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Background 
The Hennepin County Statewide Health Improvement Partnership (SHIP) has provided key 
investment in the City of Brooklyn Park Recreation and Parks Department’s (BP Rec) efforts to 
increase equitable access through efforts to identify and change policy, process, and 
programming. The City’s partnership with the Brooklyn Bridge Alliance for Youth (BBAY) 
garnered a new approach for this fifth year’s work to center community perceptions and 
experiences to help inform a strategic plan for moving equity forward in years to come.  
 
The overarching department goal: 
 
Increase equitable access to health, wellness, recreation programs and services. 
 
In partnership with the City’s Recreation and Parks Department, BBAY conducted the 
Community-Based Participatory Evaluation (CBPE) by gathering a Community Advisory Group 
to help guide and implement the evaluative work. The Advisory Group consisted of recreation 
staff, community members focusing on historically marginalized communities, youth, and elders. 
Members of the Advisory Group were compensated for their work supporting the design, 
implementation and evaluation of the comprehensive CBPE. 

1 



Purpose 
This Community-Based Participatory Evaluation (CBPE) was conducted to gather direct input 
from community members regarding the department’s services, priorities, and areas for 
improvement. While traditional evaluations often rely on internal assessments or quantitative 
metrics, engaging the community in this process is uncommon and can be time-consuming. 
Recognizing the value of firsthand perspectives, the SHIP initiative between the City and BBAY 
sought to actively involve community members to ensure their voices and experiences helped 
inform decision-making within their community. 
 
The primary objectives of this evaluation were to assess the community’s needs and 
perceptions of the City’s Recreation and Parks, identify gaps in service or areas of 
improvement, and explore effective strategies to address these needs. By fostering an inclusive 
and participatory approach, this evaluation aimed to strengthen the relationship between BP 
Rec’s team and the community it serves, promote transparency, and support the development of 
programs and services that are responsive to the community’s priorities. 

Evaluation Question 
Primary Outcome Question 
The main goal of this evaluation was to understand the impact of BP Rec’s recent equity efforts. 
Specifically, the evaluation sought to answer: 
 
What are the community’s needs and perceptions regarding Brooklyn Park Recreation 
and Parks, and how should those needs be addressed? 
 
This question focused on both users and non-users of BP Rec’s services, with particular 
attention to equity, inclusion, and access. The aim was to capture authentic community 
perspectives to guide improvements in programming, outreach, and service delivery. 
 
Secondary Questions 
To provide more detailed insights, the evaluation also explored several secondary themes of: 

●​ Interests 
●​ Costs 
●​ Barriers 
●​ Inclusion 
●​ Support 
●​ Marketing 

 
These themes guided the collection of both quantitative and qualitative data throughout the 
CBPE process alongside the Community Advisory Group. 
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Methodology 
Approach 
This evaluation followed a Community-Based Participatory Evaluation (CBPE) approach, 
emphasizing collaboration and shared ownership with community members throughout all 
stages. This process was designed to ensure that evaluation activities were relevant, culturally 
appropriate, and beneficial to the community. The methodology consisted of three main phases: 
(1) formation of the Community Advisory Group, (2) exploration of evaluation methods, and (3) 
implementation of the evaluation with analysis of data collected. 
 
1. Gathering a Community Advisory Group 
To guide the evaluation design and ensure community perspectives were central, a Community 
Advisory Group (CAG) was established. Members were recruited through internal networks, 
outreach through networks and newsletters, and community leaders to ensure representation 
across demographics, interests, and lived experiences. From those recruited, the CAG 
members consisted of 2 Brooklyn Park Recreation staff, 3 youth, and 3 adults. 
 
The Advisory Group met regularly to hone their evaluation skills, co-develop the evaluation plan, 
review data collection methods, implement the evaluation, and analyze data collected. Their 
input shaped key aspects of the design, including recruitment strategies, consent procedures, 
and the format of evaluation materials. Community members received compensation for their 
time and contributions to acknowledge their expertise and labor. 
 
