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Abstract 

In the academic settings of the CAMANAVA region, ensuring campus safety is important, as reflected in the study titled 
"Study of Security Officers in Selected Colleges in CAMANAVA Towards Campus Security” is aligned with theory of Crime 
Prevention Through Environmental Design. This research explores the efficacy of security officers in protecting 
campuses, guided by CPTED principles. It investigates patrol frequency, surveillance technology usage, access control 
enforcement, and territorial ownership reinforcement to assess current security practices. While there's positivity 
about security officers' roles in monitoring and enforcing access, maintenance and management issues pose hurdles. 
Significant links between security officer performance and environmental factors, maintenance problems, and visibility-
blocking designs are evident. Clear connections between security officer performance and environmental factors, 
maintenance issues, and design impediments emerge. Recommendations include standardizing maintenance, 
improving budget allocation, and fostering closer collaboration, echoing the principles of the Campus Safety Blueprint. 
This holistic framework encompasses assessment, policy development, training, technological integration, maintenance 
protocols, community engagement, collaboration, and continuous evaluation, aligning seamlessly with the study's 
objectives. By adhering to the principles outlined in the Campus Safety Blueprint, this research aims to contribute to the 
creation of secure, supportive learning environments in CAMANAVA's educational institutions.  

Keywords: Campus safety; Security; Security officers; CAMANAVA region; University; Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) 

1. Introduction

Security remains a top priority across all sectors, including higher education institutions where ensuring the safety of 
the academic community is critical. In particular, security officers play a central role in upholding peace and order 
within school premises, reducing crime risks, and creating an environment conducive to learning. The effectiveness of 
these officers in campus settings is influenced not only by their presence but also by the integration of strategic safety 
measures and environmental design. According to Woodruff (2022), the key responsibility of campus security officers 
lies in maintaining a strong, visible presence and fostering trust within the campus community. This visibility is essential 
in deterring crime, managing emergencies, and cultivating a secure learning atmosphere. 

Historically, the evolution of school safety measures has been shaped by external threats and public incidents. The 
Columbine tragedy, as cited by Lawrence (2007) and the National Institute of Education (1978), shifted school security 
focus from property crimes to violence prevention. This shift led to policies that introduced surveillance systems, the 
deployment of trained security personnel, and coordination with local law enforcement (U.S. Department of Education, 
2007a, 2007b). These transformations have emphasized the need for institutions to adopt comprehensive and proactive 
security frameworks. 
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In the Philippine context, Article XIV, Section 4 (1) of the 1987 Constitution mandates the State to regulate and supervise 
educational institutions. However, the growing threats to campus safety have prompted calls for stronger campus 
security policies and improved transparency in informing students, parents, and faculty about security protocols 
(Campus Security Act, 2019). Mabanglo (2020) stresses that no educational institution is immune from security threats, 
thus highlighting the need for stakeholders—including administrators, faculty, staff, and students—to have a thorough 
understanding of campus safety concerns and strategies. 

Security officers must possess a diverse set of skills to be effective. Active listening and critical thinking are crucial, 
especially when managing student populations or de-escalating conflicts. Anyon (2017) emphasized the importance of 
training that fosters active learning and situational responsiveness. Omer (2021) noted the necessity for calm and 
calculated decision-making under pressure, especially in student-dense settings. Barte et al. (2022) further emphasized 
that gaps in training can severely affect the readiness and responsiveness of security officers, necessitating 
comprehensive skill development programs focused on communication, critical thinking, and tactical awareness. 

This study is grounded in the theoretical lens of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), originally 
proposed by C. Ray Jeffery in 1971. CPTED emphasizes how the built environment influences criminal behavior and 
how strategic design can deter crime. Setyawan and Larasati (2021) assert that crime can be prevented through proper 
manipulation of the physical environment, including lighting, visibility, and access control. Piroozfar et al. (2019) further 
support this, identifying that territorial reinforcement, defensible spaces, and surveillance are crucial design 
components in crime deterrence. 

Applying this framework, the study investigates security practices in CAMANAVA universities, particularly in relation 
to their interaction with the environment, their use of surveillance technology, and their collaboration with other 
departments. As Monchuk et al. (2019) explain, design elements such as poor surveillance or layout flaws can increase 
criminal opportunity. These perspectives are reinforced by studies like those of Smith and Brown (2018) and Jones et 
al. (2019), who highlight the effectiveness of CPTED strategies—such as improved lighting, territoriality, and trained 
personnel—in reducing campus crime and enhancing safety perceptions. In the Philippine setting, Cruz (2020) reported 
that despite budgetary and awareness challenges, the CPTED model holds promise for enhancing public university 
security, provided that institutions engage their security personnel and stakeholders in policy design. 

The importance of this study is underscored by the realities faced by institutions in CAMANAVA—areas surrounded by 
densely populated residential zones, increasing the need for responsive and adaptive campus security systems 
(Aydinan, 2023; Abad, 2021). The research investigates the security officers' effectiveness in multiple dimensions: 
patrol frequency, surveillance usage, community feedback responsiveness, interdepartmental collaboration, breach 
response, and access control enforcement. Furthermore, it explores the influence of environmental features—such as 
signage, natural barriers, and visibility-obstructing design—on security operations, in line with previous findings by 
Agbonkpolor (2020) and Abiodun et al. (2018), who noted that environmental elements significantly influence security 
outcomes. 

Using a quantitative approach, this study evaluates whether the effectiveness of campus security officers is significantly 
affected by visibility-obstructing designs, environmental factors, institutional practices, and maintenance-related 
issues. Specifically, it tests four hypotheses: (H1) Visibility-obstructing designs affect monitoring effectiveness; (H2) 
Environmental factors influence security officers’ performance; (H3) Security practices and campus infrastructure 
reinforce territorial identity; and (H4) Maintenance and management problems impact officers’ ability to ensure safety. 
These hypotheses align with empirical studies suggesting that physical conditions and institutional coordination 
significantly affect campus security outcomes (Bergeron, 2016; Beard, 2010; Barte et al., 2022). 

The research adopts a design that begins with profiling respondents based on demographic variables and their exposure 
to relevant training. It then measures the effectiveness of security officers in key operational areas while assessing the 
role of environmental and structural conditions in shaping outcomes. Factors such as patrol visibility, access control, 
visitor monitoring, and territorial reinforcements are critically analyzed. The framework also includes assessing 
perceptions of issues like outdated infrastructure, inefficient maintenance systems, and lack of interdepartmental 
coordination—factors identified by Daud et al. (2022; 2023) and Cipres (2022) as pivotal in either supporting or 
hindering security enforcement. 

The anticipated outcome of this study is a proposed Campus Safety and Security Framework designed to enhance 
existing protocols and practices within CAMANAVA colleges and universities. This framework, derived from analyzed 
quantitative data and aligned with CPTED principles, seeks to provide evidence-based recommendations for improving 
campus safety. The goal is not only to protect individuals on campus but to foster a holistic sense of ownership, 
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belonging, and identity among stakeholders—thereby making schools not just safer, but more inclusive and 
empowering. 

Ultimately, this study aims to serve university administrators, security personnel, students, faculty, and researchers 
alike by contributing valuable insights that support safer learning environments. It recognizes that true campus safety 
arises from a combination of effective human oversight, collaborative governance, and intelligent environmental 
design—each of which must be measured, monitored, and continuously improved. 

2. Methodology 

This study employs a descriptive quantitative research design to examine the effectiveness of security officers in 
selected colleges and universities within the CAMANAVA area. The quantitative approach focuses on collecting 
numerical data through structured survey questionnaires, enabling the identification of patterns, connections, and 
trends related to campus security. Through objective measurements and statistical analysis, this design facilitates a 
broad understanding of stakeholder perceptions—drawing insights from students, faculty, staff, and security personnel. 
Descriptive research is particularly valuable in summarizing key characteristics of a population and allows the 
calculation of measures such as mean, median, and standard deviation, which help provide a clear overview of the data 
(McCombes, 2019). The results can also form a foundational basis for future research, offering a platform for more 
specific and in-depth studies. The research specifically targets selected institutions in the CAMANAVA area, including 
the University of Caloocan City, La Consolacion College, City of Malabon University, Arellano University, Navotas 
Polytechnic College, Governor Andres Pascual College, Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, and St. Louie College. 
Participants from these institutions will be chosen through stratified random sampling, ensuring representation across 
subgroups defined by variables such as age, gender, sex, and educational attainment. This technique enhances the 
representativeness of the sample by drawing from each subgroup proportionately. Data collection will be conducted 
through the administration of surveys and structured questionnaires aligned with the research objectives. Prior to 
distributing the questionnaires, formal letters will be submitted to the respective universities to secure permission and 
consent. Participants will also receive a briefing to clarify the purpose of the study and the content of the survey, 
minimizing confusion and promoting accurate responses. The study strictly adheres to ethical standards, ensuring 
informed consent from all participants, maintaining the anonymity and confidentiality of their responses, securing 
voluntary participation, and conducting debriefing sessions after data collection. To analyze the data, several statistical 
tools will be utilized. Frequency and percentage will be employed to describe the demographic profile of the 
respondents, providing a basic summary of the sample characteristics. The weighted mean will be used to compute 
average responses across the various assessment indicators, taking into account the frequency and assigned weight of 
each response option (Jim, 2023). This allows a nuanced understanding of overall perceptions related to campus 
security. In examining the relationships between variables, Spearman’s Rank Correlation will be applied to determine 
the strength and direction of association between ranked data. This test is particularly useful for measuring monotonic 
relationships, where variables consistently increase or decrease together. A positive coefficient indicates a direct 
relationship, while a negative value suggests an inverse one. To compare means between groups, the T-Test will be used 
as a tool for hypothesis testing, helping assess whether observed differences in perceptions or effectiveness are 
statistically significant (Bevans, 2023). This will help evaluate the impact of certain factors or interventions across 
different respondent groups or institutions. Lastly, the Likert scale will be utilized to interpret responses to the 
questionnaire. Responses will be categorized across four levels—ranging from “Not Effective” to “Very Effective”—
based on their assigned point values. This scale will help simplify complex response data into interpretable categories, 
aiding in the overall assessment of campus security practices. This comprehensive methodological framework ensures 
a structured and reliable approach to exploring campus safety in the CAMANAVA region and contributes valuable data 
toward developing an improved, evidence-based security system for educational institutions.  

3. Results and Analysis 

3.1. Educational Institutions of the Respondents 

The respondents of this study were evenly drawn from eight participating colleges and universities across the 
CAMANAVA area, with each institution contributing 30 participants, amounting to 12.5% of the total respondent 
population. This resulted in a total of 240 respondents, ensuring a balanced distribution across all institutions involved. 
From Caloocan City, both the University of Caloocan City and La Consolacion College were included. In Malabon City, 
the respondents came from the City of Malabon University and Arellano University. Navotas City was represented by 
Navotas Polytechnic College and Governor Andres Pascual College, while Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela and St. 
Louis University represented Valenzuela City. Each group of 30 respondents consisted of individuals from various roles 
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within the academic community, including students, administrative personnel, teaching and non-teaching staff, and 
security officers. This structure allowed the study to gather a wide range of perspectives regarding campus security 
practices and environmental conditions across different institutions. The equal representation from each school 
provides a strong foundation for comparative analysis and ensures that the insights derived are not skewed toward any 
particular institution or group. This diverse yet balanced sampling enhances the overall validity of the research, offering 
a comprehensive view of campus security effectiveness and maintenance challenges. As such, the findings are more 
likely to be reflective of general conditions within similar educational settings, making them valuable for policy-making, 
institutional planning, and future research. 

