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Executive Summary 
The Common Output Tracki ng Form (COTF) was developed to track common outputs among 
the diverse and dynamic community food projects funded each year through the Cooperative 
State Research Education and Extension Service (CSREES) Community Food Projects 
Competitive Grants Program. (See below for a summary of the program.) 
 
The results from this survey create a combined snapshot of the many activit ies of community 
food projects over the past fiscal year. The COTF is one aspect of a granteeÕs annual report and 
is intended to capture the most common activities of all  Community Food Projects (CFPs) in 
aggregate form. In addition to the COTF, each grantee w ill  report on their programÕs impacts 
and their progress against their goals in greater detail in their annual narrative report. Together, 
these reports demonstrate the significant impact of community food projects towards increasing 
community food security across the country. 
 
The Community Food Projects Staff  at USDA/ CSREES have requested that al l grantees 
complete the COTF in addition to the submitting their required narrative report. The 
Community Food Security Coalit ion (CFSC) has been funded through a Training and Technical 
Assistance grant to assist CFP grantees in completion of the form and to manage data collection 
and reporting. 
 
2006 marked the second year grantees were asked to complete the COTF.  In the summer of 
2006, 65 CFP grantees that were active during the 2006 fi scal year (October 2005 Ð September 
2006) were sent a packet of information w ith the updated COTF and instructions on its use. 
CFSC Evaluation Program staff  offered workshops and conference cal l training sessions to 
assist grantees in understanding the form and its application to their program. Grantees were 
given unti l January 15, 2007 to complete their forms.  
 
The data contained in this report was entered by fi fty-one of the 65 total organizations (79%). 
This is a signifi cant increase from our 2005 pi lot test of the COTF w hen 38% of grantees 
completed the form. 
 
The COTF is a web-based document and is divided into two partsÑ ÒPart A: OverviewÓ and 
ÒPart B: Act ivity Reporting.Ó In Part A , grantees report on the number and types of activities 
and services of their program, media outreach and the education materials distr ibuted.  In Part 
B, grantees report on the specifi c outputs for each of their program activities. The COTF is 
interactive, guiding each grantee only to the Part B sections that apply to the services and 
activities on w hich they are reporting. What follows are selected highl ights of note in the data 
reported by grantees in fi scal year 2006. 

 

COTF Part A 
Together, the 51 organizations that completed the COTF took part in all  of the 19 
Service/ Act ivity categories listed.  
 
The number of organizations that managed any of the 19 Service/ Act ivity categories ranged 
from 2-23. The total number of projects managed in these Service/ Act ivity categories was 835. 
Many organizations reported having participated in the 19 Service/ Act ivity categories as well . 
The number that participated (but did not manage) ranged from 5-21 organizations. The total 
number of projects COTF respondents reported having participated in was 34,804. The 
Service/ Act ivity that accounted for the largest number of organizations involved was 
Youth/ School Gardening or Agriculture projects, for w hich 20 organizations reported 
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managing 51 projects. Twelve organizations reported participating in 5,865 Entrepreneurial 
activities and six organizations reported participating in Restoration of Traditional Foods 
activities. The highest number of participants was reported in Community Supported 
Agr iculture programs (6,988).  
 
Media activity was high in fi scal year 2006. The total number of press releases distr ibuted was 
2,538, w ith an average of 71 per 36 organizations. Thirty-six organizations wrote 252 articles. An  
additional 664 media contacts or referrals were made in fi scal year 2006 as well .  
 
More than 88,000 CFP newsletters were distributed by 18 organizations. Thirty-nine grantees 
distributed nearly 62,000 event fl yers. Thirty-five grantees distributed over 95,000 information 
brochures. Al ong w ith the educational materials l isted in the COTF, an additional 65,748 items 
were distr ibuted (but not described) by 18 organizations. 

COTF Part B 
Part B was completed 160 times by 49 organizations, an average of about three Service/ Act ivity 
categories per organization. The most common Services/ Activities were Youth/ School 
Gardening or Agr iculture projects and Promoting Local Food Purchases.  
 
Many programs provided education, training and technical support. Programs provided over 
1,300 educational or training sessions for youth and adults combined. Nearly 18,000 hours of 
one-on-one technical assistance was provided to over 4,000 adults and children and more than 
1,300 organizations.  
 
The number of people involved in community food project work is signifi cant. The 
organizations that reported on Additional People Served (meaning in addition to those 
involved w ith trainings as describe above) worked w ith over 5,000 gardeners, about 2,500 
farmers, nearly 2,700 volunteers, over 390,000 customers or food recipients (including over 
11,000 WIC recipients). The number of youth meals served topped 180,000. 
 
