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Sparked by movements such as Michelle Obama‟s Let‟s Move! initiative, interest 

in local food has grown in recent years. One of the most visible forms of local food 

production, and urban agriculture, is community gardens. Community gardens provide 

environmental, social, physical, health, and economic benefits to the community they 

are in. But what are the potential barriers that stand in the way of community gardens?  

Using Gainesville, Florida, as a case study, this work explores barriers, both real 

and potential, that obstruct the growth and development of community gardens. A 

grounded theory approach is employed to analyze policies and regulations, along with 

interviews of agricultural extension agents, city and county staff, and others involved 

with community gardens.  

Gainesville, Florida has a community garden program that is well-structured, but 

limited in its ability to reach out to those interested in working with non-City-owned 

properties. The current Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances do not mention 

community gardens. This leaves the reader questioning where they fall in the Plan, what 

they are considered to be, and therefore what potential uses or restrictions, community 
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gardens fall under in the Code.  There is much ambiguity in current policy as to what 

community gardens are, what they can be, and what gardeners may or may not do.  

 Models throughout the United States offer ways in which these barriers can be 

overcome. By developing an informative website, including community gardens in the 

Comprehensive Plan and adding community gardens to the Code of Ordinances, the 

City would clarify its stance on community gardening. By developing policy that clearly 

defines what community gardens are, including what is not permitted, community 

gardeners are able to understand and work with established policies. 

 Interviews with those involved in community gardening, agricultural activity, and 

policy in Gainesville suggest that policy is not the only type of barrier category to 

community gardens. Interviews indicate that, in addition to potential policy barriers, 

there must also be a want for a garden in the community, including people willing to 

take charge and participate in garden activities. Without this, community garden experts 

do not believe that gardens will flourish. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

First Lady Michelle Obama started the Let‟s Move! initiative in February 2010, after 

establishing the White House Kitchen Garden. Let‟s Move! aims to solve the current 

obesity problem in the United States by focusing on children‟s health and behavior. 

Healthy eating is a major component of the initiative, which aims to increase access to 

healthy, affordable foods. The White House Kitchen Garden is the first vegetable 

garden at the White House since Eleanor Roosevelt‟s victory garden, setting an 

example of the powers of gardening, and establishing healthy eating as part of the 

solution to obesity (White House, n.d.).  Vegetable gardens, such as the White House 

Kitchen Garden, are a useful tool in teaching healthy eating behaviors while providing 

access to affordable food. Community gardens provide a way for people to work 

together to grow their own food and explore the many other benefits of gardening. 

Buzzwords like organic, local food, and urban agriculture are spreading rapidly 

throughout the United States. Farmer‟s markets are growing by leaps and bounds, 

increasing over 114% from 2000 to 2010 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2010). 

People are increasingly interested in knowing more about their food, which means that 

they are interested in learning more about food systems. Food systems involve anything 

that is part of the process of growing, distributing, and accessing food. Interest is 

increasing in urban agriculture and other related agricultural movements that emphasize 

local food and relationships between the grower and the buyer. Lyson (2004) coined the 

term “civic agriculture” to describe this movement, as its activities are tied to the 

community‟s social and economic development.  
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Problem 

Lyson (2004) introduces community gardens as one of the most visible forms of 

urban agriculture. As other forms of civic agriculture have increased, so too have 

community gardens. Researchers, such as Allen (2008), Armstrong (2000), 

Schmelzkopf (1995), and Voicu (2006) have focused their attention on the many 

benefits of community gardens. However, with many of the potential benefits being 

studied, there needs to be a way to understand the obstacles to community gardeners. 

As the number of community gardens and gardeners increase, and interest in 

establishing more community gardens continues, there must also be an understanding 

as to what community gardens are, what it means to be a part of a community garden, 

and what special needs that garden and its community have.  

There are many types of community gardens, ranging from gardens on school 

property and used as part of a curriculum for schoolchildren to guerilla gardens, or 

gardens started on land without the owner‟s permission or even awareness. Questions 

regarding land ownership, individual responsibilities, and management are only a few of 

the many hurdles community gardens face. As community gardens continue to develop, 

a thorough study of the potential problems and solutions they face needs to be 

conducted. 

Planners play a distinct role to community gardens and the greater food systems 

network. They can examine food systems in innovative ways that support and promote 

local food systems (Campbell, 2004). Planners are involved in land use planning, 

regulations, and developing systems that support local food. They can study the 

benefits of community gardening, implement gardening programs, and support those 

who participate in community gardening. Planners can provide a valuable service to 
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local food systems, especially community gardening efforts, as they can bridge the gaps 

that may exist between the involved parties in food systems and local agriculture 

processes. 

 
Research Questions and Objectives 

The purpose of this research is to examine both real and potential barriers to 

community gardening. Originally, this work aimed to study social, legal, and economic 

barriers on the local, state, and national levels, focusing on Gainesville, Florida. 

Through the use of grounded theory, this work has developed in scope and scale and 

now reflects the largely undocumented nature of barriers to community gardens. 

Throughout this work, the following questions have driven this research: 

 Are there barriers to community gardens? 

 What are the barriers that community gardens face? Why?  

 What prompts them?  

 How do barriers vary?  

 As community gardens gain in popularity as a form of urban agriculture in 

communities, the benefits are community gardens are continuously 

examined. But what must they first overcome?  

Through policy analysis and interviews, a list of barriers will be developed and 

studied in light of best practices. The goals of this work are as follows: 

 Analyze policy documents that relate to community gardens. 

 Interview policy and community garden experts. 

 Develop a list of social, legal, and economic barriers to community gardens. 

 Suggest ways in which barriers have been addressed elsewhere. 
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Organization 

This work seeks to develop and explore ways in which to study real and potential 

barriers to community gardens, ultimately discovering and researching these barriers 

and what they mean in the greater context of community gardening. It is divided into six 

chapters. Chapter 2 details the literatures that provide support for this work, including a 

discussion of barriers, food policy, and urban agriculture. Chapter 3 explains grounded 

theory, the methodology used for this work. This section details the rationale and 

benefits for using this type of methodology. Chapter 4 presents the results of initial 

policy analysis and the interview conducted. Chapter 5 discusses the results in light of 

previous research and best practices. Finally, Chapter 6 provides concluding remarks 

and discussion on this piece, as well as present possibilities for future work. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Food systems, through programs and initiatives, such as farmer‟s markets and 

Let‟s Move!, are gaining local and national attention. Local and state governments (e.g. 

Baltimore, Maryland; Hartford, Connecticut; the State of Oklahoma) are establishing 

food policy councils and task forces to study and address food systems and concerns. 

Food systems, food security, and community food assessments are all part of a greater 

discussion on food access and equity. Increasingly, urban agriculture, including 

community gardens, is part of this greater food discussion, as it plays an important role 

in the greater food network and is associated with economic, social, and health benefits. 

Urban agriculture, particularly community gardens, opens up opportunities to include 

food discussions and activities in areas not traditionally associated with food production.  

The benefits of community gardens have been much studied. But what are the 

barriers? This subject has not yet been discussed in great detail. Using another, related 

discipline helps to understand this phenomenon. Therefore, this work explores how 

barriers are addressed in affordable housing, another interdisciplinary planning field. 

Food Systems 

 Access to healthy food is important for communities. This means that the food 

system must be developed, food deserts understood and addressed, and food security 

assessments performed. This allows people to make educated choices about the food 

they eat, while working towards the ultimate goal of making food accessible and 

affordable to all. 

 Though the interactions between food systems and planning are limited, there is 

much to study (Pothukuchi and Kaufman, 2000). Food is a natural part of planning, and 
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is manifested in much of what a planner does and is concerned with. For example, 

grocery stores and restaurants are part of a city and are somehow accounted for in its 

land use maps and codes. City households spend a considerable amount of their 

income on food purchases; food is a daily necessity that all people need. Households 

also spend a considerable amount of time traveling to grocery stores and other food 

outlets. This means that those whom planners are planning for are very much invested 

in the location of food and food-related venues, access to them, and how this influences 

daily life (Pothukuchi and Kaufman, 2000). 

 Food systems are not perfect. Access to food is not equally distributed or 

available to all. Local food councils, agricultural extensions, and other interested parties 

can work to overcome some of these obstacles. An important tool in these processes is 

the community food assessment.  

Community Food Assessments 

 Community Food Assessments are ways in which the many diverse needs, 

entities, and establishments concerned about communities and food can be addressed. 

Pothukuchi (2004) says that community food assessments are the first step in planning 

for community food security. They are a way to tie together the general food system to 

address areas of food insecurity, while acknowledging areas of food production and 

distribution, as well as food policy councils. Pothukuchi argues that planners are well 

situated to conduct food assessments, as they are trained in understanding and 

analyzing communities, versed in communication, have interdisciplinary training, and 

trained in leading, facilitating and managing community-based group processes 

(Pothukuchi, 2004). Therefore, planners should acknowledge and participate in the 
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community food planning process and assessments, knowing that they are just a few of 

the many parties that need to be involved, but an important component in the process.  

Food planning is related to other planning concerns, such as land use planning, 

environmental planning, and sustainable development, and can easily be integrated into 

the planning vernacular (Pothukuchi, 2004). Community food assessments are a solid 

starting point for food discussion and interactions by examining and defining food 

concerns in a general region. Then, concerns like food access, can be addressed in 

light of the greater food system, providing a more complete picture of the area‟s needs 

and potential. 

Community Food Access 

Food access involves two major concepts: food deserts and food security (or 

insecurity, depending on the perspective and context of the discussion). Both refer to a 

lack in accessibility of healthy food. Each plays a role in discussions of what 

communities need to overcome in order to provide necessary food to individuals. Food 

deserts focus on the physical place, while food security involves the people affected by 

lack of access to proper food. Food access, or lack thereof, presents a major problem to 

the health of communities. 

 As Persons (2008) discusses, food deserts are “areas where access to, and the 

price of, healthy fresh foods have been compromised by a combination of factors” that 

includes: a lack of nearby supermarkets or groceries, transportation barriers, poverty, 

and a need for better nutritional information (p.16). Often, “people tend to shop at 

„convenience‟ stores where food is typically more expensive and less healthy,‟ which is 

a problem from a planning perspective, as well a public health concern (Larsen, 2009, 

p. 1159). Food deserts are often documented in Community Food Assessments as 
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signs of areas in which food insecurity may occur (Short, 2007). Food deserts are a 

physical indicator that an area lacks healthy food options. Often, they are associated 

with urban areas; however, increasingly, rural areas may also be considered food 

deserts.  

 Food security, or insecurity, is the focus of a study conducted by the United 

States Department of Agriculture‟s Economic Research Service (ERS). In their 2009 

report, “Food Security in the United States,” the ERS declared that, in 2008, 85.4% of 

households on the United States were food secure. That means that the remaining 

14.6% of households, an estimated 49.1 million people, were food insecure at some 

time in 2008. The ERS defines food insecurity as households “unable of having or 

unable to acquire enough food to meet the needs of all their members because they 

had insufficient money or other sources for food.” In Florida, the study found 14.2 

percent of households, or over 1,000,000 households, to be food insecure (Nord, 2010). 

This was lower than the national average, but still a significant number of household in 

Florida not able to reach food security.  

Planners must address the needs of the community, keeping food access and 

security in mind in their work, as food is a necessity for all people. Food security should 

be comprehensive, focusing on equity, health, and sustainability, as well as the 

community as a unit (Pothukuchi, 2004). Without access to sufficient food, communities 

are prevented from flourishing and are unable to develop to their full potential. 

Alternative food sources and activities, such as urban agriculture, are an effective way 

to address food access. 
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Urban Agriculture 

 Urban agriculture has an extensive history that can be traced to many regions of 

the world (Bhattarya, 2005). Traditionally, and today, it provides a way for people to 

access fresh food and green space in areas that might otherwise be built up. Though 

urban agriculture has such a lengthy history, recent studies have focused on studying 

the integration and feasibility of urban agriculture products in the United States. 

