Food Insecurity In Boston:

Socloeconomic Demographics of Areas with Community Gardens

Ing an area equivalent to Brazil, to provide enough
;- food to feed a human population approaching 6.3
billion." In order to support such large-scale agricul-
tural activity, millions of hectares of hardwood for-
est (temperate and tropical), grasslands, wetlands,
estuaries, and coral reefs have been either elimi-
nated or severely damaged, resulting in significant
loss of biodiversity and wide-spread disruption of
ecosystem functions.”

With exponential world population growth ex-
pected to reach 9 billion by 2050, our current agri-
cultural system will not be able to sustain us. There
IS @ movement to grow more food in cities, where
the majority of the world population lives, to reduce
the environmental impacts of industrial agriculture
while providing equitable access to fresh food
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Purpose of study:

This study aimed to analyze the socioeco-
nomic demographics of the communities in
Boston that are at risk for food insecurity and to
compare them to those that have community
gardens. From this, one can determine which
areas in Boston are vulnerable to food insecu-
rity but lacking in agricultural space, and would
therefore benefit from access to community gar-

Results and Conclusions:

While the locations of community gardens in
Boston follow trends for vulnerability to food
Insecurity, there are several neighborhoods that
are left out. Introducing urban agriculture to
these communities could improve the overall
environmental and social health of the city.
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