3.2. Distribution of Respondents Within Their Educational Institutions 

The composition of respondents across the participating educational institutions reflects a balanced representation of 
various campus roles, with students making up the largest group. At the University of Caloocan City, 30 individuals 
participated in the study, consisting of 14 students, 5 administrative personnel, 5 security officers or guards, and 6 
teaching or non-teaching personnel. This composition mirrors a similar pattern found across other institutions, where 
students consistently account for the majority of respondents. La Consolacion College also had 30 participants, with 
students comprising more than half the respondents at 53.33%. The remaining participants included 4 administrative 
staff, 3 security officers, and 7 teaching or non-teaching personnel. A similar distribution is observed at the City of 
Malabon University, where 60% of respondents were students, alongside smaller groups of administrative staff, 
security personnel, and academic staff. Arellano University and Gov. Andres Pascual College also reported high student 
representation, each with 18 and 16 students respectively. These institutions included a mix of support and security 
personnel, with administrative and teaching/non-teaching staff making up the remaining portion of the respondent 
base. Navotas Polytechnic College showed a slightly more diversified breakdown, where students still comprised half of 
the total, accompanied by 6 administrative personnel, 2 security officers, and 7 teaching or non-teaching staff. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela had a slightly different profile, with students accounting for 43.33% of 
respondents. This school had the highest proportion of teaching and non-teaching personnel at 26.67%, suggesting a 
greater academic staff involvement in the study. Security personnel were also well-represented here, comprising 20% 
of the total. Lastly, St. Louis University maintained the common trend, with students again making up 60% of 
respondents, alongside 3 administrative personnel, 4 security officers, and 5 teaching or non-teaching staff. In summary, 
across all institutions, students formed the majority respondent group, while administrative, security, and teaching staff 
were consistently represented. The distribution ensures a well-rounded collection of data from diverse perspectives 
within each institution, supporting a comprehensive evaluation of campus security effectiveness. 

3.3. Distribution of Respondents by Age Across Participating Universities 

The distribution of respondents across age groups reveals notable trends in the representation of various roles within 
the participating educational institutions. In most universities, individuals aged 18 to 24 years primarily comprise the 
student population, making up the majority within that age bracket. For instance, at the University of Caloocan City, 
46.67% of respondents fall into this age group, all of whom are students. Meanwhile, the 35–44 age bracket in this 
university includes the bulk of the teaching, administrative, and security staff, with security officers accounting for 
13.33%, administrative personnel 10%, and teaching/non-teaching staff another 13.33%. A similar trend is observed 
at La Consolacion College, where 56.67% of respondents are students aged 18–24. This institution also shows a 
concentration of older employees, particularly those aged 35–44, who occupy positions in teaching and security 
services. Notably, 36.67% of respondents in this age group serve as teaching or non-teaching personnel. At the City of 
Malabon University, the trend continues with 46.67% of respondents in the 18–24 age range being students. However, 
there is a more diverse distribution across other age groups, including security personnel and administrative staff aged 
25–54, indicating a spread of roles across age demographics. Arellano University shows a similar breakdown, where 
younger students dominate the 18–24 age group at 43.33%, while older respondents, particularly those in the 25–44 
age range, serve in support and academic roles. Navotas Polytechnic College follows the established pattern with 
56.67% of its respondents being students aged 18–24. Security guards, administrative staff, and teaching personnel are 
more commonly found in the 35–44 and 45–54 age brackets, which highlights the tendency for older respondents to 
occupy institutional support and leadership roles. At Governor Andres Pascual College, students aged 18–24 comprise 
60% of the total respondents, making it one of the institutions with the highest proportion of younger participants. 
Administrative and teaching personnel in the 35–44 range also make up a notable share of the respondent pool, 
accounting for a combined 30%. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela exhibits a more varied distribution, although 
students aged 18–24 still represent a significant portion at 46.67%. Meanwhile, the 25–34 age group includes a mix of 
respondents from multiple roles, including teaching staff, administrative workers, and security personnel, reflecting a 
more balanced workforce. Finally, St. Louis College features a slightly different trend. While students aged 18–24 still 
represent the largest group at 33.33%, the college has a stronger presence of personnel in the 25–34 and 35–44 age 
brackets. These include a significant number of security officers and administrative staff, suggesting a more evenly 
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distributed age demographic across various institutional roles. Overall, the quantitative data across all participating 
universities consistently show that the youngest age group (18–24) is primarily composed of students, while older age 
groups (25–54) are predominantly filled by faculty, staff, administrative personnel, and security officers. This reflects a 
clear delineation of roles by age, with younger individuals actively engaged in learning, and older individuals fulfilling 
operational, academic, and administrative responsibilities. 

3.4. Gender Distribution of Respondents Across Educational Institutions 

The gender distribution among the 240 respondents from eight educational institutions in the CAMANAVA area shows 
a relatively balanced representation of males and females, providing strong quantitative support for the study’s 
inclusivity. Each institution contributed 30 respondents, resulting in equal institutional representation of 12.5% across 
the entire sample. At the University of Caloocan City, females slightly outnumbered males with 18 and 12 respondents 
respectively. In contrast, La Consolacion College showed a higher male representation with 20 males and 10 females. 
City of Malabon University had 16 females and 14 males, while Arellano University also leaned toward female 
respondents with 17 females and 13 males. Navotas Polytechnic College recorded the largest gender gap in favor of 
females, with 22 females and only 8 males. Governor Andres Pascual College reported an equal distribution of 15 males 
and 15 females, representing a perfect gender balance. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, there were more 
males than females, with 17 and 13 respectively, whereas St. Louis University had 16 female and 14 male respondents. 
Quantitatively, these figures reflect a fairly even distribution of gender across roles and institutions, which ensures a 
representative dataset for analyzing perceptions and effectiveness related to campus security. The slight variations in 
male-to-female ratios across institutions provide nuanced insights without compromising the overall balance of the 
study’s demographic structure. 

3.5. Distribution of Respondents Within Their Educational Attainment 

The distribution of respondents according to their educational attainment across the eight participating universities in 
CAMANAVA shows a clear dominance of individuals with some college education, primarily students, supported by a 
notable number of personnel with higher educational qualifications across administrative, security, and teaching roles. 
At the University of Caloocan City, 14 out of 30 respondents (46.67%) are students with some college education, 
followed by 1 security officer (3.33%) and 1 administrative personnel (3.33%) within the same bracket. Additionally, 1 
security officer (3.33%) holds a bachelor's degree, while 4 administrative personnel (13.33%) and 2 teaching/non-
teaching staff (6.67%) also hold bachelor's degrees. The institution also has 2 respondents (6.67%) in the teaching/non-
teaching category with master’s degrees and 2 others (6.67%) holding doctorate degrees. At La Consolacion College, 16 
students (53.33%) have some college education, along with 2 administrative staff (6.67%) and 2 teaching/non-teaching 
staff (6.67%) in the same category. Four security officers (13.33%) have completed high school. The institution has a 
higher concentration of postgraduate qualifications among teaching staff, with 6 (20.00%) holding master’s degrees. No 
respondents reported bachelor's or doctorate degrees. For City of Malabon University, the majority again fall under the 
some college level, with 18 students (60.00%), 3 security officers (10.00%), and 3 administrative personnel (10.00%) 
in this category. There are 3 administrative personnel (3.33%) with bachelor's degrees, 2 teaching/non-teaching staff 
(6.67%) with master’s degrees, and 1 (3.33%) with a doctorate degree. No respondents were reported at the high school 
level. Arellano University presents a similar profile with 18 students (60.00%) under some college education, 4 security 
officers (13.33%) and 2 administrative personnel (6.67%) holding only high school credentials. One administrative staff 
(3.33%) holds a bachelor's degree, while 4 teaching/non-teaching personnel (13.33%) hold master's degrees and 1 
(3.33%) has a bachelor’s degree. At Navotas Polytechnic College, 19 students (63.33%) are in the some college category, 
joined by 2 security officers (6.67%) and 1 administrative staff (3.33%). Two security officers (6.67%) and 2 
administrative personnel (6.67%) have high school-level education. There is also 1 security officer (3.33%) with a 
bachelor’s degree and 3 teaching/non-teaching staff (10.00%) holding master’s degrees. For Governor Andres Pascual 
College, 16 students (53.33%) have some college education, while 3 security officers (10.00%) fall under the same 
bracket. Among those with bachelor’s degrees, 1 security officer (3.33%), 5 administrative staff (16.67%), and 4 
teaching/non-teaching staff (13.33%) were recorded. One teaching staff member (3.33%) has a master’s degree. There 
are no respondents with high school or doctorate degrees. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, 17 students 
(56.67%) have some college education, along with 3 security officers (10.00%) and 2 administrative personnel (6.67%). 
One administrative staff member (3.33%) holds a bachelor’s degree. Two administrative personnel (6.67%) and 4 
teaching/non-teaching personnel (13.33%) have master’s degrees. No respondents in this institution reported high 
school or doctorate-level education. Lastly, at St. Louis University, 18 students (60.00%) are in the some college 
category, accompanied by 4 security officers (13.33%). Three administrative personnel (10.00%) and 2 teaching/non-
teaching personnel (6.67%) hold bachelor’s degrees, while 3 members of the teaching/non-teaching staff (10.00%) 
possess master’s degrees. No respondents were reported at the high school or doctorate level. 
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Across all institutions, a total of 142 out of 240 respondents (59.17%) are students with some college education, 
indicating a dominant educational profile in this category. Security officers are most commonly found with high school 
or some college backgrounds, while administrative personnel frequently hold bachelor’s degrees. Teaching and non-
teaching staff show a significant concentration of postgraduate qualifications, with a combined master’s and 
doctorate degree representation exceeding 20% in several institutions. This comprehensive breakdown highlights 
the diverse educational background of campus populations, providing a solid basis for evaluating security awareness 
and practices within each institutional context. 

