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Abstract: 

Front gardens as a unique feature of urban housing, were slowly being paved or 

reduced of planting to provide practical uses for their owners. In general, the 

front gardens in the modern era were valued less for their horticultural 

purposes, or potential benefits in wind speed reduction and flood prevention. 

Instead, front gardens were being valued for providing parking spaces and 

storage facilities to the owners. It became a standard solution for most garden 

owners to pave their front gardens as a means of reducing maintenance. 

Although it was not confirmed through the course of this study that a large front 

garden was more likely to be converted into front parking, findings from the 

street survey revealed that preference of garden size was personal and 

subjective. According to the data from the in-depth interviews, 90% of 

participants in both areas were aware of local environmental issues. However, 

their attitudes towards their front gardens revealed that most of them have a 

biased understanding of these issues because of environmental numbness. 

Whilst participants expressed their concerns about flash floods in Sheffield, 

many of them had front gardens that were covered with impervious materials, 

either completely or partially. The findings also studied the impact of physical 

elements of front gardens, such as its depth and accessibility, on the 

participants’ perception of their front gardens. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

This research aims to investigate the drivers behind the changes in physical 

and social function of front gardens in post Industrial Revolution Sheffield. This 

thesis begins by investigating the contribution of front gardens towards the 

sustainable development and their roles in promoting environmental-friendly 

behaviour. This is followed by an examination of the relationship between 

personal value and the living environment, and the extent to which such a 

relationship can be read through the display in particular front gardens. This 

thesis explores the question: ‘Do residents still consider front gardens as 

important as they have been in the past, and are they essential to promote a 

healthy lifestyle?’. The thesis also collates evidence for the promotion of 

changes in future planning policy.  

Bordering the public domain, the front gardens of terraced properties are 

considered frontiers that reveal the personalities of their owners while providing 

social, environmental and ecological benefits to the living environment. 

Published research to date has argued that the selection of physical features 

and plants in front gardens are reflective of their owners taste,  and it is 1

believed that the layout of front gardens to a certain extent reflects their owners’ 

attitude towards the living environment. 

The potential benefits of keeping a front garden are manifold. Whilst a front 

garden is able to provide physical and mental benefits to their owners by 

encouraging outdoor activities and social interaction, it also helps to promote 

sustainability by ameliorating a wide range of environmental issues, for example 

by reducing the urban heat island effect to cut energy consumption, absorbing 

surface water run off to prevent flash floods in built up areas, and providing 

 Mark Francis and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 1

1993), P. 4
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natural habitats and food sources for wildlife in the urban environment are a few 

examples.  2

On the other hand, keeping a front garden is not without detrimental effects. The 

use of pesticides and fertilisers are two of the unsustainable but common 

practices in these gardens, and there is also the risk of spending too much 

effort in garden makeover, leading to an unsustainable use of water or 

excessive labour input that may result in an increased carbon footprint. 

Looking at Sheffield specifically, the phenomenon of paving over the front 

gardens of terraced properties has become a more pressing issue. As more and 

more front gardens are lost, immediate attention is required to investigate the 

drivers which have caused front gardens to be less valued as spaces for 

gardening. 

Since the mid-twentieth century, garden owners have begun to convert their 

front gardens into parking or storage spaces. There were reasons for this trend, 

which was quickly picked up by garden owners, involving both social and 

physical elements. 

Changing social values and lifestyles have contributed to the disappearance of 

the front gardens. Busier lifestyles have had a profound influence over choices 

regarding the use of front gardens as a place for gardening or car parking. They 

have also resulted in less time being dedicated to gardening, and interest in 

gardening has gradually been lost as cars have become more valued because 

of their increasing importance in modern life. As a result, increased car 

ownership and the desire for off-road parking have combined to exacerbate the 

conversion from gardens to parking. In addition, the promotion of low 

maintenance or minimalist gardens by the mass media seems to have made 

smaller gardens more fashionable. 

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 2

the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (239)
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The conflict between the function of the front garden as a front garden and its 

owner’s need for off-road parking has become particularly acute in residential 

areas, where the fragmented ownership of properties makes it even more 

difficult to prevent the paving of individual front gardens. 

The physical disappearance of front gardens and the environmental 

consequences of that change have recently raised awareness in various 

disciplines whilst drawing the attention of policy makers. An increasing amount 

of research has been carried out to re-evaluate various aspects of front gardens 

and their contribution towards sustainability, particularly the environmental and 

ecological impact of front gardens  on living environments. 

The unique environmental and spatial position of the front garden has also 

attracted attention from environmental psychologists and sociologists, who have 

begun to investigate the value and behaviour-related issues of front gardens. 

Measures to create more sustainable and healthier living environments through 

balancing environmental concerns with a constant need for housing have also 

been specified in the British National Planning Policy Framework. It has been 

stipulated that sufficient green and open space has to be provided for residents 

of future developments.  3

So, the controversial phenomenon of paving front gardens becomes intriguing, 

worthy of a systematic review looking at the drivers of the trend, whilst trying to 

come up with counter-measures which may to encourage the active use of front 

gardens in the urban environment as means of tempering environmental issues. 

Terms of reference 

 BBC, 'Pm Urges 'Garden Suburb Principles' in Future Developments', BBC (2012) 3

<http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-17434001> [accessed 03 March 2012] (para. 1, 
2, 3, and 8 of 23).
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This section defines terms employed frequently in this thesis in relation to its 

research context. The Oxford English Dictionary has helped to provide the basis 

for an accurate understanding of some of the terms. 

