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Municipal Grant Writing Workshop
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(PAMC) Program, which provides free technical assistance funding for pm
municipalities and communities who are interested in revitalizing and

enhancing the appearance and function of their communities.
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https://www.facebook.com/PGplanningMD
https://www.instagram.com/pgplanningmd/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/prince-george-s-county-planning-department
https://nextdoor.com/
https://twitter.com/PGPlanningMD
https://www.youtube.com/pgplanning
http://www.pgplanning.org/
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Review of Session Two

A Reviewed grantind
financerelated vocabulary

A A grant award is not an
award until there is a
sighed agreement!

A Reviewed sample grant
criteria
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Key Framing Message

A Grant writing is not creative
writing T it is strategic
alignment storytelling
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A High-scoring proposals: —_—
A Answer exactly what is asked
A Provide evidence, not emotion

A Demonstrate readiness and
Impact

A Connect narrative to
Implementation




Grant Writing
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A Draft persuasive responses for
key proposal sections

A Writing responses that are
concise, relevant and strong in
evidence

A Understanding how language,
structure and flow will convey

Impact
A Community voice & storytelling
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Purpose & need
Expected outcomes
Project delivery

Grant requirements and
evaluation
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A Pitfalls that lead to lower scoring
proposals

A Relationship between grant
application and grant agreement
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What Is the grant activity that you have the most trouble with?

1. Translating technical plans into
compelling grant language

2. Writing outcomes that balance
community impact + funder metrics

3. Aligning projects with funder prioritie
(equity, access, climate, etc.)

4. Responding clearly to narrative
guestions with limited word counts

5. Budget narratives for capital or
Infrastructure projects

6. Addressing reviewer comments or
resubmitting after rejection
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Creating Clear and
Compelling Narrative




Draft Persuasive Responses for Key Proposal Sections

A Statement of Need

A Project Description

A Community Engagement
A Equity & Access

A Outcomes & Evaluation
A Budget Justification
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Common Sections: Statement of Need

What the statement of
need must prove:

A The problem exists

A The problem is significant

A The problem is documented

A The problem affects specific
people

A The project directly
addresses the problem
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Framework

.ﬂnﬂ |"|‘ I

Source: PowerPoint Stock

Crash data
Health disparities

Park access metrics

T o To I

Environmental risk
indicators

o

Demographic trends
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Show inequity or gap: Explain impact of doing Transition to solution:
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40% less green space per A Public health risks directly addresses pedestrian
capita than the county A Safety risk crash corridors identified in
c2131 ¢ DIJIOw arety risks q6JW=M=0Wt ¢niJq!

A Economic stagnation

A Environmental

vulnerability




Common Sections: Project Description

A What exactly are you building, -
Improving, or implementing?

A Where is it located?

A Who benefits?

A What is the scope?

A What are the phases?
A What is the timeline?

wwwww Bepartment



Common Mistake: Being Vague

Specificity builds the
confidence of the reviewer. l
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install 1.4 miles of ADA
compliant trail, upgrade

lighting along the western
corridor, add two pedestrian
crossings at identified crash
locations, and construct a
shaded community
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Draft Persuasive Responses for Key Proposal Sections
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C 1 Context (What is happening?) L &

LT Local data (Why here? Why now?) =+ =
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L
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ET Evidencebased solution
AT Alignment with funder priorities

RT Results (measurable impact)
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Writing Concise, Relevant, Evidence -Based Responses
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A Remove adjectives A Avoid repetition .

without evidence

B4
S A
A o

A Keep paragraphs
A Replace generalizations  focused
with data

Replace: With or add:

A méldl ! WRGGY! dcNumbsrs
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A Outcomes

Practical Editing Tip

After drafting, ask: If noty remove
m? Y 1IJt Wa 6 Rt W ad kdasE it H 1J LW
directly support the
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Common Mistake: Fluff Without Substance

Weak: Our community park is very
important to local residents, and provides .
a wonderful space for families, children, @
and visitors to gather and enjoy outdoor
recreation. Unfortunately, the park has
become outdated and does not meet the
growing needs of the community.

By improving the park, we will enhance
quality of life and create a safer and more
JUTY! ¢cHOGUWIUZ2RI YUGO L

Why This Is Weak

A No specific data

A No clear problem

A Uses generic language reviewers
see repeatedly

A No evidence of community need
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Common Mistake: Fluff Without Substance

Strong:nRiverside Park serves more than 8,500 residents within-andee
ICTRaiﬂM!UquéUMGCIfRimGGC!DIV?(ﬂlMM@XH@M@WqMR*MYZUIm

meets current safety and accessibility standards. A Uses specificnumbers
A References existingplans
According to the County Parks Condition Assessment (2024), the playground  and assessments

gl eHgel WDWRY Wl ¢ qT Wh AYY ! Kk A-HteeRsipié LT 1J W@hdﬁ/gdleérébﬁr\#dﬂd@“mﬁdct” c H
play features. Additionally, the surrounding census tract has 28% of A Demonstrates alignment

households with children under age 12 and no other playground within a 15 wjth planning data
minute walking distance. o o

2 Ul DIt KOl YUBaqOne
intentions; they fund well -
documented solutions

Community engagement conducted during the 2025 Parks Master Plan updaté
identified playground replacement and accessible recreational space as the
#1 priority among residents.