The population served was primarily 20-54 years of age, of varyi ng race and ethnicity, w ith 92% 
of those reporting worki ng in low-income areas, up to 78% worki ng in specific communities of 
color, 63% working w ith food stamp recipients and 60% w ith underserved or socially 
disadvantaged farmers. Additionally, 10 program activities wrote ÒrefugeesÓ as an additional 
population served. 
 
Working w ith partners was common among the groups completing the COTF. The majority of 
programs affi liated themselves w ith community-based organizations (over 1,200 affi l iations 
among 132 program activities), colleges/ universities (over 200 affi liations among 102 program 
activities), and 101 program activities aff iliated w ith more than 3,000 farmers and farmer 
groups. 
 
Even w hen relatively few  programs were involved in a particular service or activity, they were 
able to have a large impact. For instance, a total of 29,143 acres of land was farmed or gardened 
by 57 program activities during this reporting period. Seven program activities were able to 
purchase 13,892 acres of land. While 33 program activities produced more than $2 mill ion worth 
of food, 45 program activities reported having sold a total of over $3 mill ion worth of food. 
Twenty-nine program activities donated over 200,000 pounds of food. Thirteen program 
activities reported that they composted over 9,000 pounds of food waste. 
 
In terms of economic impacts, 47 program activities reported creating 276 jobs, w hile 36 
program activities started 163 micro-enterprise opportunities or businesses. An additional 378 
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micro-enterprises were supported by these program activities. Over 700 schools or institutions 
bought produce from 15 program activities. 
 
Six programs completed community food assessments. Their assessments included 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the community as well as community food 
resources and household food security. Nearly 5 mill ion residents live on the 58,000 acres in the 
regions assessed.  
 
Some programs created new partnerships. Eight new food pol icy council/ networks were 
formed, w ith three sanctioned by State government, and four more in the planning stage. N ine 
of these councils/ networks held 86 meetings summing 262 hours. 
 
Twenty-three program activites were able to implement 46 food pol icies. Thirty-four reported 
having 111 policies under development. The most common element of food pol icies reported 
was Òproviding resources,Ó and the most common impact intended was Òinstitutional 
relationship changes.Ó These pol icies being implemented and/ or considered cover on average 
approximately 384,000 residents and 4,000 square miles. 
 
Because of the nature of self-reported data, the accuracy of these numbers could not be verified. 
Data entry errors are inevitable and understandable, given the relatively complex nature of this 
form. Despite these limitations, however, the Common Output Tracki ng Form provides an 
effi cient method to collect outputs from organizations and programs across the country. It 
paints an overall picture of the impact the CFSC grantees had on their communities that would 
otherw ise be unavailable. Information on the background and development of the COTF, the 
methodology used, and limits to the data are included below  in the COTF Review. Information 
on how  to interpret the data tables is included at the beginning of Part A and Part B of the 
results. 
 
 
Note: This report contains electronically-entered verbatim responses from the tracki ng forms. 
Capital ization, grammar and spelling reflect each respondentÕs self-entered notes and have not 
been corrected. 
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Community Food Projects Competitive Grant Program1  

Background 
 
The Community Food Projects Competitive Grant Program (CFPCGP) has existed since 1996 as 
a program to fi ght food insecurity through developing community food projects that help 
promote the self-suff iciency of low-income communities. 
 
Community Food Projects are designed to increase food security in communities by bringing 
the w hole food system together to assess strengths, establish linkages, and create systems that 
improve the self-rel iance of community members over their food needs. 
 

Purpose 
Community Food Projects are designed to: 

¥ Meet the needs of low -income people by increasing their access to fresher, more 
nutr itious food supplies. 

¥ Increase the self-reliance of communities in providing for their ow n food needs. 
¥ Promote comprehensive responses to local food, farm, and nutrition issues. 
¥ Meet specifi c state, local, or neighborhood food and agricultural needs for infrastructure 

improvement and development. 
¥ Plan for long-term solutions. 
¥ Create innovative marketing activit ies that mutually benefit agricultural producers and 

low-income consumers. 
 

Preferred projects also develop linkages between two or more sectors of the food system, 
support the development of entrepreneurial projects, develop innovative l inkages between the 
for-profi t and nonprofi t food sectors, encourage long-term planning activities and multi-system, 
linkages bui ld long-term capacity of communities to address the food and agricultural problems 
of communities, such as food policy councils and food planning associations.  
 
These grants are intended to help eligible private nonprofit entities that need a one-time 
infusion of federal assistance to establish and carry out multipurpose community food projects. 
Projects are funded from $10,000-$300,000 and from one to three years. They are one-time grants 
that require a dollar-for-dol lar match in resources. Approximately 18% of the submitted 
proposals have received awards during the history of this program. Funds have been 
authorized through the year, 2007 at $5 mill ion per year. 
 
