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Abstract

Oral communication performances of PNHS-Main Senior High School students obtained the lowest Mean Percentage Score
(MPS) from the performative assessment administered by the Schools Division of Paranaque City. These results were alarming
which needed to be intervened. The current study aimed at a two-fold objective, such as providing schools with accurate,
data-driven insights into teaching practices through ongoing assessments and instructional monitoring; and improving classroom
outcomes by linking assessment findings directly to instructional adjustments. The study employed a mixed-method research
design which means to say that collected quantitative data will be supported with qualitative data. Applying this design would
help the researchers find out a holistic approach to identify the effectiveness of contextualized assessments. Further, the
investigation included 30 class sections comprised of 6 clusters, particularly involving 1,112 Grade 11 students as research
participants. In particular, the said research participants came from four senior high school strands, namely: STEM, HUMMS,
ABM, and TVL. Furthermore, the teacher-researchers were asked to develop ten assessment tools with 10 multiple-choice test
items, aligning these with the Oral Communication in Context Curriculum Guide (CG) and Definitive Budget of Work (DBOW).
To ensure the reliability and accuracy of the assessment tools, these were validated by an expert in the field of Language
teaching. The teacher-researchers administered a weekly assessment aligned with the targeted competencies for the week with
their respective oral communication classes. Moreover, the administration of the weekly assessment lasted for 10 weeks (two
quarters or one semester) to be specific. Across 10 weeks the mean scores increased from 6.80 to 7.48, indicating steady
improvement associated with weekly formative assessments. To check the assessment results, the data or the test scores were
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recorded by taking the mean, MPS (Mean Percentage Score), and SD (Standard Deviation) to determine the statistical average
and dispersion of the recorded scores. Research findings implied a positive impact, rendering increasing line trends, seemingly
proving that the academic interventions employed were effective and appropriately addressed the instructional needs for both
teachers and students in Oral Communication in Context. Consequently, the results indicated that formative assessments are
needed to assist teachers to adjust their instructions in order to address the needs of the students in the said subject area.
Pedagogical implications and recommendations were provided for future research directions.
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1. Introduction

Communicative competence has been considered a vital
aspect of success. Crystal [9] asserted that possessing mastery
of the English language can guarantee the availability of em-
ployment, travelling, higher education, and a better life.
Language, whether spoken or written is instrumental for hu-
mans to communicate and propound thoughts and emotions,
thereby making relations for interactions and building unity
within the speech community. Thus, having communicative
competence in English or target language known as the global
lingua franca serves as a bridge between diverse nations [34].
In line with this, it is beyond cavil that many educational
institutions give emphasis on enhancing the students’ com-
munication skills, especially the oral domain. Thus, teachers
provide assessments embedded in their instructional materials
to gather evidence of the students’ performance over a period
of time and to determine the learning and mastery of skills
required as provided in the curricula for a particular subject
area.

Provision of high-quality instruction has become a major
goal in education today. To achieve this, teachers’ instruc-
tional methods must align with the changing and diverse
needs of the learners themselves. As classrooms become more
varied in terms of student backgrounds, learning styles, and
academic levels, the need for timely and effective support for
teachers becomes more critical. For this reason, instructional
monitoring and assessment have emerged as vital strategies.
These practices help educators and school leaders gather
accurate and relevant data about teaching and learning. Such
data enable teachers to make informed decisions, adjust their
instructional approaches in real-time, and improve learning
outcomes (Wiliam, [37]).

Instructional monitoring and assessment are not only used
to measure student performance; they also serve as important
tools in evaluating the performance and development needs of
teachers. Through structured classroom observations, the use
of formative assessment tools, and constructive feedback,
school leaders can nail down specific areas where teachers
require guidance and support (Niculescu, [26]; Wiliam, [37];
Marzano, [25]). When instructional needs are properly iden-
tified and addressed, teachers become more effective in their

practice, which in turn leads to improved student engagement
and academic achievement (Pesina, [23]; Guskey, [17]).

However, despite the copious amount of advantages that
can be culled from the instructional materials implemented in
schools, one fact remains to be a reality in the Philippine
educational settings; i.e, there is no adequate training on the
part of the teachers. For instance, Cayabas Jr. and Sumeg-ang
[13] identified the typical themes of challenges with regard to
instructional materials and implementation of the same
teachers face to wit; scarcity in instructional materials and
difficulty of keeping pace with technological advancement
because of lack of technical knowledge and skills. Because of
this phenomenon, many students experience a learning gap
since the teachers and their instructions do not fulfill what is
required for the delivery of quality education.