3.6. Distribution of Respondents with Their Completed Training Programs and Seminars 

The distribution of respondents according to their completed training programs and seminars highlights the strong 
emphasis placed on security education across all participating institutions. At the University of Caloocan City, students 
make up the majority with 14 respondents or 46.67%, followed by 5 administrative personnel and 5 security officers, 
each accounting for 16.67%. The trainings covered a wide array of topics including Introduction to Security Operations, 
Emergency Response Procedures, Patrol and Surveillance Techniques, Communication Skills, Report Writing, and Legal 
Aspects of Security. Teaching and non-teaching personnel, representing 20% of the group, primarily completed 
programs related to documentation and legal aspects of security. At La Consolacion College, students again form the 
majority with 16 respondents or 53.33%, followed by teaching and non-teaching personnel at 23.33%, administrative 
personnel at 13.33%, and security officers at 10%. Trainings covered core competencies such as Report Writing, 
Physical Security Measures, Emergency Response Procedures, and Legal Aspects of Security, indicating broad skill 
exposure across all roles. City of Malabon University reflects a similar pattern, with 18 students comprising 62.07% of 
respondents. Administrative and security personnel each account for 10.34%, while teaching and non-teaching 
personnel make up 17.24%. Participants completed trainings in Introduction to Security Operations, Communication 
Skills, Report Writing, Physical Security Measures, and Legal Aspects of Security, showing a consistent institutional focus 
on well-rounded preparedness. At Arellano University, students once again lead in participation with 18 respondents 
or 60%, followed by 4 security officers (13.33%), 5 teaching and non-teaching staff (16.67%), and 3 administrative 
personnel (10%). Completed training modules included Emergency Response Procedures, Patrol and Surveillance 
Techniques, and Legal Aspects of Security, demonstrating an even distribution of training relevance across various 
campus roles. Governor Andres Pascual College reported 16 student participants (53.33%), along with 5 administrative 
personnel (16.67%), 4 security officers (13.33%), and 5 teaching and non-teaching staff (16.67%). Training sessions 
focused on Patrol and Surveillance Techniques, Emergency Response Procedures, Communication Skills, and Report 
Writing, again pointing to a comprehensive approach across both academic and support personnel. Navotas Polytechnic 
College shows similar results, with 15 students accounting for 43.33%, 6 teaching and non-teaching personnel at 
26.67%, 6 administrative staff at 20%, and 2 security officers at 6.67%. Key topics of training included Emergency 
Response, Communication Skills, and Legal Aspects of Security, with a strong presence of administrative and 
instructional staff in these sessions. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela had 13 students (60.00%), 6 security officers 
(13.33%), 8 teaching and non-teaching staff (16.67%), and 3 administrative personnel (10%). Training areas included 
Patrol and Surveillance, Emergency Response, and Physical Security Measures, reflecting the university's broad training 
commitment among students and staff alike. St. Louis University also reported a majority of student participants with 
18 respondents (60.00%), while security officers accounted for 13.33%, teaching and non-teaching personnel 16.67%, 
and administrative personnel 10%. Participants in this institution received extensive training in areas such as 
Emergency Response Procedures, Report Writing, and Legal Aspects of Security. 

Across all eight institutions, the data shows that students consistently represent the highest percentage of those who 
have completed safety and security training, underscoring the importance of equipping the student body with essential 
emergency and situational response skills. Security officers and administrative staff also demonstrate active 
engagement in training programs, often completing more technical modules such as Patrol and Surveillance Techniques 
and Report Writing. Teaching and non-teaching personnel regularly participate in legal and procedural trainings, 
indicating their supportive role in maintaining a secure campus environment. Quantitatively, the results suggest an 
institution-wide effort across CAMANAVA colleges to strengthen campus preparedness and develop comprehensive 
safety knowledge across all levels of university operations. 

3.7. Respondents' Evaluation of Security Officers' Frequency of Patrols 

The evaluation of security officers’ frequency of patrols across various educational institutions reveals consistently 
positive ratings, with most groups rating the patrol frequency as either “Effective” or “Very Effective.” At the University 
of Caloocan City, administrative personnel gave the highest rating with a mean score of 3.73 and a very low standard 
deviation of 0.05803, indicating strong agreement and consistent responses. Security officers rated patrol frequency 
slightly lower at 3.53 with no variation (standard deviation of 0.00000), while students and teaching/non-teaching 
personnel reported means of 3.48 and 3.44 respectively, also reflecting strong agreement with minimal variation. La 
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Consolacion College shows similarly high results, with administrative personnel reporting a perfect consensus mean of 
3.75. Students rated patrol frequency at 3.60, indicating strong agreement, while teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
3.48 and security officers at a lower 3.22, suggesting general agreement with greater response variability (standard 
deviation of 0.29886). City of Malabon University had the highest mean ratings from both administrative personnel and 
security officers, each scoring 3.89. These scores fall into the “Very Effective” range, though both groups showed a higher 
standard deviation of 0.333, indicating slightly varied perceptions. Students rated patrols as effective with a mean of 
3.33, while teaching/non-teaching staff gave the lowest score among the group at 3.00, still within the effective range. 
Arellano University results were slightly more mixed. Students reported strong agreement with a mean of 3.65, while 
administrative personnel also gave a favorable rating of 3.56. Teaching/non-teaching personnel rated patrol frequency 
lower at 2.73, showing only moderate agreement, and security officers provided a rating of 3.08, suggesting general 
effectiveness with moderate variability in perception. At Navotas Polytechnic College, security officers gave a strong 
rating of 3.67, although their standard deviation was the highest across all institutions at 0.40825, indicating notable 
differences in individual responses. Administrative personnel (mean = 3.28), students (3.42), and teaching/non-
teaching personnel (3.10) all agreed with the frequency of patrols, though with slightly less enthusiasm. Gov. Andres 
Pascual College presented a split view: security officers rated patrols very highly with a mean of 3.83, while 
administrative personnel gave the lowest rating in the dataset at 2.93. Students showed strong agreement with a mean 
of 3.63, and teaching/non-teaching staff provided a moderate rating of 3.33. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, 
all respondent groups rated patrol frequency positively. Administrative personnel had a mean of 3.56, security officers 
rated it at 3.72, students at 3.62, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.67. Despite a higher standard deviation among 
security officers (0.42214), the ratings indicate strong perceived effectiveness across roles. St. Louis University results 
show administrative personnel strongly agreeing with patrol frequency (mean = 3.67). Security officers, students, and 
teaching/non-teaching personnel all provided similar scores in the range of 3.33 to 3.35, indicating overall agreement 
with moderate variability in perception. 

The quantitative data across institutions suggest that the frequency of security patrols is generally viewed as effective 
to very effective by all respondent categories. Administrative personnel tend to give consistently higher and less 
variable ratings, while security officers, despite being evaluators of their own work, show more fluctuation in their 
assessments across schools. Students and teaching/non-teaching personnel mostly agree on the effectiveness of patrols, 
though some institutions reveal moderate differences in how patrol presence is perceived. Overall, the findings reflect 
a favorable outlook on patrol frequency, contributing to the perception of campus safety. 

3.8. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers’ Utilization of Surveillance Technology 

The assessment of surveillance technology utilization by security officers reveals a generally positive response across 
all participating institutions and respondent categories, with most mean ratings falling within the “Effective” to “Very 
Effective” range. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel gave a high mean score of 3.8000 with no 
variation, indicating strong consensus that surveillance technology is effectively used. Security officers followed with a 
mean of 3.5333, students at 3.4762, and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.4444, all indicating strong agreement 
and consistent perceptions, especially among teaching staff, who showed no deviation. La Consolacion College reflected 
a similar trend. Administrative personnel rated the utilization highly at 3.7500, with zero variability. Students had a 
mean of 3.5208 and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.4762, both reflecting strong agreement. However, security 
officers had a lower mean of 3.4444, with a high standard deviation of 0.88192, indicating inconsistent perceptions 
within their group. At the City of Malabon University, administrative personnel reported a perfect mean score of 4.0000, 
the highest across all institutions, showing unanimous strong agreement. Security officers followed with a high mean of 
3.7778, students at 3.5926, and teaching/non-teaching personnel at a lower 2.8889, which leans toward neutrality, 
highlighting some concern or uncertainty within this group. Arellano University presented a mean of 3.7778 from 
administrative personnel, indicating strong agreement, while security officers rated it at 3.1667, students at 3.6296, and 
teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.8667. The latter showed the widest variation with a standard deviation of 0.63246, 
suggesting mixed opinions and lower satisfaction among faculty and staff. At Navotas Polytechnic College, 
administrative personnel reported a high level of agreement with a mean of 3.7222. Students and security officers rated 
it lower at 3.4000 and 3.1667, respectively, showing general agreement but with some reservations. Teaching/non-
teaching staff rated it exactly 3.0000, reflecting neutrality in their evaluation. Gov. Andres Pascual College showed 
administrative personnel leaning toward neutrality with a mean of 2.8667, the lowest among all admin groups. In 
contrast, security officers strongly agreed with a perfect mean of 3.5000. Students provided a favorable assessment with 
a mean of 3.4472, while teaching/non-teaching staff again rated it neutrally at 3.0000, with noticeable variation. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela showed consistently strong agreement across all roles. Administrative personnel 
rated utilization at 3.5556, security officers at 3.7222, students at 3.6923, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5238. All 
scores fall into the “Very Effective” category, with very low standard deviations, reflecting widespread satisfaction with 
surveillance practices. At St. Louis University, administrative personnel reported a mean of 3.5556, while security 



World Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews, 2025, 25(03), 1867-1891 

1874 

officers, students, and teaching/non-teaching personnel had closely clustered ratings of 3.3333, 3.3519, and 3.3333, 
respectively. These scores suggest general agreement, although slightly lower than other institutions, with minimal 
variability in responses. 

Administrative personnel across institutions generally provided higher and more consistent evaluations of surveillance 
technology utilization. Students and security officers also rated the implementation positively, though their ratings 
displayed more variation depending on the institution. Teaching and non-teaching personnel, on the other hand, 
showed the widest range in assessment, with some institutions reflecting strong agreement and others leaning toward 
neutrality. Overall, the data indicates that the majority of respondents view surveillance technology as effectively 
utilized by campus security, with particular strength in institutions such as the City of Malabon University and 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, where all roles reported high levels of agreement. 

3.9. Respondents' Evaluation of Security Officers' Engagement with Campus Community Feedback 

The assessment of security officers’ engagement with campus community feedback reveals mostly favorable 
evaluations across respondent categories, with mean scores generally falling within the “Effective” to “Very Effective” 
range. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated engagement efforts as very effective with a 
high mean of 3.8000 and no variability. Security officers gave a slightly lower but still effective rating of 3.4667, while 
students and teaching/non-teaching personnel rated engagement at 3.2436 and 3.2222 respectively, both reflecting 
effectiveness with moderate variation. At La Consolacion College, administrative personnel also reported a very 
effective rating of 3.7500 with no deviation. Students provided a slightly higher mean of 3.5833, and teaching/non-
teaching staff rated engagement at 3.5238—both within the “Very Effective” range. Security officers rated engagement 
at 3.3333, indicating effectiveness with some variability. City of Malabon University shows high agreement among 
administrative personnel and security officers with means of 3.7778 and 3.6667 respectively, both indicating very 
effective engagement. Students gave a strong mean of 3.4815, suggesting effective to very effective feedback 
engagement. However, teaching/non-teaching personnel rated it significantly lower at 2.8889, indicating effectiveness 
but bordering on less effective, with very low variability. At Arellano University, administrative personnel gave one of 
the highest ratings at 3.8889, showing strong consensus that engagement is very effective. Students rated it similarly at 
3.5556, while security officers gave a moderate 3.2500, reflecting effectiveness. Teaching/non-teaching staff again gave 
a lower mean of 2.8000, indicating a more neutral stance leaning toward less effective. Navotas Polytechnic College 
presented mixed responses. Administrative personnel rated engagement efforts as effective with a mean of 3.5000, but 
security officers had the lowest overall rating of 2.3333, clearly falling into the “Less Effective” range and showing high 
variability. Students and teaching/non-teaching personnel rated it at 3.2222 and 2.8016 respectively, indicating 
effectiveness but with marginal satisfaction, especially from faculty and staff. At Gov. Andres Pascual College, 
administrative personnel gave a moderate rating of 3.1333, while students rated engagement highly at 3.5417. Security 
officers also perceived engagement as very effective with a mean of 3.6667. Teaching/non-teaching staff shared the 
same mean as administrative personnel at 3.1333, suggesting generally effective but not outstanding results. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela displayed consistently strong evaluations across all groups. Administrative 
personnel rated engagement at 3.5556, security officers at 3.6111, students at 3.6410, and teaching/non-teaching 
personnel at 3.5556. All values fall in the “Very Effective” category, with low standard deviations reflecting strong 
agreement. At St. Louis University, all groups assessed engagement as effective. Administrative personnel gave a mean 
of 3.4444, security officers 3.2500, students 3.3333, and teaching/non-teaching personnel 3.4000, all within a narrow 
and consistent range, indicating a moderate but positive evaluation of engagement efforts. 