 

                                                        
1 Taken from the Community Food Projects Competitive Grants Program website at 
http:/ / www .csrees.usda.gov/ nea/ food/ in_focus/ hunger_if_competitive.html 
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Common Output Tracking Form (COTF) 

Background 
 
The Common Output Tracki ng Form (COTF) was created through the col laborative partnership 
of the Community Food Project Competitive Grants Program, Community Food Security 
Coalition (CFSC), National Research Center, Inc. (NRC), and many Community Food Project 
(CFP) grantee organizations. For two and a half years, nearly 70 CFP grantee organizations 
provided input on the forms development, and seven CFP organizations2 provided intensive 
pilot testing and review . 
 
Out of these collaborations, the web-based COTF was developed to track the most common 
outputs across community food projects. While not meant to capture the ful l picture of al l that 
community food project grantees accomplish, these results are intended to provide a shared 
reporting system for those activities that are most easily quantified and demonstrate the overall  
productivity of the Community Food Project Competitive Grants Program. The col lective 
results can serve as an important resource for future advocacy and promotion of community 
food security.  
 
The Community Food Projects Staff  at USDA/ CSREES have requested that al l grantees 
complete the COTF in addition to submitting their required annual narrative report. The CFSC 
has been funded through a Training and Technical Assistance grant to assist CFP grantees in 
completion of the form and to manage data col lection and reporting. 2006 marks the second 
year the form was completed. Together, these reports demonstrate the significant impact of 
community food projects towards increasing community food security across the country. 
 
The COTF is divided into two partsÑ ÒPart A : OverviewÓ and ÒPart B: Activity Reporting.Ó Part 
A: Overview captures information about the types of services/ activities conducted and data 
pertaining to media and educational outreach and materials. Part B: Activity Reporting captures 
specifi c outputs related to each of the activities defined in Part A. The COTF is interactive, 
guiding each grantee to only the Part B sections that apply to the services and activities on 
which they are reporting. Grantees are requested to complete the form at the end of each year of 
their grant and to include data for that previous fi scal yearÕs activit ies.  
 

                                                        
2 A hearty thanks goes out to the seven individuals and CFP organizations that contributed significantly to the 
development of the COTF through extensive pilot testing:  
!  Kyril Calsoyas of Navajo Agricultural Technology Empowerment Center, Flagstaff, AZ 
!  Kristine Fedewa of Food Secure Futures, Lansing, M I 
!  Jim Hanna of Coastal Enterprises, Inc., Portland, ME 
!  Steve Hodges of Jubilee Project, Sneedville, TN 
!  Jeremy Hofer of Fresno Metro Mi nistries, Fresno, CA 
!  Dana Hudson of Shelburne Farms, Shelburne, VT 
!  Terry VanDerPol of Land Stewardship Project, Montevido, M N 



Community Food Security Coalition 

Common Output Tracking 

 

Fiscal Year 2006 Results ¥ 8 

Methodology 
In the summer of 2006, 65 CFP grantees that were active during the 2006 fi scal year (October 
2005 Ð September 2006) were sent a packet of information w ith the updated COTF and 
instructions on its use. CFSC Evaluation Program staff offered workshops and conference call  
training sessions to assist grantees in understanding the form and its application to their 
program. Seventy-fi ve percent of active grantees received technical assistance to complete the 
form. Grantees were given unti l January 15, 2007 to complete their forms.  
 
The COTF was conceived to capture outputs that are common across all  CFP grantees. The 
COTF consists of two main sections: Part A and Part B. Part A  contains descriptive information 
for all  the services and/ or activit ies a grantee organization undertakes. Because it is an 
overview , each organization submits it only once. Part A documents the reporting organization, 
grant period, variety of services and activities offered, media contacts and materials distributed 
by the project. Part B relates to each service or activity (e.g., community garden or food-buyi ng 
cooperative) offered during the grant period. 
 
Part B was designed to capture more detai led outputs for each of the services and/ or activities a 
grantee organization provides. Projects offering only one activity were able to complete Part B 
only once. Projects offering multiple activities may have completed Part B multiple times, each 
time being guided to only those sections of the form that apply to that particular activity.  
 
Grantees were al lowed to complete the COTF in multiple sittings; however, they were 
cautioned to use the same computer for each data entry session and to enable cookies on their 
Web brow ser. Grantees were instructed to type ÒDKÓ if a requested numeric value was 
unknown to them. In addition, if a category was inapplicable, they were told to leave it blank. 
 