2. Pilot Evaluation at a Community Event 
Following the initial meetings with the Advisory Group, a trial implementation of evaluation was 
conducted at a local community event – the Juneteenth Celebration held by the cities of 
Brooklyn Park and Brooklyn Center. During the event, members engaged attendees in 
conversation about their usage of parks in the area as well as their general perceptions of the 
city’s Recreation and Parks. The purpose of the trial was to test the feasibility, clarity, and 
cultural relevance of an evaluation tool in a real-world setting. Insights from this pilot phase 
informed refinements to the evaluation tool later created and procedures prior to data collection 
on a broader scale. 
 
3. Community Interviews 
After the pilot run, the Community Advisory Group collectively decided to use interviews as the 
primary evaluation tool after careful considerations of various evaluation tools. The group 
determined that interviews would allow for a more personal and in-depth understanding of 
community members’ experiences, perspectives, and needs–particularly given the diverse 
demographics within the community.  
 
The Advisory Group co-developed the interview guide, ensuring that questions were clear, 
culturally relevant, and aligned with the key CBPE themes identified–community interests, costs, 
barriers, inclusion, support, and marketing (see Appendix E. Interview Questions). These 
themes were identified through a Consensus Workshop guiding the group through a series of 
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questions and idea gathering on what information needed to be gathered to answer the main 
evaluation question. Interview participants were intentionally recruited to reflect a broad range of 
ages, backgrounds, and experiences, allowing for varied perspectives on engagement with the 
city’s recreation programs and services. 
 
For the community interviews, Advisory Group members were tasked with identifying and 
interviewing up to five community members each. Priority population groups included non-users 
of recreation programs and services, teens, parents, older adults, individuals with disabilities, 
adults without children, and members of cultural communities such as African American, African 
(e.g. Nigerian, Liberian), Asian (e.g. Hmong, Vietnamese, Lao), and Hispanic/Latino groups. 
This approach ensured that voices from a wide cross section of the community were included in 
the evaluation. 
 
Interviews were conducted in person. Conversations were either audio-recorded and 
transcribed or documented with hand-written notes, depending on the setting and participation 
comfort. All participants provided informed consent and received compensation for their time, 
recognizing their contributions to enhancing community access and connection to the city’s 
recreation programs and services. 
 
Data were analyzed thematically through a participatory process through Advisory Group 
discussions, interview notes, and transcribed interviews. Preliminary themes and interpretations 
were shared with the advisory group, who contributed to refining the analysis and 
contextualizing findings based on their community knowledge and lived experiences.  
 
Ethical Considerations 
This project adhered to ethical principles of respect, reciprocity, and shared benefits. Informed 
consent was obtained for all data collected, and confidentiality was maintained throughout. The 
participatory design of the evaluation aimed to minimize power imbalances between community 
and project lead, with community partners engaged as co-creators rather than subjects of study. 

Results 
Overview 
This section presents the findings from the Community-Based Participatory Evaluation, 
including insights from the Community Advisory Group, observations from the pilot evaluation, 
and themes that emerged from the community interviews. The results are organized around key 
CBPE themes identified by the Advisory Group: community interests, costs, barriers, inclusion, 
support, and marketing. 
 
1. Community Advisory Group Insights 
The Advisory Group played a central role in shaping the evaluation design from beginning to 
end and interpreting early findings. Members highlighted several key areas of focus for the 
evaluation: equitable access to recreation programs, cultural relevance, and inclusive evaluation 

4 



strategies. They also provided guidance on question design and interpretation of data to ensure 
community perspectives were accurately represented. 
 
Insights from identifying themes: 

●​ Access and equity 
○​ Considerations of services to help with disabilities or language support 
○​ Age groups and their responsibilities (e.g. pets, taking care of children or siblings, 

curfew) 
●​ Program relevance 

○​ Personal motivation to go to the parks or participate in recreation programs 
○​ Other recreation programs folks attend outside of the city’s programs 

●​ Engagement strategies 
○​ Competing interests such as being on phone for youth 
○​ Understanding where and how people hear about recreation programs 

 
The Advisory Group’s reflections informed the overall evaluation ensuring it remained 
participatory and community centered. 
 
2. Pilot Evaluation at a Community Event 
The pilot evaluation at the Juneteenth event provided valuable feedback on the feasibility and 
clarity of evaluation tools (see results in Appendix B. Juneteenth Results). A diverse group of 
community members attended, including families, teens, and older adults.  
 
