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INTRODUCTION

For people and groups looking for funding for their initiatives or services, grant proposal
writing is a crucial skill. It is a challenging procedure that calls for both an in-depth
knowledge of the donor’s needs and the capacity to create a strong argument for why the
project or program under consideration for funding. This can be an overwhelming task
especially for a beginner. In an effort to address the gap of writing a grant proposal, the
African Population and Health Research Center ( ) conducted a 5-day short-course
training workshop titled, Grant Proposal Writing Training Workshop on June 24 -28, 2024.

The workshop was conducted at Safari Park Hotel in Nairobi, Kenya.

The objective of the workshop was to improve the accessibility and use of research evidence
generated by Africa-based researchers focusing on ECD,in decision-making by various
stakeholders (e.g., policymakers, researchers, and funders/investors). The workshop focused
on the basic structure of a grant proposal which includes: Overview of Grants Proposal
Writing and Identifying Funder; Problem statement, Goals and Objectives; Budget, Risk
Management and Sustainability; Project evaluation and Dissemination Plan; Implementation
plan and Method; Tile, Abstract, Cover letter and Appendices; Submitting Application and

building relationships with the funders.

This report presents the findings of an immediate post-training evaluation survey (IPTES)
administered on the last day of the workshop. It is organized as follows. First, PARTICIPANTS
are described followed by description of the METHODS (including instructional strategies
employed) and DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS. Finally, evaluation FINDINGS are
presented. Facilitators’ profile, training agenda, and other important additional information are

appended.

PARTICIPANTS

Target audience were Africa-based Early Childhood Development (ECD) researchers. Analysis

of IPTES data is based on responses from 20 participants.
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METHODS

Opening and infroduction session

The workshop was officially opened by Dr. Patrick Owili, Program Manager at APHRC, who
later introduced the co-facilitators (see Appendix 1 for facilitator profiles) and briefed
participants about the overall structure of the workshop and expectations. Also present was the
funder representative, Dr. Samuel Asare from Education Sub Sahara (ESSA) who gave a brief
remark about ESSA. He was accompanied by Michelle Wangari and Lamptey Nii Lankwei.
Research for Equitable Access and Learning (REAL) Center was represented by Eunice Mueni
Williams. We also had representative from the Ministry of Education, Dr. Lumbasi
Bartholomew, who commended the funder's efforts in establishing a program aimed at
equipping researchers in early childhood development with essential skills for effective grant

proposal writing.

Facilitators employed different instructional strategies to deliver the training. Descriptions of

these strategies are provided next.

Lecture using PowerPoint presentations and Q-A

Facilitators presented the content with the aid of PowerPoint slides, giving participants the
opportunity during and after presentations to seek clarity, ask questions and receive feedback
both from peers and facilitators. Facilitators used analogies to create appropriate content
mental pictures for the participants. They posed random questions to assess the level of
understanding of content presented. Participants provided feedback during the sessions, at
health break times, and during appraisal and feedback. Based on feedback provided, necessary
changes in instruction or other course elements were made immediately rather than waiting
until the end of the workshop. All participants received PowerPoint slides (as PDF) and other
useful resources at the end of each day. Detailed feedback received on the first four days are

presented in Appendix 2.

Peer learning via group exercise, presentation, and feedback

Due to the interactive nature of training and having a variety of participants exposed to
different/new concepts, participants were able to learn from one other. For example, following
each learning session, participants were engaged in a group hands-on exercise and feedback

sessions (in the plenary). All the participants would then present their work receiving critical



feedback both from peers and facilitators. Because participants were randomly picked to
present their work, it was expected that they were ready to make presentations. Both peers and
facilitators provided feedback. Peer learning was also evident in group assignments whereby
some participants conversant with certain concepts used the opportunity to explain to their

peers these concepts.