Grantees were also provided two worksheets to facilitate their completion of the form: COTF 
Act ivity Tally Sheet and COTF Activity and Section Mapping Sheet (See Ap pendix I and II of 
the Community Food Project Evaluation Toolkit). The Act ivity Tal ly Sheet was designed to help 
grantees track their progress w hile completing the COTF for each activity, to alleviate repetition 
of activit ies and to ensure that al l activities were appropriately documented. This tal ly sheet 
was for a granteeÕs ow n use and was not a part of the required reporting. In the Section 
Mapping Sheet, each type of activity is mapped to the applicable Part A  and Part B sections of 
the form. Grantees could use this mapping sheet to learn w hich sections of a question would be 
asked of each activity or service.  
 
Al l  data submitted by grantees between October 26, 2006, and January 15, 2007, were cleaned 
and synthesized at NRC. Data from both Parts A  and B fol low. Definitions for each activity are 
included in Ap pendix A. 
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Limitations 
Because of the nature of self-reported data, the accuracy of self-reported data is rarely verifiable. 
Data entry errors are inevitable and understandable, given the relatively complex nature of the 
form and the fact that it was new to many people. Other flaws in the data were suggested by the 
numbers grantees submitted. 
 
Most of the questions do not require that the grantee report unique numbers; therefore, a 
portion of the reported numbers could be redundant, suggesting a broader reach for w hat 
grantees accomplished.  
 
In some cases, granteesÕ interpretations of how  to answer the questions seem inconsistent and 
make it diffi cult to draw conclusions about the reach of certain activities. In Part A, the 
ÒAct ivities Managed and Participated InÓ table, for instance, seems to reflect different 
interpretations of w hat the form is aski ng. Some grantees seem to have input the number of 
activities they were involved in for each category, while others apparently reported the number 
of programs they were involved in. 
 
In a more specifi c example, for the activity ÒCommunity or Incubator Kitchen/ Value-added 
Production/ Processing,Ó six grantees reported having managed six community ki tchen 
projects. One of those grantees additionally reported on participating in almost 2,000 
community kitchen projects over the course of the year. It is CFSCÕs assumption that this fi gure 
represents either the number of people participating in the activity or the number of value-
added products they produced and not the actual number of projects themselves.  
 
The inaccuracy of the data is also emphasized w hen, in some cases, the numbers do not add up 
in ways one would expect, given preceding answers. For instance, in Part A,  Section 3, the 
number of activity/ event flyers printed was reported by 38 grantees as 58,660. But 39 grantees 
reported that 61,985 fl yers were distributed (indicating that one grantee did not report on the 
amount of fl yers printed, only on those distributed). In general, for the third section of Part A 
(ÒProduction and Distribution of Educational MaterialsÓ), grantees reported distributing more 
materials than were reported to have been printed. There are some possible explanations for 
this disparity. It may be that some grantees used materials from a previous yearÕs inventory or 
distributed materials electronically. 
 
In Part B, Section 5, ÒFarmland and GardensÓ the amount of land donate, purchased, leased and 
used free of charge does not add up to the total amount of land farmed or gardened by the 
project. Grantees may not have understood that the numbers should indeed add up. In Section 
6, ÒFood,Ó this issue arises again, as the food produced, gleaned, purchased and collected does 
not equal the total food generated. Similarly, the food donated, distributed, sold, delivered to 
schools, lost to spoilage, and composted should equal the total amount processed. 
 
The ÒFood Policy Councils/ NetworksÓ table demonstrated another example of this same type 
of confusion. The numbers entered for the types of individuals involved in the food policy 
council/ network (i.e. cooperative extension, environmental and sustainable community groups, 
farmers and farm groups) should all equal the total number of individuals on the council(s) or 
network(s). 
 
Additional ly, in Part B, some grantees, w hen reporting multiple activities, may not have 
reported their results discretely per activity. For example, a grantee reported the same number 
of food stamp recipients served across four different activities, while another reported the same 
dollars worth of contributions in materials and equipment across all  their activities. It is 
unknown if these repeated values represent an averaging of actual amounts across the grantees 
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activities (since tracking the data per activity may not be feasible for the grantee) or i f these are 
data entry errors. 
 
For fiscal year 2007, the form w ill  be revised and include additional instructions, to try to 
minimize these data discrepancies, w hile sti ll  maintaining integrity w ith previous yearsÕ data. 
 
Despite l imitations delineated here, the Common Output Tracking Form provides an effi cient 
method to collect outputs from organizations and programs across the country. It paints an 
overal l picture of the impact the CFSC grantees had on their communities that would otherw ise 
be unavailable. As grantees become more familiar w ith the form, and as the form is refi ned, the 
accuracy and scope of the data w il l increase.  
 
 