What we found from the pilot evaluation was the inability to engage in deeper understanding 
from community members’ perspectives and experiences, particularly regarding the barriers to 
participating in recreation programs or services. There were also minimal time and space to 
provide substantial feedback on how best to engage with the priority populations identified. 
 
These observations highlighted the need for a more personal, in-depth approach to data 
collection. As a result, the Advisory Group shifted to the interviews as the primary evaluation 
method to allow for richer insights from diverse community members. 
 
3. Community Interviews 
The interviews conducted by the Community Advisory Group members generated rich insights 
about the community’s experiences and perspectives on recreation programs. In total, 22 
interviews were conducted by the Advisory Group members. Interviews included participants 
from diverse backgrounds, including non-users of recreation programs and services, teens, 
parents, older adults, adults without children, and members of various cultural groups. 
 
3.1 Community Interests 
Interviews identified several key interests regarding recreation programs, including 

●​ Going out to the park with family 
●​ Roller skating 
●​ Hanging out with friends 
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●​ Sports 
●​ Events with multiple options to engage (dancing, food, volunteers) 

 
Some interview participants reflected on how they would attend events in other neighboring 
cities due to not seeing particular events happening in Brooklyn Park (e.g. Pride, celebrations 
for the Hispanic/Latino community). Others also suggested multicultural events to explore 
different cultures together, multigenerational events for the whole family “where kids to 
grandmas can go”, and more variety of programs for youth. 
 
“I have 3 grandchildren here. And they are all in sports. I believe the Brooklyn Park Community 
Center is the best kept secret in town; there's so much going on that nobody knows about.” - 75 
year old Grandma 
 
3.2 Costs 
Affordability was cited as a barrier by multiple participants. Feedback highlighted concerns 
about cost being an influence even at different parts of life ranging from parents with children to 
youth with no jobs–many mentioned looking for free or low-cost options. A few participants 
mentioned that cost doesn’t affect them as much because they budget carefully or have stable, 
dual incomes that allow for more flexibility. Overall, cost influences families differently, impacting 
their decisions on activities. 
 
“So I don't even like doing activities cause everything just be so expensive, you know, with this 
inflation. And I ain't got a job.” - Park Center Student 

3.3 Barriers 
The interviews also reported several obstacles in participating in recreation programs, including 
being unaware or not knowing, scheduling or life conflicts, and transportation. Many noted how 
they are not aware of events or opportunities, or they don’t see activities that interest them. 
Transportation was also mentioned from participants ranging from youth to senior citizens 
regarding limited or inconsistent transportation options. An interview participant suggested 
feedback surveys to be done at events and activities to gather feedback or information from the 
community. Some noted no restrictions when entering spaces such as the Community Activity 
Center whereas no one is checking or greeting folks as they enter (e.g. participant of the senior 
program notes how they pay for a membership, but no one checks as they enter and can feel 
unfair to pay if others can walk in without potentially paying). 
 
3.4 Inclusion and Support 
Most interview participants reported feeling welcomed, included, or indifferent in city programs 
and events, describing Brooklyn Park as “open to just anybody.” Some noted how they or their 
families regularly participate in activities at the Community Activity Center or through various 
youth programs. Others described uneven outreach and participation, nothing that some 
activities seem to reach only certain groups or repeat participants–for example, a youth 
mentioned how they felt Zanewood staff “were more connected towards the people who kept 
coming back instead of also welcoming people who figured out that all of this is a thing” in 
regards to attending a Zanewood field trip during the summer. A few said they felt unaware of 
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opportunities rather than intentionally excluded, while others expressed a desire for more 
culturally diverse programs and indoor recreation options.  
 
“I’ve never had anything that spoke out to me personally, but that doesn’t mean I don’t feel 
excluded necessarily.” - Adult Without Children 
 
In particular, parents with children noted how their engagements in activities changed over time 
as their children aged in and out of recreation programs. Older youth also mentioned the need 
for activities suited to their age groups once they age out of programs geared towards younger 
youth. Overall, participants valued inclusion efforts but emphasized the need for broader 
communication, more diverse programming, and ongoing attention to equitable access across 
all communities. 
 