Definition 

 Urban agriculture is a somewhat ambiguous term that describes any type of 

agricultural activity that occurs in an urban setting. It is part of a greater movement 

towards local food production and consumption (Nordahl, 2009). Instances of urban 

agriculture are difficult to define precisely, as they may take many forms. Mendes et al 

(2008) writes that urban agriculture “can include community and private gardens, edible 

landscaping, fruit trees, food-producing green roofs, aquaculture, farmers markets, 

small-scale farming, hobby beekeeping, and food composting” (p. 435). Community 

supported agriculture (CSAs), co-ops, and other similar operations can also be 

instances of urban agriculture, when they are produced in urban areas. Urban 

agriculture encompasses all kinds of agricultural activities, including producing fruits and 

vegetables, raising chickens, or keeping bees. These may be public, private, or 

institutionally supported and operated. There is much variety to what constitutes urban 

agricultural activities. 

Urban agriculture is a way for produce and other edible animal products to be 

more easily accessible to people not in places traditionally associated with fresh food. 

The benefits of urban agriculture are environmental, economic, and equitable in nature, 
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leading to a strong association between urban agriculture and the tenets of 

sustainability (Nordahl, 2009). 

Benefits 

 As agriculture is integrated into urban areas, it brings with it a multitude of 

benefits. Brown (2000) says that “there are numerous agricultural endeavors in the 

United States, and increasingly health professionals, urban planners, environmental 

activists, community organizers, and policy makers are recognizing the value of urban 

agriculture for economic development, food security, and preservation of open space” 

(p. 20). Urban agriculture has environmental, social, physical, and health benefits.  

Mendes (2008) details many benefits of urban agriculture. First, it presents an 

opportunity to create or maintain green spaces in the city. Sometimes, this is done on 

brownfields or other sites not previously green, increasing the amount of green in the 

city. Introducing plants to an area that was not previously green can improve air quality. 

Socially, urban agriculture can add a sense of place to neighborhoods, while also 

connecting neighbors and building community capacity. Those active with urban 

agriculture, particularly youths, can learn valuable skill sets, including interacting in a 

group and leadership responsibilities. Physically, agriculture can improve the visual 

quality of an area and increase its aesthetic appeal. Health-wise, green space 

contributes towards an improved state of mental health. In addition, urban agriculture 

increases access to fresh and potentially healthy food. Finally, depending on the type of 

agricultural, it involves and promotes physical activity (Mendes, 2008).  

Urban agriculture, through its very nature and benefits, creates a much needed 

link to urban food security (Brown, 2000). Urban agriculture and interest in local food 

can “contribute to rising levels of civic welfare and socioeconomic well-being” (Lyson, 
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2004, p. 85). Through the connections that urban agriculture can provide to equity and 

security, urban agriculture becomes part of planning. Therefore, the less positive 

aspects of urban agriculture must also be considered. 

Why Not Urban Agriculture? 

 Urban agriculture takes food production, which typically has happened outside or 

on the outskirts of cities, and brings it in to urban residents. While this introduces 

alternative ways to access and distribute food, there are several reasons why 

agriculture has traditionally not flourished in cities. These activities can produce 

undesirable smells and noise. Cities have been hesitant to introduce agricultural uses 

into land near residents, which is often not allowed under traditional Euclidean zoning 

Euclidean zoning divides land into categories, with several uses as buffers for noxious 

uses. Recently, however, some of these rules have been amended to allow certain 

agricultural activities associated with benefits to the community. As urban agriculture is 

integrated into cities, its needs must be considered, along with the potential it has for 

enhancing local food systems. As urban agriculture is increasing integrated into cities, 

community gardens have emerged as a very visible example of what urban agriculture 

can be. 

Community Gardens 

 Perhaps the most visible form of urban agriculture is community gardens (Lyson, 

2004). Also called urban gardens, community gardens offer a place of refuge in urban 

areas where food, or other plants, may be grown and enjoyed by its users and even 

passersby. Though community gardening has existed for many years, recent interest in 

community gardens, as part of a greater urban agricultural movement, has sparked 

much interest in the benefits and implementation strategies of community gardening. 
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Definition 

 Community gardens include several typologies, which can make defining and 

classifying them difficult. The American Community Gardening Association, a nonprofit 

organization that supports and promotes community gardens, defines community 

gardens as “any piece of land gardened by a group of people” (n.d.). This definition is 

quite vague and allows for flexibility when thinking about and addressing community 

gardens. Gardens themselves are flexible in their location, users, purpose, and sources 

of support. 

Community gardens may be developed from many different kinds of property and 

by various individuals. Gardens may be on institutional, public, or private lands. They 

can be composed of both edible and decorative plants. Plots may be individual, 

developed by groups, or some combination thereof (Lawson, 2005). Prominent types of 

community gardens include those associated with schools, churches, and ones 

sponsored by municipal governments. Schools often use community gardens as a 

teaching tool about the earth, food, and ecological systems. They might even 

incorporate the products from the garden into meals and snacks. Churches use the 

food, or profits from selling it, to support those who are in need. Municipal gardens 

could do all of these things, depending on who controls them, how the system is 

developed, and the individual garden. Like other forms of urban agriculture, community 

gardens have evolved over time and vary depending on the needs of the surrounding 

community and its resources. 

History 

Community gardens have historically played a role in the United States. As early as 

the 1890s, there were three distinct types of urban garden programs: vacant-lot 
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cultivation, children‟s or school gardens, and civic gardens. The late 19th and early 20th 

centuries encouraged individual action as part of the larger progressive movement. This 

supported and encouraged the development of all three forms of community gardens, 

particularly during economic depressions, such as the one between 1893 and 1897. 

Efforts during this time concentrated on immigrants and others in urban areas without 

access to quality food. Many programs were established. For example, an 1898 New 

York Association for Improving the Condition of the Poor (AICP) report listed urban 

gardening programs and projects in 19 cities. Gardens were encouraged during this 

time because they offered a way for individuals to cultivate gardening skills, access 

better quality food, and physical exercise (Lawson, 2005).  

Community gardens continued throughout the 20th century. Particularly during the 

early part of the century, gardens were a way to promote food security, nutrition, and 

recreation. During World War I, war gardens were promoted. Everyone was encouraged 

to participate, rather than earlier efforts that targeted immigrants. The National War 

Garden Commission was created, as was the U.S. School Garden Army. Both served to 

encourage women, children, and others who were not fighting to grow food and help 

war efforts through gardening efforts. After the war, gardening again experienced 

popularity during the Great Depression. Gardens, particularly subsistence gardens, 

were often part of relief work efforts. A 1934 National Survey found that there were 

approximately 1.8 million home & vacant lot, community, municipal, and industrial 

gardens on about 400,000 acres (Lawson, 2005, p. 149). Gardening was considered a 

low cost project that was easy to implement and had many health benefits. After the 

Depression, gardens continued to flourish, especially during World War II. The World 
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War II Victory Gardens continued the effort with an estimated 15 million victory gardens 

in 1942 (Lawson, 2005, p. 170). The National Advisory Garden Committee was created 

to coordinate all types of gardening efforts. Throughout the early half of the 20th century, 

community and urban gardening efforts were abundant, as they coincided with the 

political, social, and economic movements of the time (Lawson, 2005). 

As the 20th century continued, gardens again experienced an upswing around 

1970. As people abandoned cities for the suburbs, community gardens were built in 

abandoned areas as a way to “address inflation, express a new environmental ethic, 

and reconnect neighbors during a time of social unrest” (Lawson, 2005, p.2). Many of 

these gardens were associated with “guerrilla” efforts that commandeered unused 

spaces. As these efforts continued, many cities, such as New York and Philadelphia, 

started to again develop community gardening programs to permit use of certain spaces 

for gardens (Lawson, 2005). 

Throughout the history of community gardening in the United States, gardens have 

taken many forms. The perceived and understood benefits of community gardens have 

often been touted and were reasons for encouraging gardening efforts. Through their 

history, community gardens emerged as a way in which people could enjoy green 

space, learn valuable skills, and enjoy a diversity of company (Lawson, 2005). 

Benefits 

Like urban agriculture, there are many potential benefits of community gardens. As 

seen through the history of community gardening in the United States, there have been 

many traditional benefits to gardening, which continue today. Many of these have are 

discussed by community garden advocates and researchers as reasons to develop and 

maintain community gardens. 



 

26 

The benefits are environmental, social, physical, health, and economic in nature. 

First, gardens provide an oasis of green in urban areas. They help to clean the air and 

lower temperatures in the summer (Crow, 2010). Socially, gardens are collaborative 

spaces that allow its users to interact in a unique way (American Community, n.d.; 

Foster, 2006). They attract many people from different backgrounds and of varying ages 

and provide a common point of interest. Gardens have infrastructure for community 

interactions, including sitting areas, playgrounds, water features, and other physical 

spaces for gathering. This encourages community development, pride, and the potential 

for social change. In addition, crime is perceived to lessen as community gardens 

develop, particular ones given a lot of care (Crow, 2010). Overall, community gardens 

promote more engaged citizens and a better quality of life. Physically, gardens can 

beautify what was previously empty space (Center for Disease, n.d.). They can improve 

the appearance of the surrounding area and be aesthetically appealing spaces in the 

urban form (American Community, n.d.). Gardens promote fresh and healthy produce, 

physical activity, and are centers of therapeutic activity, all of which are health benefits. 

In addition, as people use the land, they learn about gardening and food, which also 

often includes nutrition and healthy eating habits (Crow, 2010; Center for Disease, n.d.). 

Finally, community gardening has economic benefits, including encouraging economic 

development, which is related to perceptions of less crime, indicating a safer area. 

Furthermore, community gardens raise nearby property values (Crow, 2010; Voicu, 

2006). Gardeners may also save money on food by consuming their own garden 

products (American Community, n.d.). Community gardens have benefits, both real and 

perceived. Depending on the garden itself, these benefits may vary, by factors such as 
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location, size and population, all of which influence garden activity. Overall, community 

gardens may have a large effect on the area in which they are located. 

 Though community gardens have many benefits, they face a number of barriers 

that obstruct their growth and development. The subject of barriers is discussed but not 

defined in community garden and related subject literature. Often, it is assumed that the 

reader understands what a barrier is without discussing what it actually is in any detail. 

Therefore, using another interdisciplinary planning field that also addresses barriers 

helps to frame the discussion of barriers. 

Affordable Housing 

 Affordable housing provides a way to understand how barriers are addressed in 

an interdisciplinary field that involves planning. Like community gardens and other 

aspects of food systems, affordable housing requires interaction between planners and 

others who, while interested in similar goals, have many ways to solve them. Affordable 

housing addresses interactions and concerns on the local, state, and federal levels, 

something also faced by community gardens. In addition, affordable housing has many 

restrictions that are difficult to define and many people are interested in understand 

potential barriers to affordable housing. 

Local, State, and Federal Interactions 

 In 1990, then-president Bush called for an Advisory Commission on Regulatory 

Barriers to Affordable Housing that released a 1991 report, “„Not in my Back Yard‟: 

Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing.” This report discusses affordable housing as 

a local, state, and federal concern. While the federal government called for the report, 

often other government bodies are responsible for affordable housing. In an analysis of 

the report, Downs (1991) states “federal government policy cannot reduce most 
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housing-cost-raising impacts of most local government regulations unless it can 

generate or encourage some means of compelling local governments to modify their 

behavior… only state government constitutionally can regulate local governments and 

maybe overcome them” (p. 1122). Downs continues to detail how state governments 

can influence local governments through pressure to change practices, encouragement 

of certain actions, or a combination of both measures. Affordable housing, Downs 

(1991) echoes of the Commission‟s report, must be addressed on all three levels of 

government. Local government is often the one responsible for its own affordable 

housing, thus they must be equipped with the tools to address affordable housing 

concerns. State government must help local governments with the necessary 

procedures and requirements. Federal government sets policy examples and is able to 

study and address many concerns regarding affordable housing (Advisory Commission, 

1991). 