Another worth-citing study by Frianza [14] indicates that
challenges in education system in the Philippines revolve
around the low budget allocations from the local and national
levels of governance. Furthermore, inadequate content
knowledge, limited resources and references, and lack of
materials and equipment are among those problems that cy-
clically succumb many educational institutions in the Philip-
pines. Accordingly, teachers innovate and use localized ma-
terials that are available to supplement the insufficiency of the
competencies required (Dicdiquin, Mobo, and Cutillas, [10];
Timperley & Wilson, [31]).

Insofar as oral communication is concerned, assessment of
students’ skills to the same cannot be shunned. Linguists
concur that language is an indispensable element of all en-
deavors in life though it is conceived as a system of symbols
and meanings (Banga & Suri, [4]). Thus, it is a system of
functions (Halliday, [18]). Understanding is a primordial goal
as to why people communicate thus, they tend to employ
contextualization cues. This is well embodied in the so-called
“communicative competencies.” According to Canale and
Swain ([8] cited in Ahmed, [2]) that there are four compe-
tencies students must possess to be able to convey the mean-
ings and make sense of the world around them using language
viz: Grammatical competence which refers to ability of a
person to know the words and rules pertaining to the proper
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construction of spoken and written language; Sociolinguistic
Competence which pertains to the ability of the person to
know how to appropriately utilize language in accordance to a
particular context; Discourse Competence which refers to the
ability to propound cohesive and coherent texts or spoken
language; and, Strategic Competence which refers to manip-
ulate, repair, recognize, and organize breakdowns or disso-
nance in communication. In other words, the latter refers to
the ability of the person to use both verbal and nonverbal, and
paralinguistic cues and prosodic features so that when prob-
lems arise, the same can immediately be remedied. With all
these, the very heart of [oral] communication proficiency is
the production of fluency and realization of automaticity
(Canale, [8]). Moreover, Nyarko [27] found the positive rela-
tions between reading proficiency and academic performance
of the students.

In the Philippines, English is the principal medium of
communication and instruction. Executive Order No. 210
mandates that English language shall be used as the primary
medium of instructions in all public and private schools in the
secondary levels (Bautista & De Velle, [6]). There have been
many studies that provide a bonanza of positive assertions as
to the oral communication of the students. Based on the re-
cently conducted study by Apat et al. [3] they found that oral
communication is significantly linked to students learning
engagement. Accordingly, interactive activities must be em-
ployed to maintain the sustainability of the performance of
students. As Dunbar [11, 12] posited the higher mean scores
in oral communication activities are indicia of strong com-
petence in oral communication skills.

In line with this, teachers around the globe acknowledge the
indispensable role of technology in this highly globalized,
competitive environment. Teachers must be fluid in deliver-
ing their instructions (Widayati, MacCallum, &
Woods-McConney [35]). Consequently, the employment of
technology in instructions creates a positive subliminal
learning environment to the students thereby making the
teaching-learning process more personalized and interactive.

Notwithstanding the fondness of many Filipinos in the use
of English, it has been formally disclosed by the study con-
ducted by Madrunio, Martin, and Plata [24] that English
Language Education policies in the Philippines contain issues
of alignment and coherence in the areas of curriculum and
assessment which are rooted to poor and erratic implementa-
tions of the policies pertaining thereto. To cure this, Gracia,
Alvarado, and Nieva [15] proposed five key dimensions as
constructs for effective oral communication to wit: (1) Inter-
action management; (2) Multimodality and prosody; 3) tex-
tual coherence and cohesion; (4) Argumentative strategies;
and (5) Lexicon and terminology.

Equally important is the assertion made by Suson et al. [29]
that in a developing country like the Philippines, students
have different learning styles. Hence, it is submitted that
differentiated instructions such as visual aids shall be em-
ployed by the teachers for them to cater the individual needs

10

of the students. Examples of these are visual aids, explicit
instructions and visual cues integration, and feedbacking
Vaughn & Fletcher, [33]; Houston, [20]). Corollary, Lange-
laan [22] stated that differentiation instruction permits teach-
ers to adjust and adapt activities and instructional prompts
with respect to the level of readiness for each student so as to
enhance inclusion inclusivity and minimize performance
disparities. Evidence in support of DI meta-analysis con-
ducted by Tomlinson and Jarvis [32] revealed that DI results
in moderate academic gains when assessment data is collected
over time. The trends found at the cluster level in this study,
with some clusters consistently outperforming others, are
consistent with literature that suggests that DI is most bene-
ficial for struggling learners when it is combined with forma-
tive feedback and remediation strategies. All these in effect
strengthen students’ competence and comprehension.