3.5 Marketing and Communication 
Participants reported learning about recreation programs through a mix of social media 
(Facebook), word of mouth, newsletter, emails, and mailings. Many mentioned discovering 
events on Facebook or through posts shared by friends or families, while others–particularly 
older adults–relied on printed newsletters and community mailings to stay informed. A few 
emphasized that not everyone uses social media and suggested expanded outreach through 
membership drives (for the community center), community events, and more consistent 
promotion across both digital and non-digital channels to ensure information reaches all 
residents. 
 
“Hardly see anything about the community… unless they’re posted by friends on [social media], 
but honestly, I hardly see any advertising.” - Park Center student 
 
4. Data Analysis of Interviews 
In addition to conducting interviews, the Community Advisory Group played a key role in the 
analysis and interpretation of the data collected. Advisory Group members helped identify and 
organize emerging themes from the interview into four categories: positive experiences or 
perspectives–highlighting what community members appreciated about recreation and parks, 
negative experiences or perspectives–capturing barriers or challenges participants faced, 
needs–reflecting gaps in programs, services, or accessibility, and suggestions–providing 
concrete recommendations from participants for improving engagement and inclusion. This is 
reflected in Table 2. Interview Findings below. 
 
Table 2. Interview Findings 

Positive 
●​ Majority of community members feel 

included or not excluded (or indifferent) 
●​ Community members felt connected 

through cultural events relevant to their 
identities 

Negative 
●​ Don’t attend activities due to lack of 

transportation (youth) 
●​ Attend events in other cities since they 

don’t see them in Brooklyn Park (e.g. 
lack of events representing Latino 
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●​ Many enjoy one-off events such as Tater 
Daze and Juneteenth 

●​ Appreciates the diverse cultural 
community of Brooklyn Park 

community, Pride) 
●​ As kids grow older, sense of exclusion 

from spaces 
●​ City-run programs not interesting to them 

Needs 
●​ Need for more youth/teen activities 
●​ Free or low cost opportunities 
●​ Basketball courts, specifically indoor 

space or update courts 
●​ Inclusivity improvements (umbrellas for 

weather, headphones or supports for 
large events - overstimulation) 

●​ Multi-generational events and activities 

Suggestions 
●​ More consistent communication 
●​ Greeting and checking with folks as they 

enter spaces 
●​ Connect with youth through the schools 
●​ Tap into social groups to get people 

 
 
5. Cross-Cutting Themes 
Throughout the CBPE, several findings emerged across participant groups and themes: 

●​ The value of personal engagement in outreach and evaluation. 
●​ Community desire for consistent, culturally inclusive communication. 
●​ Strong appreciation for participatory approaches that allow community members to 

influence programs. 
 
The Community Advisory Group emphasized how engaging and informative the 
Community-Based Participatory Evaluation process was. They also appreciated the city’s efforts 
in engaging the community in such a system and would recommend that future evaluation 
efforts continue to center community voices. 

Challenges 
While conducting the evaluation, thoughtful considerations were taken in both methodology and 
development to ensure that the evaluation was aligned with an equitable, CBPE framework. 
However, there were still some challenges present that contributed to possible limitations that 
the evaluation team have identified. 
 
One challenge that was present was regarding the scale of which the evaluation was 
conducted, being that the Brooklyn Park SHIP evaluation work was being conducted alongside 
a parallel evaluation for Brooklyn Center that also aimed to collect community needs, 
perceptions, and recommendations for their city’s parks and recreation department through 
participatory methods. The presenting limitation regarding this dual-city approach was the 
complexity of managing two separate, yet interrelated, projects simultaneously. Each city had 
distinct community dynamics, resident relationships, and questions which required the 
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evaluation team to carefully navigate these city contexts. Upon reflection of the project, the 
question was raised if a joint evaluation effort may have been more effective or whether 
separate, city-specific evaluations would have allowed for more deeper community engagement 
and data instead. 
 