 Sustainability / Sustainable Development 

The definition of sustainable development, in the Brundtland Report, widely 

accepted since, says: ‘Sustainable development is development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generation to 

meet their own needs’.  4

Both terms are employed when promoting the benefits of keeping a front garden 

and relieving the detrimental effects of climate change whilst contributing to 

support for local ecological systems. 

 Front Garden 

The literature review found that both ‘front garden’ and ‘front yard’ are used to 

describe the spaces immediately to the front of the house. Garden is defined 

in the Oxford English Dictionary as: ‘a piece of ground adjoining a house, 

used for growing flowers, fruit, or vegetables’,  whereas ‘yard’ is strictly ‘a 5

piece of uncultivated ground adjoining a building, typically one enclosed by 

walls or other buildings’. 

Seminal research carried out by Charles Madge from the University of 

Birmingham, on the other hand, argued that the front space could not be 

referred to as a ‘front garden’ if it had been paved over or converted for other 

 UN, ‘Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our 4

Common Future’, UN (1987) <https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/
documents/5987our-common-future.pdf> [accessed 08 July 2017] (part 1, chapter 2, 
para. 1)

 J. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol VI,5

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), p. 366
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than gardening-related activities.  Consequently, in his 1950 report reflecting 6

on the behaviour and attitudes of residents in the new town of Stevenage, 

Madge specifically separated ‘front garden’ from ‘front yard’ as a different 

type of private outdoor spatial element. At the back of his report, Madge 

attached a table which concluded that most activities taking place in the front 

garden were gardening-related and also confirmed that the front garden is 

often regarded ‘as an outdoor extension of the living space’.  So a front 7

garden must satisfy two criteria: it must be located immediately to the front of 

a house and it must be used for cultivation. 

The definition of front garden in the context of this research, however, has 

been adjusted to cover both planted and unplanted ground in front of the 

property so long as it is enclosed by means of a wall, a fence or is raised 

above ground level. It is believed that the physical aspects of front gardens 

may influence the owners' perception of their front gardens.  

 Property ownership: 

This research focuses on the attitude-behaviour relation between owners and 

their front gardens, and property ownership is considered one of the crucial 

factor influencing the owners’ perception on their front garden. The definition 

of ‘property’ is strongly related to the state of being owned or belonging to 

one or more persons, for example a landed estate owned by a particular 

person or persons.  8

Based on the definition, using ‘property’ to mean houses and their attached 

grounds would be ambiguous in the context of this research, so the term 

‘property’ is limited to describe only a residence that has been purchased by 

 Charles Madge, Planning for People, Town Planning Review, Vol. 21, 1950, p. 6

131-144, (136, 139)

 Charles Madge, Planning for People, Town Planning Review, Vol. 21, 1950, p. 7

131-144, (136)

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd edition, (Oxford: 8

Clarendon Press), 1989, Vol XII, p. 639
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the occupier. Despite literal preference in implying the sense of ownership, 

the term ‘property’ is used by agents dealing with both sales and lettings and 

hence appears frequently in the analysis. 

‘Residence’ on the other hand covers a wider range of households as its 

definition describes a place used as a dwelling, regardless of its ownership. 

Using both terms as alternates could be confusing because they emphasise 

on the different attributes of the same thing, so the term ‘property’ is chosen 

in this thesis to inclusively describe both type of accommodations, either 

owned or rented. Pre-fixes are used in conjunction to specify the type of 

ownership as ‘rented property’ or ‘owner-occupied property’. 

 Owner’s perception of front gardens 

The owner’s perception of a front garden are frequently referred to throughout 

this thesis and form a crucial idea in understanding the arguments presented 

later in the thesis. The phrase refers to the active function assigned to the front 

garden by its owner, rather than the intended function when it was first 

constructed. So, the owner’s perception of a front garden is a personal reaction 

towards the encounters and issues in the living environment rather than a 

harmless display of personal interest. It is in close relation to the notion of 

territorial functioning of the front garden but the later possessed with a stronger 

sense of ownership that is often manifested with physical barrier. 

 Living environment 

Living environment is used to generalise the physical, social and environmental 

aspects of the area where the owners of front gardens live. Terms such as local 

community or neighbourhood belong in a social-related discussion and these 

terms are only used in context-specific situations. Whilst qualitative research 

methods are employed, it is not the intention or within the scope of this thesis to 

focus discussions and findings entirely on social elements. 

 Photographs, paintings and images 
�6



Visual information is as important as written accounts in investigating the 

design of front gardens and residences of their owners because it offers a 

unique means with which to present information. The prevalence of the digital 

image has blurred the boundaries between ‘traditional’ photographs and 

paintings, and revolutionised the way these images are presented and 

viewed. Rather than being produced using specific techniques and accessible 

only in specific locations, such as galleries or archives, digitised photographs 

and paintings can be examined on electronic devices anywhere. Since all 

visual materials presented in this thesis are in the form of digital images, it is 

important to precisely define each of these terms in the context of this thesis 

to avoid confusion. 

‘Image’ covers a wide range of definitions regarding visual or graphical 

material. Its definition covers both characteristics of photographs and 

paintings: it is ‘an artificial imitation or representation of the external form of 

any object’, or refer to ‘an optical appearance or counterpart of an object, 

such as is produced by rays of light … passing through a small aperture’.  9

Image is therefore used as a general description for visual material employed 

within this thesis. Unlike the previously discussed term ‘property’ that implies 

ownership of the premise, the term ‘image’ does not favour any one particular 

form of visual material over others in any aspect (means of production and 

intended audience).  It is therefore necessary to clearly differentiate 10

‘photograph’ from ‘painting’ with regard to the nature of each type of visual 

material presented within the context of the research in order to avoid 

confusion when visual materials from both categories are presented together. 