 Though not exactly identical, affordable housing policy involves many similar 

subjects to those involving community gardens. Like affordable housing, community 

gardens are subject to federal, state, and local policies. If the garden is dealing with 

food production, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and other federal 

bodies are involved. States can enable or prevent community gardens from forming. For 

example, in 2010, Idaho passed House Concurrent Resolution 59, a resolution to 

“encourage[e] healthy, locally grown food production, distribution and consumption in 

the State of Idaho, support of local farming, the consumption of locally grown foods and 

the promotion of greater food self-sufficiency within the State, and further encourage 

Idahoans and Idaho businesses to celebrate and get to know their local growers and to 
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purchase and consume more food produced in or near Idaho” (Idaho Grown Food 

Production, 2010). Examples of state-wide policy like this encourage awareness of local 

food production, including community gardens, and demonstrate that states play a role 

in the greater discussion of food policy and practice. At the same time, local 

governments often initiate community garden programs and ordinances that allow or 

prevent community gardens from forming. While local governments are often the ones 

to enact and directly support community gardens, state and federal government support 

is also a major influence in their development. 

Barriers 

 Affordable housing, like community gardens, faces many potential barriers that 

are not always clearly defined. One of the greatest challenges is actually defining what 

constitutes a barrier. The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines a barrier as “something 

material that impedes or separates” (Merriam-Webster, n.d.). There is very little 

literature that discusses a definition of or methodology for developing barriers. The 1991 

Advisory Committee on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing focuses on policy 

barriers, such as building codes and environmental regulations, while acknowledging 

that there are many other potential barriers, such as technological changes. The report 

defines the problem to affordable housing, defines what affordable housing is, but does 

not directly address what a regulatory barrier is or how to find one. However, it alludes 

to regulatory barriers as “unnecessary regulations at all levels of government” which are 

stifling (Advisory Committee, 1991, p. 1). The report mentions that there is “a maze of 

Federal, State, and local codes, processes, and controls” that could be regulatory 

barriers and that these may not always be anticipated as obstacles (Advisory 
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Committee, 1991, p. 3). While the report implies a definition of regulatory barriers, they 

are never outright defined. 

 There is very little literature that defines what a barrier is, or a methodology used 

to identify them. Listokin (2001), in a report for the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) entitled Barriers to the Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 

defines barriers as “obstacles.” Listokin goes on to say that these may be “unique to 

rehab or generally more problematic in rehab than with a new construction.” The report 

implies that many factors can influence barriers (p. 2). Listokin then classified the 

barriers he identified into several categories, describing each in more detail, instances 

of their occurrence, and how to ameliorate them (Listokin, 2001, p. 10). 

 Affordable housing literature shows that while barriers are clearly discussed, it is 

rare for them to be defined. Rather, what definition there is, such as Listokin‟s, is vague, 

or merely implied from the greater context.  From this, a barrier emerges as something 

that is perhaps unnecessary or stifling, or some kind of obstacle. While this is more 

concrete than most planning literature, which discusses barriers but does not define 

them, the concept of barriers are often used without a thorough understanding of what 

exactly they are. 

Community Garden Barriers 

  Discussions of community garden barriers range from specific instances of 

community garden implementation to those that discuss community gardens in general 

terms of urban agriculture. The barriers themselves may be legal, physical, or intangible 

in nature. There are barriers that are general to agriculture and also ones unique to 

community gardening. 
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Persons (2008) discusses potential institutional, political, economic, and spatial 

barriers to agriculture. Never defining what constitutes a barrier, he describes potential 

obstacles for each type of barrier, implying that barriers are obstacles. Persons focuses 

on barriers to small-scale farms, low-income households, and food access, describing 

what may also be potential barriers to community gardens, as there are many 

similarities. This is because small-scale farms are often similar to community gardens, 

which may actually be considered small-scale farms in urban settings, particularly if the 

gardens or its members sell their food. The USDA has traditionally classified small 

farms as those that earn less than $50,000 in agricultural sales (U.S. Department of 

Agriculture, 2005). These farms often have a net loss and are quite vulnerable 

(Persons, 2008). Low-income households have less income to spend and may be on 

food stamps, which can limit their purchasing choices in respect to food. The possibility 

to directly market urban agriculture, especially community gardens, to low-income 

households is largely untapped (Persons, 2008). 

Crow (2010) studies several legal obstacles or concerns community garden 

organizers may need to both address and overcome when organizing and implementing 

gardens. Though Crow does not detail her methodology or definition of barrier 

requirements or developments, she compiles a detailed list of potential legal barriers. 

Specifically, Crow mentions location choice and property attainment, the use of non-

profits for community gardening, and obtaining insurance for community gardens. Crow 

then explains how certain communities have worked around or developed ways in 

which to address these barriers. Crow specifically mentions the State of New York and 

Dallas, Texas as examples of states or cities that have studied or come across these 
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issues, and Seattle, Washington; Chicago, Illinois; and New York, New York as 

examples of best practices. Overall, however, Crow is not seeking to fully understand 

barriers, but rather to encourage the development and growth of gardens and detail 

areas in which lawyers can be involved in the community garden process. 

Crow (2010) sets the stage for community garden barriers to be more fully 

explored. Though she discusses some legal barriers, Crow does not fully examine what 

it means to be a barrier, as well as other possible policy, particularly regulatory, barriers. 

The piece starts to analyze examples of best practices, and why, but is lacking in that it 

does not include the perspective of community gardeners, or those involved in the 

community garden process. This is an important link, as there might be unknown 

barriers or ones predicted and not realized. Crow introduced the benefits of community 

gardens as important in justifying and understanding what community gardens are and 

can do. They are incentives for gardens to develop. However, the barriers to community 

gardens must be more thoroughly examined. This can be done by studying the barriers 

and understanding them in the context of best practices. 

Summary 

Community gardens are part of the greater food system network. They are a 

strong part of urban agriculture, and have many benefits to both garden users and the 

surrounding area. The literature discussed in this chapter presents several precedents 

for understanding both barriers and community gardens. However, as seen from the 

literature, little work has been done with specifically detailing what a barrier is, and how 

barriers are developed, particularly in respect to community gardens. In order to fully 

address the potential benefits of community gardens, the barriers to community gardens 
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must be understood. From this, the barriers can be addressed and allow community 

gardens to further develop. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 

 This research seeks to understand real and perceived barriers to community 

gardens using a grounded theory approach. Gainesville, Florida is the case study for 

this work. Both policy analysis and interviews are included in the theory building. 

Policies include comprehensive plans, codes of ordinances, and other similar 

documents. Interviewees come from a wide range of backgrounds in the public, private, 

and nonprofit sectors. The original intent of this work was to ultimately develop a list of 

social, economic, and legal barriers that exist on the local, state, and national levels. 

However, as work progressed, a revised view on the process was required. This 

chapter documents the progression of the methodology, data collection methods, and 

the theory building process. 

Study Approach 

  This work started as a qualitative single case study of barriers to community 

garden in Gainesville, Florida. The original study design was to develop a list of policies, 

supplemented by interviews, and analyze the documents seeking social, economic, and 

legal barriers to community gardens. However, as the study began to take place, and 

the literature review developed, it became clear that there is little previous work that 

discusses barriers to community gardens, particularly in policy. Rather, those involved 

in studying community gardens concentrated on the benefits of community gardening 

and barriers appeared only as a minor concern that may or may not have been fully 

developed. Those who did discuss barriers did not define what it meant to be a barrier, 

the methodology for developing and investigating barriers, and other information 

pertinent for truly focusing on community garden barriers. Therefore, this work evolved 
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from its original form to a more flexible study of community garden barriers that would 

allow for the subject to fully develop and for a firmer understanding of barriers to 

emerge. This involves using grounded theory as the methodology by which the study 

could develop, using both policy analysis, review of documents, and interviews to study 

the phenomenon.  

Community gardens are surrounded by much ambiguity. What they are, their 

purpose, and their needs are all part of a greater confusion around pinning down what 

exactly constitutes community gardens. As mentioned previously, community gardens 

vary much by their purpose, location, and size. Gardens at schools are quite different 

than those on previously vacant land, or those operated by a group of neighbors. 

School gardens have a distinct community that utilize them, and may or may not have 

its products incorporated into school activities, including classes and meals. For the 

purposes of this research, school gardens are not studied in detail. Often, they involve 

populations under 18, and it is difficult to find information without previous knowledge of 

that particular school. Those involved with the gardens may be teachers and parents, 

which is different than community gardens open to the general community. This study 

focuses on community gardens not on school property, which do not have the extra 

level of policy dictated by school boards and which do not focus on teaching children. 

Therefore, this research first defines what it means to be a community garden and also 

a barrier, keeping in mind that though there are many types of community gardens, this 

work focuses on those not on school board property. Then, community gardens are 

discussed and understood in the context of Gainesville. From this, a list of potential 

policies and interviewees is developed, studied, and consulted. Upon completion, a 
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theory is developed, ultimately providing the researcher with a better understanding of 

community garden barriers.  

Grounded Theory 

Structure of Grounded Theory 

Grounded theory presents a way to understand a phenomenon through 

analyzing the data that composes the phenomenon itself. Strauss and Corbin (1990) 

write that 

 “a grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the 
phenomenon it represents. That is, it is discovered, developed, and provisionally 
verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to that 
phenomenon… One does not begin with a theory, then prove it. Rather, one 
begins with an area of study and what is relevant to that area is allowed to 
emerge” (p. 23).   
 

This means understanding behavior like the participant does, learning their perspective, 

analyzing it, and giving a name to reoccurring behaviors and ideas (Jourdan, 2008). 

Essentially, grounded theory starts with a story and tries to figure out what is happening 

in that story (Charmez, 2003). 

One of the unique aspects of grounded theory is the way in which the data are 

handled. Data are simultaneously collected and analyzed. Through the process of 

collecting and analyzing data, major themes emerge and are continuously categorized, 

refined, and integrated into the theory development (Charmez, 2003). This process, the 

gathering, conceptualizing, and interpretation, is integral to the building of theory 

(Jourdan, 2004).  

Grounded theory is composed of three units: concepts, propositions, and 

categories. Concepts are the basic unit. They are labels for all events and instances 

that occur in the data. Concepts are then grouped together into propositions, which 
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indicate relationships between the concepts. Finally, the propositions are grouped and 

regrouped into categories that classify the information as the phenomenon appears. 

Through this iterative process, a hypothesis-like statement is developed. 

Data Handling 

 As mentioned above, grounded theory involves a constant iterative process, with 

data continuously being collected and refined. There are three major components: data 

collection, data analysis, and theory development. Grounded theory starts with 

collecting initial data. Data is continuously collected, until the analysis reveals a 

connection between the data. As collection occurs, the data is analyzed. For example, 

after an interview, the researcher analyzes what was or was not said in the interview, 

looks for key points, and develops concepts, propositions, and categories from the 

interview. This process involves writing memorandum to describe the data collected. 

Then codes are created and employed to summarize the memorandum. The codes 

indicate the concepts and ideas that the researcher wants to take from the data. Next, 

the codes are refined. This allows for the most relevant codes to be highlighted, a 

process also known as selective coding. As the codes are developed and refined, 

memoranda are continuously written about each, explaining what it is and connecting 

the codes to each other. This process leads to the development of theory. 

Purpose 

 Grounded theory helps to understand interesting phenomena that might not have 

been otherwise studied or documented. Through the grounded theory process, a critical 

understanding of a collective story is pieced together. Grounded theory is being used for 

this research because it provides a way to understand barriers, a concept which has not 
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yet been thoroughly studied.  This research focuses on studying policy and regulation 

analysis, as well as interviews to understand barriers to community gardens.  

Policy is a way to understand what is promoted or prohibited in a community. 