Investing in Riverside Park will address a documented recreation gap and
ensure safe, inclusive play opportunities for families in this underserved
UJRNDGHYI 6YYI 1O
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Language, Structure & Flow Convey Impact

A Define the problem A Present the solution
clearly :
A Demonstrate readiness
A Prove it with data A Outline measurable
A Show who is affected results

Use Headings Strategically
Instead of dense paragraphs, organize clearly:

A Existing Conditions A Equity

A ldentified Safety Considerations
Risks A Anticipated
A Project Scope Outcomes

Remember: Structured writing improves
readability and scoring efficiency. Follow
the outline.
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Community Voice & Engagement

A Who was engaged A What they said
A How they were A How feedback
engaged iInfluenced project
A When they were design
engaged

A Attendance A Partnerships with
demographics trusted

A Survey results organizations

A Language A Changes made
accessibility based on input

.
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Common Mistake: Generic

Weak /b8 2| W IGe !l qa1JUqll2 ¢ i
and worked closely with residents to ensure the
park improvements reflect community needs. The
community is excited about the project, and many
residents expressed interest in seeing upgrades t
the park. We will continue engaging with the
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Why This Is Weak
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Influenced the project design
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Common Mistake: Generic

Strong: The proposed improvements at Riverside Park were shaped through a
multi-step community engagement process conducted between March and July
2025.Engagement activities included:

A Two inperson community meetings attended by 64 residents
A A bilingual online survey completed by 312 community members

A Three youth listening sessions conducted with students from Riverside
Elementary School

Survey results indicated that the top three community priorities were:

A Safe playground equipment for younger children (78%)

A Shaded seating areas for caregivers and seniors (65%)

A Accessible walking paths for individuals with mobility challenges (59%)

Community feedback directly informed the project design. As a result, the

proposed project includes an ADA accessible playground, shaded seating areas,
and a new accessible pathway connecting the playground to the parking area and

restrooms.

To ensure continued community involvement, the Parks Department will provide
project updates through neighborhood association meetings and the county
website during the construction phase.
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Why This Version Is Strong

A Clear engagement methods

A Number of participants

A Multiple outreach approaches

A Specific feedback received

A How feedback shaped the project

This shows reviewers that the project is
community-driven, not agencydriven.

Remember: Funders and reviewers are
not looking for statements that the
community supports the projecty

they are looking for evidence that the
community helped shape the project.




When Writing, Remember This:
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A Data

A Community demographics
A Infrastructure condition

A Specific project scope

A Measurable outcomes
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Respond Effectively
to Grant Questions
and Prompts




The Number #1 Scoring Mistake

Answering
the question
you wish
were asked

Planning Department



Respond effectively to grant questions and prompts

Break the Prompt into 3 Parts:

A Topic (What section is this?)

A Required evidence (What must be included?)
A Evaluation lens (How will this be scored?)

Ve
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challenges in th?uprolect area and provide ..
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What It Really Requires:

A Geographic specificity

A Current (not outdated) data

A Quantified safety issues

A Clear relationship to proposed project
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Respond effectively to grant questions and prompts

Prompt Did you Evidence Included
Requirement address it?

Current data v 2023 crash report

Geographic focus v Census tract map

Safety challenge defined v 17% pedestrian crash
Increase
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Developing a Project Budget

A Document your assumptions | Contingency

A Take note of ineligible/noAreimbursable
costs.

A Prepare the full cost of the project
A Administrative/Indirect

A Planning
A Engineering
A Construction Cost Estimation
. A . $4,000,000
A Right of Way, Permitting, Environmental 3,500,000 —
Mitigation 2.500.000 /
A Construction Management and Inspection 1 200,000
. $1,000,
A Contingency 4500000
$0
A Consider inflation (year of expenditure) PO A
I I I A
& & & & \d <t &°
P \6'\\0 Q?} < Q)b Q{)&

wwwwwwwww partment



Avoiding Common
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Pitfalls that lead to lower scoring proposals

A Copypaste narratives from prior '
grants ‘

A Generic language

A No clear measurable outcomes
A Overpromising without capacity

A Budget that does not match
scope

A Lack of community engagement
documentation

A Missing attachments or
formatting errors




Copy-Paste Narratives from Prior Grants

A Time pressure
A Staff bandwidth limitations
Amf aqlls YI ¢ 131 WHI

A Funder priorities shift
A Data becomes outdated

A Language may not align
with this NOFO
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Overpromising Without Capacity

Red Flags:

A Aggressive construction timelines

A Staffing assumptions without funding

A Complex infrastructure without engineering readiness

A Multi-phase expansion without secured matching funds

Reviewers assess:

A Organizational capacity
A Past performance

A Internal controls e TP b e e T SR
A Procurement readiness = B - — —

If awarded tomorrow, could we truly
deliver what we wrote?




Budget That Does Not Match Scope

A Line items not mentioned
INn narrative

A Narrative elements not
reflected in budget

A Administrative costs
unexplained

A Contingency gaps
A Inconsistent totals <
A 20HIDI t Wadbé q ..w'

A Including ineligible or —
nonreimbursable costs \“* D




Relationship between grant application & grant agreement

Your narrative becomes part of:

A Scope of work

A Reporting requirements
A Performance metrics

A Audit review

Misalignment Risks
If application and implementation do not align, risks
include:

1. Scope Reductions You may be forced to scale back

or renegotiate

2. Funding Return Funds may be withheld or

recaptured

3. Compliance Findings Audits may cite discrepancies

between proposal and execution
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POLL

Multiple Choice




What typically drives how you structure your narrative?

A. The Notice of Funding
Opportunity (NOFO)

B. A past proposal we copy
and edit

Internal brainstorming
. We write as we go

o O
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What makes a narrative most compelling to reviewers?

1. Strong statistics
2. Emotional storytelling

3. Clear measurable
outcomes

4. Alignment with funding
priorities
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