Since the acquisition of skills and knowledge in oral
communication varies from one student to another, it is nev-
ertheless disclosed that cultural and linguistic features; that is,
mother tongue or L1 and target language or L2, contribute to
either success or failure of the students in oral communication
(Abu-Arquob & Alserhan, [1]). As claimed by Douglas Fir
Group [16], there are three levels of influence on second
language learning which significantly affect the way teachers
assess or evaluate the students’ performance and output.
These are as follows: micro level which pertains to students’
social activities; meso level which refers to the sociocultural
institutions and communities; and the macro level which
refers to sociocultural ideological structures of the students.
Burns [7] claimed that in micro level, teachers must be aware
that each student has cognitive and affective structures that
affect the way they perform in oral communication related
activities. It likewise influences the willingness to produce
utterances and be engaged in discourse. With regard to the
meso level it provides facilitative and inhibiting environment.

While a number of studies have been elucidated above
concerning the critical roles of employing different instruc-
tions to students in English Language in general and Oral
Communication in particular, there seems to be less attention
paid to the utilization of contextualized instruction and as-
sessment to monitor teaching practices that facilitate learning
process. For that reason, there is a compelling interest to
develop an assessment tool that identify both the weaknesses
and strengths of teachers’ instructional competencies.

To respond to these growing demands, Project MAIN
(Monitoring and Assessment for Instructional Needs) is de-
veloped. It uses a combination of observation tools, formative
assessments, and modern technologies such as Al-based an-
alytics to collect comprehensive data on classroom instruction
and teacher performance. By analyzing this data, school
leaders can provide more focused and personalized profes-
sional development for teachers (Hirsh, [19]). This approach
supports a cycle of continuous improvement and promotes
reflective teaching practices.

Project MAIN recognizes the teachers' common recogni-
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tion of the continued problems their students experience in
line with other aspects such as understanding of the subject
matter and the motivation of the students in taking the par-
ticular subject area. During the focus group, the bone of
contention has been identified by the teachers from various
tracks—TVL, STEM, ABM, and ALS. They found out that
students had difficulty comprehending written questions,
which usually need to be translated into Tagalog and subse-
quently elaborated upon to fully comprehend them. Perfor-
mance was also hampered by absenteeism and lack of focus,
leading teachers to develop tactics such as reviewing material
before quizzes, organizing small discussion groups, using
code-switching, and administering continuous formative
assessments. They focused on providing peer support by
linking high-performing students with those of lower aca-
demic performance and led feedback sessions that highlighted
correct answers together with the reasoning for emphasizing
depth of understanding. With time, these interventions created
a more engaged and understanding student who was able to
perform better on exams because they were motivated and
confident. Out of this shared experience was born Project
MAIN, a research-based program to improve student learning
through consistent assessment, taught instruction, and teacher
collaboration —to transform assessment from a method of
measurement into one that supports meaningful learning
growth.

Hence, Project MAIN sought to achieve the following ob-
jectives:

1) To provide schools with accurate, data-driven insights

3. Results and Discussion

into teaching practices through ongoing assessments and
instructional monitoring; and,

2) To improve classroom outcomes by linking assessment
findings directly to instructional adjustments.

2. Methodology

Artotal of 1,112 grade 11 students who took the subject Oral
Communication in Context for School Year 2025-2026 par-
ticipated in the study. All whom were students at Parafaque
National High School-Main (PNHS-Main). From the total
number of 1,112, 628 of whom were males and 484 were
females. This research study adopted a mixed method re-
search design. It focused on summarizing and analyzing the
data and results of assessments collected through the use of
the Assessment Tool for the subject. The assessment tool was
a standardized quiz that has a total of 10 multiple-choice
questions for each lesson or topic discussed. It was imple-
mented after a lesson or topic was discussed and done during
Fridays, but in cases that there were class suspensions, the
assessment is given to the learners the following meeting.
Collection of data was from Week 1 to Week 6 of the first
semester of the current school year. Finally, descriptive sta-
tistics were used such as, highest score, lowest score, standard
deviation (SD) and mean percentage score (MPS) for each
section and the cumulative results. The scores were also sec-
tion and gender-disaggregated to show the results as bro-
ken-down based on their class section and gender.

Table 1. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 1, Week 2- Assessment 1.