Though policy is not necessarily a clear indicator of what is actually happening in a 

community, for the purposes of this research, it is a very feasible way to understand 

what is promoted or prohibited in respect to community gardens in Gainesville. Policies, 

on the local level, especially in respect to ordinances, provide information on what is not 

allowed in a community. Other local policies, such as program information, 

comprehensive plans, and parts of ordinances, encourage certain uses or activities. 

This is helpful to understand what community leaders want to happen at the present 

and future in their locality. Policy becomes a way to think about how a community feels 

towards a certain subject.  

Data Collection 

 To study the relationship between community gardens and policy, particularly 

how community gardens are addressed in policy, the following steps will be taken. First, 

a list of relevant government bodies is developed. Next, policy documents are sought 

out and listed, focusing on those that might address how the community feels about 

community gardens. From this, a study of those documents is implemented, focusing on 

potential barriers to community gardens. Codes and memoranda are developed as the 

policy analysis is performed. These identify topics of interest that develop from the 

analysis, and are continuously examined.  

 As the policy lists are developed and policies analyzed, interviews will also be 

conducted. From the list of government bodies, a list of potential interviewees is also 

developed, including other government employees, policy makers, agriculture and 
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gardening experts, and community gardening experts. This may include planners, parks 

department and agricultural extension agents, and nonprofit workers. The interviews are 

a way to better understand from the policy makers and implementers what is actually 

happening in the community, other directions to explore, policies to focus on, and other 

details that tell the story of community gardening, including if barriers exist, and if so, 

what they are. As with the policy analysis, after each interview, a careful documentation 

process is conducted. Topics of interest, including those mentioned by the interviewee 

and as seen through the interviewer‟s perspective are developed. Codes and 

memoranda are written, iterated, and integrated with those developed from the policy 

analysis. 

 As barriers are identified, they are thoroughly analyzed. This is done through a 

comparison with best practices, developed through literature and careful study. As 

community gardening is a current topic of much interest, there are many possible 

examples to follow or study. Therefore, when choosing best practices, it is important to 

consider the connections that the place has with the case study, in this case, 

Gainesville, Florida. Though each state, and even each community, has its own 

restrictions and guidelines that make its situation unique, the comparison with best 

practices identifies measures used in other communities that provoke thought and could 

possibly be integrated in future work. 

Using Grounded Theory 

 Grounded theory is a qualitative approach that is similar, yet quite different from 

other methodologies. Like other qualitative methods, first a research problem is 

developed. In this case, the benefits of community garden are often discussed by 

researchers and community garden advocates. They are well known, documented, and 
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continuously explored. What stands in the way of community gardens has not been 

equally studied.  Next, after the research problem is identified, grounded theory requires 

the development of a question. Unlike many traditional forms of research, this question 

can be fluid, more like a topic of study, and the answer sought is not necessarily a 

traditional yes or no answer, but rather a response to the question itself. The question 

here is: Are there barriers to community gardens? What are they? With the problem 

identified and question posed, the next step is to collect and start to analyze data. This 

study involves policy analysis and interviews as the data collection method, with the 

codes and memorandum as crucial steps in the analysis process.  

It is important to note at this point that the researcher must carefully consider the 

data being collected. Often with grounded theory, there is a concern that the researcher 

will use his or her own biases to influence the results. Therefore, it is important to note 

that the researcher acknowledges that biases may influence how data is understood 

and should work to overcome these natural biases. Often, those interested in 

community gardens are advocates for gardens and tend to see the gardens themselves 

in an overly favorable light. Understanding this throughout this process is crucial.  

 When developing codes, it is necessary to consider the data source, content, and 

meaning. Codes often represent ways for the researcher to keep track of key points 

discovered in the data. Over 40 codes have been developed, as seen in Table 3-1. 

After the codes are developed, they are culled through a selective coding process. This 

process revealed several themes: obstacles, things necessary for success, physical 

considerations, psychological considerations, interpersonal relations, policy-related, and 

resources for help. The obstacles are those codes that deal with things that prevent or 
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stand in the way of community gardens. The things necessary for success are potential 

barriers, if not present in community gardens. Physical considerations are those 

physical things that should be part of the community garden process. Its counterpart is 

the psychological considerations. The interpersonal relations code addresses the 

interaction of people in the gardens themselves and in garden politics. Those codes that 

are policy-related are consideration that developed through policy or that should be in 

future work, as well as those that involve policy makers. Finally, help includes resources 

to be consulted during community gardening process.  Figure 3-1 shows the next phase 

of coding.  

 
The codes show the development of theory as the data is collected and analyzed 

into concepts, categories, and finally the codes themselves. The process of coding and 

selective coding provides a way to analyze the data, allowing for relationships to be 

noted and explored. Through the process of grounded theory, which allows for data 

collection and analysis to be conducted throughout the process, the data can be 

analyzed on many levels.  

 
Criticisms 

 Grounded theory is not widely used in food planning research. As Jourdan (2008) 

states, “one of the primary criticisms of this methodology relates to the issue of social 

construction… a grounded theory researcher collects a number of sources of data, 

ranging from empirical to experiential. The researcher assumes that all data are a 

reproduction of reality. The data are not treated as true or false. Instead, they are 

evaluated with respect to their level of sophistication” (Page Unknown). However, as 

Jourdan suggests, the issue of social construction is addressed through the researcher 
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assessing his or her own biases and how these might affect the work. This adds 

transparency to the work, indicating the researcher‟s own awareness of the grounded 

theory process (Jourdan, 2008). 

Summary 

 This work analyzed policies, regulations, and interviews through a grounded 

theory process. Grounded theory is a qualitative theory building methodology that 

allows for the data to be collected and analyzed simultaneously. Grounded theory 

analysis involves noticing and exploring themes and categories within the data to build 

and develop theory. Here, policies, regulations, and interviews regarding community 

gardens, particularly those relating to Gainesville, Florida, have been studied and 

analyzed in order to better understand barriers to community gardens. 
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Table 3-1. Codes 

Code 
number 

Code Title 

1 Interagency coordination 
2 Things in community gardens that can be “fancy extras” (i.e. benches) 
3 Land choosing and restrictions 
4 Water Limitations and restrictions 
5 Zoning 
6 Time frame 
7 Interaction with neighborhood 
8 What to do with excess food 
9 Roll of grassroots organizations 
10 Community desire and outreach 
11 Physical accessibility 
12 Role of and need for marketing and advertising 
13 Garden rules and regulations 
14 Funding 
15 Maintaining versus starting 
16 Insurance and liability 
17 Available resources 
18 Urban agriculture versus community gardens 
19 Politics 
20 Membership requirements 
21 Member attributes 
22 Education 
23 Need more gardens 
24 Finances 
25 Physical separations 
26 Psychological obstructions 
27 First impressions of Gainesville program 
28 Rethinking Gainesville program after learning more 
29 Gainesville Community Garden website impressions 
30 Perceptions on Gainesville‟s community gardens 
31 Initial understanding of what a community garden is 
32 Why have community gardens 
33 What happens when community gardens are not mentioned? 
34 How is a community garden started? 
35 Community gardens and current keywords 
36 The relationship between community gardens and arts & culture 
37 The relationship between community gardens and recreation 
38 The relationship between community gardens and parks 
39 Community gardens and energy savings 
40 Community gardens and conservation 
41 What requirements do community gardens have? 
42 Obesity, health and community gardens 
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Figure 3-1. Selective codes 
 

• Codes:  3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 14, 15, 16, 19, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 33, 41 

Obstacles 

• Codes: 1, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 20, 21, 22, 28, 30, 41 

Things necessary for success 

• Codes: 2, 3, 11, 25, 30, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42 

Physical considerations 

• Codes: 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 21, 26, 30, 35, 41, 42 

Psychological considerations 

• Codes: 1, 7, 9, 10, 13, 19, 20, 41 

Interpersonal relations 

• Codes: 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 13, 14, 15, 19, 27, 33, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41 

Policy-related 

• Codes: 9, 12, 14, 17, 22, 28, 31, 32, 41 

Help 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

 Gainesville, Florida is located in north central Florida. It is the county seat of 

Alachua County. The city itself is approximately 62 square miles in area, and has an 

estimated population of 116,616, as of 2009 (US Census Bureau, 2009). Gainesville is 

home to the University of Florida, which is, with Shands Hospital, the leading employer 

in the City (City of Gainesville, n.d.). According to the American Community Survey, the 

2009 median income for Gainesville residents is $27,420, with 35.3 % of people living 

below the poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). Gainesville is ideally situated for 

growing food. With mild winters, warm summers, and extremely long growing seasons, 

it is a local place for agricultural activity. Alachua County and the surrounding region are 

host to a number of agricultural activities. As of 2007, there were 1,535 farms in 

Alachua County, and 27% of the County is farmland (USDA, 2007). The City of 

Gainesville supports and sponsors a number of agricultural projects, including at least 

five Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) farms, at least four successful farmers 

markets, and restaurants that support locally grown products. Gainesville also has a 

community gardening program, implemented by the City, which tries to take advantage 

of the many resources available through the strong education base, including the 

agricultural extension, community activists, and knowledge of growing in the community. 

This is part of the greater policy documents that affect community gardening. 
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Policy 

City of Gainesville 

Community garden program 

 The City of Gainesville‟s community garden program is a growing operation, 

implemented by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs Department, as part of the 

Nature Operations Division. According to its website, the program is staff managed but 

the gardens are run by volunteers (City of Gainesville, n.d.). As of January 2011, city 

staff confirmed that seven gardens had completed all the necessary processes to be a 

community garden in the City program. Of the seven, one is not being maintained as a 

garden. In addition to the seven established gardens, six in operation, another is 

scheduled to open in the spring of 2011, and one more is in the application process. In 

total, there will be nine gardens, active and inactive, in the program. This is almost 

double the number of gardens in January 2010, when there were only five gardens in 

the program. The program itself is designed to support community gardens, or 

“neighborhood green spaces set aside for local residents to grow vegetables for their 

own consumption, who otherwise might not be able to” (City of Gainesville, n.d.). The 

community garden program, though run by the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs 

Department, works closely with the Neighborhood Planning Division, which 

supplements garden efforts through things like providing sheds or fences. 

 The Gainesville community garden program is only for gardens on City property. 

While there is the possibility that other community gardens may exist in Gainesville, 

they are not eligible for this program if not coordinated through the City and follow the 

rules prescribed by the City. According to program regulations, each garden must have 

a Site Coordinator and assistant, who are responsible for running the garden, including 
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plotting the gardens, acting as a liaison to the City, and addressing concerns and issues 

that occur in the garden, which then may be taken to the City, if they cannot be resolved 

internally. The Site Coordinator and Assistant are responsible for signing a License 

Agreement with the City of Gainesville that details the gardening program requirements 

and procedures. According to the agreement, the City provides certain key things, such 

as the property, which must be owned by the city, a limited amount of water, and 

periodic site checks. The Site Coordinator is in charge of maintaining the garden 

records, keeping order, and other daily maintenance concerns, including allowing no 

permanent fixtures in the garden. Individual gardeners must apply for a plot, start work 

soon after the garden has been tilled, keep the garden clean, and follow a number of 

guidelines, which can be found in the License Agreement. The License Agreement, with 

complete details of what is or is not permitted, can be found in Appendix A. The 

community garden program is a tangible endorsement of community gardens by the 

City of Gainesville. Other potential areas gardens can be addressed is in policy and 

regulation documents, such as comprehensive plans. 

Comprehensive plan 

 After studying the City of Gainesville‟s website and other information about the 

community garden program, the next step was to examine Gainesville‟s Comprehensive 

Plan. The Gainesville Comprehensive Plan is divided into elements, displayed in Table 

4-1. Each element was carefully reviewed, looking for mention or indication of 

community gardens, or anything similar that could be used as a point of reference for 

community gardens. After a careful study of the elements, the word “community 

gardens” is missing from the document. While they were not mentioned negatively, are 

also not mentioned positively. Instead, the reader had many questions about how to 
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classify or categorize a community garden. For example, is a community garden 

considered a nature park? Part of the “Green Network”? A cultural amenity? Figure 4-1 

shows are more detailed list of points of confusion regarding selected elements from the 

comprehensive plan that are most relevant to community gardens. 

