’ actions in supporting 
teacher learning contribute to improved instructional quality and reduce 
implementation strain. Embedding professional development within school 
routines may enhance teacher readiness and promote more consistent recovery 
practices. Leadership research underscores the importance of capacity-building and 
professional support in strengthening teacher instructional practices. Sustained 
capacity-building is critical to effective learning recovery implementation. 
According to recent research, collaborative professional structures (like PLCs) 
can promote more consistent teaching practices across contexts and are linked to 
better teacher outcomes (Christensen & Jerrim, 2025). Sustained, well-supported 
professional development, including technology-enabled models, can enhance 
teacher learning and instructional improvement when designed to support active 
learning and feedback, according to research conducted both during and after the 
pandemic (Huang et al., 2024). For learning recovery specifically, international 
syntheses emphasize that recovery strategies work best when they include capacity-
building and professional support for teachers and schools, alongside curricular 
and instructional adjustments (Minea-Pic, 2023; Vincent-Lancrin et al., 2022).

Theme 3: Resource Mobilization and Administrative Coordination
School heads described actions focused on mobilizing and allocating available 

resources to support NLRP implementation. These included coordinating the 
reproduction and distribution of learning materials, adjusting schedules, and 
managing logistical requirements. Teachers recognized these efforts as supportive, 
though resource constraints remained a concern. The findings suggest that school 
heads exercised administrative leadership to address resource-related challenges 
and ensure continuity of learning recovery activities. Through coordination 
and resource management, school heads attempted to mitigate limitations in 
materials and time that affected classroom implementation.

These findings imply that effective administrative coordination is necessary to 
sustain learning recovery initiatives, particularly in resource-constrained contexts. 
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Strategic resource management by school heads may help reduce implementation 
disruptions and support equitable access to recovery interventions. The way school 
leaders manage instructional materials and distribute resources is very important 
for making sure that recovery interventions are used fairly and consistently, 
especially when resources are limited (Ganon-Shilon et al., 2021; Schweig et 
al., 2022). More proof shows that managing schedules, staffing, and school 
routines from the office helps keep things running smoothly and keeps teachers 
interested during intervention implementation (McTigue et al., 2024). Research 
on implementation and recovery contexts underscores that proficient logistical 
coordination and organizational frameworks—encompassing leadership support 
and implementation climate—are essential for the longevity of school-based 
interventions (Melgarejo et al., 2020).

Emerging Theme 4: Strengthening Monitoring, Feedback, and 
Collaborative Partnerships

School heads reported actions aimed at improving monitoring and evaluation 
practices, such as tracking learner progress, conducting classroom observations, 
and coordinating with teachers and stakeholders. Teachers indicated that school 
heads facilitated communication with parents and community partners to support 
learner participation and program delivery. These findings indicate that school 
heads addressed monitoring and partnership challenges through coordination, 
communication, and feedback mechanisms. While monitoring practices were 
sometimes compliance-driven, school heads attempted to use available data and 
stakeholder support to sustain recovery efforts.

The results imply that strengthening feedback loops and collaborative 
partnerships may enhance the responsiveness and sustainability of learning 
recovery initiatives. When school heads foster shared responsibility among 
teachers and stakeholders, recovery programs are more likely to be supported 
beyond the classroom. The literature emphasizes that effective learning recovery 
initiatives depend on strong monitoring systems, continuous feedback loops, 
and collaborative partnerships led by school leaders. Effective learning recovery 
initiatives are strengthened by purposeful monitoring and feedback practices 
that enable school leaders to track learner progress and support instructional 
improvement. Research indicates that principals’ use of classroom observations 
and formative feedback contributes to improved teaching quality when 
monitoring is oriented toward professional learning rather than compliance 
(López et al., 2021). Studies also emphasize the role of school–family–community 
partnerships, showing that leadership practices which foster collaboration and 
shared responsibility among teachers, parents, and community stakeholders 
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enhance learner engagement and support the sustainability of school-based 
programs beyond the classroom (Cummins, 2025; Epstein, 2018).

Meta-inference: Integration Explanation of NLRP Implementation 
Challenges

The integration of quantitative and qualitative findings showed clear 
convergence in explaining the implementation of the National Learning Recovery 
Program. Quantitative results indicated moderate to high levels of challenges 
across key implementation areas, while qualitative findings from school heads 
and teachers provided contextual explanations for how these challenges were 
experienced in practice. Qualitative data clarified that workload pressures, limited 
instructional flexibility, resource constraints, and varying school capacities 
contributed to the challenges identified quantitatively. The integration further 
revealed that leadership actions played a mediating role in managing these 
challenges, explaining variations in implementation effectiveness across schools. 
Overall, the integrated findings demonstrated that NLRP implementation was 
shaped by the interaction of contextual conditions and leadership responses 
rather than isolated factors.

Opportunities in the Implementation of the National Learning Recovery 
Program

Despite the challenges encountered in the implementation of the National 
Learning Recovery Program, the findings revealed several opportunities that 
emerged at the school level, highlighting areas for instructional, leadership, and 
collaborative improvement.

