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AGENDA AT A GLANCE 

DAY and LOCATION 
Monday 

August 8, 2011 
SF State Downtown  

Tuesday 
August 9, 2011 

SF State Downtown  

Wednesday 
August 10, 2011 

SF State Downtown  

Thursday 
August 11, 2011 

UC Berkeley Campus 

Friday 
August 12, 2011 

UC Berkeley Campus 

TOPIC OF THE DAY 

Introduction to CBPR; 
Building and 
Maintaining 
Partnerships 

Collaborative Study 
Design, Data Collection, 
And Data Analysis with 
Communities 

Collaborative 
Intervention 
Development,  
Implementation, & Eval. 
w/Diverse Populations 

The Intersection of 
CBPR and Policy 
Change 
 

Fundraising and 
Sustainability for CBPR 

9:15-10:45 
Keynote 

 

Don Taylor, Welcome. 
Arnold Perkins, 
Lawrence Green, Nina 
Wallerstein 

Bonnie Duran Nina Wallerstein Meredith Minkler Marion Standish, 
Senaida Fernandez 

11:00-12:00 
Breakout Session 

 

Introductions: Mix and 
Mingle 
 

Why Research? Why 
Participatory? 
 

Developing Culturally 
Centered Interventions 
 

Defining a Policy 
Objective 
 

All on the Wall 
 

12:00-1:00 Lunch      

1:00-2:30 
Panel 

Case Studies 
Or Workshops 

Panel:  
Malo Hutson, Miho Kim, 
Catalina Garzón, Sheryl 
Walton  

Case Studies: 
#1: Pam Tau Lee, 
Charlotte Chang, Alicia 
Salvatore. #2: Isela 
González, Allyse Gray. 
#3: Amy Smith 

Case Studies: 
#1: Rena Pasick. #2: 
James Quesada,  Sergio 
R. Martinez; #3: Maricel 
Santos, Lynette Landry, 
Lena Zhang 

Panel:  
Catalina Garzón, 
Margaret Gordon, 
Rachel Morello 
Frosch 

Workshops: 
Fundraising: Juliana van 
Olphen, Nina Wallerstein. 
Publishing: Meredith 
Minkler. International: 
Frederick Marias. 
Videovoice: Caricia 
Catalani 

2:30-2:45  Break      

2:45-4:00 
Breakout Session 

Core Values in 
Partnerships 

Participatory Data 
Analysis 

Participatory Evaluation Power Mapping Sustainability and Closing 

4:00-5:0 Student Session Student Session Student Session Student Session Student Session 

7:00-9:00 
Evening Eve 

   Film Festival:  V. 
Lapin, R. Poulain,  E. 
Persley, J. 
Schoenberg,  D. Craig 
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Overall Preparation and Logistics 

 

With the exception of the first breakout session and the last breakout session, which will 

happen in the large room with everyone, breakout sessions will be split up among four rooms. 

When participants arrive, they will be given a name badge with a colored dot.  Each dot 

corresponds to the room they should go to for breakout sessions.  

 

Facilitators Group Morning Breakout 
location 

Afternoon Breakout 
Location 

# in group 

Monday: SFSU Downtown Campus, 835 Market Street, 6th Floor 
Nina and Greg G. Blue 

ALL IN ROOM 
626/627  
Nina facilitates 

665  28 
Meredith and 
Valarie 

Green 608  24 

Juliana Yellow 517  25 
Amie and Deb Red 626/627  28 

 
Tuesday: SFSU Downtown Campus, 835 Market Street, 6th Floor 
Nina and Valarie Blue 665  665  28 
Meredith and 
Roberto 

Green 608  608  24 

Juliana and Deb Yellow 607  607  25 
Bonnie and Amie Red 626/627  517  28 

 
Wednesday: SFSU Downtown Campus, 835 Market Street, 6th Floor 
Nina and Greg G. Blue 665  665  28 
Meredith and 
Roberto 

Green 608  608  24 

Juliana, Deb and 
Valarie 

Yellow 607  607  25 

Bonnie and Amie Red 626/627  517  28 

 
Thursday: UC Berkeley, 150 University Hall 
Nina and Valarie Blue 150  150 28 
Meredith and 
Catalina 

Green 714C  401 24 

Juliana and Arnell Yellow 150 150 25 
Amie and Deb Red 256  256  28 

 
Friday: UC Berkeley, 150 University Hall 
Nina and Valarie Blue 150 

ALL IN ROOM 150 
Nina, Juliana, or Merry 

facilitates 

28 
Meredith Green 401  24 
Juliana Yellow 150 25 
Amie and Deb Red 256  28 
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Goals for Facilitators 

 

 Create opportunities for Institute participants to synthesize learning from panels, case 

studies, and workshops; 

 Support Institute participants to network and develop new relationships; 

 Facilitate dialogue between community members, students, and academic researchers; 

 Provide opportunities for Institute participants to apply learning from the sessions to 

their CBPR research.  

 

A Few Facilitation Tips 

 

 Most breakout groups have 2 facilitators – check in ahead of time with your co-facilitator to determine 

the plan for facilitation. Some people prefer to divide the facilitation into separate pieces and others 

prefer to facilitate pieces together.    

 

 Designate one facilitator to keep track of the time during each exercise. As needed, check in 

with your co-facilitator about where to adjust the agenda and what to focus on if a particular 

conversation takes longer than anticipated. 

 

 Each room should be equipped with flip chart paper, markers, a box for evaluations, post-its, and 

tape.  There are some exercises that require you to write up the questions or draw an example of a tool 

on flip chart paper before the session starts – please check the Preparation section of each exercise 

for instructions.   

 

 Each group will generate guidelines for group dynamics on Day 1. As facilitators, try to help 

create the space for participation from as many people as possible. This means not always 

calling first on the people who raise their hand first, occasionally asking throughout the course of the 

week if there is anyone who hasn’t spoken much who wants to share, and any other strategies you find 

useful.
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Institute Learning Objectives 

 

Overall Learning Objectives 

Ethics in CBPR: 

 Identify ethical concerns for researchers and community partners; 

 Design strategies for addressing unique ethical concerns related to CBPR; 

Evaluation in CBPR: 

 Describe effective strategies for evaluating both the processes and outcomes of CBPR; 

 Design effective evaluation questions and methods to address those questions. 

 

Objectives by Day 

August 8, 2011: Introduction to CBPR; Building and Maintaining Partnerships  

 Describe CBPR and explain differences between CBPR and traditional research; 

 Compare and contrast models of partnership within CBPR; 

 Discuss effective strategies for identifying, selecting, and working with partners and 

sustaining partnerships; 

 Create an organizing structure (board/staff, mission, bylaws, principles and norms) for 

your partnership; 

 Identify and design strategies for bridging differences in power, class, race/ethnicity, 

and culture. 

 

August 9, 2011:  Collaborative Study Design, Data Collection, and Data Analysis with 

Communities 

 Surface the issues of knowledge creation and evidence (ie., academic, mainstream, 

indigenous, practice-based, experiential knowledge), and their relevance to CBPR study 

design; 

 Examine what it means to do participatory research design and what is needed to 

create a collective knowledge base; 

 Describe and apply collaborative data collection and data analysis methods; 
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 Identify how collaborative approaches intersect with ethical conduct of research and 

accountability to communities. 

 

August 10, 2011:  Collaborative Study Design, Data Collection, and Data Analysis with 

Communities 

 Understand key challenges in intervention research; 

 Identify strategies for engaging community members and cultural knowledge in 

intervention development and implementation; 

 Identify issues of internal and external validity in CBPR intervention studies; 

 Identify ways to incorporate cultural humility in CBPR practice; 

 Identify and design effective strategies to collaboratively evaluate the process and 

impacts of interventions. 

 

August 11, 2011: The Intersection of CBPR and Policy Change 

 Describe policy-focused change as a logical  end goal of CBPR given its action 

orientation 

 Identify concerns and challenges of working on the policy level; 

 Identify the steps or stages in the policy process and corresponding roles for CBPR 

participants and advocates at each stage in the process; 

 Share 3 examples of policy-focused CBPR that appear to have  played a major role in 

helping secure a policy change; 

 Discuss challenges in evaluating policy impacts of CBPR. 

 

August 12, 2011: Fundraising and Sustainability in CBPR 

 Develop a plan for sustainability of partnerships; 

 Identify public and private funding sources for CBPR; 

 Describe effective strategies for collaboratively writing strong CBPR proposals; 

 Clarify roles, responsibilities and expectations for all partners in proposed project. 
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Day 1: Introduction to CBPR; Building and Maintaining Partnerships  

August 8, 2011 

Learning Objectives for the Day 

 Describe CBPR and explain differences between CBPR and traditional 

research; 

 Compare and contrast models of partnership within CBPR; 

 Discuss effective strategies for identifying, selecting, and working with partners 

and sustaining partnerships; 

o Create an organizing structure (board/staff, mission, bylaws, principles 

and norms) for your partnership; 

o Identify and design strategies for bridging differences in power, class, 

race/ethnicity, and culture. 

Pre -Keynote 

 

Facilitator: 

Nina 

Wallerstein 

Ask people to respond to the following statements: 

1. Raise your hand if you are here representing a community 

organization, agency, or tribe. 

2. Raise your hand if you are a student 

3. Raise your hand if you are an academic or representing an 

academic institution 

4. Raise your hand if you’ve worked on CBPR projects before 

5. (Raise your hand if you’re here in another capacity.)  