The Gainesville Comprehensive Plan does not discuss community gardens. By 

doing so, it is unclear what goals, if any, there are for community gardens in Gainesville. 

The Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) for the City of Gainesville, which analyzes 

the current Comprehensive Plan before the Plan is updated, mentioned that the future 

Land Use Element should include at least one policy that supports community gardens, 

along with local food production and food co-ops. This is a good start to thinking about 

community gardens, but the EAR is only a recommendation for what could be included 

in future policies. However, this is not the only policy document that can address 

community gardens and their potential. Often, codes of ordinances can address 

community gardens. 

Code of Ordinances 

 The next policy and regulation document studied was the Gainesville Code of 

Ordinances, which, like the Comprehensive Plan, does not mention community 

gardens. The Gainesville Code of Ordinance includes the Land Development Code, 

which is the implementation of the Comprehensive Plan. The most apparent barrier to 

community gardens again is the ambiguity as to what a community garden is, and what 

type of use or activity it falls under. Specific instances in the Code address recreational 

facilities and open space as permitted uses in conservation districts; the use of lawns 

and green space in flood control districts; landscaping and gardens as untraditional art 

forms; and the use of gardens in Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) districts. 
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While some of the ordinance features could include community gardens in their uses, 

they never specifically are stated in a particular use category. Therefore, while they are 

not prohibited or outright restricted, community gardens are also not encouraged. This 

is not necessary for community gardens to develop, but encouraging community 

gardens through policy helps community gardeners clearly understand the City‟s 

perspective on community gardens. 

Gainesville policy conclusions 

 This study includes the City of Gainesville‟s community garden program, 

Comprehensive Plan, and Code of Ordinances. This study finds very little discussion of 

community gardens, outside of the community garden program itself. The lack of 

mention of and details about community gardens leaves many questions as to their 

function, use, and potential unanswered. 

Alachua County 

Comprehensive Plan 

 Alachua County does not have a specific community garden program. Nor are 

community gardens listed on their website. However, the Alachua County 

Comprehensive Plan amendments, scheduled for adaptation in spring 2011, address 

community gardens for what appears to be the first time in Alachua County policy 

documents. The Alachua County amended comprehensive plan elements are detailed 

in Figure 4-2. Of these elements, four specifically address community gardens: Future 

Land Use, Conservation and Open Space, Energy, and Community Health. In these, 

community gardens are established as allowed in urban areas. They are deemed an 

allowable use in the open space areas required in new developments. Community 

gardens are encouraged throughout the County, particularly on public land, such as 
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libraries. A policy under the Energy Element specifically states that the County should 

work with the Alachua County Library District to look into establishing gardens on library 

property. The Energy Element also mentions ensuring that the land development 

regulations address community gardens and encourage the use of edible plants on 

landscaped areas. Finally, community gardens are mentioned as a means to prevent 

obesity and should therefore be encouraged. 

There is no mention of community gardens in previous Alachua County policy 

documents. However, amendments to the Alachua County Comprehensive Plan both 

mention and encourage community gardens. They serve as a way not only to prevent 

obstacles but to firmly establish the encouragement of community gardens in 

unincorporated Alachua County. 

Code of Ordinances 

 Unlike the Comprehensive Plan, the Alachua County Code of Ordinances does 

not address community gardens. While the Comprehensive Plan clearly indicates where 

and how community garden development is encouraged to occur, there is no matching 

guidance from the code. This could be problematic, because the code does discuss 

agricultural uses and zoning designations, and there could be confusion as to how 

community gardens are designated. The Comprehensive Plan is a start to encouraging 

and alleviating barriers to community gardens, but it is not matched by the Code of 

Ordinances. 

Policy in Other Communities 

Other communities throughout the United States can provide models for 

Gainesville to overcome the obstacles currently in its policy documents. These models 

can be thoroughly developed websites, inclusive plans, and both mock and real 
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ordinances. Selected cities, with information on where community gardens can be found 

in their respective policies are shown in Table 4-2. The Table provides basic information 

on the selected cities, notes if they have a community garden program, and if the 

community gardens are discussed on the official city website, in their plans, and/or 

ordinances. Urban areas of all sizes throughout the United States are creating and 

updating documents that very much promote community gardening, taking advantage of 

current interest and resources available for community gardening. 

 Comprehensive plans differ widely by state. Florida, for example, requires 

comprehensive planning documents, which are legally binding. This is not true of many 

other states. However, often communities still have some kind of comprehensive, 

general, or master plan. These plans may recognize and support community gardens, 

something that the Gainesville Comprehensive Plan does not do, but the Alachua 

County one does. The City of Berkeley, for example, includes community gardens in the 

Open Space and Recreation Element of their General Plan. Here, community gardens 

are established as a “public asset” that are part of the Parks and Waterfront Department 

(City of Berkeley, n.d.). Not all community gardens fall under this categories, as the plan 

describes the 17 current gardens, owned by many entities, including the City of 

Berkeley, the Berkeley Unified Schools District, the University of California, and various 

non-profits and private organizations. The Element includes a policy solely aimed at 

community gardens, including future plantings. In the discussion of future planting, there 

is specific mention of allowing planting in right of ways. Additionally, the policy 

encourages the development of gardens, particularly in neighborhoods currently without 

them. The policy also supports school gardens. 
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 By including community gardens in their general plan, Berkeley addresses the 

concern that, without proper documentation, community gardens fall in a murky area. 

They could be civic, recreation, park, or various other types of facilities. Specifically, the 

General Plan includes future park sites, such as the right of way garden, which provides 

an interesting use for an otherwise underused space. In addition, Berkeley clears 

possible land use confusion by declaring gardens part of the greater park system. 

 Orlando, Florida discusses community gardens in both the Recreation and Open 

Space Element and the Conservation Element. In the Recreation and Open Space 

Element, community gardens are established as a recreation and open space need for 

the present and future. Community gardens are encouraged as innovative uses for 

vacant property. There is a note of caution as a specific site is mentioned as a good 

community garden space, providing there is an environmental assessment first (City of 

Orlando, n.d.). Later, in the Conservation Element, community gardens are considered 

as a positive green space that could help to “make Orlando one of the most 

environmentally-conscious cities” in the United States (City of Orlando, n.d.). Orlando 

sets the stage for Gainesville and other communities in Florida because it demonstrates 

that community gardens, as part of a larger discussion on recreation, open space, and 

energy, can be included in comprehensive planning. 

 Alachua County echoes the sentiment addressed in Orlando‟s Comprehensive 

Plan. Though the Alachua County amendments will not be effective until the spring of 

2011, they, along with Orlando, show that community gardens may be addressed in 

comprehensive plans throughout Florida in many different elements. These include 

Recreation and Open Space, Conservation, Future Land Use, Energy, and Community 



 

53 

Health Elements. There are many ways in which community gardens may be discussed, 

as they can be a recreational use, an oasis of green in the city, help to conserve energy, 

and work towards fighting obesity and establish good health habits. This means that 

there are many opportunities in which community gardens can be incorporated into 

comprehensive plans. 

 Perhaps the most popular means by which community policy discusses gardens 

is in Codes of Ordinances. Codes, such as the City of Albany, New York, specifically 

define community gardens. Albany does this in the zoning section of its ordinance. 

Here, the City also describes the purpose of including community gardens and their role 

as a public interest; preparation for about “500 gardens, seed purchases, gardening 

classes, food preparation and other such related services as may be required” (City of 

Albany, n.d., §345-23-- §345-25). This sets a standard for community gardens and the 

extent to which the City foresees their development. By clearly defining this information, 

users are able to understand the reason why community gardens are allowed in Albany, 

how they may be used, and other pertinent information about City rules and regulations. 

 Mention of community gardens in Codes of Ordinances can vary from specific 

detail to just a brief introduction. In Orlando, for example, community gardens are 

mentioned in the Open Space Guidelines and Standards for a development sector. 

Here, the need for parks is outlined, including the number of parks needed per area and 

the different types of parks, depending on the size and demands of the area it is in. 

Under the category of neighborhood parks, which “should provide modest and flexible 

recreation opportunities that meet basic neighborhood needs and accommodate 

multiple purposes…,” community gardens are specifically mentioned as an example 
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(City of Orlando, 2011, §68.500). Though this is a brief mention of community gardens, 

it establishes them as a type of park, one that is permitted, serves a neighborhood 

community, and has multiple purposes. This is a start for people interested in 

community gardens to understand that they are indeed permitted and that the City has 

already explored their development in certain areas. 

 Codes of Ordinances may include detailed information on gardens, gardening 

programs, and other related activities. There is a whole chapter of the City of Cleveland 

Codified Ordinances devoted to an Urban Garden District Zoning Code. Here, the 

district is established, specifically mentioning community gardens, which are also 

defined. Community gardens are defined and permitted uses and permitted accessory 

uses are established. The ordinance states that “ „Community garden’ means an area of 

land managed and maintained by a group of individuals to grow and harvest food crops 

and/or non-food, ornamental crops, such as flowers, for personal or group use, 

consumption or donation. Community gardens may be divided into separate plots… or 

farmed collectively by members of the group and may include common areas 

maintained and used by group members” (City of Cleveland, n.d., §336.02). The 

Ordinance continues by establishing that gardens may occasionally sell grown items, 

can use certain structures; have certain signage; recreational areas, such as benches, 

compost bins, and play areas; and discusses parking, walkways, fences, and more. 

Cleveland clearly has an extensive ordinance that addresses the development of 

community gardens as a formal zoning specification that describes appropriate land 

uses for a community garden. Though Cleveland is a larger city than Gainesville, it is 

one to consider, as its ordinance describing community gardens is very thorough. 
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 Ordinances and zoning are intrinsically part of what restricts and enables 

community gardens. Several groups interested in community gardens have developed 

their own recommendations for ordinance and zoning policies that enable community 

gardens. Schukoske (2000) has developed the following measures to be included in 

ordinances as part of a greater piece developed for the American Community 

Gardening Association: 

 Assign the duty of inventorying vacant public lots and private lots in low-income 
neighborhoods and the duty to make that information readily accessible to the 
public… 

 Authorize contracting with private landowners for lease of vacant lots… 

 Authorize use of municipal land for minimum terms long enough to elicit 
commitment to gardeners, such as five years, and provide for permanent 
dedication to the parks department after five years of continuous use as a 
community garden…. 

 Provide for clearing of rubble and contamination where needed, and for regular 
trash collection… 

 Provide for access to water without charge to gardeners… 

 Provide for liability insurance against personal injury… 

 Provide a funding mechanism to cover the locality‟s cost in establishing a 
computer database and mapping program, property acquisition and 
maintenance, and technical assistance (Schukoske, 2000). 
 

These elements would aid in defining what a community garden can do, the role of the 

City in the community garden process, and encourage community gardening through 

programming help. However, before this can happen, community gardens must be 

defined and given some structure. The Public Health and Law Policy (2009) has 

developed a model ordinance that includes: 

 [Adopting] zoning regulations that establish community gardens as a permitted 
use in appropriate locations 

 [Increasing] support for community gardens through partnerships with other 
governmental agencies and private institutions including school district(s), 
neighborhood groups, senior centers, businesses, and civic and gardening 
organizations 

 [Securing] additional community garden sites through long-term leases or 
through ownership as permanent public assets by the City, nonprofit 
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organizations, and public or private institutions like universities, colleges, school 
districts, hospitals, and faith communities (Public Health and Law Policy, 2009). 

 

In addition, community gardens are supported in ordinances by addressing the 

permitted uses of community gardens, establishing garden structures and 

responsibilities, designing sites not to drain on adjacent property, and by setting rules 

for buildings on the property (Public Health Law and Policy, 2009). 