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

To assess the effect of this training, two types of evaluations were planned. First, daily session
evaluations were administered at the end of each day for four days via

Preliminary findings were shared with facilitators at the end of each day to inform subsequent
presentations and comprehensive findings shared post-workshop. Two, immediate post-
fraining evaluation survey (IPTES) was conducted at the end of the fifth day to gather data
related to participants’ satisfaction and perceived knowledge/skill gain. Majority of the survey
items were close ended (aimed at collecting quantitative data), with a few open-ended items
(aimed at collecting qualitative data). Quantitative data were analyzed and summarized using
descriptive statistics, frequency tables, and graphs. Qualitative data were thematically content
analyzed and summarized using theme frequency (i.e., the number of participants who made a
statement/comment classified under a given theme). Findings from this evaluation survey are

being shared in this report.

FINDINGS

Maijority of participants indicated that they attended the workshop to improve their knowledge
and understanding in grant proposal writing, or to enhance skills in grant proposal writing, or
to network with other Sub-Saharan African based researchers working on ECD, or to gain
knowledge on how to identify relevant funding opportunities, all mentioned by 95% of
participants (Figurel). Only about one-third (33%) made comments indicating that they

participated because their institution required them to attend the training (33%).
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Figure 1: Participants’ main reasons for participating in the workshop (wmmultiple responses
allowed)

All participants agreed or agreed strongly that: 1) they intend to apply what they learned in
their work; 2) they intend to share what they learned with their peers; and 3) stated learning
objectives were met (Column labelled, “A+AS” in Table 1). A good number of participants
agreed or agreed strongly with the different training characteristics. All the participants
expressed that the facilitators had mastery of content (95%) and that they intended to apply
what they learned at their workplace (83%)

Table 1: Participants’ Level of Agreement Level with Training Characteristics (n = 20).

Training Characteristics D+DS DS D N A AS AS+A
% % % %N B % %
1.  There was opportunity for interaction 0 O 0 O O 100 100
2.  Method of delivery used was adequate 0 0O 0 0 19 81 100
3.  Facilitator adequately responded to questions asked 0 0O 0 O 5 95 100
4.  Evidence provided to support information shared 0 0O 0 0 19 381 100
5.  Balanced view of information was provided 0 0O 0 0 19 381 100
6.  Technology used enhanced your learning 0 0 0 0 29 71 100
7.  Content presented was applicable to your work 0 0O 0O O 14 86 100
8.  You intend to apply what you learned in your work 0 0O 0 0 5 95 100



Training Characteristics D+DS DS D N A AS AS+A
% % % N N % %
0O 5 95 100

9.  You intend to share what you learned with peers 0
O 0 24 7o 100
0
5

0 0
10. Stated learning objectives were met 0 0
5 0 0O 0 95 95
0 0 14 48 33 81

11. Facilitator(s) displayed mastery of content
12. Length of the session (time taken) was adequate

Note: DS= Disagree Strongly; D= Disagree; N= Neutral; A= Agree; AS = Agree Strongly

We found that after the training, all participants (100%) self-rated themselves as being “Good”
or “Excellent” level in preparing title, abstract, cover letter, and appendices for a grant
proposal. This was followed by 95% of participants indicating that they are either “good” or
“Very Good” (See Table 2). However, relatively fewer number of participants (86%) indicated

that they are “good” or “very good” in Project evaluation and dissemination.

Table 2: Rating of Overall Knowledge Level of the Training (n = 20)