9:15-10:45 Keynote Speakers:  Mary Beth/Don Taylor (Welcome) , Arnold Perkins, 

Lawrence Green, Nina Wallerstein (moderator) 

 

11:00 -12:00 Breakout Session:  Mix and Mingle in Large Auditorium  

 

Goals  Help participants get to know each other 

 Create space for participants to set personal learning goals for 

the institute 
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Materials 

Needed 

Flip chart or Power Point Slide with the following questions: 

1. What do you hope to gain from this institute? 

2. What experiences have you had doing CBPR or 

participatory research?  

3. What are your burning questions about CBPR? 

 

Preparation During the break: 

 Arrange the chairs in circles of 6-8 for random small groups (Or 

people can arrange themselves). 

Facilitation 

 

Facilitator:  

SMALL GROUPS (35 MINS) 

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE EXERCISE (5 MINS) 

 Bring people back from the break 

 Ask people to sit in any of the circles as they come back into the 

room  

 Explain that we will have breakout sessions every day, in 

separate rooms throughout the institute as a way to get deeper 

into the material and get to know each other better 

 Each of you has a colored sticker on your name tag – this corresponds to 

the breakout group you will be part of for the remainder of the institute 

 Acknowledge that there are many people coming from different 

places, experiences, level of familiarity with CBPR, and goals for 

participating. 

 Ask people to introduce themselves to the other people in their 

small groups and share their responses to the questions above.   

 Tell people that they each have 2-3 minutes to share. 

           

LARGE GROUP (15 MINS) 

 Bring people back to the large group to debrief their discussion.  

Include the following questions in the discussion: 

1. What common themes or threads did you notice in your small 

group? 
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2. What kinds of things are people hoping to gain from this 

experience? 

3. What’s the range of experiences in your group? 

4. What are some of the big questions coming up for people? 

 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

 Encourage people to write their goals down and get to know each 

other over the course of the next five days.  

 Thank everyone for participating in the institute. 

 

2:45-4:00 Breakout Session:  Core Values in Partnerships 

 

Goals  Identify core values and principles present in partnerships 

 Understand how these values shape the research process 

Materials 

Needed 

 Flip Chart  Paper 

 Markers 

 HANDOUT A: Key Principles of CBPR 

Preparation Review handouts and exercises 

 

Facilitation SETTING UP GUIDELINES (5 MINS) 

 Let the group know that we will be working together for the next 5 

days and that we find it a helpful practice to set up some 

guidelines for our discussions and time together, and to make 

sure that everyone can participate and have their voices heard in 

the conversations. 

 Ask the group if there are agreements they’d like to ask the group to 

follow for the week 

 If no one mentions these, add some or all (or some versions of): 

o Step up, step back 

o Speak from your experience 

 

 

INTRODUCTION TO THE EXERCISE (5 MINS) 
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 This is an exercise about identifying the core values we bring to 

research partnerships and understanding how these values 

shape the research process. 

 Reflection and self-awareness are central to good CBPR practice, 

because the process of how we come together and work together 

matters.  

 Many of you have worked in partnerships, either research or 

organizing.  Ask for 2-3 examples of values that may typically 

guide how people work together in partnership. 

 Think about what you bring to partnerships and how you would 

bring those values and commitments to a research partnership. 

 We’ll work in pairs for a few minutes and then come back to the big 

group. 

 

PAIRS (10 mins) 

 Turn to the person next to you and share:  

1. “What are some of your core values that would shape how you 

approach working in working or research partnerships? Why 

are those values important to you?   

2. What are you most concerned about in going into a 

partnership?”  

 

LARGE GROUP DEBRIEF AND DISCUSSION (20 MINS) 

 Bring the group back together. 

 Ask people to share their responses to question 1 and 2 above 

and write these responses up on flip chart paper as they do; (you 

can create two columns: core values/concerns). 

 Be sure to hear from both academic researchers and from 

community/agency partners. 

 Then ask the group to share their response to this question: 

 What do you look forward to sharing or what strengths do you 

bring to a partnership? What do you hope to gain from your 
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partners from other walks of life (community, academics, etc.)  

 As people in the group are sharing, identify shared threads and 

commonalities in values and concerns that come up, as well as 

the differences.  

 

PROMPTS: If people seem confused or have a hard time getting started, ask 

them “What’s important for you when thinking about starting a new 

partnership?”  or “What matters most to you when starting a new 

partnership about how you would work together?”  

 

EXAMPLES: People may say things like: 

 Trust 

 Communication 

 Recognition of power dynamics within partnerships and 

attempts to build equity, challenge privilege 

 Community control over data 

 Making sure the research doesn’t harm the community being 

researched 

 

Ask the group to share examples of ways that they have established 

and manifested these core values in research partnerships (or ways 

they might want to try if they haven’t yet been involved in such work): 

 informal ways, relational 

 structural ways, i.e. MOUs (explain what is if people are 

unfamiliar), advisory boards 

 some combination of both (a goal is for people to identify that 

some combination of both formal and informal ways is 

important to developing strong partnerships.) 

 

If there is time to debrief, you could ask:  

 What worked well about this way of establishing shared core 

values and the things you look forward to or are concerned about 

in working with partners different from yourselves in background 
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and what they bring 

 What was challenging? 

 What would you /or did you do differently? 

 Anyone else have thoughts or suggestions for how ___can 

address this challenge? 

 

INTRODUCE CBPR PRINCIPLES (20 MINS) HANDOUT A 

 Explain that CBPR researchers have articulated basic guiding 

principles for CBPR that speak to some of the underlying values 

 Two sets of principles are presented in this handout: 1) the Israel 

et al principles that are widely accepted as core principles in the 

literature; and 2) Walters et al – a newer set of principles from an 

indigenous perspective. 

 Hand out principles 

 Ask the group to take these with them and ask themselves:  

1. How do they compare to your own core values? 

2. What do they tell you about CBPR as a practice? 

3. (If there is time) What principles would you add?  (i.e., paying 

attention to issues of race/ethnicity, gender and class; having 

commitment to cultural humility; etc.). 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF THEMES (5 MINS) 

 Core values are central to CBPR 

 There isn’t uniformity of values 

 Different research partners have different priorities and values 

 There are multiple ways to solidify the values anchoring the 

research partnerships 

 It’s important for partners to have direct and honest conversations about 

values. 

 Values and how they guide our work may need to be revisited at 

different points during collaboration. 

 

EVALUATION (10 MINS) 

 Let people know that there is an evaluation form for each day in 
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their registration packets 

 Let them know that we really appreciate their feedback and that we’d 

like to hear what they have to say 

 Ask them to pull out the evaluation for today and fill it out 

 Let them know where the box is for them to drop off their 

evaluations (there should be one in each room) 
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HANDOUT A  

Key Principles of CBPR 

1. Acknowledges community as a unit of identity. 

2. Builds on strengths and resources within the community. 

3. Facilitates a collaborative, equitable partnership in all phases of research, involving an empowering and power-sharing 

process that attends to social inequalities. 

4. Fosters co-learning and capacity building among all partners. 

5. Integrates and achieves a balance between knowledge generation and intervention for the mutual benefit of all partners. 

6. Focuses the local relevance of public health problems and ecological perspectives on multiple determinants of health.  

7. Involves systems development using a cyclical and iterative process. 

8. Disseminates results to all partners and involves them in the wider dissemination of results. 

9. Involves a long-term process and commitment to sustainability. 

Israel, B. A., Eng, E., Schulz, A. J., & Parker, E. A. (2005). Introduction to methods in community-based participatory research for 

health. In B. A. Israel, E. Eng, A. J. Schulz & E. A. Parker (Eds.), Methods in community-based participatory research for health 

(pp. 3-26). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Guiding Principles for Decolonizing and Indigenizing Research 

1. Reflection 

True partnerships begin with reflection upon the privileged statuses from which most partners operate and the emotionally difficult 

task of acknowledging the pain of Native communities and developing empathy. 

2. Respect 

Research partners must value and prioritize indigenous epistemologies, knowledge, cultural protocols, and healing practices. 

3. Relevance 

The community should contribute to defining research problems and strategies, which should respond to their own self-identified 

needs and concerns. 

4. Resilience 

All aspects of the research must acknowledge the community’s strengths and resilience. 

5. Reciprocity 

The partnership should be collaborative and mutually respectful with knowledge exchanged in both directions. 

6. Responsibility 

Research partners are obliged to enhance community capacity to conduct Indigenous and Western research, disseminate research 

findings in culturally meaningful ways, and anticipate the implications. 

7. Retraditionalization 

Traditional knowledge and methods must be actively integrated into the formulation of the research questions and the process of 

scientific inquiry. 

8.  Revolution 

Research partners and community members must actively seek to decolonize and indigenize the research process to transform 

science as well as themselves, their communities, and the larger society for the betterment of all.    

Walters, K.L., Stately, A., Evans-Campbell, T., Simoni, J.M., Duran, B., et al., (2009). “Indigenist” collaborative research efforts in Native 

American communities. In A. R. n (Ed.), The field research survival guide. (pp. 3-26). New York, NY: Oxford University Press.   
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              Monday, August 8, 2011 

 Participant Evaluation  

Building and Maintaining Partnerships 

 

 Learner Objectives:  
Strongly                              Strongly                

Disagree       Neutral             Agree    

 As a result of this day, I am able to: 1 2 3 4 5 

1 
describe CBPR and explain differences between CBPR 

and other kinds of research 
     

2 
compare and contrast models of partnership within 

CBPR 
     

3 
discuss effective strategies for identifying, selecting, 

and working with partners and sustaining partnerships 
     

 

4 
I intend to use, or apply the information and skills I 

gained from this training in my professional work 
     

5 
The keynote presentation by Lawrence Green was 

clear, relevant and to the point 
     

6 
The keynote presentation by Arnold Perkins was clear, 

relevant  and to the point 
     

7 
The panel presentation was clear, relevant, and to the 

point 
     

8 
The activities in the breakout sessions increased my 

familiarity with the topic 
     

 

Additional comments/suggestions. You may use the back of this form if you like. 
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Day 2:  Collaborative Study Design, Data Collection, and Data Analysis with 

Communities 

August 9, 2011 

Learning Objectives for the Day 

 Surface the issues of knowledge creation and evidence (ie., academic, 

mainstream, indigenous, practice-based, experiential knowledge), and their 

relevance to CBPR study design; 

 Examine what it means to do participatory research design and what is needed 

to create a collective knowledge base; 

 Describe and apply collaborative data collection and data analysis methods;  

 Identify how collaborative approaches intersect with ethical conduct of research 

and accountability to communities.  