Number of Items  Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 4
Cluster 2 10 10 5
Cluster 3 10 9 2
Cluster 4 10 10 3
Cluster 5 10 10 5
Cluster 6 10 10 0
Average 10 10 3

Table 1 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 1 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

It indicates that the highest possible score is 10, while the
lowest scores ranged from O to 5, demonstrating variability in

Lowest Score

11

Mean MPS SD

5.48 54.85 1.68
8.75 87.52 1.08
5.64 56.40 1.80
7.40 74.01 1.82
7.57 75.68 1.47
6.56 65.63 1.78
6.90 69.02 1.60

student achievement. Cluster 2 achieved the highest mean
(8.75) and Mean Percentage Score (87.52), reflecting superior
performance and consistent learning outcomes. In contrast,
Cluster 1 recorded the lowest mean (5.48) and MPS (54.85),
implying the need for instructional improvement. The poor
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MPS results may be an indicium that students have poor
comprehension to follow and understand basic concepts and
written instructions. This is in parallel to Swanson et. al. [28]
saying that students who have poor comprehension of the
basic written instructions in English tend to garner lower
scores in activities or exams given by the teachers.

It is also notable that students from Clusters 1, 3, 4, and 6
are considered nearly proficient based on their MPS of 50-74
for Assessment 1. On the other hand, students from Clusters 2
and 5 are considered proficient based on their MPS of 75-89
for the same assessment.

Furthermore, the mean score (6.90) and MPS (69.02)

demonstrate a moderate mastery level, while the standard
deviation (1.60) suggests moderate dispersion. Although
overall performance remains acceptable, lower-performing
sections may require targeted intervention to promote mastery
and learning consistency in Oral Communication in Context.
These results support what Apat et al [3] asserted that in-
structional materials introduced by the teachers will signifi-
cantly affect the students’ performance in academic endeavor
such as in oral communication. Furthermore, Dunbar [11] is
correct when it was found that students whose mean scores are
high indicate that they possess proficiency in oral communi-
cation skills.

Table 2. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 1, Week 3- Assessment 2.

Number of Items  Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 4
Cluster 3 10 10 1
Cluster 4 10 10 0
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 3

Table 2 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 2 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

It indicates that the highest possible score is 10, while the
lowest scores ranged from 0 to 4, which is lower compared to
the previous week’s range. Cluster 2 still achieved the highest
mean (8.52) and Mean Percentage Score (85.24), demon-
strating strong student mastery and effective instructional
delivery of the teacher. In contrast, Cluster 3 recorded the
lowest mean (5.60) and MPS (56.00), suggesting the presence
of learning gaps that may require additional interventions.

After taking assessment 2, students from Clusters 1, 5, and
6 got a higher MPS compared to the previous week. Four (4)
clusters remain nearly proficient with MPS within 50-74 and
two as proficient which are Cluster 2 and 5 respectively. It is

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD

6.81 68.06 1.90
8.52 85.24 1.45
5.60 56.00 2.05
6.63 66.28 1.80
8.28 82.82 1.53
7.13 71.27 1.84
7.16 71.61 1.76

also notable that Cluster 3 had the highest variability among
the groups (2.05), indicating wider performance disparities
and suggesting the need for differentiated instruction to sup-
port lower-performing learners.

The computed mean score (7.16) and MPS (71.61) im-
proved compared to the previous week’s data. They also
demonstrate a moderate mastery level, while the standard
deviation (1.76) demonstrates moderate degree of score dis-
persion, implying that performance differences exist but are
not highly extreme across the clusters. These results con-
ceived the truism that in each particular case, students’ per-
formance will vary. Hence, teachers shall include differenti-
ated and contextualized instructions for the students to have a
solid grasp of the subject matter (Gracia, Alvarado, & Nieve,

[15D).

Table 3. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 1, Week 4- Assessment 3.

Number of Items  Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 4
Cluster 3 10 9 3

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD
6.35 63.54 1.87
6.60 66.01 1.56

5.90 58.97 1.60
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Number of Items Highest Score

Cluster 4 10 10 4
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 4

Table 3 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 3 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

All classes recorded a highest possible score of 10, con-
firming that the assessment provided opportunities for stu-
dents to demonstrate complete mastery of the expected
competencies. On the other hand, the lowest scores ranged
from 3 to 4, which means that several learners achieved pro-
gress to proficiency.

Among the six clusters, Cluster 5 recorded the strongest
performance outcomes with a mean score of 8.22 and MPS of
82.23, reflecting high mastery and relatively consistent
learner achievement. This was followed by Cluster 4, posting
a mean of 7.17 and MPS of 71.70, and Cluster 2, which
achieved a mean of 6.60 and MPS of 66.01. These clusters
demonstrate continued instructional effectiveness.