Area/Topic Weak  Below  Average Great Excellent  Great+
Average Excellent

1. Overview of Grant Proposal 0 0 5 62 33 95
Writing

2. Identifying relevant 0 0 5 67 28 95
funders/calls

3. Problem statement, aims/goals 0 0 5 38 57 95
and objectives

4. Implementation plans/methods 0 0 10 57 33 90

5 Budget, risk management, and 0 0 10 71 19 90
sustainability

6 Project evaluation and 0 0 14 48 38 86
dissemination

7 Title, abstract, cover letter, & 0 0 0 48 52 100
appendices of proposal

8 Submitting applications and 0 0 5 52 43 95
building relationships with
funders




What participants liked the most about the training

The workshop was unanimously rated highly by participants, with no ratings of "Poor" or
"Fair." A significant proportion (80.95%) stated that the workshop exceeded their expectations,
while 19.05% felt it met their expectations. Thematic analysis of participant feedback
highlighted several key reasons for these high ratings. Many participants appreciated the
practical skills and knowledge gained, particularly in grant proposal writing and research. The
workshop's interactive and step-by-step methodology, coupled with practical exercises on
active calls, were repeatedly praised. Participants valued the networking opportunities and the
facilitators' thorough and engaging teaching style. Specific elements such as the Gantt chart,
Theory of Change, and logframe were noted as particularly beneficial. Overall, the workshop
exceeded participants' expectations by providing comprehensive content, fostering new skills,

and enhancing confidence in grant proposal writing (See Table 3)

Table 3: What Participants Liked the Most about the Training?

Participants verbatim Comments

Is because I have gained knowledge on writing grant for 80%. The 20% I will keep on asking to
1 the team which has been training us.

2 Thave been equipped with practical skills on grant writing skills

The Workshop exceeded my expectations due to its content, step-by-~step methodology and the
interactive way in which facilitators taught the sections, which allowed for a lot of learning. It
also allowed me to have several ideas and confidence on how to design, compete and win

3 financing.

I learned many knowledge and skills about grant proposal writing and collaboration that I
4 never experienced before.

5 Get networked and get skill

The sessions were expository, and the facilitators made us engage in the writing of proposal. I
6 really appreciate this

Alot has been learnt in developing a Grant Proposal Writing looking at the Gantt chart, Theory
7 of change, how to develop a problem statement, identifying Funders, the log frame

8 The facilitators were very elaborate and practical in explanations.

The creating of groups and helping them work on actual active calls was very helpful to
9 contextualize the content of the training

Because I thought I was only going to be introduced grant writing, but I have realized that even
10 my research skills have increased, and I believe I can even supervise my students also better

I have learned a lot and formed new networks. I will surely make good use of this investment.
11 My team will polish the proposal and submit it to appropriate funders.



I would like to thank the real and ESSA group for funding this project; and APHRC for the
12 excellent facilitation. All thanks to the hardworking and nice hotel staff who hosted us.

I have gained skills and knowledge on how to write grant proposals being an early career
13 researcher for sure this training came in handy. A big thank you to the organizers

The workshop covered all areas required of grant writing and it had really exposed me to the
14 knowledges I have been aspiring to acquire.

15 Been able to get networks from over seven countries around Africa.
16 Learnt more about the Theory of Change as well as Logical framework.

I was brought to a position where I realized knowledge gaps which I had in grant proposal
writing and at the end of the workshop I feel better prepared to cooperate and participate in
17 writing a winning grant proposal

How the training can be improved?
All participants (100%) made comments regarding how the training could be improved. Table

4 presents verbatim reports of all comments.
Table 4: How the Training can be Improved (n = 20)

1  Extend the workshop duration to two weeks for a more thorough and relaxed learning experience.

2 | Include more hands-on activities dedicating specific days for writing with facilitator’s assistance

3  Organize a follow-up phase two training focusing on refining and submitting grant proposals to
enhance continuity of learning

4  Incorporate more practical sessions and potentially involve funders to share their experiences and

expectations.
5 Maintain active networks among participants and organize follow-up workshops to strengthen
skills and provide ongoing support.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of the workshop was to improve the accessibility and use of research evidence
generated by Africa-based researchers focusing on ECD,in decision-making by various
stakeholders (e.g., policymakers, researchers, and funders/investors). The workshop focused
on the basic structure of a grant proposal which includes; Overview of Grants Proposal
Writing; Identifying Relevant funders/Calls; Problem statement, Goals and Objectives; Budget,
Risk Assessment and Sustainability; Project evaluation and Dissemination Plan; Implementation
plan and Method; Tile, Abstract, Cover letter and Appendices; Submitting Application and
building relationships with the funders. There was significant change in knowledge/skill with

most participants reporting competence, proficiency, and expertise after the training across all



topics covered. Participants were impressed with the mode of delivery employed by the
facilitators, peer learning experiences and well as facilitators’ engagement and flexibility.