The data show that administrative personnel and students consistently rate security officers’ engagement with campus 
community feedback as effective to very effective, often with high agreement and low variability. Security officers’ self-
evaluations vary more widely, with some institutions reporting high means and others, such as Navotas Polytechnic 
College, showing significantly lower scores. Teaching and non-teaching personnel displayed the widest range of 
responses, with several institutions rating engagement lower, suggesting room for improvement in how feedback 
mechanisms are experienced by faculty and staff. Overall, the results indicate that engagement with campus feedback 
is generally perceived as effective, but not uniformly so across all roles and institutions. 

3.10. Respondents' Evaluation of Security Officers' Collaboration with Other Departments 

The evaluation of security officers' collaboration with other departments across the CAMANAVA universities reveals 
generally positive ratings, with most respondents perceiving interdepartmental coordination as effective or very 
effective. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel gave the highest rating with a mean of 3.8000, 
indicating a strong perception of very effective collaboration. Security officers followed with a mean of 3.4667, while 
students rated it at 3.3095 and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.2778, all suggesting effective collaboration with 
slight variability. La Consolacion College reflected strong collaboration across all groups. Administrative personnel 
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reported a mean of 3.7500, while security officers had a mean of 3.6667. Students rated collaboration at 3.5750, and 
teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.4762, all falling within the “Very Effective” category, with low standard deviations 
indicating strong agreement within each group. City of Malabon University showed particularly high scores from 
security officers with a mean of 3.8889, indicating very effective collaboration, while administrative personnel followed 
closely with 3.6667. Students rated it effectively at 3.5000, while teaching/non-teaching personnel provided the lowest 
rating across this institution at 2.7222, suggesting only moderate agreement with collaboration efforts, nearing 
neutrality. At Arellano University, administrative personnel gave one of the highest overall ratings with a mean of 
3.8889. Students also rated collaboration highly at 3.6111. Security officers gave a lower rating of 3.0833, suggesting 
effective but less consistent collaboration, and teaching/non-teaching personnel rated it at 2.8000, indicating lower 
satisfaction with interdepartmental coordination. Navotas Polytechnic College recorded very effective ratings from 
administrative personnel at 3.6667. Students followed with a mean of 3.3333, while security officers rated collaboration 
at 3.1667, and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 2.7619. These ratings suggest that although collaboration is 
generally seen as effective, faculty and staff were less convinced. At Gov. Andres Pascual College, security officers rated 
collaboration highly at 3.6667, followed by students at 3.4583. Administrative personnel gave a more moderate rating 
of 3.0667, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated collaboration at 3.0000, suggesting neutrality and greater variability 
in experiences across roles. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela demonstrated strong alignment across all groups. 
Administrative personnel gave a mean of 3.4444, security officers rated it at 3.5556, students at 3.6154, and 
teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.6191. All groups fell within the “Very Effective” category, with low standard 
deviations indicating a strong consensus on positive collaboration practices. At St. Louis University, administrative 
personnel gave a mean of 3.5556, suggesting very effective collaboration. Security officers rated collaboration at 3.3333, 
students at 3.3017, and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.4667, all falling within the effective range. 

Administrative personnel and students across institutions generally rated the collaboration of security officers with 
other departments as effective to very effective. Security officers and teaching/non-teaching staff showed more 
variability in their assessments, with lower scores observed in some institutions such as Navotas Polytechnic College 
and Arellano University. Despite these differences, the overall mean scores indicate a consistent perception of cross-
departmental collaboration as a positive element of campus security operations. 

3.11. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Efforts in Blind Spot Reduction 

The evaluation of security officers' efforts in reducing campus blind spots across the CAMANAVA educational 
institutions shows consistently positive ratings, with most groups assessing these efforts as either effective or very 
effective. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel gave the highest possible mean of 3.8000, 
indicating very effective blind spot reduction. Security officers rated the efforts at 3.5333, students at 3.3571, and 
teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5000. All scores fall within the effective to very effective range, with low standard 
deviations reflecting consistent feedback across groups. La Consolacion College reflected similarly strong perceptions. 
Security officers gave the highest mean score at 3.8889, followed by students at 3.6250, teaching/non-teaching 
personnel at 3.6191, and administrative personnel at 3.5833—all falling within the "Very Effective" category with 
minimal variation in responses. City of Malabon University also demonstrated high scores, with administrative 
personnel rating efforts at 3.6667 and security officers matching La Consolacion’s high of 3.8889. Students rated the 
efforts at 3.5316, indicating strong agreement. However, teaching/non-teaching staff gave a noticeably lower score of 
2.9444, suggesting a perception of moderate effectiveness within that group. At Arellano University, students rated 
blind spot reduction efforts highest at 3.7037, while administrative personnel followed with 3.5556. Security officers 
provided a lower rating of 3.0833, and teaching/non-teaching personnel gave the lowest rating in this institution at 
2.7333. These figures still fall within the effective range but reveal notable variation among different campus roles. 
Navotas Polytechnic College showed strong ratings from administrative personnel with a mean of 3.6111, and students 
also rated the efforts favorably at 3.4222. However, security officers provided a neutral mean score of 3.0000, and 
teaching/non-teaching personnel rated efforts lower at 2.7143, indicating more mixed perceptions of effectiveness. Gov. 
Andres Pascual College presented a more moderate picture. Administrative personnel rated efforts at 3.0000, students 
at 3.4375, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.0667, indicating general effectiveness. Security officers stood out with a 
high score of 3.6667, suggesting strong agreement within that group regarding their own role in addressing blind spots. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela demonstrated one of the most consistent high ratings across all roles. Students 
gave the highest mean at 3.7436, followed by security officers at 3.7222, teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.6191, and 
administrative personnel at 3.4444. These values suggest that all groups view the efforts to reduce blind spots as very 
effective, supported by low variability. St. Louis University reflected more uniform responses across groups, with 
administrative personnel scoring 3.5556, and security officers, students, and teaching/non-teaching personnel each 
scoring 3.3333. These indicate effective efforts with little variability between perceptions among different roles. 
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The assessment reveals a general consensus that security officers are actively and effectively working to reduce campus 
blind spots. The highest ratings consistently come from administrative personnel, students, and security officers 
themselves, while teaching and non-teaching personnel tend to rate efforts slightly lower in several institutions. Despite 
some variation, particularly among faculty/staff, the majority of respondents across institutions view blind spot 
reduction efforts as effective, with several institutions reaching the “Very Effective” threshold. 

3.12. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Enforcement of Entry Point Accessibility 

The evaluation of security officers' enforcement of entry point accessibility across CAMANAVA institutions shows a 
generally positive perception, with most respondent groups rating the enforcement efforts as effective to very effective. 
At the University of Caloocan City, both administrative personnel and security officers/guards gave a perfect rating of 
3.9000, indicating very effective enforcement, with students following closely at 3.6667 and teaching/non-teaching 
personnel slightly lower at 3.2500, still within the effective range. At La Consolacion College, administrative personnel 
rated enforcement at 3.6667, security officers at 3.2778, and students at 3.4479, all indicating effectiveness. 
Teaching/non-teaching personnel rated efforts lower at 2.7619, which, although still effective, leans closer to a neutral 
perception. City of Malabon University received one of the highest evaluations, with administrative personnel giving a 
perfect 4.0000 and security officers closely behind at 3.8889. Students rated it effectively at 3.5000, while teaching/non-
teaching staff gave a more moderate score of 3.0000. Arellano University showed more mixed perceptions, with 
administrative personnel rating enforcement at 3.2222 and security officers slightly lower at 3.0417. Students gave a 
mean of 3.2963, while teaching/non-teaching personnel provided the highest group score at 3.4000, reflecting 
moderate to effective enforcement. Navotas Polytechnic College had administrative personnel rating enforcement at a 
high 3.8333, while security officers rated it at 2.9167, suggesting more critical self-assessment or awareness of 
operational gaps. Students gave a mean of 3.3778 and teaching/non-teaching personnel 3.1095, both within the 
effective category but with some inconsistency in perception. Gov. Andres Pascual College showed consistent ratings 
across all roles. Administrative personnel scored 3.6333, security officers 3.3750, students 3.6146, and teaching/non-
teaching staff 3.1333—all indicating effectiveness with moderate variation in agreement. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng 
Valenzuela displayed strong ratings across most groups. Administrative personnel scored 3.7222, security officers 
3.8333, and students 3.7949, indicating very effective enforcement. Teaching/non-teaching personnel gave a lower but 
still positive rating of 3.3095. At St. Louis University, administrative personnel provided a mean of 3.5000, security 
officers 3.1667, students 3.5409, and teaching/non-teaching personnel 3.6333. These results suggest general 
agreement on the effectiveness of entry point enforcement, with teaching staff showing particular confidence in its 
implementation. The data indicates that security officers' enforcement of entry point accessibility is perceived as 
effective to very effective across all institutions. Administrative personnel and students consistently rated these 
efforts higher, reflecting strong confidence in front-line security enforcement. Security officers’ self-evaluations showed 
more variation, particularly in institutions like Navotas Polytechnic College and Arellano University. Teaching and non-
teaching staff, while generally agreeing, tended to offer more moderate scores in some cases. Nonetheless, the consistent 
presence of ratings above 3.00 across all categories affirms the perceived success of access control implementation in 
ensuring campus safety. 

3.13. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Enforcement of Entry Point Accessibility 

The assessment of security officers’ enforcement of entry point accessibility across various CAMANAVA universities 
reveals consistently positive evaluations across all respondent categories, with most ratings falling within the 
"Effective" to "Very Effective" range. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel gave a high mean score 
of 3.8000, while security officers/guards followed with 3.4000. Students and teaching/non-teaching personnel reported 
mean scores of 3.4524 and 3.5000 respectively, indicating consistent agreement on effective enforcement with minimal 
variability. La Consolacion College showed a similarly positive pattern. Administrative personnel rated efforts at 3.5000, 
and security officers gave one of the highest scores at 3.8889. Students followed closely with a strong rating of 3.5986, 
while teaching/non-teaching personnel rated enforcement at 3.5238. These figures reflect a strong consensus on the 
effectiveness of access control, particularly from frontline roles. City of Malabon University stood out with perfect mean 
scores of 4.0000 from both administrative personnel and security officers/guards, suggesting a unanimous perception 
of very effective enforcement. Students rated it at 3.5185 and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.0000—still within the 
effective range, though the latter group reflected a slightly more neutral perspective. At Arellano University, 
administrative personnel reported a mean of 3.6667, while students rated it at 3.6296, both indicating strong 
agreement. However, security officers rated it at a lower 3.0000, and teaching/non-teaching staff scored 2.9333, 
pointing to a more moderate level of satisfaction among these groups. Navotas Polytechnic College reflected high 
agreement from administrative personnel with a mean of 3.7778. Students followed at 3.4000, while security officers 
and teaching/non-teaching staff both provided lower evaluations at 3.0000 and 2.8571, respectively, suggesting a gap 
in perception between administrative and faculty/staff roles. Gov. Andres Pascual College showed some of the most 
varied responses. Security officers gave a high mean of 3.8333, while administrative personnel rated it moderately at 
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3.0000. Students gave a strong 3.5417, indicating confidence in enforcement, while teaching/non-teaching staff rated it 
at 3.0667, reflecting mild variability in perception. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela received strong ratings from 
both administrative personnel and security officers, each with a mean of 3.6667. Students gave a similar score of 3.5385, 
while teaching/non-teaching staff reported 3.3810, indicating general agreement across all roles with slight variations. 
St. Louis University followed the trend of moderate agreement, with administrative personnel rating entry enforcement 
at 3.6667 and security officers at 3.2500. Students provided a mean of 3.3704, while teaching/non-teaching staff 
reported 3.2667, all within the effective range. 