In the context of this research, the term ‘photograph’ only refers to visual 

evidence that is produced with a camera (digital or analog), either by the 

researcher or selected participants. Photographs are incorporated into the 

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol VII, 9

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 665

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, 10

(London: Sage, 2012) p. 19-40
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research as evidence for discussion on front gardens. Such visual evidence 

is produced with specific requirements regarding composition to include or 

exclude elements into each framing, or captured from a specific position with 

the camera held at eye level. The visual effects thus produced are thought to 

best represent the intended ways of perceiving front gardens from street level 

with regard to the arguments proposed in this thesis. These images are 

referred to as ‘Survey photographs’ within the thesis and ‘Photographic 

inserts’ as an appendix that contains a collection of all photos used in the 

analysis of the in-depth interviews.   

A ‘painting’ in comparison is the ‘result or product of applying paint or colour’ 

and involves different techniques during its production . Images of this 11

category in the thesis are digital versions of the artworks produced by various 

artists. These are downloaded from search engines and presented with the 

original title, name of the original artist and website from which the image is 

obtained. They are incorporated for content analysis and are compared with 

photographs from street survey to better support the argument. 

 Vegetated and planted front gardens 

Both terms refer to the cultivation of plants in the front gardens but they 

distinguish between vegetation which ‘exhibit[s] vegetive faculties or 

functions; to grow’ and where the planting is ‘a growth of something planted 

or sown’.  In this research, the researcher differentiate between a vegetated 12

front garden from a planted one based on the fact that plants in a vegetated 

front garden and a planted one because the plants in a vegetated front 

garden are unintentionally cultivated. Potted plants are not considered as 

planting but decoration in front gardens. 

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XI, 11

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989,  p.72

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XI, 12

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 972
J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XIX, 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 476
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A vegetated front garden consists of a high percentage of weeds (normally 

50% and more) with other features in the garden also displaying signs of 

neglect.  A planted front garden, by contrast, receives a decent amount of 

attention from the owner. This can include attention to pruning, trimming and 

the overall orderliness of the garden. Since the analysis focuses on 

comparison and discussion of different aspects of front gardens, it is 

important to provide a categorisation of those front gardens which exhibit 

similar properties. Accompanied with appropriate photographs from the street 

survey, descriptions of front gardens in each category are provided and 

applied consistently throughout the thesis. Following is a list of the five 

categories of front gardens. 

�9



Manicured front gardens 

Survey Photo 1.1. Manicured front gardens have been extremely well 

maintained and displayed aesthetic quality and ecological function together 

to a certain extent. Planting design will have focused on variety of species 

and structural combinations. Manicured front gardens provide attractive 

visual interest through the combination of colour and plant form and layers. 

Shrubs and trees are more likely to be found in these gardens in addition to 

ground cover. In addition to plants, there are often features like furniture, 

decorations and potted plants. They are properly maintained to present a 

neat and tidy impression. 
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Naturalistic front garden 

Survey Photo 1.2. Naturalist front gardens display a high level of care but 

with fewer artificial features like gnomes or plant containers. These gardens 

may look less tidy compared to manicured front gardens, but they are still 

able to provide similar or more environmental and ecological benefit to the 

local environment. This is possible because of the greater space requirement 

and higher level of plant diversity required to achieve the naturalistic 

presentation 
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Maintained front garden 

Survey Photo 1.3. These are front gardens that displayed a similar level of 

care but lack in structure or a variety of plant species to achieve the same 

level of aesthetic quality as the gardens in the previous category. Front 

gardens in this category often feature vegetation of the same structural or 

visual quality as the previous category. Another prominent feature of a 

maintained front garden is its simple design, aimed at low maintenance. 

Planting design often relies on hard surfacing or built structure in the garden 

to create visual interest. Many owners of such maintained gardens are 

�12



‘ready-made’ gardeners who mostly purchase their plants from garden 

centres rather than growing them from seeds. 

Overgrown front garden 

Survey Photo 1.4. Front gardens in this category receive much less attention 

from their owners. As the name suggests plants are overgrown and messy. 

Weeds may be present but the garden is generally free of rubbish and 

physical structures and the gardens are in tact. 

�13



Neglected front garden 

Survey Photo 1.5. Neglected front gardens tend to be mostly empty and 

display signs of neglect. They mostly consist of weed and are covered with 

soil or permeable pavings. In some cases they can be partially covered by 

hard surfaces. Rubble or rubbish maybe sometimes left in a neglected front 

garden, and in some extreme cases physical defects to the garden’s walls 

are visible due to a lack of maintenance. 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Paved front garden 

Survey Photo 1.6. These front gardens are not suitable for horticultural 

purposes since there is no soil or bedding at all. The entire garden area is 

covered with an impermeable hard surface such as concrete, stones or 

bricks. 