Participants lauded the group exercises and discussions during the training.



APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Facilitators’ Profile

Dr. Patrick Opiyo Owili, Program Manager, RRCS, APHRC

Patrick Opiyo Owili (PhD, PhD) is a Program Manager in the Research and
Related Capacity Strengthening (RRCS) Division at APHRC. He earned two
PhD in School of Medicine at National Yang-Ming University, Taipei,

Taiwan—PhD in Public Health (Biostatistics, Epidemiology and Health

’ ’
) Policy) and PhD in Environmental Science and Technology (Environmental,

Climate ‘Change and Health Sciences). He also earned two master’s degrees—Master of Science
in International Public Health (Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool, United Kingdom)
and Master of Business Administration (Taipei Medical University, Taipei, Taiwan). He is also
an Implementation Research Scientist earned from the University of Washington, USA. Patrick
has served as a Graduate Program Coordinator and a Senior Lecturer of Master of Science in
Global Health and Master of Public Health programs at the University of Eastern Africa,
Baraton in Kenya. He has also served as an Adjunct Senior Lecturer at Diaconia University of
Applied Sciences and Arcada University of Applied Sciences in Helsinki, Finland, and the
Adventist University of Africa and Kabarak University in Kenya. He has conducted several
research on reproductive health pertaining to maternal, newborn and child health, and
became an international award winner of Reizenstein Award for conducting the best original
research that was published in the International Journal for Quality in Health Care. Patrick has
successfully supervised and mentored over 50 graduate and undergraduate students, and is
passionate about capacity building and conducting a multicounty research on several key

public health-related areas.



Dr. Joseph Gichuru, Deputy Director, Director of Operations, APHRC

Joseph Gichuru (PhD, CPA (K), CPS [K]) is a management and
organization specialist with over 20 years of experience in project
management, finance, human resources, administration, and
grants. He has been with APHRC for 17 years serving in different

positions and currently as the Deputy Executive Director. He has

developed and implemented numerous management systems and
has also been involved in training diverse groups in the areas of governance, grant writing,
finance, project and general management. In his current position, he leads the commercial
strategy for APHRC linking program operations to the commercial sustainability of the
organization. Joseph holds an MPhil (2009) and a Doctor of Business Administration (2013)
degree Maastricht School of Management, Netherlands. He also holds an MBA (2004) from the
University of Nairobi, B. Ed (1993) degree from Moi University, CPA (K) and CPS (K).

Dr. Florah Karimi, Head of RRCS Theme, RRCS, APHRC

Dr. Florah Karimi holds a Bachelor and Master’s degree in Education
from Kenyatta University (Kenya) and a Doctoral degree in
Psychology of Education from the University of South Africa. She
currently doubles as the head of the Research and Related Capacity
Strengthening (RRCS) and the head of Capacity Strengthening of
Institutions (CSI) at APHRC. She has a vast experience in higher

education and research, having previously served in various

e capacities in the higher education spectrum, including serving as a
national technical advisor on higher education, higher education quality assurance expert,
administrator, curriculum developer and lecturer in higher education within Kenya and in the
Fast African region, and currently in research and research capacity strengthening activities.
Florah has, over the past three years, managed the Consortium for Advanced Research Training
in Africa (CARTA), which is hosted at APHRC. She also facilitates research capacity
strengthening training sessions in the areas of research conceptualization and writing,
research ethic and compliance, grant project implementation plans and post-graduate
supervision. In addition, she actively engages in research in higher education, has authored
more than ten publications and has successfully developed research capacity strengthening

grant proposals.
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Dr. Patricia Kitsau~-Wekulo, Head of the Early Childhood Development Unit, APHRC