The findings indicate a generally strong and consistent perception of effective enforcement of entry point accessibility 
by security officers across institutions. Administrative personnel and security officers often reported higher confidence 
in enforcement efforts, while students and teaching/non-teaching personnel demonstrated agreement with slightly 
more variability. The convergence of these evaluations highlights a collective recognition of the importance of entry 
regulation as a critical component of campus security protocols. 

3.14. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Enforcement of Visitor Access Monitoring 

The assessment of security officers’ enforcement of visitor access monitoring across colleges and universities in the 
CAMANAVA area reveals generally positive perceptions across all respondent groups, with some variations between 
roles and institutions. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel provided a high mean score of 
3.7333, suggesting effective enforcement. Students and teaching/non-teaching personnel followed closely with mean 
scores of 3.4176 and 3.4444, respectively, while security officers/guards rated their efforts more modestly at 3.2667, 
all within the “effective” range. At La Consolacion College, ratings were relatively high and consistent. Both 
administrative personnel and security officers gave a mean of 3.6667, indicating strong agreement with the 
effectiveness of visitor access monitoring. Students rated it at 3.5208 and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5714, all 
pointing to very effective enforcement with low variability. City of Malabon University stood out with a perfect mean 
score of 4.0000 from security officers/guards, reflecting very strong self-assessment. Administrative personnel also 
gave a high rating of 3.6667, while students followed at 3.5741. Teaching/non-teaching staff were slightly more 
reserved with a neutral rating of 3.0000, indicating a divergence in perception across roles. At Arellano University, 
students gave the highest mean score of 3.6296, followed by administrative personnel at 3.5556. Security officers rated 
their enforcement efforts at 3.1667, while teaching/non-teaching staff gave the lowest score among the group at 2.9333, 
suggesting less satisfaction from faculty roles. Navotas Polytechnic College showed mixed results. Administrative 
personnel rated efforts at 3.5556, and students at 3.4889, indicating effective monitoring. However, security officers 
gave a lower mean of 2.8333, suggesting moderate concerns from within the security team. Teaching/non-teaching staff 
also provided a lower score at 3.0952, reflecting slightly less confidence in enforcement. Gov. Andres Pascual College 
presented a stark contrast between groups. Administrative personnel rated enforcement lowest among all institutions 
at 2.6667, suggesting dissatisfaction or perceived ineffectiveness. In contrast, security officers gave a much higher score 
of 3.5833, while students and teaching/non-teaching staff provided middle-ground evaluations at 3.4583 and 3.0000, 
respectively. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela reflected strong and consistent support for visitor monitoring 
efforts. Security officers gave one of the highest ratings at 3.7778, while students and teaching/non-teaching staff rated 
enforcement at 3.4872 and 3.6587, respectively. Administrative personnel were slightly more moderate at 3.3333, but 
still within the effective range. St. Louis University showed relatively even perceptions across all groups. Administrative 
personnel rated the enforcement at 3.5556, while security officers and teaching/non-teaching staff gave identical scores 
of 3.3333. Students rated slightly lower at 3.3519, though still suggesting overall agreement on effective enforcement. 

The evaluation results indicate that visitor access monitoring by security officers is generally perceived as effective 
across all institutions. Administrative personnel and students consistently rated efforts positively, while security 
officers often gave higher self-assessments. Teaching/non-teaching staff showed more variation, with some institutions 
reflecting slightly more neutral or reserved responses. Despite this, the majority of ratings fell well within the effective 
range, reinforcing the view that visitor access is being properly monitored as part of campus security protocols. 

3.15. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Enforcement of Natural Barrier Integration 

The evaluation of security officers’ enforcement of natural barrier integration across the participating CAMANAVA 
colleges and universities reveals that respondents generally perceive the implementation of these measures as effective, 
with some institutions and roles reporting very effective practices. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative 
personnel gave a high rating of 3.8000, indicating a very effective perception of enforcement. Security officers/guards 
followed with a score of 3.4667, while students rated the efforts at 3.4048 and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5000—
all suggesting effective enforcement with minimal variation. La Consolacion College reflected similarly consistent 
results, with administrative personnel rating the enforcement at 3.6667 and security officers slightly lower at 3.5556. 
Students and teaching/non-teaching staff followed closely with mean scores of 3.5000 and 3.4762, maintaining an 
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effective perception across all groups. City of Malabon University received particularly strong scores from security 
officers, with a high mean of 3.8889—indicating very effective enforcement. Administrative personnel rated it at 3.5556, 
students at 3.5185, while teaching/non-teaching staff gave a more neutral score of 3.0000, still falling within the 
effective range. Arellano University had students rating enforcement at 3.6482 and administrative personnel at 3.5556, 
both reflecting strong agreement. Meanwhile, security officers and teaching/non-teaching staff rated the enforcement 
at 3.0000, indicating moderate but still effective perceptions. At Navotas Polytechnic College, administrative personnel 
gave a favorable rating of 3.6667, while security officers provided one of the lowest scores at 2.8333, indicating a 
perception closer to moderate effectiveness. Students and teaching/non-teaching staff gave scores of 3.3778 and 
2.9048, respectively, also pointing to some variability in perceptions, especially among non-security roles. Gov. Andres 
Pascual College revealed mixed results, with administrative personnel scoring enforcement at 3.1333 and 
teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.2667. Meanwhile, security officers gave a strong score of 3.5833, and students rated it 
at 3.5208, suggesting more favorable perceptions from frontline staff and students. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng 
Valenzuela received high ratings across all roles. Administrative personnel scored enforcement at 3.6667 and security 
officers slightly higher at 3.7778. Students rated the integration of natural barriers at 3.5385, and teaching/non-
teaching personnel gave a similar evaluation of 3.4762—all indicating effective to very effective enforcement. At St. 
Louis University, responses were also consistent: administrative personnel rated it at 3.4444, security officers at 3.2500, 
students at 3.3519, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5333, all within the effective range. 

The enforcement of natural barrier integration across institutions is widely viewed as effective, with occasional 
distinctions between administrative, security, and academic staff perceptions. While some variability exists—
particularly in institutions like Navotas Polytechnic College and Gov. Andres Pascual College—most responses fall 
within the “Effective” to “Very Effective” range. This suggests that natural barriers, as a passive security measure, are 
being integrated successfully across most campuses, with room for refinement in specific areas or respondent groups. 

3.16. Respondents' Evaluation of Security Officers' Enforcement of Access Control Signage 

The evaluation of security officers’ enforcement of access control signage across educational institutions in the 
CAMANAVA area reveals generally positive perceptions among various respondent groups—administrative personnel, 
security officers/guards, students, and teaching/non-teaching personnel. At the University of Caloocan City, 
administrative personnel rated enforcement efforts very highly with a perfect mean score of 3.8000, while students 
provided a strong rating of 3.4048. Security officers/guards and teaching/non-teaching staff both rated the enforcement 
at 3.4667 and 3.5000, respectively, suggesting consistent effectiveness across groups. At La Consolacion College, 
administrative personnel and security officers/guards scored enforcement at 3.6667 and 3.5556, respectively, while 
students and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.5000 and 3.4762, showing effective enforcement across all roles 
with minor variability. City of Malabon University presented strong ratings from security officers/guards at 3.8889, 
with supporting evaluations from administrative personnel (3.5556), students (3.6111), and teaching/non-teaching 
staff (3.5185), indicating widespread agreement with signage enforcement. At Arellano University, students showed 
strong agreement with a mean of 3.6482, while administrative personnel and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
3.5556 and 3.0000, respectively. Security officers/guards gave a lower but still effective score of 3.0000, reflecting 
slightly more varied perceptions. Navotas Polytechnic College displayed moderate to effective evaluations with 
administrative personnel scoring 3.6667, students 3.3778, and security officers and teaching staff scoring 2.8333 and 
2.9048, respectively—suggesting some gaps in perceived enforcement among support personnel. Gov. Andres Pascual 
College showed a lower rating from administrative personnel at 3.1333, but higher scores from security officers/guards 
(3.5833), students (3.5208), and teaching/non-teaching staff (3.2667), indicating mixed but generally favorable 
perceptions. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, all groups gave favorable ratings, with scores ranging from 
3.4762 to 3.7778, suggesting consistently effective enforcement of access control signage. Finally, St. Louis University 
presented uniform agreement, with ratings of 3.4444 from administrative personnel, 3.2500 from security 
officers/guards, 3.3519 from students, and 3.5333 from teaching/non-teaching staff. 

The assessment shows strong support for the effectiveness of access control signage enforcement across most 
institutions. While slight variability exists—particularly among teaching/non-teaching personnel—the general trend 
indicates positive perception and consistent implementation of access control measures. 

3.17. Respondents' Evaluation of Security Officers' Enforcement of Breach Response 

The evaluation of security officers' enforcement of breach response across the participating colleges and universities in 
CAMANAVA reveals generally favorable perceptions, with varying degrees of effectiveness observed among different 
respondent groups. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel provided a strong mean rating of 
3.8000, suggesting very effective enforcement. Security officers/guards followed with a mean of 3.4000, and students 
and teaching/non-teaching staff rated enforcement efforts at 3.4048 and 3.5000, respectively, all falling within the 
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"effective" to "very effective" range. At La Consolacion College, all groups rated breach response positively. 
Administrative personnel gave a mean of 3.6667, while security officers/guards rated it slightly higher at 3.7778. 
Students and teaching/non-teaching staff showed strong agreement with means of 3.5417 and 3.4762, respectively, 
indicating consistent satisfaction with the breach response enforcement. Meanwhile, at City of Malabon University, 
security officers/guards provided the highest possible rating of 3.8889, while administrative personnel and students 
followed with 3.6667 and 3.6111, respectively. However, teaching/non-teaching personnel gave a noticeably lower 
mean of 2.8889, suggesting only moderate agreement. In Arellano University, ratings were more mixed. Administrative 
personnel rated enforcement at 3.4444 and students gave a higher score of 3.6416, both showing effective to very 
effective responses. Security officers/guards gave a lower score of 3.0833, and teaching/non-teaching staff gave a 
neutral rating of 3.0000. At Navotas Polytechnic College, administrative personnel again rated breach response highly 
at 3.6667, while security officers/guards gave a much lower score of 2.6667, suggesting less satisfaction. Students and 
teaching/non-teaching staff had moderate scores of 3.3333 and 2.9048, respectively, indicating varied levels of 
effectiveness. Gov. Andres Pascual College presented similar disparities. Administrative personnel rated breach 
response at 3.2000, while security officers/guards rated it more favorably at 3.5000. Students gave a mean score of 
3.5208, while teaching/non-teaching staff had a lower score of 2.9333. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, all 
groups showed a relatively consistent view of effectiveness. Administrative personnel gave a mean of 3.3333, security 
officers/guards rated it at 3.6111, students at 3.4872, and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.4762. St. Louis 
University demonstrated strong agreement across the board, with administrative personnel giving a mean of 3.6667, 
security officers/guards 3.4167, students 3.3148, and teaching/non-teaching staff 3.6000—all indicating effective to 
very effective enforcement of breach response. 