�15



Contemporary studies on domestic gardens and 
front gardens and their findings 

Front gardens have always been an important asset to the streets, contributing 

to local amenities and ecosystem.  According to Kellett, the provision of 13

domestic gardens was one of the key changes in British society during the 

twentieth century . The increased provision of domestic garden space 14

generated a proportionate growth in the number of people picking up gardening 

as a leisure activity: in summary, by 2005 about 84 per cent of households in 

the UK had access to a garden and 52 percent of the adult population took part 

in some form of gardening activity in their back gardens.  15

Domestic gardens contribute significantly towards the urban ecological 

landscape and provide an engaging human-nature experience that creates 

mutually reinforcing benefits to both humans and wildlife in the urban 

environment.  Such a mutual relationship is, from the perspective of the 16

environmental psychologist, established through human actions that transform 

nature with various gardening techniques that purposely sustain biodiversity to 

an extent.  17

Urban domestic gardens are underestimated in terms of their contribution in 

supporting local biodiversity. Until recently there has been a lack of study from a 

 Nigel Dunnett, and Muhammad Qasim, Perceived Benefits to Human Well-being of 13

Urban Gardens, Horticulture Technology, 10 (2000), p. 40-45, (43)

 Jonathan E. Kellett, The Private Garden of England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 14

9, 1982, p.105-123, (105, 106)

 The Horticultural Trade Association, The Great British Gardeners: A Profile of 15

Gardeners and Their Needs from Gardening, (Reading: T.H.T.A, 2011), p. 3  

 Nigel Dunnett, and Muhammad Qasim, Perceived Benefits to Human Well-being of 16

Urban Gardens, Horticulture Technology, 10 (2000), p. 40-45, (43,44)

 Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda Van Heezik, 17

‘“My Garden Is an Expression of Me”: Exploring Householders’ Relationships with Their 
Gardens’, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32, 2012, p. 135-143 (135, 136)
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landscape perspective.  Research on domestic gardens, especially front 18

gardens, has been fragmented and lacking in depth. The benefits of maintaining 

front gardens have been identified and promoted as part of the sustainable 

development agenda, but little has been done to justify the maintenance of 

gardens from the owners’ perception. 

There has also been no in-depth review of the subjective use of front gardens: 

how do owners achieve a balance between their effort and the outcome 

reflected in their front gardens, and what aspects of front gardens do they 

believe are important and necessary? For example, a hedge provides excellent 

privacy yet requires only but regular trimming. In comparison, a combination of 

shrubs and trees can achieve the same level of privacy whilst adding aesthetic 

value to the front garden, but it is more demanding maintenance-wise. Owners 

may regard their front garden as an opportunity for off-street parking, though, 

and have it completely paved. Questions like what features of front gardens are 

desirable, and how could they influence the owners’ perception of their front 

gardens, need to be answered. 

On the national level, the quest to re-evaluate the role of the front garden in the 

urban environment is the result of increasing pressure on the government to 

provide more urban green space, in an attempt to mitigate the detrimental 

effects of climate change.  Studies of the environmental aspects of front 19

gardens estimate that domestic gardens occupy approximately 19 - 27% of the 

 Zoe G. Davis, Richard A. Fuller, Alison Loram, Katharine N. Irvine, Victoria Sims, 18

Kevin J. Gaston, A National Scale Inventory of Resource Provision for Biodiversity 
Within Domestic Gardens, Biological Conservation, 142, 4 (2009), p. 761-771, (768)

 The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 19

Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 5 
Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86 (2008), p. 1-13, (1, 2)
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total urban area.  Domestic gardens in London cover almost one third of the 20

total green space and one fifth of the land area of the city, and collectively they 

are the largest contributor to urban green space in the city.  In particular, the 21

approximately 74,300 front gardens in London cover up to three per cent of the 

geographical area of the city.  22

This allows us to describe some crucial characteristics of the front gardens. 

Firstly, although there are a great number of front gardens in total, individual 

front gardens are very limited in size when compared to back gardens, which 

are estimated to be four to five times larger on average. Their contribution is 

therefore limited and likely to be ignored. At the same time, the fragmented 

ownership of individual front gardens makes their collective management 

difficult and dramatically reduces their effectiveness in tackling environmental 

issues collectively. It has been argued that the potential environmental benefits 

of front gardens requires the contribution of as many front gardens as possible 

 Ibid, P. 90 20

Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86, 2008, p. 1-13, (1) 
Susannah E. Gill, John F. Handley, A. Roland Ennos, Stephan Pauleit, Nicolas 
Theuray, Sarah J. Lindley, Characterising the Urban Environment of UK Cities and 
Towns, Landscape and Urban Planning, 87, 2008, p. 210-222, (210, 211)

 Zoe G. Davis, Richard A. Fuller, Alison Loram, Katharine N. Irvine, Victoria Sims, 21

Kevin J. Gaston, A National Scale Inventory of Resource Provision for Biodiversity 
Within Domestic Gardens, Biological Conservation, 142, 4 (2009), p. 761-771, (768)
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p. 
5
Greater London Authority, Connecting with Nature, The Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy, 
(London: Greater London Authority, 2002), p. 7, 14

 The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 22

Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p. 
5. These figures are an estimate of the proportion of front gardens in relation to the 
overall amount of urban green space in London.
David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (239)
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to work together.  This is not to say that individual front gardens make a 23

negligible contribution because they are smaller in size: in fact, it is important to 

present the idea that no matter how small, a front garden can still provide 

environmental and ecological benefits. 

It has also been proven that front gardens can enhance social aspects of the 

owners’ living environment. Personalised front gardens can also further 

contribute to the local identity and visual quality of the neighbourhood.  The 24

domestic garden is also considered to be one of the primary means of human-

nature interaction in the modern day urban environment. Compared to open 

public green spaces, domestic gardens allow for more personal and intimate 

interactions with nature.  25

At the same time, various studies have also shown that owners of domestic 

gardens can receive physical and psychological benefits from their gardens.  26

This conclusion has also encouraged studies to explore various means of 

motivating social life by the provision of private garden spaces, especially front 

gardens. It has been suggested that the provision of such gardens can address 

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 23

Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 25 
(2010), p. 90-98 (90)
Mary Carol R. Hunter, and Daniel G. Brown, Spatial Contagion: Gardening along the 
Street in Residential Neighbourhoods, Landscape and Urban Planning, 105 (2005), p. 
407-416, (407, 408)

 Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda Van Heezik, 24

‘“My Garden is an Expression of Me”: Exploring Householders’ Relationships with Their 
Gardens’, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32, 2012, p. 135-143 (136)
Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 
1993), p. 2, 14, 160, 161
Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 
Environments 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spoon, 1995), p. 77, 89, 112

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill, Tim G. Benton, Why Garden for Wildlife? Social 25

and Ecological Drivers, Motivations, and Barriers for Biodiversity Management in 
Residential Landscapes, Ecological Economics, 86 (2013), p. 258-273 (259)

 Ibid. p. 25826

Richard A. Fuller, Katherine N. Irvine, Patrick Devine-Wright, Phillip H. Warren and 
Kevin J. Gaston, Psychological Benefits Increase with Biodiversity, Biology Letters, 3 
(2007), p. 390-394 (390-392)
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the alienation of urban residents from their natural environment and their local 

community in densely developed neighbourhoods.  27

The causes of such estrangement arise from a number of social and physical 

aspects of the human environment. Although it is reasonable to argue that the 

surrounding environment has a profound influence over the use of front 

gardens, it should be addressed in the context of this research that the physical 

aspects of the front garden are equally important. It has been argued that social 

activities relied on the presence of other users in the same places at the same 

time and it is influenced to a certain extent by the quality and design of the 

physical environment.  Since privacy is greatly appreciated and valued, 28

especially in the urban environment, it influences the perception and use of 

spaces in the urban environment. In addition, as the modern lifestyle becomes 

increasingly dependent on automobiles, it becomes imperative to take into 

consideration the provision of garden spaces when planning urban spaces.  29

As Whyte pointed out, it is possible to enhance the quality of urban social 

spaces through simple modifications to the physical environments,  so it is 30

therefore reasonable to believe that front gardens could provide a greater 

incentive to their owners through changes made to specific physical aspects. 

Some studies have also found out that some people are spending considerably 

more time in their front gardens than can be justified in terms of their 

 Ibid, p.31-37, 69, 93, 119-12127

Jane Jacobs, Death and Life of Great American Cities, (London: Jonathan Cape, 
1961), p.58, 64
Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 
Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
25(2), (2010) p. 90-98 (90)

 Brian T. Robson (ed), Managing the City: The Aims and Impacts of Urban Policy, 28

(London: Croom Helm, 1987), p.149-152
Jan Gehl, Life Between Buildings: Using Public Spaces, (Washington, DC: Island 
Press), 2008, p.11, 15, 24, 31, 35-37, 77-79

 Ibid, p.37, 77-7929

Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, (New York: Doubleday 
Publishing Group), 1992, p.14, 35

 William H. Whyte, The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces, (New York: Project for 30

Public Spaces, 2001), p. 12-15, 57, 58, 101
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horticultural activity in them.  Although the local economic activeness will have 31

an impact on the use of domestic garden spaces, it must be mentioned that too 

much energy input to domestic gardens, such as frequent garden make-over, or 

using pesticides and chemicals, are considered unsustainable and 

environmental unfriendly. 

The following section provides a summary of studies of front gardens to date, 

including both their benefits in the modern society and the causes of the paving 

over of these domestic garden spaces. The potential negative aspects of 

excessive gardening will also be mentioned. It is also the aim of this section to 

identify limits and gaps of the existing studies on the topic. 

The various implications of maintaining a front garden 

 Improvement of air quality and reducing energy consumption 

Green space in an urban environment is capable of improving air quality 

through the absorption of harmful pollutants and of providing buffer zones that 

screen the residential environment from the elements of pollution. At the same  

time, these green spaces offer a means of reducing energy consumption 

through mitigating urban heat island effects.  32

Common pollutants found in the urban environment include carbon dioxide, 

nitrogen oxide and suspended particulates. They are found in the exhausts of 

 Ibid, p.239-240 31

Jan Gehl, Life Between Buildings: Using Public Space, (Washington DC: Island Press, 
2008), p. 43, 45, 48

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 32

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4, 2006, p.239-244 (240)
Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.58
Jonathan Kellett, The Private Garden in England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 9, 2 
(1982), p.105-123
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automobiles and manufacturing processes.  These airborne pollutants may 33

become trapped in extensively built-up areas due to irregular building surfaces 

preventing air movement closest to the ground.  In extensively built-up areas, 34

these stagnated pollutants then further exacerbate the urban heat island effect. 

Urban heat islands are one of the major causes leading to huge energy 

consumption in the urban environment. The ambient temperature is affected by 

the combined factors of solar radiation and heat energy generated from artificial 

sources, such as air conditioning, and office equipment.  The heat energy is 35

then absorbed by and stored in building materials, such as concrete and 

masonry, and continuously released through the night. Such behaviour leaves 

no opportunity for natural cooling to take place in heavily built up areas. As a 

result, more energy is required to cool down the environment, whilst the extra 

energy input could also cancel the cooling effect provided by nearby green 

spaces.  36

Being part of the urban greenery, front gardens can contribute to the cooling of 

the local living environment whilst helping to reduce airborne pollutants from 

reaching the properties at the back. It has been shown that with appropriate 

planting, the buffer zones created by front gardens effectively filter most air born 

pollutant whilst also helping to reduce the level of noise from the street to a 

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 33

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4, 2006, p.239-244 (240)
Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.58
J. A. Cook, Gardens on Housing Estates, A Survey of User Attitudes and Behavior on 
Seven Layouts, Town Planning Review, 39 (1968), p.217-234, (217, 218)
Jonathan Kellett, The Private Garden in England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 9, 2 
(1982), p.105-123

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 34

Energy and Building, 5 (1982), p. 1-10, (4)