Patricia obtained a PhD in Psychology from the University of KwaZulu-
Natal in South Africa, and Master’s (M.Ed. — Home Economics) and
Bachelor’s Degrees (B.Ed. — Home Economics) from Kenyatta University,
Kenya. While engaged as a Post-Doctoral Fellow at the Aga Khan
University’s Institute for Human Development (AKU/IHD), she was the

Lead Research Consultant on a project which sought to provide for a

in adversity, and provide the framework for a longitudinal study of the influences of ECD
programs on human capital formation. As a child development researcher, Patricia is
interested in the investigation of the relationship between antecedent context characteristics
and child developmental outcomes. This mainly concerns the influence of factors such as the
child’s immediate environment on cognition, motor development, language and psychosocial
behavior. Such research has important implications for the development of sustainable and

efficacious interventions.

Dr. Margaret Nampijja, Research Scientist, ECD, APHRC

Dr Margaret Nampijja is a developmental psychologist with a
medical background, focusing on early child development (ECD)
research. She is particularly interested in the impact of childhood
infections and adverse social environment on cognitive function, and
interventions for improving outcomes. Based in the Maternal and
Child Wellbeing (MCW) Unit since February 2019, she is engaged
in several ECD projects including assessing the feasibility of

providing day-care centers at work places and its impact on

women’s economic empowerment and child growth and
development. Having qualified as a medical doctor at Makerere University, Margaret worked
with the Medical Research Council- Uganda Virus Research Institute where she advanced her
academic qualifications obtaining a master’s degree and PhD in developmental psychology at

Lancaster University, UK.

11



Mr. Kevin Kiiru, Program Accountant, RRCS, APHRC

Kevin supports the Research Capacity Strengthening Division’s non-
CARTA (Consortium for Advanced Research Training in Africa) programs

with program accounting related work ranging from budget preparation,

program expenditure approvals to preparing financial reports. He has an

MBA in Strategic Management from The University of Nairobi, a Bachelor
i of Business Management from Moi University, and is a Certified Public
¢ Accountant finalist. He has previously worked as a financial accountant

at Aga Khan University Hospital, Nairobi. Kevin is driven by efficiency and effectiveness! He is

happy when reports are sent in good time and proposal budgets win grants.

12



Appendix 2: Feedback from participants

Day 1 Feedback

What went well?

19 responses

Timing of sessions and
quality of presentations
and food

Everything that was
planned went well. They
were exciting

The presentations

It has been a wonderful
workshop

Clarity on the
presentations and use of
practical examples

Session18& 2 were Enlightening presentation THE GRANT WORKSHOP
informative on grant proposal writing WAS WELL ORGANIZED,
overview The presentations were FROM RECEPTION,
very innovative and DINNER, LUNCH TO THE
every thing that was informing. In fact the WONDERFUL AND
planned The presentations were planning was also superb INSIGHTFUL

very inspiring and

and the timing has been

PRESENTATIONS FROM

What can we improve on?

25 responses

The theory of change
section need to be
repeated with sufficient
time.

Nothing! You have done
your best dg

1.Sharing the
photographs being taken

all went well but aftrnoon
break

Improve on time
management. | think we
need to be walked
through on coming up
with a theory of change
since many donors
require that. | feel TOC
needed more to sharpen

| believe you should
continue giving more
practical exercises to
participants

Time management

A hands on activity on
the Theory of Change.

Having more examples to
work on specific issues
before going to another
learning area for
knowledge and skills
strengthening

we can create more time
for practicals

13



Day 2 Feedback

What went well?