9:15-10:45 Keynote Speaker Bonnie Duran 

 

11:00 -12:00 Breakout Session:  Why Research? Why Participatory? 

 

Goals   Surface different kinds of evidence (i.e. indigenous, scientific, 

mainstream) 

 Challenge the privileging of academic research and support 

the creation of research partnerships that honor different kinds 

of knowledge. 

 Understand why diverse sources of knowledge matter in terms 

of accountability to and ethical conduct with communities.  

Materials 

Needed 

 HANDOUT B: Knowledge in the World Diagram from 

DataCenter 

 HANDOUT C: IRB Questions (Flicker et al, 2008) 

 APPENDIX I: Glossary with definitions of CBPR, types of 

knowledge and Cultural Humility (at end of facilitator’s guide for 

reference throughout) 

Preparation Review handouts and exercises 
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Facilitation INTRODUCTION TO THE EXERCISE (5 MINS):  

 Typically in the research world, evidence from the academic 

literature is seen as THE knowledge that’s legitimate and 

important.  

 In CBPR, we have to look at and utilize knowledge and 

evidence from different sources.    

 We want to expand the term “evidence” to reach both 

academic/university and community members.  

 

TRIADS (10 MINS) 

Break people into groups of three to discuss these questions and 

to draw out different kinds of knowledge from different people in 

the room. 

 Given a health issue that your partnership is interested in, what 

are some different ways of knowing about or understanding 

this issue? How you we know things?  

 “What counts as “evidence” that the problem exists, and 

evidence of a successful strategy to address the problem? 

 

LARGE GROUP DISCUSSION (10 MINS) 

Ask people to report back some of the kinds of knowledge they 

came up with and write them on flip chart paper as they are being 

said. 

 

Responses may include things like: 

 Stories/People’s Perceptions 

 Scientific Research 

 “Data” sources from police reports, school records, clinic 

records, etc.    

 Lived Experience 

 Surveys/GIS Mapping  

 

As people share the kinds of knowledge, ask the group to collectively 
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classify these kinds of knowledge into “buckets” or different areas. The 

facilitator can visually classify using different colored markers.  For 

example, if the group has said “scientific research” and “census records” 

– these might be both circled in blue. The group can be asked to give a 

name to this kind of knowledge.  Similarly, “stories” and “lived 

experience” may be classified in red and given a name or a set of 

names. The group doesn’t need to agree on the name of the “bucket” but 

should begin exploring the differences between these kinds of 

knowledge.  

 

Knowledge in the World Diagram – HANDOUT B (5 MINS) 

 Explain: This diagram was created by DataCenter, a research 

organization in Oakland, to show the different kinds of 

knowledge that exist and the amount of political power these 

kind of knowledge currently yield. Other phrases can be 

substituted in these circles: ie.,  

Cultural/spiritual knowledge = indigenous knowledge 

Mainstream knowledge = “legitimized” knowledge such as 

academic, government, statistical, “official” knowledge, knowledge 

that comes through institutions of power. 

Experiential knowledge = practice-based knowledge 

 

 Most of social science research, and much of political and 

policy decisions, have been based mostly on mainstream or 

academic knowledge (such as data from studies, quantitative 

data) 

 This diagram shows one way of thinking about different kinds 

of knowledge, and what it would look like to move from a 

culture that privileges (or gives more status to) one kind of 

knowledge to one that benefits from different kinds of 

knowledge. 

 

PAIRS (10 MINS)   

Ask people to turn to someone next to them and discuss:  

 What’s gained by legitimizing and collectivizing different kinds of 
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knowledge? 

 

LARGE GROUP (15 MINS) 

These are possible discussion questions for the large group. 

There are too many to cover, so pick and choose depending on 

where the group is at and what seems most relevant. 

 What are ways you’ve been able to use other kinds of knowledge 

(not mainstream) as research in a systematic way? 

 How does using these kinds of knowledge transform the 

research? 

 Ask people to share specific examples if they have them. 

 How might research change if you added in the principle of 

“benefit” to the community or “accountability” to the community? 

Who gets to decide what is “beneficial?” 

 When research develops with a plan for community benefit – how 

does that affect: 

o starting research 

o agreements 

o who owns data 

o power dynamics 

o dissemination of research results 

 How does research change if the “researched” is the “researcher” – 

what impacts does that have on methods and decision making? 

 Who has the power to set the research agenda? 

 Refer to HANDOUT C: QUESTIONS FOR IRBs  

 Explain what IRB means or ask someone to define – IRB is an 

institutional review board that helps to ensure research is done in 

ethical and responsible ways that do not harm those involved in 

the research.  

 This handout discusses some considerations for IRBs to better 

include CBPR principles in their determinations and practices.  

Debrief/ Closing 

 

 In closing the discussion, tie it back to the CBPR principle of 

community benefit and the importance in CBPR of honoring 
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the experience and knowledge that exists in communities as 

well as the experience and knowledge that exists in academic 

institutions.  

 Connect to the principle of cultural humility – define and bring 

people’s attention to APPENDIX I: GLOSSARY OF TERMS.  

 

1:00-2:30 Case Studies  

 

2:45-4:00 Breakout Session:  Participatory Data Collection and Analysis 

 

Goals  Describe some of the challenges and opportunities in 

producing data collection instruments with community partners 

 Describe some of the challenges and opportunities 

encountered when analyzing data with communities. 

 Strategize about ways to facilitate data analysis in CBPR 

projects 

Materials 

Needed 

Copies of instruments and data sets (depending on the focus)  

1. Data Instruments from Bonnie Duran 

2. Data from Juliana van Olphen 

3. Data from Barbara Israel: Merry Minkler 

4. Data from Nina Wallerstein  

Preparation  Read through exercise 

 Be prepared to give a little history on where instruments or the 

data comes from 

Facilitation INTRODUCTION TO THE EXERCISE (10 MINS): 

 If the focus of your breakout is on collaborative development of 

instruments, slightly adapt the questions below. 

 Acknowledge that there are many different models for how to 

do collaborative data analysis, and that there is a spectrum. 

The following questions are targeted to collaborative data 

analysis.  

 Ask if anyone has experience doing collaborative data analysis 
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(or collaborative instrument development)  

 What made it work well? What were challenges? 

 Explain that this exercise aims to give perspective on what it 

means to do collaborative data analysis and interpretation. 

 Distribute data sets to participants. 

 Provide overview of the case, where the data comes from 

 

SMALL GROUPS (20 MINS) 

Divide participants into groups of 6-8 and give them 20 minutes to 

review the data set and discuss: 

1. What do the findings say to you? 

2. What is surprising or interesting about the data? 

 

LARGE GROUP (20 MINS) 

Bring participants back to the large group to debrief what they 

discussed in the small group.  Include the following in the 

discussion: 

1. What could be the potential intervention or action steps 

from this data? 

2. What could be the potential policy implications of this 

data? 

3. How might it be different to review this data if you were 

a member of this community rather than an outsider? 

What might emerge as being important? 

 

Debrief/ Closing 

 

 

CLOSING (15 MINS) 

 Present back to the participants the main findings from the 

actual community the data came from, what those 

community members identified from the data. Take a 

moment to talk about how this was similar or different from 

what the participants found during their discussions. 

 What is the added value of participatory involvement of 

community members in data analysis. 
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 What makes it challenging? 

 What are the barriers to collaborative analysis? 

 

EVALUATION (10 MINS) 

 Let people know that there is an evaluation form for each day 

in their registration packets 

 Let them know that we really appreciate their feedback and that we’d 

like to hear what they have to say 

 Ask them to pull out the evaluation for today and fill it out 

 Let them know where the box is for them to drop off their 

evaluations (there should be one in each room) 
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Source: DataCenter’s Strategic Report, 2010-2014, www.datacenter.org

HANDOUT B 
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HANDOUT C 

Ethical and IRB Issues 

Recommendations: 

1) IRB should be provided training in principles of CBPR 

2) IRBs should mandate signed terms of reference or MOUs between partners 

(roles, decision-making, use of data) 

3) IRBs should require CBPR projects to document decision-making processes 

and how communities are consulted 

4) Include assessment of risk and benefit to communities 

5) IRB should be provided training in principles of CBPR 

6) IRBs should mandate signed terms of reference or MOUs between partners 

(roles, decision-making, use of data) 

7) IRBs should require CBPR projects to document decision-making processes 

and how communities are consulted 

8) Include assessment of risk and benefit to communities 
 

Traditional Questions CBPR Added Questions 

Describe research questions How was community involved in 
identifying the need/questions? 

Describe recruitment strategies/sample Describe provisions to assure cultural 
relevance 

List risks and benefits for individuals List risks and benefits to communities 

 How will research be disseminated to 
academic and community audiences? 