Conversely, Cluster 3 posted the lowest achievement levels
with mean scores of 5.90 (MPS=58.97). The same cluster

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD

7.17 71.70 1.78
8.22 82.23 1.44
6.54 65.40 1.74
6.80 67.98 1.67

recorded moderate variability (SD of 1.60), suggesting a mix
of proficient and struggling learners, and highlighting the
need for reinforced support strategies such as scaffolding,
enrichment, and targeted remediation. Accordingly, there is a
presence of prima facie evidence to scale up the teaching and
learning English (oral communication) among those students
who are below the expected standards as provided in this
assessment. This concurs with Sioco & De Vera [30] that
students need more enhancement activities.

The overall mean score across all clusters was 6.80, gen-
erating a collective Mean Percentage Score (MPS) of 67.98.
While this indicates that a fair proportion of students demon-
strated progressing mastery, the standard deviation of 1.67
signifies notable performance dispersion. These findings
emphasize the importance of differentiated instruction to
ensure all learners achieve expected competency levels in
Oral Communication in Context (Suson et. al. [29]).

Table 4. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 1, Week 5- Assessment 4.

Number of Items Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 4
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 10 10 3
Cluster 5 10 10 5
Cluster 6 10 10 3
Average 10 10 4

Table 4 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 4 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The table indicates that Cluster 5 had the best performance
for the week which is reflected by its mean (7.91) and MPS
(79.13). The same cluster got the lowest SD of 1.37 which
signifies that the scores of the students are not widely dispersed.

On the other hand, Cluster 1 recorded the lowest mean
(6.55) and MPS (65.53). However, compared to the previous

Lowest Score

13

Mean MPS SD

6.55 65.53 1.78
7.68 76.85 1.78
7.06 70.62 157
7.40 74.04 161
7.91 79.13 1.37
6.57 65.72 1.96
7.20 72.98 1.68

week’s assessment, Cluster 1 achieved a higher outcome for
this assessment. It is also notable that all clusters, except
Cluster 5, performed better this week compared to the pre-
vious one. This means that the strategies used and interven-
tions provided by the teachers are effective.

The overall mean score across all clusters was 7.20, gener-
ating a collective MPS of 72.98. The recorded MPS increased
by 5 indicating a better performance for this week. The stand-
ard deviation of 1.68 signifies notable performance dispersion.


http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijsedu

International Journal of Secondary Education

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijsedu

Table 5. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 1, Week 6- Assessment 5.

Number of Items Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 5
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 10 10 4
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 3
Average 10 10 4

Table 5 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 5 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The table indicates that Cluster 2 had the best performance
for the week which is reflected by its mean of 8.45 and MPS
of 84.47. The scores of the students were not widely dispersed
as reflected by the SD of 1.43.

Meanwhile, Cluster 3 recorded the lowest mean (6.27) and
MPS (62.68). Learning outcomes of the cluster are also a little
varied as seen in its SD of 1.76. Clusters 1, 2, 4, and 6 con-
tinued to perform better compared to the previous assessment.
Clusters 3 and 5, on the other hand, declined in their perfor-
mance for this week.

The overall mean score across all clusters was 7.31, gen-
erating a collective MPS of 73.13. In general, the performance

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD

6.93 69.30 1.84
8.45 84.47 143
6.27 62.68 1.76
7.57 75.65 1.00
7.86 78.59 1.62
6.81 68.08 1.79
7.31 73.13 157

of the students kept getting better as shown by the increasing
MPS towards the end of the first quarter. The standard devia-
tion of 1.57 signifies a little variation in the scores of the
students which also means that the performances of the stu-
dents are consistent. The variation in the standard deviation
could be explained through understanding the affec-
tive-motivational aspects of students when they took the as-
sessment. As Burns [7] propounded that students vary in
scores since each has his/her unique affective and cognitive
styles in learning. But nonetheless, these results concur with
the fact that consistent monitoring of students performance
through assessment will encourage metacomprehension. Thus,
consistent monitoring and employment of authentic assess-
ment positively impacts the students’ motivation, language
proficiency, and learning engagement (Bayasen, [5]).

Table 6. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 2, Week 7- Assessment 6.

Number of Items Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 5
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 10 10 4
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 4

Table 6 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 6 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The table indicates that Cluster 4 had the best performance
for the week which is reflected by its mean of 7.56 and MPS

Lowest Score

14

Mean MPS SD

6.85 68.47 1.63
7.56 75.58 142
5.44 54.41 1.52
7.56 75.62 1.01
7.48 74.83 1.47
6.54 65.41 1.48
6.91 69.05 142

of 75.62. These data show that this cluster had an increase in
performance compared to the previous assessment. The scores
of the students were not widely dispersed as reflected by the
SD of 1.01.