10 responses

All were good but
shortage of timethough
we sat a longer time

The presentations has
been very educative and
interesting. | am greateful
| came. Timining has
improved.

1. Quality of sessions 2.
Good Interactivity among
participants and
facilitators 3. Good
Timingd. Informative
Sessions

The presentations and
the exercises went very
well

What can we improve on?

10 responses

So far so good. Bravo

| suggest a lot of time the
allocated for the
methods section
tomarrow

We pray Samuel gets
more money and call us
back for a repeat. We

Would you give us
“‘Certificate of
Completions” at the end
of the training?

Time management on
comments.

Happy with shared
presentations. Very

Thank you for repeating
the TOC. Risk
management and
sustainability was
interesting.

The engagement of the
participants as well as
the interactive discussion
the facilitators had with
us is quite good. The

keep time for tomorrow

We are doing well. Lets
keep up

Todays session was
awesome we utilized time
well and learnt alot on
budget and risk
management and
sustainability in research

The theory of change
was well done today.The
budget was excellent.
Well done Kevin

please share something
on how to write a gannt
chart for project

Examples of risk
management
frameworks can be am
shared by facilitator

14



Day 3 Feedback

What went well?

16 responses

everything with all its
challenges NI

Everything well except for
the need to understand
the development of
logical framework very
well

The presenters did a

good job.

Time management Timely
mealsVery good
mealsNice Dawa
tealively presentation
Enjoyed the bicycle ride
engergizer

The practical examples
given have brought out
our deficiencies and 8
think it's.good

The presentations were
good, informative.
Personally gained
knowledge...my skill is
getting sharpened.

Good exposure to
implementation plan as
well as monitoring and
evaluation

Happy to learn about
logical framework, |
stronalv believe that after

\What can we improve on?

17 responses

Conducting recaps just
for 10mins

this is a requestin
addition to the notes can
we get a sample of a
completed proposal
already funded for
reference purpose

| think right from the start
of the presentation, the
presenters should use
examples that pertain to
acual proposals. i.e, the
document Patrick shared
at the end of the session
could have been used

The training on grant
proposal writing is going
well. Would you help as in
establishing networks
among us? Because
networking is the other

major part of this training.

please Patrick share the

comprehensive sample

logic frame work and
Gant chart for reference
.. thanks

Facilitators should
allocate some time at the
end of the presentations
for questions and
answers so that the
presentation can be

very challenging but we
gadined alot

concept on
implementation plan/
method, and project
evaluation $
dissemination plan was
well covered ... thanks

Feedback from trainers
on our presentations
offered me great learning
opportunities.

The training on grant
proposal writing is going
well. Would you help as in
establishina networks

We need handouts of the
logical framework, Chart,
implementation plan....as
executed ..so we can see
exactly how some parts
fall in place. All was good
today

every group should
indicate their progress
from what was done in
day one.

we need real
collaboration with ESAA
and APRHC

Starting early and ending
~ sessionsat4:30 PM

The presentation on
implementation was
great and well
understood but the MEL
work will be work in
progress. | wish this can
be revised

Today's sessions appear
technical but the
presenters tried their best

help us understand to
some extent.

The implementation plan
was well executed. Time
management was
superb.

| think the workshop has
been great so farand
quite enriching. | cannot
help but applaud the
presenters.

Though we are moving to
the end of the workshop
gradually but in
subsequent workshops,
let there be more
difference in coffee break
and lunch. The time
difference is too close.

Few lllustrations on
application of logical
framework and Gant
chart on actual proposal.

15



Day 4 Feedback

What went well?