 Ervin H. Zube, Environmental Psychology, Global Issues, and Local Landscape 35

Research, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 11 (1991), p.321-334, (321-322)

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 36

Energy and Building, 5 (1982), p. 1-10, (5)
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certain extent . In addition, a planted front garden can also effectively reduce 37

wind speed in winter . Planting in front gardens also contributes in terms of 38

heat absorption, shade provision and evaporation through vegetation, which 

combine to contribute towards reducing the ambient temperature in the 

summer, reducing energy consumption in cooling and heating respectively.  39

 Enhancing storm-water management 

Vegetated front gardens have also been shown to contribute towards storm-

water management compared to completely paved ones. It is said that an 

average domestic garden can absorb up to ten litres of rainwater, equivalent to 

almost 10% of the total rainfall during a storm, on an average rainy day.  Carlo 40

Laurenzi of the London Wildlife Trust says that the surface run-off from a hard 

impervious surface (such as in situ concrete or stone paving) can increase up to 

three times, if compared to the same area covered with permeable surface.  41

So the risk of flash floods is proportionately increased as more front gardens 

are paved over.  Poor storm-water management can also lead to dire 42

consequences such as loss of human life, damage to properties and 

 Richard C. Smardon, Perception and aesthetics of the urban environment: review of 37

the role of vegetation, Landscape and Urban Planning, 15 (1988), p.85-106, (87)

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 38

Energy and Building, 5, (1982), p.1-10, (5)

 Ibid, p.539

 Great Britain Parliament House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 40

Committee, Flooding: Fifth Report of Session 2007-08, Vol. II, (London: The Stationary 
Office, 2008),  p.421 
Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86 (2008), p. 1-13(2)

 Great Britain Parliament House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 41

Committee, Flooding: Fifth Report of Session 2007-08, Vol. II, (London: The Stationary 
Office, 2008), p.421
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 
6, 7

 Ibid, p 6, 742
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contamination of the local water supply . Increasing the proportion of hard 43

paving in urban environments can easily lead to flash flooding with dire 

consequences. The unprecedented flood in Sheffield in 2007 took three lives 

and left numerous properties and a great deal of  merchandise ruined in its 

aftermath.  44

From reports published by Sheffield City Council on two incidents of flooding in 

2012 and 2013, it appears that both surface water and the combined sewerage 

infrastructure had difficulty in handling the excessive surface run-off, even when 

both were operating as intended. Measures were taken to improve the 

resilience of certain areas in coping with floods, especially in emergencies.  45

 Enhancing the amenity and character of street and townscape 

Studies have shown that planted front gardens can enhance the streetscape 

and make a neighbourhood more appealing to residents and visitors. The 

organic form and colour of plants in front gardens helps to ease the solid and 

intense atmosphere of the built environment by breaking their repeating pattern 

of sharp corners and straight lines.  46

The presence of a planted front garden outside the living room can enhance 

privacy whilst providing visual interest and contributing to the overall amenity. At 

 Ibid, p. 6, 743

 BBC,Three Dead Following Flood Chaos, BBC (2007)  http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/44

england/south_yorkshire/6239000.stm, [accessed 03 March 2012] (para. 1, 2, 3, and 8 
of 23)

 Les Sturch, Flooding Event - North West Sheffield, June 2012, Sheffield City Council, 45

Form 2a, (5, 6)
James Fletcher, Regeneration and Development Services (2735847), Statutory Flood 
Event - Chapeltown, Sheffield on 28 July 2013, Sheffield City Council, Form 2a, (3,4)

 Eamonn Slater, and Michel Peillon, The Suburban Front Garden: A Socio-Spatial 46

Analysis, Working Paper No.41, National Institute for Regional and Spatial Analysis 
(2008), p.1-47, (27-28, 33-35) 
David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p.239-244, (240)
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the same time, a well maintained front garden also contributes to a unique 

identity for the local community, and perhaps increasing the sales value of the 

properties.  Alison et al. says that maintained front gardens are perceived as 47

valuable assets capable of increasing both the ‘economic as well as the 

aesthetic and functional value of a property’.  The statement does not make a 48

clear reference to front gardens in particular, but in the current context, as 

domestic garden spaces provided with new developments become smaller in 

size, the provision of sufficient garden space is crucial, and indeed may 

generate more than financial benefits to the owners. According to Crazy Paving, 

it was found in Birmingham that when the majority of the front gardens on a 

particular street were paved over, the value of all of the houses on the street 

suffered because of the reduced attractiveness of the streetscape to potential 

house buyers.  49

 Increasing biodiversity 

A research project focusing specifically on the back gardens in the city of 

Sheffield revealed that their size has no significant qualitative impact on the 

number and species of invertebrates that inhibit garden plots. This result 

appeared to challenge the statement mentioned earlier, that front gardens can 

contribute to the environment regardless of their sizes. It could be argued that 

the statement was based on the belief that a smaller front garden provides less 

incentive and opportunity for gardening. 

 Ibid. p.24047

 Alison Loram, Philip Warren, Ken Thompson, and Kevin Gaston, Urban Domestic 48

Gardens: The Effects of Human Interventions on Garden Composition, Environmental 
Management (2011), p.808-824, (819)

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 49

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p.239-244, (241, 
243)
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p.
11
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Dr. Dawson of the GLA environmental team pointed out the shortcoming of 

project carried out by Moya O’Hara, because wildlife forms, for example birds, 

and vertebrate, were omitted from the scope of her research.  It is therefore 50

believe that smaller front gardens are still able to achieve their respective goal 

in supporting plants and insects, if properly managed. In addition, Moya O’Hara 

from the London Wildlife Trust commented on the impact of garden size over 

biodiversity: ‘even very tiny front gardens are vital for wildlife’.  Domestic 51

gardens with mixed planting are able to provide different levels of accessibility 

and visibility for potential prey and predators and hence support a higher level 

of biodiversity.  Reports show a decline of common wildlife species in the 52

countryside but an increase in urban parks and gardens, both in the United 

States and in Britain, due to greater variety in plant species and structure.  53

The ability of front gardens to enrich local biodiversity ties in with the previous 

functions in storm water management and enhancing local amenity. All three 

functions require the front garden to be planted or covered with permeable 

paving at least. 