Meanwhile, Cluster 3 is still the least performing cluster


http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijsedu

International Journal of Secondary Education

http://www.sciencepg.com/journal/ijsedu

with a Mean of 5.44 and MPS of 54.41. Learning outcomes of
the cluster are also a little varied as seen in its SD of 1.52. It
can also be noted that all clusters, except Cluster 4, got lower
mean and MPS compared to the previous week.

The overall mean score across all clusters was 6.91, gen-
erating a collective MPS of 69.05. The reason for this is the
transition of students from the first quarter to the second
quarter. There was a one-week gap between the previous

assessment and this assessment which disrupted the sense of
familiarity of the students. This supports Lagmay et. al. [21]
that substantial short-term learning disruptions after weeks of
class suspension from typhoons in the Philippines This results
call for the consistency of implementing differentiated as-
sessments and consistent reinforcement which would enhance
students familiarity with the subject matter which likewise in
turn promote automaticity (Widyastuti, [36]).

Table 7. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 2, Week 8- Assessment 7.

Number of Items  Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 3
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 10 10 4
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 4

Table 7 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 7 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The table indicates that Cluster 2 had the best performance
for the week which is reflected by its mean of 9.15 and MPS
of 91.48. The scores of the students were not widely dispersed
as reflected by the SD of 1.51. Conversely, Cluster 3 is still
the least performing cluster with a Mean of 5.42 and MPS of
54.24. The scores of students from cluster 3 are not widely
dispersed as suggested by its SD of 1.22.

Compared to the previous week, the performances of the
clusters are much better this week since all clusters, except

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD

6.99 69.93 1.54
9.15 91.48 151
5.42 54.24 1.22
7.58 75.78 1.65
8.91 89.08 1.26
6.77 67.69 1.75
7.47 74.70 1.49

Cluster 3, had an increasing mean and MPS.

The overall mean score across all clusters was 7.47, gen-
erating a collective MPS of 74.70 which is 5.65 higher com-
pared to the previous one. In general, the performance of the
students keeps getting better as shown by the increasing MPS.
The standard deviation of 1.49 signifies a little variation in the
scores of the students. These results may indicate that students
who maintained positive positions with regard to their scores
have a higher working memory while those who have erratic
score within the given timeframe may be enhanced by
providing substantial help and support through authentic
assessments and instructions (Pesina, [23]).

Table 8. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 2, Week 9- Assessment 8.

Number of Items Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 5
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 10 10 4
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 4

Lowest Score

15

Mean MPS SD

7.21 72.06 1.25
9.17 91.68 1.13
5.69 56.92 1.53
7.57 75.68 1.74
7.96 79.60 142
7.31 73.10 1.48
7.48 74.84 143
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Table 8 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 8 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The data shown by the table indicates that Cluster 2 still had
the best performance for the week which is reflected by its
mean of 9.17 and MPS of 91.68. The scores of the students
were not widely dispersed as reflected by the SD of 1.13. On
the other hand, Cluster 3 is still the least performing cluster
with a Mean of 5.69 and MPS of 56.92. Although the students
from cluster 3 have been the least performing, they are also

consistent in increasing their mean and MPS compared to the
previous assessments.

The table also presents that Cluster 2 had a closely ap-
proximating mastery (86-95) as shown by its MPS of 91.68.
Cluster 3 reached an average mastery (35-65) as shown by the
MPS of 56.92. The other clusters are moving towards mastery
(66-85) as shown by their MPS.

The computed mean score across all clusters was 7.48,
generating a collective MPS of 74.84 which is still higher
compared to the previous assessment.

Table 9. Distribution of Scores for Quarter 2, Week 10- Assessment 9.

Number of ltems Highest Score

Cluster 1 10 10 3
Cluster 2 10 10 5
Cluster 3 10 10 4
Cluster 4 - - -
Cluster 5 10 10 4
Cluster 6 10 10 4
Average 10 10 4

Table 9 shows the summary of performance outcomes of
six (6) clusters after taking Assessment 9 of the Oral Com-
munication in Context subject.

The table indicates that Cluster 5 had the best performance
for the week which is reflected by its mean of 8.77 and MPS
of 87.74 with a difference of 8.14 from last week’s MPS. The
scores of the students were not widely dispersed as reflected
by the SD of 1.18. On the other hand, Cluster 3 is still the least

Week 1-
Orientation

Week 2- Week 3- Week 4- Week 5-

Mean

Lowest Score

Mean MPS SD

6.57 65.65 1.44
8.27 82.70 1.50
6.42 64.20 1.69
8.77 87.74 1.18
6.86 68.64 1.40
7.38 73.79 1.44

performing cluster with a Mean of 6.42 and MPS of 64.20.
Although, it should also be noted that the MPS of cluster 3 has
increased by 4.58 which means that they have continued to
perform better than their previous assessments.

