
      There is a vast amount of literature regarding community gardens.  One of the most 

comprehensive reviews was done by the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension. The 

report was produced by Jill Florence Lackey & Associates in 1998. The Wisconsin Cooperative 

Extension founded the first Wisconsin community garden in 1972. Wisconsin is the model for 

many community gardens throughout the United States.  The Wisconsin Cooperative Extension 

sponsors three types of programs: (1) rental garden (2) youth gardens (3) gardens designed to 

serve the clientele of local food pantries.  An evaluation team and program stakeholders 

selected a sample garden for evaluation.  The report described the general resources and 

location, as well as political constraints involved in the development of the garden.   The final 

list of gardens in the evaluation sample included four rental gardening sites, two youth 

gardening sites and one pantry gardening site. Gardens rental programs lease plots to local 

residents and groups. The gardens in this report were rented from $10 to $22 annually for plots 

between 4000 and 900 square feet. Gardeners were expected to keep their areas free from 

weeds and trash. 

      This evaluation relied on "critical multiplism". The evaluation used TD Cooks description of 

critical multiplism, “critical multiplism requires multiple realizations in research questions, data 

sources, methods, samples, measures, and analyses to establish the validity of the study. Key 

findings should reflect points of convergence among various data sources (triangulation), help 

attribute results to program activities, and reduce alternative explanations (Cook, 1995).” 

Lackey used critical multiplism to evaluate the gardens, and incorporated both qualitative and 

quantitative components in the evaluation of Community Gardens. 

The Wisconsin Cooperative Extension used numerous analysis tools including quantitative and 

qualitative with the program participants and stakeholders being the data source for 

information. This model was helpful in my ability to think of ways to evaluate my questions in 

the context of the answers being useful in obtaining data through surveys, focus group, 

benchmarks, and interviews. Deliverables included health benefits of gardening. Health 

benefits were obtained thru self-reports vegetables eaten during past 24hrs. Each participant 

was asked if they agree or disagree with the question, “in the past four months, I have eaten a 



balanced diet most days from the food programs.”    Participants were asked to report hours of 

exercise activity per day.  Other issues addressed in the evaluation were participants saving 

money on food due to eating food they grew in the garden.   

     My evaluation questions included, will the Community Garden build skills that will reduce 

risk related to hunger, personal well being, family health, increased economic opportunity, and 

unlawful behavior?  Lackey addressed social and psychosocial benefits of gardening, as well as 

tacking issues such as gardening as a strategy to convey cultural heritage, promote social 

justice, build character, and create healthy eating habits.   Through systematic research Lackey 

showed the connection between gardening and increased overall health including improved 

diet, increased exercise, and money saved on food.  The information was obtained through 

interviews, pre and post test, self reporting, and sampling.  Information was gathered regarding 

participant characteristics, participant satisfaction, exercise habits, skills learned, and eating 

habits. This evaluation included both adult and youth gardeners. Briggs Avenue Garden has 

many of the same characteristics as the gardens evaluated in this report.     

     Health Impact of Community Gardens in a Health Disparate Region: A Case Study Approach 

evaluates the potential public health impact of community gardens in health disparate regions. 

One of my questions in my evaluate was what are the antecedent conditions present in inner 

city Durham that indicates that the community garden could help to improve the quality of life 

of those who participate in this program? This evaluation seeks to answer this question using 

data from the CDC, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services.  The evaluation examines vegetable accessibility and consumption. This 

evaluation is of interest to me because it uses data to obtain individual level incomes and 

community outcomes.  This evaluation asks the question, “what is the potential public health 

impact of community gardens?”  The target population for this evaluation is the citizens of the 

Dan River Region.  The Dan River region is on the North Carolina/Virginia border surrounding 

Danville Virginia. This evaluation is of particular interest to me because both Durham, North 

Carolina and Danville Virginia have similar levels of obesity, have high levels of poverty and food 

insecurity in urban areas.  Interviews and focus groups were implemented to gain information 



about garden participants.  Charts and graphs were used to show the number of participants, 

pounds harvested and how much produce was distributed to the public.  Food was distributed 

to youth, families, and elderly. Barriers included lack of time, work obligations, transportation, 

and school schedules. Effectiveness components were divided into two categories, changes in 

primary outcomes and quality of life. Changes in primary outcomes included increased 

knowledge, increased availability of fresh produce, positive changes in eating habits, and 

increased physical activity. Quality of life measured community togetherness, and excitement 

and enjoyment of garden participants.  Community garden supervisors were asked to rate their 

ability to teach, dedication, time available and previous gardening knowledge. Major themes 

identified included the number of residents participating, consumption of produce, key 

characteristics of successful community garden participants, and funding and resources to 

ensure organizational-level maintenance.  Strengths of the program included successful 2011 

growing season, and the establishment of multiple community partnerships. Limitations 

included participant log completion and follow up survey responses.  

     I hope to use elements of needs assessment in my evaluation of Briggs Avenue community 

garden.  A study I found interesting, informative, and related to my evaluation was done by the 

California Cooperative Extension in December of 2010. This study offered needs assessment of 

Marin’s (California) community gardens.  The California Cooperative Extension examined how 

residents are currently accessing community gardening space, reported success stories, and 

identified barriers to continued garden sustainability.   This evaluation analyzes data from 5 

types of community gardens; neighborhood gardens, school gardens, residential gardens, 

Institutional gardens, and demonstration gardens.  Surveys were used to track garden activity, 

garden experience, and nutrition and gardening interest.  In addition to surveys the California 

Cooperative Extension conducted interviews both in person and over the phone, and created 

focus groups.   

   Funding was identified as a major impediment to the sustainability of community gardens.   