 Providing means of energy conservation 

As mentioned previously planted front gardens as a form of urban greenery can 

help in energy conservation through the creation of shade and shelter which 

 Ibid, p. 850

 Ibid, p.851

 Steven L. Lima, and Lawrence M. Dill, Behavioural Decisions Made Under the Risk 52

of Predation: A Review and Prospectus, Canadian Journal of Zoology, 68(4), (1990), p.
619-640, (621)

 Tim G. Benton, Juliet A. Vickery, Jeremy D. Wilson, Farmland Biodiversity: is habitat 53

heterogeneity the key?, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 18, 4 (2003), p.182-188, 
(182)
Jo-Anne Carrie, and Trevor J.C. Beebee, Recent, Substantial, and Unexplained 
Decline of the Common Toad Bufo Bufo in Lowland England, Biological Conservation, 
(111), 3 (2003), p.395-399, (395)
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contributes to regulating the local micro climate.  With careful design, plants in 54

front gardens are able to suppress unnecessary heat exchange in the summer 

and reduce wind speed during winter.  Research projects in the United States 55

have argued that a strategically placed tree in its landscape can help the 

occupant save up to 58% on daytime air conditioning because urban trees can 

lower ambient temperature through transpiration and shade provision for 

buildings in the summer. In the winters they act as barriers that help to reduce 

wind speed dramatically.  Although it is not possible to have trees in every front 56

garden, whether for personal preferences or because of physical constraints on 

garden size, there are always other alternatives like shrubs or climbers to help 

achieve the same level of energy consumption as trees.  57

 Improve the health profile and social interaction 

Front gardens provide precious opportunities for human-nature interactions in 

the rapidly expanding urban environment, and offer restorative and therapeutic 

benefits to urban residents.  It is claimed that humans have an ‘innate 58

tendency to focus on life and lifelike processes’ and the well-being of human 

 Yu Joe Huang, et al., The Wind-shielding and Shading Effects of Trees on 54

Residential Heating and Cooling, ASHRAE Journal, (1990), p1403-1411, (1404)

 L. Walker, and S. Newman, ‘Landscape for energy conservation’ Colorado State 55

University, (2014) <http://www.ext.colostate.edu/pubs/garden/07225.html> [accessed 
06 May 2013] (para 3-17, 18-24 of 31)

 Ibid, (para 2 of 31)56
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Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 
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David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (244) 
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Cm 6887, p. 12, 13
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Culture, 5 (2010), p. 338-363 (339) 
Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda van Heezik, "My 
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beings is closely related to that of the nature.  There have been a range of 59

studies on the therapeutic effect of natural environment on emotions, and the 

‘Growing Together’ project in the UK concluded that increased contact with 

nature allows better opportunities of self-reflection and relaxation.  A pleasant 60

setting like a relaxing and welcoming front garden may encourage social 

interaction to a certain extent: comments from friends or neighbours have an 

explicit influence on an occupant.  Studies carried out in Stevenage revealed 61

that communications with neighbours in front gardens are valued highly by the 

residents,  and interviews carried out in Sheffield suggest that residents greatly 62

appreciate comments on the their front gardens. 

Apart from providing room for outdoor activities, additional advantages include 

promoting healthy lifestyles, encouraging social interactions in front gardens, 

and local food production that are vital in improving liveability of the local 

neighbourhood whilst supporting sustainability at the same time. These could all 

contribute towards social cohesion of local communities. 

 Gardens in the process of home-making: 

The meaning of domestic gardens to their users and their personal experience 

of nature through gardening activities within are two important aspects of 

 Ibid, p. 13659

Stephen R. Keller, The Biophilia Hyphothesis, (Washington DC: Island Press, 1993), p. 
43

 Harriet Gross, and Nicola Lane, Landscapes of the Lifespan: Explore Accounts of 60

Own Gardens and Gardening, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 27, (2007), p. 
225-241, (226)

 Stephen R. Keller, The Biophilia Hyphothesis, (Washington DC: Island Press, 1993), 61

p. 135, 136
Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 
Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, (1998), p.
295-307, (296, 303, 305)
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Chell, Stevenage, Architect's Journal, 139, (1964), p. 691-695, (694, 695)
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domestic gardens.  Domestic gardens and the particular way they are tended 63

reflect changes in cultural values and the human-nature relationship.  Studies 64

from this particular perspective have focused on addressing the social and 

cultural values of domestic gardens in everyday life, and in particular the role of 

the domestic garden in fulfilling the meaning of home.  Theories which have 65

been proposed deal with the gender orientated character of domestic gardens 

and the function of domestic gardens in supporting private and family activities 

as well as other issues. 