While perceptions of breach response enforcement are generally positive across institutions, there is a noticeable 
degree of variation among respondent groups. Administrative personnel and security officers/guards often rate 
enforcement efforts more favorably, while teaching and non-teaching staff occasionally express more neutral or 
moderate levels of agreement. Nonetheless, the overall trend suggests that security officers are perceived as generally 
effective in handling breach incidents across the campuses surveyed. 

3.18. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Reinforcement of Territorial Ownership and Identity 
through Campus Boundary Clarity 

Across the surveyed educational institutions in CAMANAVA, the assessment of security officers’ reinforcement of 
territorial ownership and identity—specifically through the clarity of campus boundaries—revealed generally 
favorable perceptions, though variations were observed among respondent groups. At the University of Caloocan City, 
administrative personnel expressed a high level of agreement with a mean score of 3.8000. Security officers/guards 
followed with 3.4000, while students and teaching/non-teaching staff rated the reinforcement at 3.2180 and 3.4444, 
respectively, indicating positive but varied perceptions. In La Consolacion College, all groups showed consistent 
agreement, with administrative personnel rating the efforts at 3.6667, security officers/guards at 3.5556, students at 
3.4375, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5238. At City of Malabon University, both administrative personnel and 
security officers/guards gave the highest rating of 3.8889, suggesting very effective boundary clarity. Students rated it 
slightly lower at 3.4444, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.1667, reflecting effective yet slightly less favorable 
perceptions among the latter group. In Arellano University, student respondents provided a high mean of 3.6296, while 
administrative personnel followed at 3.4444. However, security officers/guards rated the reinforcement lower at 
3.0000, and teaching/non-teaching staff even lower at 2.8000, suggesting less satisfaction in those groups. Navotas 
Polytechnic College revealed more variability. Administrative personnel rated the reinforcement highly at 3.6667, while 
security officers/guards gave a significantly lower score of 2.5000. Students and teaching/non-teaching staff provided 
ratings of 3.4000 and 2.9524, respectively, showing a mix of effective and less effective perceptions. In Gov. Andres 
Pascual College, security officers/guards gave the highest score of 3.8333. Students and teaching/non-teaching staff 
followed with 3.4583 and 3.4000, while administrative personnel provided a moderate score of 3.2667. Pamantasan ng 
Lungsod ng Valenzuela showed consistent agreement across all groups. Administrative personnel rated reinforcement 
at 3.6667, security officers/guards at 3.8333, students at 3.5385, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5714, indicating 
strong alignment on boundary clarity effectiveness. Lastly, St. Louis University showed relatively lower administrative 
ratings at 3.0000, while security officers/guards rated 3.3333, students 3.2593, and teaching/non-teaching personnel 
3.6000, reflecting a generally effective perception with some variation. 

The data suggests that efforts to reinforce territorial ownership and identity through campus boundary clarity are seen 
as effective by most groups, with administrative personnel and security officers/guards often providing the highest 
ratings. Some institutions, however, showed notable disparities, especially in the perceptions of teaching and non-
teaching personnel. 
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3.19. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Reinforcement of Territorial Ownership and Identity 
through Landscape Utilization 

The assessment of security officers' reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through the strategic use of 
landscape design shows a generally positive perception across institutions, with some differences among the 
respondent categories. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the efforts highly at 3.7333, 
followed by security officers/guards at 3.5333, students at 3.3187, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.5000. These 
ratings indicate overall effectiveness, with slight variation across roles. La Consolacion College also reflected favorable 
views, with security officers/guards giving the highest score of 3.7778. Administrative personnel followed with 3.5833, 
students with 3.5000, and teaching/non-teaching personnel with 3.6191, showing consistent agreement across all 
groups. City of Malabon University presented strong ratings as well, with administrative personnel at 3.6667 and 
security officers/guards at 3.8889. Students rated the reinforcement at 3.4630, while teaching/non-teaching staff 
provided a more modest evaluation of 3.0556, suggesting less certainty in perceived impact among the latter group. 
Arellano University had the highest administrative score across all schools at 4.0000, indicating very effective 
perception, whereas security officers/guards gave a significantly lower rating of 2.8333. Students responded positively 
with 3.5926, while teaching/non-teaching staff showed more neutral feedback at 2.9333. Navotas Polytechnic College 
demonstrated more mixed perceptions, with administrative personnel rating at 3.5556 and students at 3.3778, while 
security officers/guards and teaching/non-teaching staff rated lower at 2.8333 and 2.9524, respectively. In Gov. Andres 
Pascual College, ratings also varied: security officers/guards gave a high score of 3.6667, students followed with 3.4375, 
while administrative and teaching/non-teaching personnel rated lower at 3.0667 and 2.9333, respectively. Pamantasan 
ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela showed generally strong perceptions of effectiveness, with students and teaching/non-
teaching staff scoring 3.5278 and 3.5238, respectively. Security officers/guards gave a high 3.6667, while administrative 
personnel provided a slightly lower but still positive score of 3.1111. At St. Louis University, administrative and security 
personnel had closely aligned views at 3.2222 and 3.2500, respectively, while students and teaching/non-teaching staff 
provided slightly higher scores of 3.3889 and 3.4000. 

The reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through landscape utilization is largely viewed as effective 
across CAMANAVA institutions. Administrative personnel and security officers/guards often lead in giving higher 
scores, though some disparities appear, particularly among teaching/non-teaching personnel. These differences may 
reflect varying levels of awareness or involvement in campus environmental planning. 

3.20. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Reinforcement of Territorial Ownership and Identity 
through Ownership Promotion Policies 

The evaluation of security officers' reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through ownership promotion 
policies reveals varied perceptions across educational institutions and respondent groups. At the University of Caloocan 
City, administrative personnel rated the enforcement efforts at 3.7333, indicating a very effective implementation, while 
security officers/guards followed with a rating of 3.4000. Students and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.2619 
and 3.5556 respectively, showing generally positive feedback with minor variations. La Consolacion College also 
reflected strong positive responses with administrative personnel at 3.6667, security officers/guards at 3.8889, 
students at 3.4375, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.6508—all indicating effective or very effective perceptions. In 
contrast, City of Malabon University showed a stark divergence, where administrative personnel rated the 
reinforcement at 3.7778, while security officers/guards and students gave significantly lower scores of 2.0813 and 
2.0321, respectively, suggesting perceived ineffectiveness in implementation. Teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
2.1561, reinforcing the general dissatisfaction among non-administrative groups. At Arellano University, administrative 
personnel maintained a high rating of 3.7778, students mirrored this with 3.6667, while security officers/guards and 
teaching/non-teaching staff rated it lower at 2.9167 and 3.0000, reflecting more moderate evaluations. Navotas 
Polytechnic College followed a similar pattern of variability, with administrative personnel giving a strong 3.6667 rating, 
students providing 3.4222, and teaching/non-teaching staff giving 2.9524. However, security officers/guards rated it 
lower at 2.6667, suggesting a disconnect in perceived policy enforcement. Gov. Andres Pascual College presented a 
reverse in ratings, with security officers/guards scoring highest at 3.8333, while administrative personnel gave 3.2667. 
Students and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.4792 and 2.8667, respectively, indicating moderate perceptions. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela yielded consistently high ratings across all groups, with administrative 
personnel scoring 3.5556, security officers/guards at 3.8333, students at 3.4872, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 
3.6191, all reflecting strong effectiveness in ownership promotion initiatives. Lastly, St. Louis University showed 
moderate and fairly consistent scores, with administrative personnel at 3.2222, security officers/guards at 3.3333, 
students at 3.3519, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.2667. 

The reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through ownership promotion policies is generally perceived 
as effective, particularly by administrative personnel and security officers/guards. However, perceptions among 
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students and teaching/non-teaching staff are more variable, with some institutions showing significant disparities, 
pointing to possible gaps in communication or implementation across stakeholder groups. 

3.21. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Reinforcement of Territorial Ownership and Identity 
through Monitoring Technology Integration 

The assessment of security officers' reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through monitoring technology 
integration across various educational institutions in CAMANAVA reveals a generally favorable perception among 
respondents, with minor variability between stakeholder groups. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative 
personnel provided a very effective rating of 3.8000, while security officers/guards followed with 3.5333. Students and 
teaching/non-teaching staff also reflected agreement, scoring 3.3810 and 3.5000 respectively, all within the effective 
range. La Consolacion College similarly showed positive results across all categories, with administrative personnel 
rating 3.5833, security officers/guards 3.7778 (very effective), students 3.5000, and teaching/non-teaching personnel 
3.4762—demonstrating strong consistency in favorable perceptions. City of Malabon University recorded high ratings 
from both administrative personnel and security officers/guards, each at 3.7778, indicating very effective performance. 
Students followed with 3.5370, while teaching/non-teaching staff rated slightly lower at 3.0556, indicating effective 
implementation with minor variation. At Arellano University, administrative personnel gave a rating of 3.6667 and 
students 3.5741, both within the very effective range. However, security officers/guards and teaching/non-teaching 
staff both gave ratings of 3.0000, reflecting a more moderate view of implementation effectiveness. Navotas Polytechnic 
College showed a wider spread in ratings, with administrative personnel scoring 3.5000 and security officers/guards 
3.3333. Students gave a score of 3.3778, while teaching/non-teaching staff offered a slightly lower 2.8571, indicating 
variability in perceptions. At Gov. Andres Pascual College, administrative personnel rated the reinforcement at 3.4000, 
while security officers/guards gave a higher rating of 3.6667. Students and teaching/non-teaching staff scored it at 
3.4583 and 3.1333 respectively, both within the effective category, though with noticeable differences in enthusiasm. 
Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela received overall strong ratings across the board. Administrative personnel rated 
the reinforcement at 3.2222, security officers/guards gave the highest group rating at 3.8333, students scored 3.5641, 
and teaching/non-teaching staff 3.4762—highlighting a largely positive consensus with high consistency. At St. Louis 
University, administrative personnel gave a lower rating of 3.1111, and security officers/guards rated 3.2500. Students 
scored 3.4259, while teaching/non-teaching personnel gave 3.3333, showing effective but more moderate perceptions 
across all groups. 

Respondents across institutions generally agreed that the integration of monitoring technology effectively reinforces 
territorial ownership and identity. While most ratings fall within the "effective" and "very effective" categories, some 
discrepancies are evident between roles, particularly with teaching/non-teaching personnel offering slightly more 
conservative evaluations in certain cases. Nonetheless, the data reflects a positive institutional trend toward effective 
use of monitoring technology for campus security enhancement. 