 

Other IRB Issues 

•Approval of CBPR applications without pre-existing questionnaires/focus group guides 

•Phased approvals 
•Shorter consent forms without all provisions 
•Use of Community Advisory Board members as co-investigators 

Compiled from: Flicker, S., Travers, R., G uta, A., McDonald, S., Meagher, A.  Appendix G:  

Ethical Review of Community-Based Participatory Research: Considerations for Institutional 

Review Boards, Community Based Participatory Research for Health: From Process to 

Outcomes, 2nd edition, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 2008, pg. 435-440. 
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           Tuesday, August 9, 2011 

Participant Evaluation 

Collaborative Study Design, Data Collection,  & Data Analysis with Communities 

 

 Learner Objectives:  
Strongly                  Strongly                             

Disagree   Neutral     Agree 

 As a result of this day, I am able to: 1 2 3 4 5 

1 

Identify key strategies for engaging community 

members in study design, data collection, and data 

analysis and/or interpretation 

     

2 
Identify and describe the application of different 

data collection methods in CBPR 
     

3 
Describe and design effective collaborative data 

analysis strategies. 
     

 

4 
I intend to use, or apply the information and skills I 

gained from this training in my professional work 
     

5 
The keynote presentation by Bonnie Duran was 

clear, relevant and to the point 
     

6 
The case study presentation on ________________ 

was clear, relevant and to the point 
     

7 
The activities in the breakout sessions increased 

my familiarity with the topic 
     

 

Additional comments/suggestions. You may use the back of this form if you like. 
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Day 3:  Collaborative Intervention Development, Implementation, and Evaluation with 

Diverse Populations 

August 10, 2011 

Learning Objectives for the Day 

 Understand key challenges in intervention research; 

 Identify strategies for engaging community members and cultural knowledge in 

intervention development and implementation; 

 Identify issues of internal and external validity in CBPR intervention studies.  

 Identify ways to incorporate cultural humility in CBPR practice; 

 Identify and design effective strategies to collaboratively evaluate the process 

and impacts of interventions. 

9:15-10:45 Keynote Speaker Nina Wallerstein 

 

11:00 -12:00 Breakout Session:  Developing Culturally-Centered Interventions: 

Integrating Academic Evidence-Based Practice and Practice-Based/Cultural-

Supported Evidence 

Goals  Discuss underlying implications, such as communities being 

directly involved in identifying and crafting solutions 

 Identify strengths and challenges of collaborative intervention 

design 

 Introduce idea of developing interventions based on mixed 

science methods 

 Develop skills for participatory intervention design. 

Materials 

Needed 

Flip charts and markers 

APPENDIX I: Glossary of terms 

Preparation Review materials and glossary definition of potential intervention 

approaches:  based on evidence-based practice/practice-based 

evidence/cultural-centeredness/etc. 

Facilitation INTRODUCTION: (10 MINS) 

There are two options for this session: 1) for participants to share 
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their experiences with developing interventions (or programs) in a 

collaborative academic-community partnership and with the goal of 

it being culturally-centered; OR  2) for participants to imagine joining 

a partnership where partners will be co-creating an intervention 

which is culturally-centered.  

Start with these introductory statements to determine which 

exercise to use:   

 This session is about collaborative and participatory intervention 

development.  

 “ An intervention is a program that is being tested through 

research to determine its effectiveness. Many of the programs 

you may be familiar with in your community or organization may 

have once been called an "intervention" for research purposes.” 

 (Here are a few examples of interventions, though facilitators are 

welcome to provide other examples): 

 An example of an intervention that many people are familiar with 

is the youth focused anti-tobacco truth campaign. It is designed 

to educate youth about tobacco and the way the industry 

manipulates youth to try to hook them into being life-long 

consumers. The campaign or "intervention" is targeting youth 

with the aim of decreasing cigarette smoking among youth. 

before research demonstrated their efficacy in changing health 

outcomes. 

 Another example of an intervention might target high child 

asthma rates in a low-income community through multiple 

strategies including home visits to help parents manage 

common indoor asthma triggers and better manage their 

children's asthma as well as training housing authority 

managers, staff and residents about integrated pest 

management and other strategies to reduce exposures to toxic 
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substances in the home. 

 We are also concerned with interventions being appropriate for the 

context and being connected or centered within the community’s 

culture.  

 Ask if people here have experience with collaborative 

intervention design, or experience developing culturally-

connected programs? If yes, continue with option one. 

 If no one has experience, you can go to second option, or can 

just choose second option.  

 

OPTION ONE:  Open Discussion (45 MINS)  

(For a group with more experience) 

 Start by asking people to share some examples of collaborative 

intervention and program design from their own work or examples 

they’ve heard about. 

o Ask, what has helped facilitate this to be collaborative? 

o What were some of the challenges? 

 Ask the group, who may be willing to define the concept of 

“culturally-centered interventions?”  Ask for anyone to share 

experiences they’ve had with developing or working in culturally-

centered interventions.  

 Ask “what does it mean to you to have culturally-centered 

interventions) 

 If people need some background: Mohan Dutta advocates for 

culturally-centered interventions, which allows for grounding and 

embedding community knowledge, community needs and 

desires, differences in culture, language, heritage, history, etc. 

He asks us to ask ourselves questions related to: 

1) Is the community included in problem identification and solutions 

development? 

2) Does community input reflect its unique historical & social 

circumstances and cultural values?   
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3) Is there reflexivity in relation to cultural humility (elimination of 

preconceptions) and open-mindedness especially in conflicts and 

power dynamics among partners?  

4) Is structural transformation and community empowerment the goal? 

5) Does the community have communicative agency to make decisions? 

  

 Ask who may be familiar with the term “practice-based evidence 

and would be willing to define it. Ask for examples of “practice-

based evidence” from people’s work. 

 If people need some background: Often our focus has been on 

“evidence-based practice” – or using practices that have been 

“proven” through scientific research methods to be effective. Larry 

Green also advocates for “practice-based evidence,” which allows us 

to consider the healing practices or programs that already exist in 

communities which deserve to be systematically evaluated. 

 Follow up questions: 

o What are some of the benefits of doing collaborative and 

culture-centered intervention development?  

o What is important about these benefits? 

o What are some of the challenges?  

o How are decisions made about how to best integrate 

evidence-based practice/best practices with culturally-

based or practice-based evidence? 

 

OPTION TWO:  (45 MINS TOTAL) 

(For a group with less experience) 

INTRODUCTION: (5 MINS)  

 Ask people to imagine they are joining or forming an academic-

community partnership where the goal is to create a culturally-

centered intervention on a health topic of importance to the 

community. 

 Remind people of the definitions of cultural-centeredness and 
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practice-based evidence (see short definitions in option one 

above, or in Glossary).  

 

SMALL GROUPS (20 MINS) 

 Ask each group to choose a health problem they would like to 

address, i.e., improve mammograms in a community, reduce 

substance abuse, develop a comprehensive suicide prevention 

program for youth, reduce HIV/AIDS transmission in MSM (men 

who have sex with men).  

 Have them address the following questions (could put these up 

on flip chart: 

 How would they start? 

 How would they elicit involvement of community members to 

bring cultural knowledge to the intervention? 

 How would they integrate evidence from the academic literature 

of what works with evidence from the practice setting (practice-

based evidence) or from the culture? 

 What might be some challenges? 

 

REPORT BACK  (20 MINS) 

 Report back on main points of how they might elicit community 

and cultural knowledge, values, beliefs, practices, evidence; and 

how they might integrate academic knowledge from the literature 

with community knowledge. 

 Follow up questions: 

o What are some of the benefits of doing culture-centered 

intervention development?  

o What is important about these benefits? 

o What are some of the challenges?  

o How are decisions made about how to best integrate 
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evidence-based practice/best practices with culturally-

based or practice-based evidence? 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

PROVIDE SHORT SUMMATION (5 MINS) 

 Collaborative and culture-centered interventions create 

opportunities to reveal and respond to community needs, 

strengths, etc. 

 CBPR encourages us to approach intervention development 

in a way that puts communities in the center, rather than 

imposing interventions without understanding community. 

 

1:00-2:30 Case Studies 

 

2:45-4:00 Breakout Session:  Participatory Evaluation Exercise 

  

Goals  Develop skills for participatory evaluation.  

 Understand the breadth of CBPR evaluation that can include 

evaluation of the partnership, the intervention, community 

capacity, policy change, other system or program changes, and 

ultimately changed health indicators.   

Materials 

Needed 

 CBPR Conceptual Logic Model – HANDOUT D 

 Flip Chart with “Outcomes/Indicators of Success” as title. 

Preparation  Review materials about case studies from 

earlier today. These can be the basis of this exercise if people 

have less personal experience to bring to the conversations.  If 

there is written material from presenters about their evaluation 

strategies, review.  Be open to participants’ contributing their own 

experiences with evaluating their own projects and interventions.  

 Review HANDOUT D : CBPR Conceptual Logic 

Model 
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Facilitation INTRODUCTION (10 MINS) 

Introduce CBPR Conceptual Logic Model – HANDOUT D 

 Review CBPR Conceptual Model that was presented in keynote 

lecture by Nina Wallerstein. (This was developed through a pilot 

study funded by the National Institute of Minority Health and 

Health Disparities with a comprehensive literature review of key 

CBPR constructs for partnership processes and outcomes and 

through input from national advisory committee of CBPR 

academic and community experts (see Chapter 21 in MInkler 

and Wallerstein, CBPR for Health: From Process to Outcomes, 

2nd edition).  

 Focus people’s attention on  “Outcomes” bubble. 

 Ask the group or provide definition of outcomes. 