 The model ordinances set very clear rules and regulations for community 

gardens. Land use and regulations are a focus in the model ordinances because 

“supportive land use policies, like zoning ordinances, can help to create community 

gardens and ensure their long-term ability to operate on a site” (Public Health Law and 

Policy, 2009). Ordinances provide potential users with clear guidelines as to what the 

garden can be or do, eliminating the possible barrier of confusion in areas where 

community gardens are not addressed. 

 

Interviews 

 In addition to policy analysis, this research involved conducting expert interviews. 

Planners, policy experts, and community garden experts were consulted. University 

officials, the Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences extension agents, nonprofit 

employees, City and County employees, and others were asked to help with this 

project. 

 Interviews were conducted as another way to gather information on barriers to 

community gardens. The interviewees were asked for their thoughts on potential 

barriers to community gardens, including policy and non-policy obstacles; policies that 

encourage gardening; recommendations of other places to study or people to speak 
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with; and for their general comments on the topic. Interviews were conducted via email, 

on the phone, and in person, depending on scheduling and availability. The interviews 

were conducted with people involved with community gardening in Gainesville, Alachua 

County, the State of Florida, and throughout the United States. Interviewees were 

categorized into the following groups: those involved directly with community garden 

operations, agricultural extension agents, city or county staff, nonprofit personnel, 

university-affiliated personnel, and community activists. Six of the respondents were 

directly involved with community gardening, three were agriculture extension agents, 

five were staff, three were involved with nonprofits, two were university affiliated, and 

one was a community activist. The overall rate of people contact willing to participate in 

this study was 42%.  

 One of the most challenging aspects of the interviews was finding information on 

existing community gardens. Community gardens, generally, can be found in several 

ways. One may drive by a garden and notice a sign, read about garden activities in a 

local newspaper, look at listings of gardens, such as those on a nonprofit website or 

through cities. However, information about gardens can be sparse. Even if a garden is 

recognized as such, there might not be current contact information. If someone can be 

contacted, they might not be willing to discuss the detail of the garden itself. This is 

particularly true about unofficial gardens, where gardeners might be afraid of divulging 

details that may threaten the garden. 

 The interviews discussed a number of topics related to community gardens. 

These topics generally fall under two major categories: obstacles to community gardens 

and things that need to be addressed for successful community gardens development. 
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Obstacles 

 The interviewees identified many potential barriers to community gardens, which 

can be further separated into matters that are generally social, legal, physical, and 

economic. Often, the obstacles fall into several of these categories. 

 Social concerns have been categorized as such based on their involvement or 

interactions with gardeners and the greater community. Social concerns include Not in 

My Back Yard (NIMBY), lack of community interest, community resistance, lack of able-

bodied willing gardeners, security and garden access, perceived tensions, politics, 

interpersonal interactions, and difficulty accessing interested people. Interviewees 

explained that many people associate community gardens with people they would not 

like in their particular neighborhood. They believe that gardens attract negative 

attention, are exclusive, and that garden security can be a problem. Sometimes, people 

not in the neighborhood think that a community garden would do well in a certain are; 

however, if the people around that garden are not willing and able to take care of the 

garden, interviewees said the garden would not succeed. In Gainesville, a community 

activist indicated that there was interest in starting a garden, but that neighborhood 

residents thought it over and decided they would not be able to properly care for it. 

Once a community garden is established, there are several social hurdles, including the 

relationships between gardeners. If someone is not able to mediate garden discussions, 

interpersonal interactions threaten the garden‟s peacefulness and longevity.  

Legal barriers are those that involve interactions between real or potential legal 

concerns and community gardens, as well as regulations that influence community 

gardens. The interviewees identified the following as legal barriers: zoning, legal 

agreements, confusing regulations, ambiguity, access to water, composting limits, 
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selling or distributing food, security, and liability. One extension agent declared that 

“many who wish to sell start a community garden wish to sell their excess produce. 

However; they are not allowed to sell the produce at their garden site.” The same agent, 

and others, mentioned that community may restrict garden activities, like composting, 

which limits the abilities of gardens. Many community gardens also face the problem of 

how to get, and then fund, insurance. In addition, potential community gardeners can be 

unsure if a garden is permitted in an area, as zoning regulations may not mention 

community gardens. If it is allowed, the gardeners then have to address whoever owns 

the land and come up with some kind of agreement. If not, the garden may become a 

type of “guerrilla garden” that could be demolished by those who have greater control of 

the land itself. 

Physical barriers are those that involve the land itself. Finding land, water supply, 

garden location, water runoff, and soil toxins are all examples of physical barriers. 

Water, one interviewee with experience working with community gardens, is one of the 

most important considerations when establishing a community garden. Without 

affordable access to water, community gardens are not able to flourish. In addition, 

finding land that is suitable for gardening is crucial. The garden must be located near 

potential gardeners, who have easy access to the land. The soil must be suitable for 

gardening, and there should be appropriate sunlight. Without selecting a garden in a 

physically well suited plot, the community garden faces a natural barrier. 

Economic barriers are those involving dealings with money or financial interactions. 

Though there are a limited number of economic barriers, payments and funding, they 

are important considerations. Interviewees identified payments and funding as major 
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economic barriers. Payments, such as collecting or paying rent and utility bills, require 

some kind of organizational structure, such as setting up the garden as a nonprofit, or 

other type of banking system and person in charge of handling business  affairs. 

Funding, which includes fundraising and receiving donations, among other activities, 

must also be carefully handled.  

Of the barriers discussed above, the following were ones specifically mentioned by 

those involved in Gainesville‟s community gardens: 

 Garden location 

 Finding and obtaining land 

 Community interest 

 Able-bodied and willing gardeners 

 Interpersonal interactions 

 Garden access & security. 

Garden location, a potential barrier for both the City and unaffiliated gardens, was 

frequently discussed in interviews. An interview with nonprofit agency staff, confirmed 

City staff, indicated that garden location is very much tied to the other obstacles, such 

as community interest, finding land, and able-bodied gardeners. Interviewees involved 

with Gainesville community gardens tended to disagree themselves over how garden 

access and security should be handed, depending on the affiliation of the interviewee. 

Overall, interviews with people involved in Gainesville introduced and confirmed many 

barriers found elsewhere. Often, they agreed on the nature of the barrier, but there was 

also some dissent over what is the actual problem. 
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Elements of Successful Gardens 

 As community garden establish and develop, there are several elements of 

successful community gardens that the interviewees identified as important 

characteristics. These are twofold. First, there are practices that are identified with 

successful gardens. Second, there are important elements for community garden 

development. 

 Successful community gardens, according to the interviewees, have several key 

features. First, they must involve the community. This includes marketing and 

advertising the garden and its events, keeping in contact with members, and 

outreaching to the greater community. Neighbors must be willing to have the garden 

nearby, and people have to be aware of the garden, its purpose, and how it is run. 

Successful gardens must address the question of access. Garden hours should be 

posted somewhere convenient to all users. Gardeners, or the garden organization, must 

agree upon if the will have a fence or gate, how that will be used, and who is permitted 

inside the garden itself. This, and other details, can only happen if the garden is well 

organized. Workers should be willing to help out, the garden should be not be allowed 

to fall into a state of disrepair, and there should be events to keep the community 

involved. Without these measures, interviewees felt the garden would not be able to 

flourish or develop. 

 Along with successful implementation and development procedures, interviewees 

identified several elements important to garden development. Several individuals 

thought that gardens should be grassroots efforts. There must be interest and 

excitement about the garden, but that is something that cannot be forced. Hands-on 

education should be part of the community gardening process. To help with this, and 
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other garden matters, community gardens should take advantage of available 

resources, such as Master Gardeners and Extension agents. Community gardens 

should be aware of what they are or are not permitted to do, should use interested 

groups to help work for their goals, including establishing permissions and land uses to 

protect gardening. While these elements were not established as crucial measures for 

community gardens, these were seen as secondary measures that set the tone for 

successful community gardening. 

Conclusion 

 Gainesville is ideally situated for gardening and agricultural production. Currently, 

its policies towards community gardening are somewhat ambiguous. Community garden 

program are established for use on public land, but it is little mentioned, and gardens 

not on public land are not addressed in City policies or regulations, such as the 

Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances. Alachua County is beginning to address 

community gardens, but only on unincorporated parts of the County. Interviews with 

community gardening experts indicate that that are many barriers to community 

gardens, and only some of them are policy-related. 
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Table 4-1. Gainesville Comprehensive Plan elements 

Elements  

Capital Improvements Potable Water/Wastewater Management 
Concurrency Management Public School Facilities 
Conservation Recreation 
Cultural Affairs Solid Waste 
Future Land Use Stormwater Management 
Historic Preservation Transportation Mobility 
Housing Urban Design 
Intergovernmental Coordination  

 

 

Table 4-2. Alachua County adopted comprehensive plan elements 

Elements  

Future Land Use Intergovernmental Coordination 
Transportation Mobility Capital Improvements 
Housing Economic 
Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer Historic 
Solid Waste Public School Facilities 
Stormwater Management Energy 
Conservation and Open Space Community Health 
Recreation  
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Table 4-3. Community garden comparison chart 
City, State Population 

(2009 
American 
Community 
Survey) 

Community 
garden 
program? 

Community 
gardens in 
comprehensive 
plan? 

Community 
gardens in 
code of 
ordinances? 

Notes 

Gainesville, 
Florida 

116,616 Yes, through 
the Parks 
Department, 
supported by 
Neighborhood 
Planning 

No No City has a 
community garden 
program, with 
clear guidelines, 
must contact 
Parks for 
information. 

Albany, New 
York 

115,638 Yes, Capital 
District 
Community 
Gardens 

No Yes Albany‟s program 
dates to the 
1970s. The 
Capital District 
Community 
Gardens 
(nonprofit) 
includes 3 
counties. 

Berkeley, 
California 

102,804 Yes, Berkeley 
Community 
Gardening 
Collaborative 

Yes Pending According to the 
General Plan, 
there are 17 
community 
gardens in 
Berkeley. The 
Berkeley 
Community 
Garden 
Collaborate 
coordinates 
activities. 

Cleveland, 
Ohio 

431,369 Yes, through 
Parks, 
Recreation and 
Properties and 
grant programs 

Yes Yes Cleveland has a 
few community 
garden 
opportunities, but 
one must search 
for them to find 
them on their 
website 

Orlando, 
Florida 

235,860 City community 
gardens, but no 
official program 
found 

Yes Yes Orlando has an 
extensive 
community garden 
network. The 
Orange County 
Extension is very 
active with 
community 
gardens, as are 
many others in 
garden-related 
activities in the 
community. 
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Figure 4-1. Gainesville Comprehensive Plan questions 

•Are community gardens considered nature parks? 

•Could community gardens be part of land acquisitions? 

•What base rates are community gardens eligible for? 

Capital Improvements 

•Where do community gardens fall in respect to stormwater quality treatment? With 
general water quality measures? 

•What is the relationshp between community gardens and tree canopy coverage 
requirements? 

•Are community gardens part of the "Green Network"? 

Conservation, Open Space and Groundwater Recharge 

•How does food access relate to quality of life goals? 

•Where do community gardens fall in respect to "squares, greens and parks"? 

•Could community gardens be part of activity centers? Nearby them? 

•Where in mixed use do community gardens fall? 

•Could there be a community garden land use designation? If not, where would they be? 

•What kind of use is a community garden? Recreational? Agricultural? 

Future Land Use 

•How do community gardens interact with transportation requirements? 

•What type of sidewalks, if any, are needed for community gardens? 

•What type of bicycle requirements, if any, are required of community gardens? 

•What kind of transit service will serve community gardens? 

•How do community gardens interact wit hthe livable streets? 

Transportation Mobility 

•Could community gardens be part of greater cultural and arts activities? 

Cultural Affairs 

•Could community gardens be integrated with affordable housing policies? 

Housing 

•How to account for community gardens in design requirements and recommendations? 