It can also be noted that clusters had a decreasing mean and
MPS compared to the previous week. Aside from this, Cluster
4 was not able to take the assessment due to time constraints.

Week 6- Week 7- Week 8- Week 9- Week 10-

Assessment 1 Assessment 2 Assessment 3 Assessment 4 Assessment 5 Assessment 6 Assessment 7 Assessment 8 Assessment 9

Standard Deviation (SD)

Figure 1. Summary of Average Mean and SD from Week 1- 10 of the Project MAIN Implementation.
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The computed mean score across all clusters was 7.38,
generating a collective MPS of 73.74 which is lower com-
pared to the previous assessment. However, the results of the
assessments can still be considered as consistent throughout
the project implementation. This result may seem contrary to
what Xuan et al. [38] found that interactive assessment has a
strong impact on student involvement and their metacognitive
capacities if teachers inform instructional decisions through
response data. Be that as it may, consistency of implementing
instructional materials in accordance with the students’ needs
is necessary ingredient for the students accomplishment.

Figure 1 shows the average of Mean and Standard Devia-
tion (SD) of the six (6) clusters after taking the assessments of
the Oral Communication in Context subject.

Week 1- Week 2- Week 3- Week 4- Week 5-

It can be observed that the lowest average mean was 6.80
during week 4 and the highest was 7.48 during week 9. This
shows that the students were consistent in achieving learning
outcomes through the help of their teachers and their practices.

The average mean dipped by less than 0.5 during weeks 4
and 7. When asked why this happened, the teachers men-
tioned during the focus group discussion that cancellation of
classes due to inclement weather these past few months
caused these minimal changes. Aside from this, the transition
from quarter 1 to quarter 2 also affected the familiarity of the
students to the practice of getting the assessments every week.
It can also be noted that right after the decrease, the students
were back on track and were able to perform much better in
weeks 5 and 8.

Week 6- Week 7- Week 8- Week 9- Week 10-

Orientation Assessment 1Assessment 2Assessment 3Assessment 4 Assessment SAssessment 6 Assessment 7 Assessment 8 Assessment 9

Mean Percentage Score (MPS)

Figure 2. Summary of Average MPS from Week 1- 10 of the Project MAIN Implementation.

Figure 2 shows the summary of average MPS of the six (6)
clusters after taking the assessments of the Oral Communica-
tion in Context subject.

It can be observed that the lowest average MPS was 67.98
during week 4 and the highest was 74.84 during week 9. For
the entire duration of the Project MAIN, students were able to

100
20
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

Mean Percentage Score (MPS)

achieve a proficient level and moving towards mastery of the
competencies in the Oral Communication in Context subject.
The clusters were able to show consistency in achieving learn-
ing outcomes for entire duration of the project as seen on the figure
above. Although there were minor changes in between weeks, the
performances of the students were considered consistent.

e Cluster 1
= Cluster 2

Cluster 3
= Cluster 4
= Cluster 5

= Cluster 6

Week Week Week Week Week Week Week Week Week Week

1 2 3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10

Figure 3. Summary of MPS of each Cluster from Week 1- 10 of the Project MAIN Implementation.
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Figure 3 shows the summary of MPS of the six (6) clusters
during the implementation of Project MAIN from weeks 1 to 10.

The figure presents the progress of each cluster for the en-
tire duration of the project. It can be observed from the MPS
that the proficiency level of the clusters ranged from profi-
cient (75-89) to highly proficient (90-100). Aside From this,
the achievement level of the learning outcomes based on the
MPS ranged from average mastery (35-65), moving towards
mastery (66-85), and closely approximating mastery (86-95).
This figure shows that the project helped the students to
achieve proficiency and mastery of the competencies in Oral
Communication in Context subject.

It can also be noted that there is consistency in the MPS of
the clusters during the 10-week duration of the project. The
reasons behind this are the practices used by the teachers to
achieve and maintain the learning outcomes of the students.

Some of the practices shared by the teachers are the use of
printed activities and handouts, gamification of lessons, dif-
ferentiated instruction, haring of test-taking techniques,
code-switching, and use of extrinsic motivation. According to
the teachers, the familiarity of having weekly assessments
also helped the students to become more engaged during
discussions and more aware of their learning outcomes. Stu-
dents who struggle were also given additional support so
which in return gave a more stable result that can be observed
in the distribution of scores of students.