3.22. Respondents' Assessment of Security Officers' Reinforcement of Territorial Ownership and Identity 
through Community Engagement 

The evaluation of security officers' reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through community engagement 
across educational institutions in CAMANAVA reflects a generally positive trend with some variability among 
respondent groups. At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the reinforcement as very 
effective with a mean of 3.8000, while security officers/guards gave it 3.6000, also indicating strong agreement. 
Students rated it at 3.3571 and teaching/non-teaching personnel at 3.4444, both falling within the effective range. La 
Consolacion College showed consistent positive agreement across all groups. Administrative personnel rated the 
practice at 3.5833, security officers/guards at 3.7778 (very effective), students at 3.5000, and teaching/non-teaching 
personnel at 3.6191. Similarly, City of Malabon University saw both administrative personnel and security 
officers/guards rating reinforcement very effective at 3.7778. Students gave a mean of 3.5370, while teaching/non-
teaching staff rated it at 3.1111, indicating general agreement with some variation. At Arellano University, 
administrative personnel rated the initiative at 3.6667, students at 3.6111—both suggesting strong effectiveness. 
However, security officers/guards provided a notably lower score of 2.9167, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it 
3.0000, pointing to mixed perceptions. Navotas Polytechnic College received very effective ratings from administrative 
personnel (3.7222), but lower scores from security officers/guards (3.0000), students (3.5111), and especially 
teaching/non-teaching personnel (2.8095), revealing significant perception gaps. Gov. Andres Pascual College 
presented an interesting contrast: administrative personnel rated community engagement at 3.2000, while security 
officers/guards gave a high rating of 3.5833. Students rated it at 3.5000, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.9333, 
reflecting varied levels of agreement. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela recorded strong overall support, with 
ratings of 3.5556 from administrative personnel, 3.8333 from security officers/guards, 3.5897 from students, and 
3.6667 from teaching/non-teaching staff—all indicating a very effective perception of community engagement 
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strategies. At St. Louis University, perceptions were more moderate. Administrative personnel rated the approach at 
3.1111, security officers/guards at 3.2500, students at 3.4074, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.4000, reflecting 
consistent but slightly lower agreement. 

While most institutions reported effective or very effective reinforcement of territorial ownership and identity through 
community engagement, the degree of perceived success varies by stakeholder group. Administrative personnel and 
security officers/guards generally expressed strong support, whereas teaching/non-teaching staff tended to offer more 
conservative ratings in several cases, indicating areas where engagement efforts might be more effectively aligned 
across all members of the academic community. 

Table 1 Problems in Campus Environment Maintenance and Management Affecting Security Officer Effectiveness in 
Campus Infrastructure Maintenance 

School/ University Admin. 
Personnel  

Security 
Officer/ Guard  

Student Teaching/ 
Non-Teaching 

University of 
Caloocan City 

Mean Std. Dev 3.8000 0.00000 3.6667 0.05803 3.3571 0.34249 3.1111 0.14473 

La Consolacion 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 3.6667 0.04466 3.5556 0.00000 3.1903 0.16881 3.1905 0.21601 

City of Malabon 
University 

Mean Std. Dev 3.6667 0.00000 3.7778 0.33333 3.3148 0.16030 3.0000 0.00000 

Arellano University  Mean Std. Dev 3.3333 0.00000 3.0000 0.00000 3.1852 0.21723 2.5333 0.09593 

Navotas Polytechnic 
College 

Mean Std. Dev 3.7778 0.06244 2.8333 0.40825 3.1556 0.20814 2.8095 0.30792 

Gov. Andres Pascual 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 3.2000 0.09593 3.5833 0.04466 3.2500 0.12684 2.8000 0.40008 

Pamantasan ng 
Lungsod ng 
Valenzuela  

Mean Std. Dev 2.8889 0.11080 3.6667 0.00000 3.4872 0.08614 3.2381 0.15556 

St. Louis University  Mean Std. Dev 3.0000 0.19245 3.5833 0.04466 3.3333 0.08859 3.0667 0.14473 

Legend: 3.51 - 4.00 Very Effective; 2.51 - 3.50 Effective; 1. 51 - 2.50 Less Effective; 1.00 - 1.50 Not Effective 

At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the effectiveness as very effective at 3.8000, 
indicating strong agreement, while security officers/guards rated it as having a score of 3.6667. Students rated it at 
3.3571, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.1111, showing generally positive views with some variation. La 
Consolacion College saw administrative personnel rating the effectiveness as effective with a score of 3.6667, while 
security officers/guards rated it slightly lower at 3.5556. Students rated it at 3.1903, and teaching/non-teaching staff 
rated it at 3.1905, indicating consistent but slightly less positive agreement across groups. At City of Malabon University, 
both administrative personnel and security officers/guards rated the effectiveness highly, both scoring it as very 
effective at 3.6667 and 3.7778, respectively. Students rated it at 3.3148, while teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
3.0000, showing some variability in perceptions but generally positive views. Arellano University had administrative 
personnel rating the effectiveness as effective with a score of 3.3333, while security officers/guards rated it lower at 
3.0000, falling into the less effective range. Students rated it at 3.1852, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
2.5333, indicating mixed but overall moderate perceptions with notable variability. Navotas Polytechnic College had 
administrative personnel rating the effectiveness as very effective with a score of 3.7778, while security officers/guards 
rated it significantly lower at 2.8333, falling into the effective range. Students rated it at 3.1556, and teaching/non-
teaching staff rated it at 2.8095, showing significant variability in perceptions. Gov. Andres Pascual College saw 
administrative personnel rating the effectiveness as effective with a score of 3.2000, while security officers/guards 
rated it as very effective with a score of 3.5833. Students rated it at 3.2500, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
2.8000, indicating moderate agreement with notable variation. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela had 
administrative personnel rating the effectiveness as less effective with a score of 2.8889, while security officers/guards 
rated it much higher at 3.6667, falling into the Very Effective range. Students rated it at 3.4872, and teaching/non-
teaching staff rated it at 3.2381, reflecting positive views with some consistency across groups. St. Louis University had 
administrative personnel rating the effectiveness as Effective with a score of 3.0000, while security officers/guards 
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rated it as Very Effective with a score of 3.5833. Students rated it at 3.3333, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
3.0667, showing generally positive views with slight variations. 

The effectiveness of reinforcement measures varies across the institutions assessed. While some institutions 
demonstrate strong agreement among administrative personnel and security officers/guards, others show 
discrepancies in their perceptions. The assessment highlights a mix of positive views and variability in effectiveness 
ratings among respondent groups and institutions. 

The table presents problems in campus environment maintenance and management impacting security officer 
coordination across different institutions, as perceived by various respondent groups. 

Table 2 Problems in Campus Environment Maintenance and Management Impacting Security Officer Coordination 

School/ University Admin. 
Personnel  

Security 
Officer/ Guard  

Student Teaching/ 
Non-Teaching 

University of 
Caloocan City 

Mean Std. Dev 3.8000 0.00000 3.6000 0.00000 3.1978 0.11295 3.0556 0.00000 

La Consolacion 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 3.4167 0.04466 3.5556 0.33333 2.9792 0.13495 3.0000 0.16801 

City of Malabon 
University 

Mean Std. Dev 3.6667 0.00000 4.0000 0.00000 3.2092 0.06890 2.9444 0.04250 

Arellano University  Mean Std. Dev 3.0000 0.00000 2.7500 0.00000 3.2102 0.14278 2.6000 0.05803 

Navotas Polytechnic 
College 

Mean Std. Dev 3.6111 0.01809 3.3333 0.40825 3.2222 0.08111 2.9524 0.17583 

Gov. Andres Pascual 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 2.8000 0.22485 3.2500 0.29346 3.1667 0.20527 3.0000 0.27400 

Pamantasan ng 
Lungsod ng 
Valenzuela  

Mean Std. Dev 3.2222 0.04250 3.7778 0.06244 3.4103 0.00565 2.9048 0.26417 

St. Louis University  Mean Std. Dev 3.0000 0.19245 3.5833 0.04466 3.3333 0.08859 3.0667 0.14473 

Legend: 3.51 - 4.00 Very Effective; 2.51 - 3.50 Effective; 1. 51 - 2.50 Less Effective; 1.00 - 1.50 Not Effective 

At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the impact as very effective at 3.8000, indicating 
strong agreement, while security officers/guards rated it as effective with a score of 3.6000. Students rated it at 3.1978, 
and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.0556, suggesting generally positive views with some variation. La 
Consolacion College saw administrative personnel rating the impact as effective with a score of 3.4167, while security 
officers/guards rated it slightly higher at 3.5556. Students rated it at 2.9792, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 
3.0000, indicating somewhat positive views but with some discrepancies. At City of Malabon University, both 
administrative personnel and security officers/guards rated the impact highly, both scoring it as very effective at 3.6667 
and 4.0000, respectively. Students rated it at 3.2092, while teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 2.9444, showing some 
variability in perceptions but generally positive views. Arellano University had administrative personnel rating the 
impact as effective with a score of 3.0000, while security officers/guards rated it slightly lower at 2.7500, falling into 
the less effective range. Students rated it at 3.2102, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 2.6000, indicating mixed 
but generally moderate perceptions with notable variability. Navotas Polytechnic College had administrative personnel 
rating the impact as very effective with a score of 3.6111, while security officers/guards rated it lower at 3.3333, falling 
into the effective range. Students rated it at 3.2222, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 2.9524, showing some 
variability in perceptions but generally positive views. At Gov. Andres Pascual College, administrative personnel rated 
the impact as effective with a score of 2.8000, while security officers/guards rated it slightly higher at 3.2500. Students 
rated it at 3.1667, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.0000, indicating mixed but generally moderate 
perceptions with some variation. Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela had administrative personnel rating the impact 
as effective with a score of 3.2222, while security officers/guards rated it higher at 3.7778, falling into the very effective 
range. Students rated it at 3.4103, and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 2.9048, reflecting generally positive views 
with some discrepancies. St. Louis University had administrative personnel rating the impact as effective with a score 
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of 3.0000, while security officers/guards rated it as very effective with a score of 3.5833. Students rated it at 3.3333, 
and teaching/non-teaching staff rated it at 3.0667, indicating generally positive views with slight variations. 

The assessment reveals varying levels of impact effectiveness across the surveyed institutions. While some institutions, 
like City of Malabon University and Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, receive high ratings from both 
administrative personnel and security officers/guards, others, such as Arellano University and Gov. Andres Pascual 
College, show more mixed perceptions. Despite these variations, there's a general trend of positive views regarding 
impact effectiveness, particularly among administrative personnel and security officers/guards, with slight 
discrepancies among respondents’.  

The data provides insight into how various problems in campus environment maintenance and management affect the 
effectiveness of security officers in handling maintenance issues. Respondent groups, including administrative 
personnel, security officers/guards, students, and teaching/non-teaching staff from different universities, have offered 
their assessments, revealing some consistent patterns and significant variation. 