Urban Design 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

 Originally, this work was intended to be a study of policy barriers to community 

gardens in Gainesville, Florida. As the study developed, this evolved to include both the 

original policy analysis and information from interviews that extended beyond policy 

barriers. The study intended to focus on local, state, and federal policy barriers. After 

conducting interviews with experts involved on many levels of community gardening, it 

developed that, while there are some barriers on the state and federal levels, the 

majority of community gardening is a local affair. As such, state and federal documents 

are discussed, but the focus is on local policies and barriers. 

Policy 

Existing Condition 

 Gainesville has a community garden program with clearly defines rules and 

regulations regarding community gardens in Gainesville. However, access to the details 

of the program is limited and not much information is presented on existing gardens and 

contact information. After contacting the program officials, extensive information on the 

program is revealed, presenting a program with strong attention to detail that very much 

encourages community gardening. This includes a strong support network and access 

to water, something often discussed as a general community gardening barrier in 

interviews. However, this program, while strong, is only for neighborhood gardens on 

public property. It does not address, keep track of, or help gardens not in 

neighborhoods or on private or institutional property. This is a major limitation to 

understanding what community gardens exist in Gainesville, such as those on school 

property, which are perhaps mentioned in school newsletters but not on the Board of 
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Education‟s website, or those associated with religious institutions, and what regulations 

these gardens are (or would be) subjected to. 

The Gainesville Comprehensive Plan and Code of Ordinances create many more 

questions than they answered regarding community gardening. Community gardens 

that fall under the City program need not worry about these policy documents, but other 

gardens might need to. The Comprehensive Plan, a required, legal document in the 

State of Florida, discusses many regulations and rules that could affect community 

gardens. However, since community gardens are never defined, it is unclear where they 

fall in the greater scheme of things. The Code of Ordinances, which discusses other 

types of gardens and green spaces, does not include community gardens as a 

specifically defined feature. This causes community gardens to be a confused use in the 

greater scheme of Gainesville policy. 

  

Policy Best Practices 

 Community garden policy can include two basic components: mention in a 

comprehensive plan, or mention in an ordinance. In addition, community gardens might 

be encouraged through some kind of program. By having policies that address 

community gardens, confusion regarding their status may be cleared, and the gardens 

and their permissions clearly defined.  

 Throughout the United States, there are examples of best practices of community 

garden policy. These have been introduced in the previous chapter and include the 

models of Alachua County, Florida; Berkeley, California; Orlando, Florida; Albany, New 

York; Cleveland, Ohio; and models developed by nonprofit groups. Ordinances and 

comprehensive plans address various aspects of community gardening, and provide 
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examples for Gainesville policy. Though each of these communities differs from 

Gainesville, there are nonetheless similarities between Gainesville and the other 

communities, Each provides examples of how community gardens can, and are, 

addressed in real policy, and offers insights into the relationship between policy and 

practice.  

Alachua County, unlike Gainesville, has no formal community garden program, 

but accounts for community gardening in their future Comprehensive Plan. There is no 

set way planned to keep track of community gardens, or a support network. Community 

gardening is something that will be encouraged, potential allowed uses are detailed, 

and work is planned to use county lands for community gardening. As these revisions 

are all recent and will not be implemented until spring 2011, it is unknown if a 

community garden program will develop, or if the amendments will successfully 

encourage community gardening. One potential barrier is the lack of discussion of 

community gardens in the Code of Ordinances, which would further encourage 

community gardens. However, this is a good start to address community gardening and 

the power it has to influence community development, healthy behaviors, and utilize 

underused spaces. 

Gainesville‟s Code of Ordinance does not specifically mention community 

gardens. It does discuss activities in the conservation district that could include 

community gardens (ie: public open space, private open space). Without clearly stating 

what community gardens are, it is difficult to know if community gardens are truly part of 

other open space and garden discussions (City of Gainesville, 2010). However, 

Gainesville addresses many of the concerns found in the model ordinances referenced 
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in the previous chapter in the community garden program. Instead of this information 

being in an ordinance, which would be clearly posted online, this information is difficult 

to find. The Gainesville community garden program guidelines are quite comprehensive, 

but not easily found. Rather, the information is available once you find the appropriate 

contact person and then inquire about the program. The community garden program 

offers many services, such as tilling the land and water, but is only for gardens on public 

property that are able to fit with the other program guidelines. This indicates that 

Gainesville has a solid understanding of what community gardens need, particularly 

land and water, but is not easily accessible information and does not account for those 

not interested or able to work on public land. 

 There are several ways community gardens may be addressed in community 

policy. Plans, such as a comprehensive plan, set future goals, policies, and actions that 

establish community gardens are future uses. They also frame community gardens in 

the greater scheme of land use plans, recreational activities, and any other elements in 

which they are discussed. Ordinances contribute to this discussion by establishing 

community garden definitions, permissions, and the ways in which the site may be 

used. This firmly establishes community gardens and community garden programs as 

permitted use, with parameters for the garden to follow. 

 Policy is just one aspect of understand barriers to community gardens. Interviews 

with experts in community gardening provide a way to better understand the effects and 

influence of these policies on community gardening. This is necessary because, though 

policy barriers might exist, there could be other underlying barriers that are equally 

important concerns. 
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Interviews 

 Interviews with people involved in Gainesville‟s community gardening community, 

indicate that policy is not a major barrier to community gardening. Rather, they indicate 

that some of the more major concerns are not directly policy-related. The City 

community garden program is limited in scope, because the gardens must be on city-

owned property, which is not always available. Experts indicated that gardens need to 

be located in a neighborhood, with easy access. In some neighborhoods, there are not 

enough people willing to commit to maintaining a community garden, which restricts 

those interested in starting one in a particular neighborhood. Access and security were 

also mentioned as concerns. Some gardens have fences and if the garden is public, 

there is a question of who may or may not access the garden, if this threatens 

gardeners, and how to appease people with different perspectives on how to address 

this issue. With the exception of community gardens located on University of Florida 

property, all other known community gardens in Gainesville are part of the city program. 

This limits potential policy barriers, as the gardens are part of the program, and 

therefore not concerned with other potential policy barriers. However, the feasibility of 

locating other community gardens, those running them, and their contact information is 

quite limited. Therefore, it is unknown if there are real effects of policy barriers in 

Gainesville. 

 In order to better understand potential barriers from both a state-wide and 

general perspective, interviews with experts from throughout Florida and others involved 

in community gardening provide an opportunity to see what other barriers there may be. 

By incorporating many individuals involved in community gardening in different stages, 

from different perspectives, and with experience in varying programs and community 
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gardens, similarities in barriers to community gardens and general garden barriers are 

more fully developed. This presents an opportunity to fill in potential gaps that could 

occur with the Gainesville data, and also to see the barriers faced by others.  

While some of the barriers are policy-related, there are many types of barriers 

discussed by interviewees that are social, legal, physical, and economic in nature and 

extend beyond policy. Policy barriers focus on zoning and other permitted uses. 

Community gardens may be agricultural uses, they may be considered with parks, or 

altogether something separate, there is much confusion. Other uses are considered 

“lower” and therefore community gardens are often perceived as temporary uses until 

something better comes around. This threatens many community gardens, which 

cannot be assured of their permanence, legal status, and are sometimes denied leases 

or other land use agreements. Policies may extend to influence the composting abilities 

of the garden, if food distribution is allowed, and several other garden features or 

attributes, depending on who implemented the policy and how regimented it is. 

 Though there are several policy barriers, there are many other barriers that 

extend beyond mere policy. Often, these barriers depend on the community garden 

program, if any, that is in place. In many instances, it is the people involved, or 

potentially involved, in the gardens that present barriers. There are two different types of 

community garden barriers: those that occur in the starting and implementation phases, 

and those regarding maintenance. First, there is the question of starting a community 

garden. Of particular concern is garden location. People do not necessarily want 

gardens in their neighborhood, because of the people or uses they associate with 

community gardens. The garden must have proper sun, soil, and water access. Water is 
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a very big concern, as it can be expensive and time consuming to deal with. Gardens 

require funding and often someone must consider details like rent payments, if there are 

any, insurance and liability concerns, garden structure and layout, and whatever rules 

the garden might need. Depending on if there is or is not a community garden program 

or policy in place, the processes involved in starting a community garden can be quite 

difficult to overcome. 

Once started, community gardens require dedication and commitment, so the 

garden does not fall in disrepair. Rules and regulations must be set. If they are not set, 

or if they are not followed, there may be confusion and chaos. Garden access becomes 

a concern, as some community gardens have fences, others do not. Some gardeners 

believe that the community gardens should be fenced in, others do not agree. Most 

gardening experts mentioned that for the sake of the garden neighbors, there should be 

set gardening hours, such as between dawn and dusk. Many gardens face funding cuts 

after the garden is started, and must find a way to maintain the garden. Gardens must 

be able to maintain member interest. There are many potential pitfalls, including 

uncertainty as to how long the garden will be permitted, that community gardens face 

once they have been established. 

People and Policy 

 There are many potential barriers to community gardens. From being allowed to 

garden at all to minute scheduling details, the path to community garden is littered with 

details. And, while there are several barriers that are shared by many community 

gardens, there are also many site- or community- specific barriers.  

In order for gardens to develop and successfully operate, there are several 

important components. First, there must be available land. This may or may not be 
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supported by policies that encourage community gardening on certain properties, or 

areas, and assist in locating available land. The land itself must be suitable for 

gardening, without environmental questions on the safety of eating food from the 

garden. It should be located near the people who want to use it, as people are most 

willing to garden if they can easily access the garden. Sidewalks, bike paths, bus 

routes, and parking must all be considered when selecting where the garden should be 

located. Next, there must be affordable access to water. Without this, gardens have little 

hope of survival. Water can be expensive; however it is necessary for gardens to 

survive. Then, insurance and liability concerns must be addressed. This may stand in 

the way of finding and developing suitable land. Many community garden policies 

address this concern in their program documents. The community must also want the 

community garden and commit to its growth and development. Rules should be set and 

agreements made on garden structure and other details. Throughout the process of 

developing and maintaining community gardens, policy provides a way to structure and 

encourage community gardening practices.  

Policy is a way to address where and how community gardens may develop. 

Policy can provide structure to community gardens by indicating if they are allowed, if 

they are encouraged, and how they may or may not be implemented. As one Alachua 

County staff member said, “we at the County wanted to make sure that there were not 

policy obstacles to providing community gardens.” Policy provides a way to address, 

depending on the policy itself,  funding sources, rules and regulations. Policy can dictate 

what land may be used for community gardens, and for how long. This depends greatly 
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on the policy itself, if community gardens are or are not mentioned, and to what extent, 

as seen from the examples across the United States. 

Though policy can be a strong influence, it is only one element of the potential 

barriers to community gardens. The community itself plays a large role in the 

development of community gardens. Therefore, while several of the barriers may be 

addressed in policy, it is not an end all for solving community garden concerns. There is 

a strong element of human interactions and willingness to dedicate time and effort to 

community gardening. Community gardens cannot exist without people dedicated to 

creating and maintaining them, as well as willing neighbors. 

Grounded theory takes a phenomenon and studies what is happening, with the 

goal of understanding it as either a new theory, or as something already discussed in 

previous theories. Through this study of barriers to community gardens, barriers in 

policy and practice can be better understood in the context of Gainesville, Florida. Here, 

the interviews indicate that while there are policy barriers, there are also many social 

ones. These social concerns, in fact, are very important to the vitality of community 

gardens. Therefore, this grounded theory study finds that the phenomenon of barriers is 

not new, but rather can be understood in the context of existing social theories that 

discuss the role communities have in influencing their surroundings. 
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 Community gardens face many potential barriers, both real and perceived. These 

may be policy-related, or they could extend to implementation concerns. As many 

communities have only recently developed community garden programs and policies, it 

is often difficult to study how effective they are, and what could be done to address 

potential barriers and their solutions. In addition, the atmosphere of each community 

varies, which presents further challenges to this process. However, there are several 

elements of commonality between community gardens throughout the United States 

that help to develop and implement programs and policies that can appeal to many 

communities and prevent barriers. 