This evaluation raised questions that I can address in my evaluation, regarding acquiring and 

maintaining funding.  Other factors that the evaluation looked at were policy, leadership, 



education, and communication. The evaluation noted that the most successful gardens in Marin 

were strongly supported by their city’s parks and recreation departments.  This evaluation 

provided useful feedback  and addressed many issues that I will encounter in my evaluation, 

including how to fund a garden, participant participation, access and awareness, and the role of 

stakeholders in the sustainability of community gardens.   

    The City of Rosemount Community Gardens Evaluation Proposal lays out the guidelines for 

conducting a formative evaluation and was focused on the improvement of the program 

structure and activities.  The evaluations purpose was to “help users make decisions about how 

to fairly assign plots, how to run the program in a cost effective way, and how to provide the 

best program possible to participating citizens.”   Of particular interest to me and my evaluation 

research was this evaluations logic model which gave inputs, activities, outputs, and short, 

intermediate and long term outcomes.  A good logic model serves as a guide or outline for 

looking at and effectively evaluating a program.  An evaluators job, “is to articulate the program 

theory,” not just to ask and answer a question.  In conjunction with the logic model Rosemount 

used indicators, methods, timelines, and critical analysis to determine the evaluability of the 

community garden.  

    The Briggs Avenue Garden is a resource that was created to address issues of hunger, poor 

diet, and lack of opportunities for youth and families.  The garden has individual plots that are 

rented to families.  In addition to the plots rented to families, the Community Garden 

Coordinator will work with a youth group. Approximately 30 families will receive plots. The total 

number of participants will be determined by the size of the family unit.  The families and youth 

will be selected from Durham, North Carolina.   Durham is located in central North, Carolina, 

and has a population of 267,587.  Whites make up 46% (124,274) of the population, blacks 37% 

(101,577), Hispanics 13% (36,007), and Asians 4% (12,278) (Census Bureau 2014).  For the 

purposes of this evaluation the participants will include youth, and family units.  Youth 5 to 19 

make up 18.4% (52,336) of Durham’s population (Census Burea, 2014). There are 74,981 total 

households in Durham, 43,558 are family households with children under 18 years 

(areaconnect.com). Correctly identifying the target population is critical to the success of any 

program. The Briggs Avenue target population is youth between the ages of 11-17, and families, 

particularly families who are in the lower socio economic demographic. There are 

approximately 36,874 youth who live in Durham between the ages of 10 and 19 

(areaconnect.com).  In order for the community garden to have the greatest impact areas with 

lack of opportunities and high levels of poverty will have to be identified.  Areas with high 

poverty have a greater proportion of residents who have poor diet, higher obesity rates, and 

participate in more sedentary activities (frac.org).  The Center for Urban and Regional Studies at 



the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill conducted a study in 2014 that identified the most 

distressed areas in Durham, North Carolina.  Indicators of the most distressed areas included 

unemployment rates that are 50% greater than North Carolina unemployment rate, annual per 

capita income which is one-third lower than North Carolina than North Carolina’s rate, and 

poverty rates that are 50% greater than North Carolina rate as a whole. Durham, North Carolina 

included 8 tracts, 7 of which were located in East Durham. The distressed tracts in Durham had 

an average poverty rate of 46.71% (Serkin and Whitlow, 2000). The poverty rate in Durham is 

greater by 13.37% than the average for all of North Carolina (Serkin and Whitlow, 2000).  East 

Durham is 1.8 square miles and has a population of approximately 7,000 people 

(http://www.city-data.com/). The average household size in East Durham is 2.6. 45.7% of East 

Durham residents have not graduated from high school, and only 7.8% have a received a 

bachelor’s degree.   Of all residents in East Durham 47% are made up of family households 

(3,290).  The zip codes covered in these areas are 27701 and 27703. In order to get access to 

the target population surveys will be mailed to family households in these area codes. The 

surveys will gauge interest of families in participating families and give them information 

regarding garden and contact information to follow up if they are interested. Interest meeting 

can be arranged at community centers in the neighborhoods with the help of parks and 

recreation and city officials. Surveys and interviews can be used as a method to gauge interest, 

experience, and availability of participants. Durham Cooperative Extension can make all citizens 

who come to their office for job training aware of the benefits of the garden. In addition those 

individuals who show interest can leave their contact information and agree to be contacted for 

follow up interviews.   Briggs Avenue community garden has relationships with both Durham 

Technical Community College and North Carolina Central University. Volunteers from this 

institutions can be can be used to call and follow up with interested families. Current Briggs 

Avenue participants can be encouraged to participate in focus groups to discuss ways to help 

recruit new gardeners, as well as critique their experience during their time renting their plots.  

Planning techniques, which involve community meetings, public input, and information sessions 

are other ways to access the target population.  

    Stakeholders including community leaders, volunteers, Parks and Recreation, Durham Co-

operative Extension, Schools, and institutions of higher learning will all play a role in providing 

resources and accessing the target population.   Identifying the current population of Briggs 

Avenue Community Garden can be done by interviewing all current gardeners, and having them 

give information including income, size of family, address, educational level, food savings, 

physical activity level, dietary habits, and any other information related to benefits/non 

benefits of their participation in the garden. Community outreach can be used to reach a large 

percentage of the target market. It may not be feasible to sample all 3,290 of the target 

population.  Tracts in the target demographics, with the largest family households can be used 

to concentrate the sampling efforts. Other families and youth within the demographic can be 

http://www.city-data.com/


reached through other methods including interest meetings, and parks and recreation surveys 

disseminated at parks in the target demographic areas.  The response and demand may 

indicate a need for more community gardens.  
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