 Read through the outcomes.  

 Ask people what they notice about these outcomes. 

 Ask the group for a definition of indicators or be prepared to 

provide one. 

 

BUZZ GROUPS OF 2-3 PEOPLE (10 MINS) 

Ask people to brainstorm the kinds of outcomes they have used or 

know about in evaluation of partnerships or interventions. 

 Ask, what are (or could be) core CBPR indicators of success for 

their own work?   

 Acknowledge that indicators can be related to outcomes as well 

as process, and that both are important. 

 Think about outcomes related to the intervention or the grant 

itself, and think about broader outcomes.  

 

Examples of kinds of outcomes that might come up: 

 Grant or intervention directed outcomes, i.e., increased  cancer 
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screening, reduced substance use. 

 Outcomes related to the partnership, i.e., greater diversity of 

partners, sustainability, etc. . 

 Community capacity or empowerment outcomes, i.e., more 

capacity to assure research is accountable to the community.  

 University capacity outcomes, i.e., University policies that 

support CBPR research.  

 Other 

 

LARGE GROUP REPORT BACK (10 MINS) 

 On flip chart, record people’s examples of indicators of success. 

 Identify categories.  

 

SMALL GROUPS (15 MINS) 

 Remind people of the case studies they just heard about 

 Break people into small groups of 5-6 people 

 Invite them to use examples from their own work or the case 

studies 

 Ask people to spend some time working together to develop a 

set of possible participatory indicators for the projects from the 

case studies, using these questions and the CBPR outcomes 

bubble from the Model as a guide. 

o What were indicators of a successful partnership? 

o What were indicators of capacity building and success in the 

community? 

o What were indicators of the sustainability of the intervention 

or partnership? 

 

LARGE GROUP DISCUSSION AND DEBRIEF (15 MINS) 

Ask people to come back to the large group for discussion. 
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Questions for the discussion: 

 How was this exercise to do? 

 What did you notice about trying to develop CBPR 

indicators? 

 How do indicators or outcome measures differ in a CBPR vs. 

a non-CBPR approach? 

 

 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

 

 

CLOSING (5 MINS) 

 If you know, share with the group what the researchers from 

the case study are using or considering using for their 

evaluation. 

 Pinpoint several specific ways in which this evaluation 

approach differs from a non-CBPR approach. 

 

EVALUATION (10 MINS) 

 Let people know that there is an evaluation form for each day in 

their registration packets 

 Let them know that we really appreciate their feedback and that we’d 

like to hear what they have to say 

 Ask them to pull out the evaluation for today and fill it out 

 Let them know where the box is for them to drop off their 

evaluations (there should be one in each room) 
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HANDOUT D 
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          Wednesday, August 10, 2011 

 Participant Evaluation 

Collaborative Intervention Development, Implementation  

and Evaluation with Diverse Populations 

 Learner Objectives:  
Strongly                  Strongly                    

Disagree  Neutral       Agree            

 As a result of this day, I am able to: 1 2 3 4 5 

1 
Identify ways in which CBPR can enhance 

intervention design, implementation, & evaluation 
     

2 
Identify key strategies for engaging community 

members in intervention development 
     

3 
Identify strategies for collaborative and culture-

centered design & implementation of interventions 
     

4 
Identify effective strategies to collaboratively 

evaluate the process and impacts of interventions 
     

 

5 
I intend to use, or apply the information and skills I 

gained from this training in my professional work 
     

6 
The keynote presentation by Nina Wallerstein was 

clear and to the point 
     

7 
The case study on _________________ was clear 

and to the point 
     

8 
The activities in the breakout sessions increased 

my familiarity with the topic 
     

Additional comments/suggestions. You may use the back of this form if you like. 
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Day 4:  The Intersection of CBPR and Policy Change 

August 11, 2011 

Learning objectives for the day: 

 Describe policy-focused change as a logical  end goal of CBPR given its action 

orientation; 

 Identify concerns and challenges of working on the policy level; 

  Identify the steps or stages in the policy process and corresponding roles for 

CBPR participants and advocates at each stage in the process; 

 Share 3 examples of policy-focused CBPR that appear to have  played a major 

role in helping secure a policy change; 

 Discuss challenges in evaluating policy impacts of CBPR. 

9:15-10:45 Keynote Speaker Meredith Minkler 

 

11:00 -12:00 Breakout Session:  Defining a Policy Objective 

 

Goals  Discuss core components and stages of the policy making 

process and how CBPR can be applied at each stage 

 Discuss the concerns community, academic and other partners 

may have about working on the policy level and how these might 

be addressed 

 Discuss underlying implications – i.e. communities being directly 

involved in identifying and crafting solutions 

 Develop a policy objective 

 Undertake power mapping as a means of identifying policy 

targets, allies and opponents and how to best increase the 

power of your partnership to get to a policy win 

 Discuss the challenges inherent in evaluating policy-focused 

CBPR as well as cases in which success has been well 

demonstrated 

Materials  Flip Chart Paper 
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Needed  Markers 

 How to Build Legitimacy Behind Your Voice – HANDOUT E 

Preparation  Have examples of community-generated policy solutions, or 

policy objectives that have been generated through CBPR, ie: 

o reduce environmental hazards in neighborhoods (through 

street science documenting excess exposures, 

organizing, advocacy to local governments);   

o improve access to fruits and vegetables in food desert areas 

(through mapping what’s sold, advocacy…). 

 Draw the  Force-Field Analysis on flip chart paper with these 

components: 

o “Policy Target” at the top center of the sheet 

o One column called “Forces for us”  

o One column called “Forces against us”  

o One column called “Strategies to influence our target” 

 Write these questions for Force-Field Analysis exercise on flip 

chart paper: 

o “Which strategies seem the most productive across multiple 

targets and key players? 

o Will these strategies anger potential or existing allies? 

o Will these strategies weaken the position of existing 

allies? 

o Could these strategies increase the opposition of a player who 

was once neutral?” 

Facilitation INTRODUCTION (5 MINS) 

 Introduce the exercise: “One of the strengths of CBPR is the 

potential for community-research partnerships that can directly 

impact policy and make positive change.  

 Strong research partnerships rooted in CBPR help create more 

space for communities to be directly involved in identifying the 

problems facing their communities and crafting policy solutions.  

 In this session we are going to practice collaboratively defining a 

policy objective, and later, developing policy solutions.” 
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SMALL GROUPS (20 MINS) 

 Break the group into small groups of 6-7 people, ideally on 

common issue areas (i.e. HIV/AIDS, environmental justice, 

youth, affordable housing) 

 Ask each group to choose a health problem they want to 

address that has a policy component, considering the magnitude 

of each problem, and how many people are affected and how 

adversely. 

 Ask them to brainstorm possible policy objectives, framed as a 

solution or partial solution to the problem. (Note that this can be 

getting a new or existing policy implemented or repealed). 

 Instruct the groups that they should focus on policy or 

institutional solutions, rather than individual behavior change 

solutions. 

 Next, have the group decide on a policy objective for the 

following Force Field Analysis exercise.  Before making a final 

decision, ask them to consider: 

1) the political viability of their solutions 

2) the potential unintended consequences of their top 2-3 policy 

objectives 

3) any questions that come up 

 

 Be prepared to give an example of a policy solution, i.e. “formerly 

incarcerated people face a myriad of barriers to employment, including 

job discrimination.  All of Us or None, a national organization of 

formerly incarcerated people, identified the “box” that exists on many 

job applications asking people to self-identify if they have ever been 

convicted of a felony, as a barrier to formerly incarcerated people 

seeking employment. This is because of the stigma they feel, or 

the perception that they will not even be considered for a 

position, even if their conviction was not related in any way or 
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does not pose a threat or danger for the job itself.  Having identified 

this barrier, the group has been organizing to “ban the box” on 

preliminary job applications.  

 

FORCE FIELD ANALYSIS (15 MINS) 

 As you are explaining this force field exercise, point to the 

columns on flip chart paper. (have this prepared before).   

 Instruct the group to go back into their small groups and:  “At the 

top center of a sheet of paper write the name of the policy target 

(organization, or community) you want to influence.  Underneath, 

draw three columns and label them:  

 Forces for us (Factors/Individuals working in our favor) 

 Forces against us (Factors/Individuals working against us) 

 Strategies to influence our target 

 Instruct people to “fill in the first two columns, using one or more 

plus signs (+) or arrows of varying thickness to indicate the relative 

strength of each supporting or resisting force, individual, or factor you 

list.” 

 

After 5-10 minutes, give the next set of instructions.  “Considering the list 

of forces, individuals, and factors against you and in your favor, come up 

with a list of five or more potential strategies for influencing the 

targeted group or individual.  Choose the two or three best strategies to 

move your issue forward.  Consider the following questions when making 

your strategy choice” (show flip chart paper with these questions and 

read them aloud): 

 “Which strategies seem the most productive across multiple targets 

and key players? 

 Will these strategies anger potential or existing allies? 

 Will these strategies weaken the position of existing allies? 

 Could these strategies increase the opposition of a player who was once 

neutral?” 

Debrief/ DEBRIEF (20 MINS) 



 | 

 

42 

Closing 

 

 

Ask the groups to share the policy objectives they developed, and 

one or two of the Force Field factors, ie., one in favor and 

one against. 

Ask the groups:  

 What was the most difficult part of the exercise? Why? 

 What criteria were helpful in coming up with your policy 

objectives? 

 If unintended consequences were identified, how did they 

influence your thinking? 

Ask the groups: 

 How do you determine what kind of evidence you need to 

advocate for policy solutions? 