Conclusions 

 Community gardens are increasingly a topic of interest for planners, health 

professionals, and others involved in community development and related fields. 

Community gardens provide a unique way of accessing and participating in the food 

systems process. However, there are several barriers that could stand in their way. 

Barriers in Gainesville 

 Gainesville, Florida has a community garden program that is well-structured, but 

limited in its ability to reach out to those interested in working with non-City-owned 

properties. The Comprehensive Plan does not mention community gardens, leaving the 

reader questioning where community gardens fall in the Plan, and which regulations 

they are subjected to. The Code of Ordinances presents more questions about the 

typology under which community gardens fall than potential uses or restrictions. This is 

a major potential policy barrier to community gardens in Gainesville and could help to 
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address other barriers, which primarily relate to access and those gardens that extend 

beyond traditional neighborhoods. 

National Perspective 

 Models throughout the United States offer ways in which these barriers can be 

overcome. By developing an informative website, including community gardens in the 

Comprehensive Plan and adding community gardens to the Code of Ordinances, 

community gardens will not ambiguously fall into the restrictions they currently face. 

Specifically, many of these policies include information on how community garden land 

is to be developed, how many people may access the land, and where ideal community 

gardens are to be placed. By developing policy that clearly defines what community 

gardens are, including what is not permitted, community gardeners are able to 

understand and work with established policies. This is demonstrated by the diversity of 

responses from interviewees, which vary by their relationship with community gardens, 

the type of gardens they are familiar with, and the policies that influence these gardens. 

Study Limitations 

 This work is limited by both time and access. Relying on interviews for much of 

this study means that the information available is reliant on the responses for requests 

for interviews. While those involved with community gardening are very interested in the 

topic and quite willing to respond, many of the author‟s requests for interviews went 

unanswered. With more time and resources, this could perhaps have been overcome. 

With so many community gardens developing throughout the United States, and really 

the world, there was a struggle to identify which resources were most available, relevant 

to this study (and Gainesville), and choices were made as to which information to 

include. With more time and information, there is the opportunity for a much more 
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extensive study to be implemented.  The author, like many others involved with 

community gardens, is quite interested in subject, and has strived to overcome 

whatever biases might be in the research, because of the desire for many involved in 

community gardens to find results that favor their perspective. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

After conducting this study, it is clear that there is still room for many paths for 

future research. These include looking into how policies are implemented and what that 

means for community garden programs; understanding community gardens from the 

perspective of their users, and how that frames if a garden is or is not considered 

successful; a detailed study of community gardens from the local government 

perspective; and further research into how barriers vary. This is an exciting field in need 

of further study. 
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APPENDIX A 
CITY OF GAINEVILLE COMMUNITY GARDEN PROGRAM INFORMATION 

 

 

WELCOME TO  
THE CITY OF GAINESVILLE’S  

COMMUNITY GARDEN PROGRAM 
 

 The Gainesville Community Garden Program I administered by 
the Parks, Recreation and Cultural Affairs Department and is 
open to any resident of the City of Gainesville.  The City 
provides basics such as the garden site, water, initial tillage, 
and fencing materials if needed.  Each participating gardener 
agrees to abide by established procedures as set forth below.   

 
 To protect public health, animals, and the environment, all 

gardeners will adhere to basic organic gardening methods (no 
dangerous pesticides, herbicides, or synthetic fertilizers).  
More detailed information on organic gardening may be 
obtained from the Alachua County Cooperative Extension 
Service, 280 NE 39th Avenue, Gainesville, FL, and from the 
Florida Certified Organic Growers and Consumers, Inc., (FOG) 
P.O. Box 12311, Gainesville, FL  32604, 352-377-6345. Fax 352-
377-8363. 

 
 If you would be interested in beginning a new Community 

Garden or joining an existing one, please call the City of 
Gainesville’s Nature Operations Division at 334-2171. 

BACKGROUND 
 

 A Community Garden is a neighborhood green space set aside 
for local residents to grow their own fresh vegetables, herbs, 
fruits, and flowers. 

 
 Since the beginning of agriculture thousands of years ago, 

families and communities all over the world have relied on 
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small gardens close to their homes and villages to provide 
fresh food.  Today, although refrigeration has made it possible 
to store and transport large quantities of produce, in many 
countries small family and neighborhood gardens continue to 
provide a major portion of the fresh fruits and vegetables that 
people eat. 

 
 According to the American Community Gardens Association, 

community garden programs in the United States have 
proliferated over the past twenty-five years:  from fewer than 
20 such programs in the early 1970’s there are now more than 
550!  

 
 A number of important benefits account for this astounding 

increase in popularity.  Among these are: 
 
 fresh, wholesome and nutritious food at low cost to 

neighborhood residents; 
 neighborhood beautification and environmental enhancement; 
 healthful outdoor recreation; 
 educational opportunities relating to gardening and the 

environment; and 
 building and strengthening communities through positive 

social interaction and shared activities. 
 
Community gardening revitalizes neighborhoods, promotes 
social and economic self-empowerment, and can serve as the 
basis for new local entrepreneurship or “micro-enterprises”.  
Community gardening is also widely recognized for its 
significant therapeutic value in the rehabilitation of individuals 
suffering from a variety of conditions including physical, 
mental, and psychological illnesses or disabilities as well as 
substance abuse problems.  Perhaps most important in 
today’s increasingly hurried and urbanized environment, 
community gardens are places where people can share their 
love of nature and help care for a small part of “mother earth”. 
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COMMUNITY GARDENS PROGRAM MISSION 
 

The mission of the Gainesville Community Gardens Program is 
to assist neighborhoods and community organizations in the 

creation, operation, and maintenance of community gardens, to: 
 

 Improve public nutrition and the neighborhood environment; 
 

 Increase opportunities for healthful outdoor recreation, 
practical education, and positive social interaction; and 

 
 Build community self-reliance and sustainability 
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CITY OF GAINESVILLE 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS, RECREATION AND  

CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
COMMUNITY GARDEN PLOT APPLICATION 

 
For New Participants:  Gardener cooperation is very important to the success of 
the City of Gainesville’s Community Garden Program.  As a gardener, you must 
be physically capable of working your plot or know someone who will work it with 
you.  It is also important that each gardener follow all the rules and regulations 
regarding garden plots.  Each new member will be required to attend an 
orientation meeting and sign a liability waiver. 

 

This application is valid from October 1, ____ through September 30, ____.  If a 
plot is not available, your application will be placed on a waiting list.  All plots are 
assigned on a first come, first serve basis.  Waiting list applicants will be notified 

in the event a plot becomes available. 

 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION 

(Please Print) 
 
NAME             
  
 
ADDRESS     CITY     ZIP  
  
 
HOME PHONE     WORK PHONE    
  
 
IN THE EVENT OF AN EMERGENCY, CONTACT: 
 
NAME         PHONE   
  
 

 
GARDEN SITE     PLOT ALLOCATION #   
  
 
SITE COORDINATOR          
   

To be completed by site coordinator. 
 

PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT 
 

I agree to hold harmless the City of Gainesville, its agents, officers, and employees from suits, 
actions, damages, liability and expense in conjunction with the loss of life, bodily or personal 
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injury or property damage arising from or occasioned by any act of negligence or intentional 
wrongdoing on the part of Applicant/Participant.  Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted 
as a waiver of the City’s sovereign immunity as granted under Section 768.28, Florida Statues. 

 
SIGNATURE OF PARTICIPANT       DATE  
  
 

FOR INFORMATION REGARDING THE LOCATION OF THE CITY’S COMMUNITY 
GARDENS, PLEASE CALL THE CITY’S NATURE OPERATIONS DIVISION AT 352-

334-2171. 
 
INFORMATION PROVIDED ON THIS FORM IS SUBJECT TO THE STATE OF FLORIDA PUBLIC RECORDS LAW (CH. 119.07,  
FLA. STAT.).  UNDER THIS LAW, THE CITY IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO AND COPIES OF NON-EXEMPT 
PUBLIC RECORD UPON PROPER REQUEST FROM A MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC. 
 
THIS FORM DOCUMENT NO.  P98-0068      IS A LEGAL INSTRUMENT APPROVED BY THE CITY ATTORNEY.  
ANY DEVIATIONS FROM ITS USE SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED BY THE CITY ATTORNEY. 
 

CITY OF GAINESVILLE’S COMMUNITY GARDEN PROGRAM 

 

The Community Garden Program is a working partnership between neighborhood 
gardens and the City of Gainesville.  Each Community Garden must have a site 
coordinator and two assistants before formal application can be made.  Once that 
has been established then the process of signing individuals to garden plots 
begins.  The following provides the guidelines for both the coordinators and the 
gardeners. 
 
THE CITY OF GAINESVILLE WILL:   
 

 Provide the available City owned property, if applicable. 
 

 Provide the appropriate review and notify all property owners within 400 feet 
of the proposed garden for neighborhood input and approval. 
 

 Provide initial tilling of the site.  
 

 Provide water and one spigot for every four garden plots. 
 

 Provide fencing materials if requested.  Materials will consist of metal or 
recycled plastic posts and pressure treated pickets.  Pressure treated pickets 
must not come in contact with the ground. 
 

 Provide five compost bins to each garden site, if requested. 
 

 Periodically evaluate each garden site to determine if it is fulfilling the criteria 
established and to assist in addressing any problems or needs that may have 
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arisen including the construction of additional facilities. 
 

SITE COORDINATOR WILL: 
 

 Complete the Community Garden Lease Agreement form and coordinate the 
completion of each Garden Plot Application.  All completed forms must be 
submitted to the City of Gainesville’s Nature Operations Division. 
 

 Act a liaison with the City of Gainesville’s Parks, Recreation and Cultural 
Affairs Department’s Nature Operations Division.  
 

 Develop and submit the site plan and plot layouts (in conjunction with other 
core gardeners) for approval by the City. 
 

 Settle any disputes among gardeners when and if necessary.  The Site 
Coordinator can consult with the Alachua County Extension Service or the 
Florida Certified Organic Growers and Consumers, Inc. (FOG) to resolve 
garden problems. 
 

 Assign all plots on a first come, first serve basis.  In addition, specify how 
individual garden plots are separated and identified as well as determining the 
size of plots. 
 

 Insure that all gardeners’ assigned plots fill out and sign garden rules and 
indemnification agreements. 
 

 Keep and maintain all records relating to the garden. 
 

 Insure general oversight, including a well kept site with proper maintenance. 

 Organize work parties 
 

 Insure that no fixed permanent seating or tables is installed on garden site. 
 
GARDENERS WILL: 
 

 Complete the Community Garden Plot Application Form and submit to the 
Garden Site Coordinator. 

 

 Attend one garden orientation meeting, once assigned a plot. 
 

 Begin work on plots within 10 days after garden has been tilled, if applicable. 
 

 Not use any synthetic fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides or insecticides. 
 



 

84 

 Agree to install fencing supplied by the City of Gainesville in a manner 
required by the City, if requested. 
 

 Work on gardens only between dawn and dusk. 
 

 Not use mechanized equipment any earlier than 9:00 AM. 
 

 Keep gardens free from weeds, rotten produce, and plant debris. 
 

 Dispose of stakes, plastics, and any garbage in a timely manner. 
 

 Maintain the shared paths adjacent to their garden plot, without digging into 
the main paths and keep pathways free of toxic materials and rocks.  
 

 Closely supervise children. 
 

 Use headphones when listening to radios or other portable sound equipment. 
 

 Not grow any illegal crops. 
 

 Not damage or harvest from another garden plot. 
 

 Not profit by selling produce unless proceeds are to benefit the garden as a 
whole.  The selling of produce at the garden site is strictly prohibited. 
 

 Not bring any tires to the garden site. 
 

 Not bring any pets to the garden. 
 

 Not smoke or use tobacco products on site. 
 

 Not bring or consume any alcoholic beverages on the garden site. 
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APPENDIX B 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD INFORMED CONSENT
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