Another significant challenge of the evaluation involved recruiting and retaining community 
members onto the Community Advisory Group. Throughout the entire process of the evaluation, 
the Advisory Group was an integral part of bridging community voices into the conducting and 
development of the SHIP evaluation, however maintaining consistent participation was 
something that the evaluation team faced difficulty with. Specifically, members faced scheduling 
conflicts and personal commitments, such as school or work, that occasionally limited their 
involvement. Additionally, ensuring representation from all priority population groups was an 
ongoing effort throughout the evaluation process that was a presenting challenge for the project. 
Despite intentional outreach and engagement strategies, some groups remained 
underrepresented in the Advisory Group and interview data such as residents experiencing 
disability. 
 
Timing and scheduling were also another significant challenge that was faced by the evaluation 
team when conducting this evaluation project. The evaluation took place over a relatively short 
period, requiring the team to simultaneously build relationships, develop the evaluation design, 
and implement data collection within 6-7 meetings. The process ultimately expanded to twelve 
to accommodate deeper discussion, engagement, and availability of the CAG members. Thus, 
being grounded in community-based frameworks of evaluation required the evaluation team to 
be flexible to community members’ needs which conflicted with the time-intensive nature of the 
evaluation plan. 
 
Along with challenges in the evaluation process and development, data collection and 
transcription presented logistical challenges for this evaluation project. Namely, a considerable 
amount of interview recordings was affected by background noise or technical issues, which 
made it difficult to fully capture participant responses during transcription. Moreover, despite the 
team’s best efforts, it was challenging to reach all priority population groups through the 
interview process, which may have limited the comprehensiveness of perspectives represented 
in the findings. 

Final Summary 
This Community-Based Participatory Evaluation provided valuable insights into community 
experiences, barriers, and opportunities related to Brooklyn Park’s Recreation and Parks 
programs and services. By engaging in a Community Advisory Group throughout the process, 
the evaluation prioritized community perspectives, ensuring that findings reflected the needs, 
interests, and lived experiences of diverse populations, including teens, older adults, non-users 
of programs, and members of culturally diverse groups. 
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The evaluation process–including the pilot trial at Juneteenth and interviews–revealed important 
themes around access, affordability, inclusion, support, and communication. While the pilot trial 
at Juneteenth highlighted challenges in gathering in-depth feedback, the shift to interviews 
enabled richer, more nuanced insights from community members across priority populations. 
The participatory design also strengthened community trust and fostered meaningful 
engagement in the evaluation process. 
 
A key component of this work was the active involvement of the Advisory Group in presenting 
findings. During the “Environmental Scanning” portion of the Recreation Department’s Strategic 
Planning Session as part of the larger SHIP Initiative, Advisory Group members shared their 
experience as part of the evaluation work and showcased results from the interviews through 
posters highlighting individual interview profiles, representing the community members they 
interviewed (see Appendix F. Interview Profiles for their poster presentations). This creative 
presentation method allowed department leadership and staff to engage directly with community 
voices, highlighting both challenges and opportunities, emphasizing priority populations, and 
offering actionable recommendations. By presenting results in this visual way and personal 
format, the Advisory Group members ensured that community perspectives were central to 
informing the department’s strategic planning and decision-making processes. 
 
Overall, this evaluation demonstrates the value of community-based participatory approaches in 
understanding and addressing community needs. By centering resident perspectives and 
engaging community partners as co-creators, the Recreation Department gained actionable 
insights that can inform program design, marketing, outreach, and long-term strategic priorities. 
The collaboration also established a foundation for ongoing community engagement and 
participatory evaluation in future initiatives. 
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Appendix A. Community Advisory Group Flyer
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Appendix B. Juneteenth Results 
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Answers: 

●​ Trails in area 
●​ Playground with family 
●​ Play spaces with friends (Zane Sports) 
●​ Relaxing atmosphere (Central Park) 
●​ It is a very accessible park for me and my friends 
●​ Family BBQs (River Park) 
●​ Some don’t have swings, more pools 
●​ Hang out with friends (Zanewood Park) 
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Answers: 

●​ More community events 
●​ Want more community activities 
●​ Less policing 
●​ Events/activities at Hamilton (Park) 
●​ More pre-teen/teen programs 
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Appendix C. Interview Guide 
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Appendix D. Consent Form + Demographics 
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Appendix E. Interview Questions 
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Appendix F. Community Profiles
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