Introduce the HOW TO BUILD LEGITIMACY Handout  – HANDOUT 

E 

 Explain that this is a framework for understanding how to 

build legitimacy behind your voice.   

 Depending on who your target is, you need different kinds of 

evidence packaged in different ways.  

 

Closing Questions: 

 Would you use any of these exercises with groups you work 

with or anticipate working with?  With youth?  Immigrants? 

 What advantages/challenges do you foresee? 

 

1:00-2:30 Case Studies 

 

2:45-4:00 Breakout Session: Power Mapping 

 

Goals  Develop skills for effective collaborative policy advocacy 

Materials  Handout of West Oakland Case Study– HANDOUT F 
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Needed  Post-it notes of three different colors – yellow, pink, blue 

 Handout of power map HANDOUT G 

 Large power map written on flip chart paper 

 Tape 

 Markers 

 Flip chart  

Preparation  Draw power map on large paper (see Handout for example) 

Facilitation INTRODUCTION (10 MINS) 

 Pass out West Oakland Case study – HANDOUT F 

 Give people 5 minutes to read 

 Highlight paragraph 3 – note that West Oakland Environmental 

Indicators Project used a power analysis as part of their research 

and policy agenda 

 Ask if anyone is familiar with power analysis tools – get some 

examples 

Introduce power mapping:  

 Power Mapping is a conceptual strategy for determining who you 

need to influence (your target), exactly who can influence your 

target, and whom you can actually influence to start the 

dominoes in motion.  It also helps determine allies or potential 

allies and overlapping interests or possible overlapping interests.  

 Refer people to HANDOUT G: Power Map 

  “At the front of the room and on your handouts is a community power 

mapping chart that will help us navigate this activity.  The vertical axis 

represents the “degree of power” in making decisions that affect our 

goal. The horizontal axis represents the agenda, or what we want to 

achieve.  Our agenda is on the left-hand side and the opposition’s (or 

people who might present an obstacle to achieving our goals) agenda is 

on the right-hand side.  In order to do this mapping activity, let’s first 

settle on a goal we’d like to work toward.  This can be anything from 

keeping diesel trucks off of our streets to opposing the proposed 

development of a big box store in our community.” 
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SMALL GROUPS (25 MINS) 

Once you have decided on a goal, split participants into 3 groups 

and pass out the 3 different colored post-it notes according to the 

following groups: 

 “One group will brainstorm allies and write them on the blue post-its.  

The second group will brainstorm decision-makers that have the 

power to affect change around freight transport issues and write 

them down on the yellow post-its. The third group will brainstorm 

potential opponents to your goal or agenda and write them on 

pink post-its.” 

 “To help you get started on brainstorming, think back to the case 

study.  Also, think about key allies like local community groups, 

parent teacher associations, schools, health centers, unions, or 

other organizations working to improve health and freight 

transport issues.  Think about partnerships, like with engineering 

firms or environmental science professors, public health people, 

truckers.  These groups of people might have expertise not 

found in the community.  Decision makers could be people like 

the informed community, the mayor, the city council, planning 

commission, or board of supervisors.” 

 Key opponents might be developers who want more freight transport 

infrastructure, companies that benefit from freight transport operations 

etc.” 

 

After about 15 minutes in small groups, have one person from each 

group put their post-its on the chart according to how much power 

they think these people/bodies have and whether they support or 

oppose your goal. 

 “Where do we think this person, organization, or agency stands on our 

agenda? Will they support our goal and vote to move it forward or do 

you think they will oppose it? 

 How much power do they have? Will their decision have an 
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impact? 

 When thinking about where to place the people that oppose our 

goal, it is important to think about how much power they actually 

have.  Sometimes opponents can have little power if decision makers 

don’t know who they are, or they can have a lot of power and persuade 

decision makers to support them.” 

 Ask the group, “How do we go about figuring out what level of power 

a person or body has?” 

 

Once every group has finished putting their organizations on the 

chart, come back together into a big group. 

 

 

LARGE GROUP (20 MINS) 

 Discuss the map you created and allow time for people to shift 

various allies, decision-makers, or opponents around if 

necessary.  Go through the chart and draw connections among 

agencies, organizations, or people.  

 Discuss strategies for how to build support for your goal using 

the chart. 

 “Now that we’ve established who we can look to for support, let’s 

discuss some strategies for building power within our community and 

among allies. Who has an idea about how to bring awareness to the 

cause and gain support? 

 

 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

 

 

CLOSING (10 MINS) 

 Return to the case study and discuss the strategies employed by 

West Oakland Environmental Indicators Project 

 Identify where the targets fit on the power map. 

 Discuss distributive vs. procedural justice – the community had more 

access to decision making as a result of this work, even though the 

policy was not as successful as they had hoped.  

 Ask people how they could see using a tool like power mapping 
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as part of CBPR. Identify its utility in: 

o consensus, relationship and trust building 

o generating shared understanding of key players and 

political landscape 

o identifying possible allies, community knowledge and 

resources 

 

EVALUATION (10 MINS) 

 Let people know that there is an evaluation form for each day in 

their registration packets 

 Let them know that we really appreciate their feedback and that we’d 

like to hear what they have to say 

 Ask them to pull out the evaluation for today and fill it out 

 Let them know where the box is for them to drop off their 

evaluations (there should be one in each room) 
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Bringing Everyone to the Table: 

Establishing a Truck Route in West Oakland 

 

In 2000, the 7th Street/McClymonds Initiative, a community-building 

neighborhood initiative in West Oakland, formed a partnership with the Pacific 

Institute, a research organization, to help local residents develop a set of 

indicators to identify and document pressing community concerns.  West 

Oakland, a community bounded on all sides by freeways, hosts scores of diesel 

trucks transporting goods to and from the Port of Oakland along with many 

stationary sources of pollution.  In 2002, the West Oakland Environmental Indicators 

Project (WO EIP), released their research findings in the report “Neighborhood 

Knowledge for Change,” which cited diesel truck traffic as a primary concern in West 

Oakland. Building on this background work, the WO EIP partnership and the Pacific 

Institute decided to jointly design and conduct a truck counting and idling study 

and hired a transportation technologies consulting firm (TIAX) to train community 

residents and WO EIP staff to accurately count trucks. 

Diesel truck data collected by trained community members under the 

supervision of TIAX showed that West Oakland may be exposed to 90 times 

more diesel particulates per square mile than the State of California as a whole.  

After consulting with a wide array of local organizations, businesses, truckers, 

and relevant government entities, community members suggested in a final 

report that there was a strong desire for an established truck route which would 

limit truck traffic through local neighborhoods. 

In order to advocate for their desired truck route, the partnership began 

working with community members to conduct a power analysis to identify 

decision-makers who could bring about policy change.  The power analysis 

process highlighted the Port as a key decision-maker and the district’s local city 

council member as a potent ally.  It also shined a spotlight on West Oakland businesses 

as a group that would be impacted by the proposed new truck route and needed to be 

included in subsequent planning.  As a result, the WO EIP partnership created a 

truck route committee that met monthly and included stakeholders such as local 

residents, the Port of Oakland, an independent trucking company, the Police 

HANDOUT F 

 



 | 

 

49 

Department, the Department of Public Works, the local Air District, and the West 

Oakland Commerce Association.  The committee’s goal was to negotiate an actual truck 

route that could address community concerns without unduly burdening other 

stakeholders. 

In September 2005, the WO EIP partnership and its allies achieved a key 

victory when the City Council unanimously passed a Truck Route ordinance and 

one that adhered very closely to the specific truck routes the partnership had 

proposed.  Several of the policy makers interviewed after the decision noted that 

the partnership, and particularly its sound research and the strong community 

voice, deserved substantial credit both for this particular victory and for 

subsequent broader efforts.   

_______________ 

Unfortunately, failure to enforce the new truck ordinance made it, in many 

ways, a somewhat hollow victory. Other stakeholders pointed to the City’s police officers 

being spread thin – and mostly focused on violent crime— as a key reason for the lack of 

enforcement.   A community partner similarly noted that there was significant 

resistance from the city in actually implementing the truck route because it would 

generate more work and require additional staff time. Whatever the cause, failure 

to enforce the truck route ordinance was a major disappointment to the 

partnership, community members and other stakeholders who had worked hard 

for its passage.  

While lack of policy enforcement was a critical setback, this work has 

helped prompt other environmental justice initiatives addressing diesel pollution 

while further building the capacity of WO EIP and its resident leaders and activists. 

Several policy makers credited WO EIP community partners’ advocacy and perceived 

professionalism, in addition to the still much cited CBPR truck studies conducted with 

Pacific Institute, as having helped spur other local, regional, and statewide 

changes.    The WO EIP partnership also is credited with having catalyzed 

changes that in turn helped create a more favorable policy environment with 

respect to environmental justice. The partnership’s work, for example, prompted 

other agencies and institutions to conduct their own studies in this heavily impacted 

community.  In 2006, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) thus began a 

comprehensive Health Risk Assessment for diesel exhaust in West Oakland, a multi-year 

intensive endeavor to formally document the sources, extent, and impact of diesel 
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pollution on health risk for West Oakland residents.32 In the words of one Pacific 

Institute partner, “CARB started paying attention, the Air District started paying 

attention. These studies put diesel in West Oakland on the map,” with the Air 

District itself subsequently conducting follow-up studies in this community. 

