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SAMPLE SELECTION CRITERIA AND PROCESS 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

SAMPLING PROCESS FOR THE EXPANDED ENDLINE SURVEY 

Intervention group  

The locations of the intervention group cross-sectional samples were identified using the following 

procedures: 

1. Municipalities were described based on the extent of MRP intervention. Here the municipalities 

were scored using a 5-point scale (5-very high, 4-high, 3-somewhat high,  2-somewhat low,  1-low) 

in relation to number of CSG members, number of CMG IR 1 grants, number of CMG IR 2 grants, 

number of BRG grants, number of training recipients.   

2. Municipalities were described based on safety and accessibility. The municipalities were indexed 

using four elements namely, communication, road condition, distance, and peace and order. The 

enumerators having familiarity with the areas were asked to use a 4-point scheme (4=very favorable, 

3=favorable, 2=somewhat favorable, 1=unfavorable) to describe each municipality in relation to the 

four elements.  

3. Municipalities were classified as “Go Location” or “Go Location with Caution” by combining the 

two criteria above. The following table shows the summary of this procedure: 

 



 
 

Comparison group 

 

The locations for the comparison group cross-sectional samples were identified using the following 

criteria: 

1. Risk and Accessibility of non-MRP municipalities (or non-MRP barangays in covered municipalities) 

2. Similar geographical and demographic features with MRP’s intervention survey sites (e.g. rural/urban, 

class, population, culture, etc.)  

3. Presence of IDPs and HCMs who are not located in MRP project sites  (municipalities or barangays) 

4. Presence of IDPs and HCMs who have NOT received grants or participated in any 

activities/trainings under MRP through Plan, Ecoweb or Maradeca.  

5. If possible, presence of IDPs and HCMs who have NOT received similar grants or participated in 

any activities/training of other international donor agencies.  

 Baloi 

 

 Iligan City 

 

Extent of Services Level of Safety and 

Access (based on local 

enumerators' assessment)

Final Selection of Survey 

Locations (Municipality 

Level)

Balindong EcoWEB Somewhat Low Very favorable "Go" Location

Baloi EcoWEB Very High Very favorable "Go" Location

Buadiposo Buntong MARADECA Low Very favorable "Go" Location

Bubong MARADECA Very High Favorable "Go" Location

Butig EcoWEB High Unfavorable "Go" Location with Caution

Ditsaan Ramain MARADECA Somewhat Low Favorable "Go" Location

Iligan City EcoWEB Very High Very favorable "Go" Location

Lumbaca Unayan / Lumbaca EcoWEB Low Unfavorable "Go" Location with Caution

Lumbayanague MARADECA Somewhat High Unfavorable "Go" Location with Caution

Madalum MARADECA Low Somewhat favorable "Go" Location with Caution

Marantao MARADECA Very High Very favorable "Go" Location

Masiu MARADECA Somewhat Low Somewhat favorable "Go" Location with Caution

Mulondo EcoWEB Low Very favorable "Go" Location

Poona Bayabao MARADECA Somewhat High Somewhat favorable "Go" Location with Caution

Saguiaran MARADECA Very High Very favorable "Go" Location

Marawi City EcoWEB/MAREDECA Low Very favorable "Go" Location

Barangays Urban/Rural Population # of MRP bens % Type of respondents # of respondents

Cadayonan Rural 2,170 31 1% intervention 15

Matampay Rural 2,781 154 6% intervention 13

Poblacion East Rural 6,595 274 4% intervention 10

Poblacion West Urban 6,078 346 6% intervention 17

Sandor Rural 1,963 107 5% intervention 12

Abaga Rural 3,907 none comparison 15

Nangka Rural 4,752 none comparison 15

Name Population # of MRP 

Beneficiaries'

% Type of 

Respondents

# of respondents

Buru-un 16,835 28 0% Intervention 15

Del Carmen 9,662 30 0% Intervention 16

Mahayhay 7,965 197 2% Intervention 21

Santo Rosario 1,839 69 4% Intervention 17

Tambacan 19,261 204 1% Intervention 14

Tubod 33,243 159 0% Intervention 17

Hinaplanon 15,424 0% Comparison 30



 Masiu 

 

Saguiaran 

 

Note: Saguiaran was replaced by Marawi City as a comparison group area based on the recommendation 

of the enumerators.   

 

Name Population MRP AREas # of MRP 

Beneficiaries'

% # of respondents # of respondents

Talub Langi Rural 1,704 126 7% 21 Intervention

Macalupang Lumbac 

Caramian
Rural 733 109 15% 32 Intervention

Manalocon Talub Rural 957 141 15% 35 Intervention

Matao Araza Rural 715 112 16% 14 Intervention

Pantao Rural 2,336 0% 15 Comparison

Laila Lumbac Bacon Rural 1,163 0% 15 Comparison