Theme 1: Strengthened Teacher Collaboration and Professional
School heads and teachers reported that the implementation of the NLRP 

created opportunities for increased collaboration among teachers, particularly 
through shared planning, peer support, and collective problem-solving related 
to remediation and differentiated instruction. These findings suggest that the 
learning recovery context encouraged teachers to work more collaboratively in 
addressing learners’ needs. The shared responsibility for recovery interventions 
fostered 

The emergence of collaborative practices implies that learning recovery 
initiatives can serve as catalysts for strengthening professional learning 
communities. Sustaining structured collaboration may enhance instructional 
coherence, support teacher learning, and contribute to continuous improvement 
beyond the recovery period. Research shows that structured teacher collaboration 
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supports the sustainability of instructional improvements by enabling shared 
responsibility and collective problem-solving, particularly during reform and 
recovery initiatives (Harris & Jones, 2020; OECD, 2021). 

Theme 2: Improvement in Instructional Practices and Learner 
Responsiveness

Participants reported that the NLRP heightened teachers’ awareness of 
learners’ needs and encouraged the use of targeted and remedial instructional 
strategies. This indicates that the focus on learning recovery prompted 
instructional shifts toward greater responsiveness and differentiation, aligning 
teaching practices more closely with learner progress. 

These findings imply that learning recovery initiatives can strengthen 
instructional practices when teachers are supported in adapting instruction based 
on learner needs. Studies indicate that targeted and differentiated instruction 
improves when teachers consistently use learner data to guide teaching decisions, 
making recovery gains more durable over time (Dietrichson et al., 2021; World 
Bank, 2022). 

Theme 3: Enhanced Leadership Engagement and Instructional Oversight
School heads reported increased involvement in instructional supervision, 

monitoring, and teacher support during NLRP implementation. These 
findings suggest that the NLRP encouraged school heads to assume more active 
instructional leadership roles, strengthening alignment between leadership 
practices and teaching and learning processes.

The increased leadership engagement implies that learning recovery initiatives 
can reinforce instructional leadership practices. Sustaining active leadership 
involvement may improve coordination, accountability, and instructional support 
within schools. Research demonstrates that sustained parent and community 
engagement reinforces learner participation and supports the long-term viability 
of school-based interventions (Datnow & Park, 2022; UNESCO, 2021).

Theme 4: Strengthened Stakeholder and Community Engagement and 
Community Engagement

School heads reported improved communication and collaboration with 
parents and community stakeholders in supporting learner participation in 
recovery activities. These findings indicate that learning recovery efforts created 
opportunities to strengthen shared responsibility for learner support beyond the 
classroom.

The results imply that sustained stakeholder engagement can enhance the 
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reach and sustainability of learning recovery initiatives. Formalizing partnerships 
may reinforce learner support and contribute to long-term educational 
improvement. Research demonstrates that sustained parent and community 
engagement reinforces learner participation and supports the long-term viability 
of school-based interventions (Datnow & Park, 2022; UNESCO, 2021). 

Meta-inference: Integration Explanation of NLRP Implementation 
Challenges

The integration of quantitative and qualitative findings showed clear 
convergence in explaining the implementation of the National Learning Recovery 
Program. Quantitative results indicated moderate to high levels of challenges 
across key implementation areas, while qualitative findings from school heads 
and teachers provided contextual explanations for how these challenges were 
experienced in practice. Qualitative data clarified that workload pressures, limited 
instructional flexibility, resource constraints, and varying school capacities 
contributed to the challenges identified quantitatively. The integration further 
revealed that leadership actions played a mediating role in managing these 
challenges, explaining variations in implementation effectiveness across schools. 
Overall, the integrated findings demonstrated that NLRP implementation was 
shaped by the interaction of contextual conditions and leadership responses 
rather than isolated factors.

The convergence of findings in this study aligns with broader evidence from 
international learning recovery initiatives, where implementation effectiveness 
has been shaped by contextual capacity, leadership responsiveness, and system-
level support mechanisms (OECD, 2021; World Bank, 2022). Similar to findings 
in other post-pandemic recovery contexts, the interaction between leadership 
practices and structural conditions significantly influenced program coherence 
and sustainability. This suggests that the implementation gaps identified in the 
Schools Division of Sorsogon Province reflect systemic challenges common in 
large-scale recovery reforms rather than isolated local weaknesses.

Developed or localized implementation plan for the School Division of 
Sorsogon

The development of a localized implementation plan for the National 
Learning Recovery Program was necessary to address context-specific challenges 
identified in the study. School heads and teachers emphasized the need for a 
plan that aligns national guidelines with school-level realities, particularly in 
instructional capacity, monitoring practices, leadership coordination, resource 
management, and stakeholder engagement. The localized plan was viewed as 
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a practical guide for organizing learning recovery efforts, clarifying roles, and 
promoting more consistent and sustainable implementation across schools in the 
Schools Division of Sorsogon Province.

CONCLUSION

The implementation of the National Learning Recovery Program in the 
Schools Division of Sorsogon Province was shaped by interconnected instructional, 
organizational, and contextual factors that influenced program coherence and 
effectiveness. While both school heads and teachers encountered challenges related 
to instructional alignment, preparedness, resources, monitoring, and stakeholder 
engagement, school leaders employed adaptive instructional, administrative, and 
collaborative actions to address these constraints. The integration of quantitative 
and qualitative findings demonstrated that implementation issues were systemic 
rather than isolated and that leadership actions played a mediating role in 
managing contextual challenges. Despite these constraints, the implementation 
of the NLRP generated meaningful opportunities for strengthened teacher 
collaboration, improved instructional practices, enhanced leadership engagement, 
and increased stakeholder involvement. These conclusions show the importance 
of context-responsive leadership and coordinated support mechanisms, and they 
justify the development of a localized implementation plan as an evidence-based 
approach to strengthening the effectiveness and sustainability of learning recovery 
initiatives within the division.
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