As WO EIP gained recognition and an increasing voice through the truck 

count and truck idling work at the local level, it expanded its focus to other air 

quality efforts that were happening regionally and reframed them to increase their 

local relevance.  WO EIP therefore has partnered with the Air District and the 

Port staff to design an air plan that would benefit West Oakland as part of the 

broader goods movement efforts taking place regionally, statewide and 

nationally. In the course of this work, WO EIP also helped change the structure of 

the planning group, so that a community member of WO EIP now serves as a co-

chair.  Partners and policymakers described WO EIP’s recent work as critical in getting 

the Port of Oakland to commit to an 85% reduction of the community health risk caused 

by its diesel operations by 2020. While the process has been challenging and the 

details of the air plan are still being worked out, partners describe how their work 

has improved organizational structures so that the community and other 

important stakeholders are now represented in air planning groups.  

Finally, both the partnership’s early work and subsequent efforts helped create 

conditions in which partnership co-learning could occur, and the research and advocacy 

capacity of the West Oakland community could grow, fostering sustainability. Following 

the truck count and idling studies and subsequent work to establish a truck route, 

WO EIP expanded its own initiatives on several fronts, including: conducting a 

second truck count in partnership with the Air Quality Management District in 

2008; playing a key role in the formation of the West Oakland Toxics Reduction 

Collaborative; and receiving both a planning grant from the US EPA and a grant 

from the Air District in support of its work. With assistance from the Pacific 

Institute, WO EIP also has continued to build local leadership capacity, offering a 

4 week intensive training for West Oakland residents on topics including 

environmental health and land use planning, an understanding of the policy 

making process, and skill-building in policy advocacy.  Further, and in a major 

victory for the West Oakland community, WO EIP’s executive director was appointed in 

2007 a Commissioner of the Oakland Port Authority.  
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The relationships formed between the WO EIP community partnership and 

agencies including the Air District, the Port of Oakland, and private trucking 

industry also have continued to develop.  Recently, for example, when over 1200 

independent truckers were threatened with losing the ability to service the Port 

due to a delay in getting grants for needed retrofitting equipment, WO EIP supported 

the truckers’ request for an extension, and in the process helped prevent many of these 

predominately immigrant workers from losing their jobs.  

WO EIP and the Pacific Institute’s truck count and related studies and policy level 

work continue to serve as a model for others of how CBPR can help produce 

solid data and use it to move forward environmental policy efforts in a way that 

empowers and respects the community. Recently, for example, WO EIP provided 

technical assistance and loaned equipment to another nonprofit, Communities for a Better 

Environment, which in turn used the partnership’s truck count model in doing its own 

truck count study in East Oakland.   

Finally, and in a further effort to help take this work to scale, without losing 

sight of local concerns, WO EIP helped design the statewide Goods Movement Action 

Plan, and WO EIP’s executive director also served on the working group of the U.S. 

EPA’s National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC). Drawing on the 

research of the WO EIP partnership and numerous other groups and 

organizations, NEJAC in turn produced a major report with recommendations for 

federal, state, tribal, local and other agencies on how best to identify, prevent and 

eliminate the disproportionate burden of air pollution from goods movement in 

low income communities of color.34 

Without ignoring the hurdles faced in this work—and in particular, the failure to 

get adequate enforcement of the truck route ordinance —the value of the partnership’s 

contributions and their ripple effects in other communities and on the state and even 

national levels, were highlighted by policymakers and other key informants.  Finally, the 

role of this partnership in showcasing the utility of research collaborations that “put 

community leaders in the driver’s seat” was underscored.  In the words of a Pacific 

Institute partner: 
We were not doing the research ‘on them,’ but they were leading the research 

effort.  They were asking the questions, choosing the contractor, deciding the 

policy solutions, and we were supporting them with technical and 

facilitation support throughout the process.  This is completely the reverse 

of the typical academic-community partnerships.  What if a high-powered 
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research institution could be put at the service of communities (instead of 

industries and others) – what dramatic changes could result?  Well, we’ve seen 

them.” 

 

(The above text is excerpted from Gearing Up for Action, a curriculum guide 

available at www.pacinst.org/freightjusticeguide and article on WO EIP from July 

Supplement, American Journal of Public Health, 2011). 

 

 

http://www.pacinst.org/freightjusticeguide
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HANDOUT G 

PPoowweerr  MMaappppiinngg    
PPoolliiccyy  OObbjjeeccttiivvee  ____________________________________  
________________________________________________________________ 

Supporters 
______________
______________
______________ 

Opposition 
____________
____________
____________ 

overlapping  
interest 

very supportive 

very opposed 

Undecided 
_____________ 
_____________ 
_____________ 

     = targets with 
power to make 
change  

 
     = players 
affected by 
problem or 
policy, or having 
potential to 
influence  
situation 

Note:  larger shapes connote large, well organized  
targets or players, and/or those with much at stake 

Ritas et al., 2008 
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          Thursday, August 11, 2011 

 Participant Evaluation 

The Intersection of CBPR and Policy Change 

 

 Learner Objectives:  
Strongly                       Strongly                         

Disagree   Neutral          Agree 

 As a result of this day, I am able to: 1 2 3 4 5 

1 
describe how CBPR can be used to help effect 

changes in policy. 
     

2 

Identify key stages in the policy making process 

and strategies CBPR practitioners may use an 

each stage. 

     

3 
Develop the capacity of partners to engage 

effectively in policy change. 
     

 

4 
I intend to use, or apply the information and skills I 

gained from this training in my professional work 
     

5 
The keynote presentation by Meredith Minkler was 

clear and to the point 
     

6 
The case study presentation  on 

_________________was clear and to the point 
     

7 
The activities in the breakout sessions increased 

my familiarity with the topic 
     

Additional comments/suggestions. You may use the back of this form if you like. 
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Day 5:  Fundraising and Sustainability in CBPR 

August 12, 2011 

Learning Objectives for the Day 

 Develop a plan for sustainability of partnerships; 

 Identify public and private funding sources for CBPR; 

 Describe effective strategies for collaboratively writing strong CBPR proposals; 

 Clarify roles, responsibilities and expectations for all partners in proposed 

project. 

9:15-10:45 Keynote Speakers Marion Standish & Senaida Fernandez 

 

11:00 -12:00 Breakout Session: All on the Wall 

Goals  Help participants synthesize learning from the institute 

 Define some best practices in CBPR 

Materials 

Needed 

 Blank pieces of 8 ½ x 11 white paper 

 Markers (one per person) 

 Masking Tape 

Preparation Write up instructions for all on the wall on three pieces of paper: 

o “Use 3-5 words per paper” 

o “Write in BIG letters” 

o “Put 1 idea on each piece of paper” 

o  

Facilitation INTRODUCTION (5 MINS) 

As we come to the end of the institute, we want to take some time to 

reflect on the things that people have learned and what they are 

taking away from this week together.  

 

PAIRS (5 MINS) 

 Ask participants to get into pairs, ideally with someone they don’t 

know or don’t know very well.  Spend a few minutes sharing some of 

the big lessons you are taking away from the institute: 
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o What best practices stood out most to you? 

o What’s one thing you learned? 

Tell the pairs to switch after 3 minutes so that each person has a 

chance to talk. 

 

ALL ON THE WALL (40 MINS) 

 Hand out blank pieces of  8 ½ x 11 paper and markers 

 Ask people to write one thing on each  of 3 pieces of paper – 

something they learned from the institute or are taking away, focusing 

on best practices for CBPR and their work 

 Tape up three pieces of paper with these messages (and also 

tell the group) 

o To use 3-5 words per paper 

o To write in BIG letters 

o To put 1 idea on each piece of paper 

 After 5-10 minutes, ask for 1 volunteer to start by taping their 

pieces of paper up on the wall. 

 Next, explain that each person should come up (many people 

can come up at the same time) and put their pieces of paper on 

the wall.  As they tape them up, people should read what others 

have written. If what is on their papers is similar or related to 

what others have written, they should group those papers 

together in columns. 

 As more and more people begin to put their papers on the wall, 

people may tape their pieces of paper onto others, or move 

whole chunks of papers to create columns that are organized by 

theme. 

 Once all the papers have been taped up on the wall, ask the 

participants to look for other pieces of paper that should be 

moved or grouped. This works better if people get up and stand 

close to the All-On-The-Wall exercise to see the cards better.   
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 As people are giving suggestions, the facilitator should move the 

pieces of paper, helping to further organize them into key 

themes, trends, and similar ideas. 

 Next, ask the participants to name the themes they see. 

o Collectively name some of the best practices reflected on 

the wall. 

o Look for places where there are discordant opinions or 

themes, and identify if there are unresolved questions 

there.  

o Ask people to clarify as needed in order to continue 

fleshing out the themes and key learnings. 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

DEBRIEF: (10 MINS) 

 “This exercise, called All on the Wall, can be used in many different 

settings. It can be used to collectively generate information about key 

issues facing communities, to develop research questions, to 

summarize or evaluate. It can be consensus and group building, 

allowing space for everyone’s opinions to be expressed and also 

making evident trends and common ground. It can easily be adapted 

for use in CBPR projects.”  

1:00-2:30  Workshops: Individual choice 

 

2:45-4:00 Large Group Session: Sustainability and Closing 

 

Goals  Create space for participants to discuss issues of sustainability 

 Have closure for institute 

Materials 

Needed 

 Flip Chart Paper 

Preparation Review exercise and facilitation notes 
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Facilitation INTRODUCTION (5 MINS) 

 As we wrap up the institute, we want to spend a little bit of time 

talking about what makes CBPR partnerships sustainable and 

how we can continue to build and develop strong partnerships 

that continue throughout the research process and beyond.  

 

BUZZ GROUPS  (15 MINS) 

 Ask people to get together with 3-5 people. If people are here 

with other people from their work, ask them to group up together 

to discuss this question: 

 From what you’ve learned here at the institute and in your own work, 

what are some key factors necessary for sustainability of CBPR 

partnerships?  Give examples as you share with each other.  