Table 3 Problems in Campus Environment Maintenance and Management Affecting Security Officer Effectiveness in 
Maintenance Issue Protocols 

School/ University Admin. 
Personnel  

Security 
Officer/ Guard  

Student Teaching/ Non-
Teaching 

University of Caloocan 
City 

Mean Std. Dev 3.8000 0.00000 3.0667 0.07480 3.0000 0.12252 2.9444 0.15005 

La Consolacion College  Mean Std. Dev 3.5000 0.00000 3.4444 0.33333 3.0208 0.09040 2.8571 0.05142 

City of Malabon 
University 

Mean Std. Dev 3.6667 0.00000 4.0000 0.00000 3.1852  0.03710 2.7778 0.02860 

Arellano University  Mean Std. Dev 2.8889 0.30457 2.7500 0.00000 3.1111 0.08729 2.2667 0.16682 

Navotas Polytechnic 
College 

Mean Std. Dev 3.6111 0.01809 2.5000 0.40825 3.0889 0.06485 2.4762 0.08090 

Gov. Andres Pascual 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 2.6000  0.23463 3.3333  0.28868  3.1250 0.05848 2.8667 0.19772 

Pamantasan ng Lungsod 
ng Valenzuela  

Mean Std. Dev 3.0556 0.00000 3.7778 0.06244 3.2051 0.13575 3.0476 0.02544 

St. Louis University  Mean Std. Dev 2.8889 0.00000 3.4167 0.04466 3.1678 0.01805 3.2667 0.17354 

Legend: 3.51 - 4.00 Very Effective; 2.51 - 3.50 Effective; 1. 51 - 2.50 Less Effective; 1.00 - 1.50 Not Effective 

At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the effectiveness at very effective with a score of 
3.8000, while security officers/guards gave a rating of effective at 3.0667, students rated it at effective with a score of 
3.0000, and teaching/non-teaching staff at effective with a score of 2.9444. Similarly, at La Consolacion College, 
administrative personnel rated it as Very Effective with a score of 3.5000, security officers/guards at effective with a 
score of 3.4444, students at Effective with a score of 3.0208, and teaching/non-teaching staff at Effective with a score of 
2.8571. The City of Malabon University saw administrative personnel giving a rating of Very Effective with a score of 
3.6667, security officers/guards as very effective with a score of 4.0000, students as effective with a score of 3.1852, 
and teaching/non-teaching staff as Effective with a score of 2.7778, respectively. Arellano University had administrative 
personnel rating effectiveness at less effective with a score of 2.8889, security officers/guards at less effective with a 
score of 2.7500, students at effective with a score of 3.1111, and teaching/non-teaching staff at less effective with a 
score of 2.2667. At Navotas Polytechnic College, administrative personnel rated effectiveness at very effective with a 
score of 3.6111, security officers/guards at less effective with a score of 2.5000, students at effective with a score of 
3.0889, and teaching/non-teaching staff as less effective with a score of 2.4762. Gov. Andres Pascual College had 
administrative personnel giving a rating of less effective with a score of 2.6000, security officers/guards at effective 
with a score of 3.3333, students at effective with a score of 3.1250, and teaching/non-teaching staff at effective with a 
score of 2.8667. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, administrative personnel rated effectiveness as effective 
with a score of 3.0556, security officers/guards as very effective with a score of 3.7778, students as effective with a 
score of 3.2051, and teaching/non-teaching staff as effective with a score of 3.0476. St. Louis University saw 
administrative personnel rating effectiveness as less effective with a score of 2.8889, security officers/guards as 
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effective with a score of 3.4167, students as effective with a score of 3.1678, and teaching/non-teaching staff as effective 
with a score of 3.2667. The data highlights a consistent trend where administrative personnel generally rate security 
officer effectiveness higher compared to other groups, indicating a more favorable view. Conversely, teaching/non-
teaching staff often rate effectiveness lower, suggesting areas for improvement. Security officers/guards typically rate 
their effectiveness consistently higher, especially at universities like City of Malabon University and Pamantasan ng 
Lungsod ng Valenzuela. However, there are significant discrepancies in ratings between security officers and 
students/teaching staff, as seen at Navotas Polytechnic College and Arellano University, highlighting potential 
communication or perception gaps. The lowest ratings generally come from teaching/non-teaching staff and students, 
particularly at Arellano University and Navotas Polytechnic College, indicating substantial dissatisfaction with current 
maintenance issue protocols.  

The data suggests a need for a more uniform approach to maintenance issue protocols that can bridge the perception 
gap between security officers and other campus stakeholders. Enhancing communication, training, and maintenance 
practices could improve overall effectiveness and satisfaction across all respondent groups. 

The data provides insights into the impact of budgetary maintenance constraints on the effectiveness of security officers 
in various universities, as perceived by different respondent groups including administrative personnel, security 
officers/guards, students, and teaching/non-teaching staff. 

Table 4 Problems in Campus Environment Maintenance and Management Impacting Security Officer Effectiveness due 
to Budgetary Maintenance Constraints 

School/ University Admin. 
 Personnel  

Security 
Officer/ Guard  

Student Teaching/ 
Non-Teaching 

University of Caloocan City Mean Std. Dev 3.8000 0.00000 3.0000 0.00000 3.0952 0.10703 3.0000 0.41866 

La Consolacion College  Mean Std. Dev 3.5833 0.04466 3.4444 0.33333 3.0833 0.04845 2.9048 0.05906 

City of Malabon University Mean Std. Dev 3.6667 0.00000 3.6667 0.57735 3.1111 0.05970 2.8333 0.00000 

Arellano University  Mean Std. Dev  3.0000 0.47605 2.8333 0.28868 3.0926 0.04972 2.2000 0.00000 

Navotas Polytechnic 
College 

Mean Std. Dev 3.5556 0.17326 2.3333 0.81650 2.9333 0.11948 2.5714 0.14841 

Gov. Andres Pascual 
College  

Mean Std. Dev 2.7333 0.05803 3.3333 0.02458 3.0833 0.09644 2.9333 0.35007 

Pamantasan ng Lungsod 
ng Valenzuela  

Mean Std. Dev 3.0000 0.14545 3.7778 0.06244 3.2821 0.05461 3.1429 0.14261 

St. Louis University  Mean Std. Dev 3.0000 0.00000 3.5000 0.00000 3.2593 0.11778 3.3333 0.18575 

Legend: 3.51 - 4.00 Very Effective; 2.51 - 3.50 Effective; 1. 51 - 2.50 Less Effective; 1.00 - 1.50 Not Effective 

At the University of Caloocan City, administrative personnel rated the effectiveness at 3.8000, security officers/guards 
at 3.0000, students at 3.0952, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.0000. La Consolacion College saw administrative 
personnel rating effectiveness at 3.5833, security officers/guards at 3.4444, students at 3.0833, and teaching/non-
teaching staff at 2.9048. City of Malabon University had administrative personnel giving a rating of 3.6667, security 
officers/guards at 3.6667, students at 3.1111, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.8333. Arellano University had 
administrative personnel rating effectiveness at 3.0000, security officers/guards at 2.8333, students at 3.0926, and 
teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.2000. Navotas Polytechnic College saw administrative personnel rating effectiveness 
at 3.5556, security officers/guards at 2.3333, students at 2.9333, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.5714. Gov. Andres 
Pascual College had administrative personnel giving a rating of 2.7333, security officers/guards at 3.3333, students at 
3.0833, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 2.9333. At Pamantasan ng Lungsod ng Valenzuela, administrative personnel 
rated effectiveness at 3.0000, security officers/guards at 3.7778, students at 3.2821, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 
3.1429. St. Louis University saw administrative personnel rating effectiveness at 3.0000, security officers/guards at 
3.5000, students at 3.2593, and teaching/non-teaching staff at 3.3333. The data reveals a trend where administrative 
personnel often rate the effectiveness of security officers higher compared to other groups, indicating a more favorable 
view of their performance. In contrast, students and teaching/non-teaching staff generally rate effectiveness lower, 
suggesting they might experience more challenges or see more issues related to budgetary constraints. Security 
officers/guards ratings vary significantly across universities, with notable discrepancies, especially at Navotas 
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Polytechnic College and Arellano University, highlighting potential issues in budget allocation and its impact on their 
effectiveness. 

The data reveals that there is a need for a more balanced and effective budgetary allocation to address maintenance 
constraints, ensuring that security officers can perform their duties more effectively and that there is a more consistent 
perception of their effectiveness across all respondent groups. 

3.23. Relationship Between Environmental and Infrastructural Factors and the Effectiveness of Campus 
Security Officers 

The quantitative analyses from Tables 5, 28, 29, and 30 collectively reveal that various environmental, infrastructural, 
and design-related elements significantly influence the effectiveness of campus security officers. In Table 5, the 
relationship between visibility-obstructing designs and the effectiveness of security officers in monitoring campus 
spaces and buildings is found to be statistically significant, with a p-value of 0.00, well below the 0.05 significance 
threshold. This leads to the rejection of the null hypothesis and affirms that visibility issues negatively affect monitoring 
efficiency. Similarly, Table 28 demonstrates a significant relationship between environmental factors—such as lighting, 
landscaping, and campus layout—and security officers' effectiveness, again with a p-value of 0.00. This suggests that 
optimizing these environmental conditions can enhance safety protocols and situational awareness. Table 29 further 
supports this by showing that the practices of security officers are significantly associated with the reinforcement of 
territorial ownership and identity within the campus community. This indicates that how officers interact with both 
individuals and infrastructure plays a vital role in fostering a collective sense of security and belonging. Lastly, Table 30 
reveals a significant relationship between issues in campus environment maintenance and management and the 
effectiveness of security officers' safety efforts. With a consistent p-value of 0.00, it is clear that inadequacies in facility 
upkeep hinder security personnel in fulfilling their roles. Altogether, the data underscore that a well-designed, properly 
maintained campus environment, along with proactive security practices, is crucial for ensuring a secure educational 
setting. 

4. Conclusions  

The study concludes that the distribution of respondents across various universities and categories provides a well-
rounded perspective on campus security. This diversity allows for a more accurate understanding of how different 
groups perceive safety measures. Findings also show a generally positive perception of security officers’ effectiveness 
in monitoring campus areas and implementing access control. However, inconsistencies across institutions and 
respondent groups reveal the need to strengthen certain aspects, particularly interdepartmental collaboration and 
response protocols for security breaches. Additionally, campuses demonstrate a positive sense of territorial ownership 
and identity, supported by clear boundaries, strategic landscaping, and active community involvement. However, 
recurring issues in campus maintenance and management hinder security efforts. These include inefficiencies in 
maintenance services and limited budgets, underscoring the importance of standardizing maintenance practices and 
allocating resources more effectively. Finally, hypothesis testing confirms significant links between the effectiveness of 
security officers and several factors such as obstructive environmental designs, officer practices, and campus 
infrastructure, offering critical insight into areas that influence overall campus safety. In light of these conclusions, 
several recommendations are proposed. Educational institutions should invest in advanced training for security officers 
to enhance their ability to manage campus security, address breaches, and communicate effectively. Strengthening 
collaboration between departments is also essential, as it promotes unified responses and better coordination during 
incidents. The expansion of surveillance technology is encouraged, including broader deployment of CCTV systems and 
modern access controls to reduce blind spots and increase deterrence. Equally important is the need to standardize 
maintenance protocols across campuses, ensuring infrastructure issues are addressed promptly and uniformly. 
Institutions must also prioritize budget allocation for security-related needs, including officer training, technology 
upgrades, and facility upkeep. Lastly, fostering a culture of community engagement is vital—through awareness 
campaigns, open forums, and inclusive safety initiatives, members of the campus community can become active 
participants in maintaining a secure environment. Together, these strategies can significantly improve the effectiveness 
of campus security systems, creating a safer academic space for students, faculty, staff, and visitors.  
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