17 responses

Generally programs as
we're planned went well
though ghantt chart
needed time in this
workshop

we are grateful to patrick
and patricia for covering
todays content with
precision, coherent and
comprehensively

It was so good to know
the submission process
especially on early
preparations and
submissions

i enjoyed the two
presentations. | am glad
Dr. Patrick revisited the
topic of yesterday.

enlightening
presentations

The presentations were
timed. Time was sufficient
for group work and group
work presentations.
Overall timing was good.
Thank you to all
presenters. All were
informative and practical

| greatly appreciate the
repeat on logical
framework. The lessons
today were good and well
facilitated. thanks

Nice breakfastLively
sessions and spot on( eye
-opener)Active
participationNew venue

What can we improve on?

14 responses

please patrick share a
sample Gannt Chart

All was well today. Keep it
up

An actual call for seed
grant funding as part of
the training process.

Keep up the good work

| admit that you did well

Understanding tomorrow
is the last day for us here,
| would like to suggest we
finish early probably by
mid day so that we get
the time to visit some

It went well. Thank you so
much.

presentations were very
clear with minor mistakes,
which indicates that
people have understood.

Reaffirmation about
using a rejected proposal

it afresh to another
funder.

Knowledge about
funders

It was good also if we
work much on the
networking aspect.

Only the time for the
facilitators presentations.

So farl so good! You have
really tried, keep the
vision rolling.

All the presentations
were so good and very
understanding most
especially the legal
framework with clear
examples.

Everything went well. A lot
of learning, good time
management.One thing
standing out with APHRC

facilitators are ready and
willing to revisit areas
participants require
attentio

Everything went well.
Time management on the
part of presenters and
participants was good.
Thanks to our sponsors
and presenters.

Maintain the pace.So far
so good Bravo

All went well today

The presenters outdid
themselves and we are
greatful

16



Appendix 3: Training Agenda

APHRC African Population and

Health Research Center

ZESSA

. COMNRAD N, HILTON
FOUNDATION

Grants Proposal Writing Training Workshop — Agenda
In-Person (Safari Park Hotel, Nairobi): June 24— 28, 2024

4

\

Research for Equitable Access and Learning

Health Break (30 minutes)
[52] Problem Statement, Goals, & [56] Project Evaluation & [58] Submtting Application | Final Group Presentations
Objectives - Patrick [54] Budost- Kewin Dissemination Plan - and Building Relationship & Feedback -
Margaret with Funders — Patricia All Facilitators
Health Break (1 hour)
Armval of Group Exercise Group Exercise Group Exercise Group Exercise Course Evaluation (15
Participants {Breakout Rooms) {Breakout Rooms) {Breakout Roomes) {Breakout Roomes) ming) - Diana

About ECD - ESSA
Opening Remarks:

» Conrad. N. Hitton Foundation

» Ministy of Education (MoE)

Welcome & Infroduction — Patrick

Course Objectives — Patrick

Group Meeting & Updates

Group Meeting & Updates

GroupMesting & Updates

Finalze Group Presentatons

[51] Overview of Grants Proposal

Writing & |dentifying Funder-
Joseph

[83] Rizk Management &
Sustainabilty - Cayens

[55] Implementation Plan/
Method - Florah

Title, Abstract, Cover letier,
Appendices [ST] - Patrick

Final Group Presentations
& Feedback -
Al Facilitators

Diana

Diana

300-430 Presentation & Feedback Presentations & Feedback | Presentations & Feedback | Presentations & Feedback
= 51: Identifying a call = 53 Budget = 55: Implementation Plan = 5T: Title, Abstract, etc.
= 52 Problem Statement - 54: Risk Mgt & - 56: Eval/Dissemination Plan | - S8 Relationshipw/ Funder
Sustainab.
Joseph & Patrick Cavens & Kevin Florah & Margaret Patrick & Patricia
4:30-540 Appraisal & Feedback - Diana | Appraisal & Feedback- Appraisal & Feedback- Appraisal & Feedback -

Diana

Closing remarks (40 mins)
* Participants—1 par Team
* APHRC-Patrick

» Apprec /Next Step-ESSA
= Guest from MoE
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Appendix 4: Participation at Safari Park Hotel, Kenya.
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