 

SECOND BUZZ GROUPS (10 MINS) 

 From what you’ve learned here at the institute and in your own work, 

what are some key factors necessary for sustainability of or the 

“WORK” of your partnership, whether it is to create interventions or 

new programs, or to create policy or capacity changes that improve 

health conditions.   Give examples as you share with each other.  

 

LARGE GROUP DISCUSSION (30 MINS) 

(Facilitator should scribe key points as people are talking here) 

Ask the group: 

 What do you think are some keys to creating sustainable 

partnerships? 

 What do you think are keys to creating sustainability in our 

work?  

Follow up questions: 

 Why are these important? 

 How have you seen these happen? 

 What happens when you don’t have _______? 
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 Why is it difficult to achieve or manage ________? 

 What are some strategies you’ve seen or heard for helping to make 

that happen? 

Wrap up question: 

 What are next steps we as a CBPR community can take to 

make CBPR more effective and sustainable? 

 

 

Debrief/ 

Closing 

 

 

 

CLOSING: (10 MIN) 

Thank everyone for participating.  

Ask everyone to say how they’re feeling in a word or two. 

Remind people to fill out evaluations and encourage people to keep 

in touch and support each other in this work.   

 

EVALUATION (10 MINS) 

 Let people know that there is an evaluation form for each day in 

their registration packets 

 Let them know that we really appreciate their feedback and that we’d 

like to hear what they have to say 

 Ask them to pull out the evaluation for today and fill it out 

 Let them know where the box is for them to drop off their 

evaluations (there should be one in each room) 
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            Friday, August 12, 2011 

 Participant Evaluation 

Topic: Sustainability and Fundraising in CBPR  

Additional comments/suggestions. You may use the back of this form if you like. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Learner Objectives:  
Strongly                       Strongly                    

Disagree     Neutral         Agree 

 As a result of this day, I am able to: 1 2 3 4 5 

1 Identify public and private funding sources for CBPR      

2 
Describe effective strategies for collaboratively writing 

strong CBPR proposals 
     

3 
Clarify roles, responsibilities, and expectations for all 

partners in proposed projects 
     

4 Develop a plan for sustaining funding      

 

5 
I intend to use, or apply the information and skills I 

gained from this training in my professional work 
     

6 
The keynote presentation by Marion Standish was clear 

and to the point 
     

7 
The keynote presentation by Senaida Fernandez was 

clear and to the point  
     

8 
The workshop on ________________ was clear and to 

the point 
     

9 
The activities in the breakout sessions increased my 

familiarity with the topic 
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APPENDIX I 

CBPR Institute Glossary  

 

Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR) 

Systematic inquiry, with the participation of those affected by the issue being studied, 

for the purposes of education and action or effecting social change   

(Larry Green et al., 1994) 

 

CBPR as a collaborative approach to research that equitably involves all partners in the 

research process and recognizes the unique strengths that each brings. CBPR begins 

with a research topic of importance to the community and has the aim of combining 

knowledge with action and achieving social change to improve health outcomes and 

eliminate health disparities. (Kellogg Foundation Community Health Scholars Program, 

2001) 

 

Community-Based Participatory Research (CBPR) is scientific inquiry conducted in 

communities in which community members, persons affected by condition or issue 

under study and other key stakeholders in the community's health have the opportunity 

to be full participants in each phase of the work: conception - design - conduct - analysis 

- interpretation - conclusions - communication of results. (National Institutes of Health) 

Community-based participatory research (CBPR) is a collaborative process of research 

involving researchers and community representatives. In the process and products of 

research, it: 

 Engages community members. 

 Employs local knowledge in the understanding of health problems and the design 

of interventions. 

 Invests community members in the processes and products of research. 



 | 

 

65 

In addition, community members are invested in the dissemination and use of research 

findings and ultimately in the reduction of health disparities. (www.ahrq.gov) 

Culture-Centered Approaches 

The culture-centered approach to health communication is concerned with the voices of 

subaltern groups in discussions of health. The origins of the culture centered approach 

may be located in subaltern studies scholarship that explores the absence and 

presence of the subaltern position from dominant spaces of knowledge (Beverly, 2004; 

Escobar, 1995; Guha, 1982). Subaltern refers to the condition of ‘‘being under.’’ The subaltern 

voice is marked by its absence, by not having been noticed. Therefore, subaltern studies 

scholarship interrogates the ellipses, absences, and silences that are marked in the 

dominant writings of knowledge. Through the articulation of these absences, subaltern 

studies seek to create alternative ways of knowing the world, opening up discursive 

spaces to marginalized voices. The centralization of voice is also located in the realm of 

context, suggesting that human experience is meaningful when articulated within the 

richness of the context in which it is experienced (Dutta-Bergman, 2004a, 2004b). The 

goal of the culture-centered approach is to offer an alternative entry point for theorizing 

and practicing health communication by highlighting the absences and/or silences in 

current health communication theory and practice, and by presenting voices of the 

marginalized sectors through engagement in dialogue (Airhihenbuwa, 1995; Dutta-

Bergman, 2004a, 2004b, 2005). (Source: Mohan J. Dutta, 2007) 

 

Cultural Humility: 

A commitment to and active engagement in a lifelong process that individuals enter into 

on an ongoing basis with patients, communities, colleagues, and themselves. A lifelong 

commitment to self‐evaluation and self‐critique to 

 Redress power imbalances 

 Develop and maintain mutually respectful dynamic partnerships based on mutual 

trust 
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Cultural Humility is presented as an alternative to cultural competence, which 

traditionally, in clinical training, has signified a detached mastery of a theoretically finite 

body of knowledge may not be appropriate for this area of physician education.  

(Tervalon and Murray‐Garcia, 1998) 

 

Culturally Supported Interventions: 

“Culturally supported interventions are those that emerge organically out of the grass roots, 

educational and social service programs of Hispanic, Native, and other communities of color.  

These interventions are aimed at reducing social and health program, including alcohol abuse 

and addictions, and are often based on revitalizing cultural principles and traditions of local 

communities or on validating new emerging social identities and networks….Culturally 

supported interventions are rarely circulated in the academic literature or tested with 

western scientific methods.  They do, however, fit within the values and social service 

systems of local communities, and are highly utilized, supported, and sustained over 

time.  Recently, many culturally supported interventions have been based on a shared identity of 

colonization and on the cultural, economic, and social changes and conditions wrought by 

globalization.” (Duran, Wallerstein, and Miller, 2007). 

 

Empirically Supported Interventions:  

“Empirically supported interventions…are those scientific evidence-based interventions that are 

currently hegemonic in the fields of addiction research and public health that often do not 

consider issue of race or place. Evidence-based interventions are often prioritized in 

University academic settings as they involve randomized control trials, manuals, and 

replicated studies that mirror laboratory science methodologies and seek to test 

effectiveness, with a focus on internal validity.  An emerging critique however is their lack 

of attention to external validity, especially in economically disadvantaged communities.”(Duran, 

Wallerstein, and Miller, 2007). 

 

Evidence-Based Practice: 

“The integration of the best available research with clinical expertise in the context of patient 

characteristics, culture, and preferences.” (American Psychological Association, 2005).  

 

"The conscientious, explicit and judicious use of current best evidence in making 

decisions about the care of the individual patient. It means integrating individual clinical 
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expertise with the best available external clinical evidence from systematic research." 

(Sackett D, 1996) 

 

Ethnic/racial groups “are largely missing from the efficacy studies that make up the 

evidence base for treatments…well-controlled efficacy studies examining outcomes of 

mental health care for minorities are rarely available… There is some, albeit limited 

research, that some ESTs are appropriate for some ethnic groups (Miranda et .al., 

2005) 

 

Most evidence-based treatments are conducted with White, educated, verbal and 

middle class individuals and may not generalize to ethnic/racial groups and third world 

communities (Bernal & Scharron-del-Rio, 2001) 

 

Practice-Based Evidence: 

“A range of treatment approaches and supports that are derived from, and supportive of, 

the positive cultural attributes of the local society and traditions. Practice Based 

Evidence services are accepted as effective by the local community, through community 

consensus, and address the therapeutic and healing needs of individuals and families 

from a culturally-specific framework. 

Practitioners of practice based evidence models draw upon cultural knowledge and 

traditions for treatments and are respectfully responsive to the local definitions of 

wellness and dysfunction……” (Isaacs, Huang, Hernandez, Echo-Hawk, 2006) 

 

Practice based evidence is a set of practices that are unique and inherent in a culture 

that have proven to be effective based upon community consensus. (Martinez, 2007) 
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APPENDIX II 

Guidelines for Case Study Presenters 

General Format 

Case Study Introduction 15-20 minutes (please share time equally between partners) 

    Sharing of study/project they want to talk about 

Activity and Application 45 minutes for participants to apply what they have learned to their 

own or hypothetical projects 

Debrief   25 minutes for participants to share with full group  

 

Case study presenters should design a highly interactive session with opportunities for session 

participants to apply learnings to their own/hypothetical projects.   

The learning objectives for the specific day you are presenting can serve as a general guide for 

your presentation. 

Case study presenters should prepare a 1-2 page handout for participants addressing the 

following topics/questions (these could vary depending on the day’s theme): 

 

1) Title/topic and a short paragraph describing the case study presentation  

2) The partners, their roles/responsibilities in the project, and the aspect of the project you 

are presenting if relevant. 

3) What you hope participants will learn as a result of attending this presentation. 

4) Guidelines and any additional materials needed for participant activity and debrief 

 