The teachers were also able to share the challenges that
caused the slight changes in the performance of the students.
Some notable challenges were the reading comprehension of
students, short attention span, lack of resources, and most
importantly the disruption of classes as seen in Figure 3-
weeks 4 and 7. These challenges were addressed by the
teachers through the sharing of their best practices and con-
stant monitoring of the students’ instructional needs.

4. Conclusion

Project MAIN proved to be one such undertaking that was
put into place in order to promote continuous formative as-
sessment and instructional monitoring. The project reinforced
the importance of consistent assessment in identifying learn-
ing gaps and providing timely interventions. The resultant
increase in MPS across clusters is indicative of the value of
systematic feedback coupled with adaptive teaching strategies
in improving student performance.

The results also indicated that the incorporation of the
weekly assessments favored a feedback culture of learning, in
which students were able to monitor their progress and de-
velop a better understanding of their own learning needs.

While there was variation in the performance across clus-
ters, the general trend showed that Project MAIN has pro-
vided significant impacts for enhancing the proficiency and
attainment levels of students in Oral Communication in
Context. Evidence in this regard substantiated the claim that
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formative assessment, if used consistently and strategically,
enhances the metacognitive awareness, engagement, and
academic confidence of students.

The study also points out that similar monitoring should be
sustained in other subject areas for continuous improvement
of teaching and learning. In this regard, Project MAIN may be
able to serve as a model for other schools towards effective
instructional delivery and desirable learner engagement and
mastery of competencies.

5. Recommendations

5.1. Institutionalization of Project MAIN

The school administration is encouraged to formally adopt
Project MAIN as a regular formative assessment framework
integrated into the school's curriculum implementation plan.
This institutionalization will make it sustainable and provide
teachers with structured guidelines to continuously monitor
the progress of students.

5.2. Targeted Intervention Programs for
Low-Performing Clusters

Clusters or classes that are consistently lower, especially
Cluster 3, should be provided with intensive remedial instruc-
tion and differentiated learning activities. Strategies such as
peer-assisted learning, guided oral drills, and enrichment tasks
will likely help address learning gaps and promote mastery.

5.3. Capacity Building for Teachers on
Assessment Literacy and Differentiated
Instruction

Professional development programs should be carried out
in order to enhance the competencies of teachers in designing
formative assessments, analyzing results, and employing
differentiated strategies responding to individual learner
needs. This will ensure instructional responsiveness and da-
ta-driven teaching.

5.4. Strengthening Feedback Mechanisms

Emphasize the creation of regular, formal mechanisms of
feedback, where instructors, learners, and parents together
participate in learning processes. Building in reflection and
self-assessment tools can help learners increase their sense of
self-awareness and responsibility for their performance.

5.5. Provision of Learning Continuity Plans

The school should prepare flexible learning modules and
asynchronous activities that sustain the momentum of learn-
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ing in case of disruptions from unforeseen situations such as
weather-related class suspensions.

5.6. Expansion of Project MAIN Across
Learning Areas

Due to the promising results observed in Oral Communi-
cation in Context, it would be highly advisable to adopt the
framework of Project MAIN into other academic subjects,
particularly those requiring sequences, such as Science,
Mathematics, and English, in order to further establish the
efficacy of the approach in enhancing general academic per-
formance.

5.7. Integration of Technology in Monitoring
and Assessment

Digital tools, such as online quizzes, performance dash-
boards, and feedback platforms, can be adopted in order to
make the process of assessment and monitoring smoother.
Such innovation will make Project MAIN more efficient,
accessible, and data-driven.

The study confirms that consistent assessment, effective
instructional practice, and collaborative teacher engagement
are key to sustaining academic improvement. Project MAIN
stands for a formative approach to learning, which links as-
sessment and instruction: making evaluation a continuous
process of learning. With further refinement and institutional
support, Project MAIN can be further elevated to become a
model of best practice in data-driven instruction and holistic
student development.
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Appendix

Indicators Used from the Department of Education:
Criteria for Proficiency Level.

Table Al. Discriptive Equivalent for MPS.

MPS DESCRIPTIVE EQUIVALENT
90 - 100 Highly Proficient

75-89 Proficient

50 -74 Nearly Proficient

25-49 Low Proficient

0-24 Not Proficient

Criteria for Achievement Level.
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Table A2. Descriptive Equivalent for MPS (Achievement Level).

MPS DESCRIPTIVE EQUIVALENT

96 — 100 Mastered

86 — 95 Closely Approximating Mastery

66 — 85 Moving Towards Mastery

35-65 Average Mastery

15-34 Low Mastery

5-14 Very Low Mastery

0-4 Absolutely No Mastery
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