Domestic gardens play different roles and presents different meanings to their 

owners at different stages of their lives. At the same time, changes to owner’s 

life or family status are also reflected in domestic gardens in various ways.  66

They provide a unique human-nature experience compared to urban green 

spaces in more public settings, such as public parks and gardens. Regarding 

privacy, domestic gardens offer opportunities for intimate and personal 

understanding of nature for their owners. On the other hand, actively 

maintaining a front garden introduces and shapes the owner’s understanding of 

the psycho-social world within and around the home and contributes to the 

owner daily routine.  67

By providing an opportunity for personal creativity and leisure activities, 

domestic gardens help owners to interpret their homes through physical 

interactions with the domestic settings and other family members. As the 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 63

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1 (2004), p. 37-51, (38)

 Mark Bhatti, and Andrew Church, Cultivating Natures; Homes and Gardens in Late 64

Modernity, Sociology, 35 (2001), p. 365-383, (365, 366)

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens (London: MIT Press), 65

1993, p. 110 
Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of Gardens 
in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1, 2004, p. 37-51, (38, 39, 42)

 Mark Bhatti, ‘When I’m in the Garden I Can Create My Own Paradise’: Homes and 66

Gardens in Later Life, The Sociological Review, 54, 2 (2006), p. 318-341, (321-322) 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 67
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�29



owners grow older, their interactions are influenced by memories of previous 

homes, family members and changes in their social status and physical 

conditions.  These influences combine to determine the presentation of 68

domestic gardens during various stages of an owner’s life. There are three 

broad categories of reactions amongst garden owners: data shows that only 

about a quarter of adults in the UK have strong attachments to their gardens, 

and an equal number of adults regard gardening as unrewarding labour. The 

rest of the population enjoys gardening but do not engage with it intensively.  69

This attitude shows that for some, front gardens were not considered important. 

 Imitative activities within neighbourhoods 

People’s behaviours in the front gardens are influenced and supported by 

different factors ranging from physical characteristics to the social environment 

of streets. The assumption that environmental behaviours in front gardens could 

be influenced by immediate settings and behaviours becomes extremely 

important because of their unique ownerships and locations of the front gardens 

make uniform maintenance amongst individual front gardens difficult to achieve. 

The spatial forms and design patterns of both vegetated and paved front 

gardens are subjected to imitation by neighbours, as studies in a Canadian 

community have shown.  It has been suggested that residents in the same 70

community are strongly influenced by the form, colour and pattern of vegetation 

they see in the gardens nearest to their households.  Close neighbours are 71

more likely to produce similar layouts for front gardens than others who 

 Ibid, p. 32268

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 69

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1, 2004, p. 37-51, (37, 38)

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 70

Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, 1998, p. 
295-307, (296, 305, 306)

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Path Analysis of Spatial Predictors of Front-yard 71

Landscape in an Anthropogenic Environment, Landscape Ecology, 15, 4 (2000) p. 
357-371, (357, 370)
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deliberately maintain their front gardens differently to maintain their 

individuality.  72

Three different types of attitude towards front gardens facilitate and ensure the 

spreading of imitative activities within a local living environment. First of all, 

those with a strong relation to their gardens will avoid having the same species 

or layout in their front garden. Such action provides a source of inspirations for 

the second type of garden owners who enjoy gardening but lack motivation. The 

last category of garden owners who are unwilling to maintain their front 

gardens, and these efforts would be unlikely to change their behaviour.  73

Through neighbourly conversations and observations, such imitative activities 

have been proven more successful in promoting environmentally beneficial 

practices in residential landscape design at a local community scale than  

encouraging individual households to carry out similar practices.  Behaviour 74

such as exchanging plants or gardening advice amongst neighbours ensured 

active participation in local social life and environmental-friendly practices 

amongst residents, so it has been argued that the environmental benefits of 

gardens are amplified through collective effort. 

Similar studies in the UK have focused on the meaning of front gardens in 

modern life, and reveal that such activities reflect the changing human-nature 

relation. Kaplan suggests that having the natural environment close by plays an 

important role in contemporary society.  There is a consensus regarding the 75

important role of well maintained front gardens in improving the living 

 Ibid, p. 36972

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 73

Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, 1998, p. 
295-307, (296)

 Joan Iverson Nassauer, Zhifang Wang, and Erik Dayrell, ‘What Will the Neighbors 74

Think? Cultural Norms and Ecological Design’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 92 
(2009), p. 282-292, (290)

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 75
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environment which ultimately facilitate the progress of sustainable development 

on both local and national scale. 

The causes of paving over of front gardens 

Studies of front gardens have identified a number of possible causes of the 

phenomenon of paving over front gardens. 

 Increasing car ownership and dependency                                                              

There is a strong demand for more parking areas due to increasing car 

ownerships, especially multiple car ownerships, and residents compete 

aggressively for available spaces in the urban living environment. According to 

the Department of Transport, private car ownership in the UK has been steadily 

increasing annually across the nation.  Reports on their website claim that 43% 76

of households in England have one car or van, and 32% have two or more cars 

or vans (in 2013). Only a quarter of households have no access to private 

cars.  77

As a result of growing car (including multiple car) ownership, dependency on 

private vehicles as a primary means of commuting is expected to increase. 

Research results show a higher dependency on cars amongst the following 

groups: old and retired people, people with mobility limitations and the young 

working class. Statistics from the Department for Transport show a steady 

increase in people aged 70 and above holding a valid driving licence up to 

 Department for Transport, ‘Table TSGB0901 Licensed Vehicle by Tax Class, Great 76

Britain, Annually 1909 to 2013’, Department for Transport (2013) <https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] (para. 16 of 
19)

 Department for Transport, 'Table NTS0205 House Hold Car Availability: England 77

1954 to 2013', Department for Transport (2013) < https://www.gov.uk/government/
statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] (para. 13 of 19)
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2013.   On the other hand, private cars offer starting young professionals better 78

accessibility to their work places. Automobiles have become an essential part of 

the modern life that threatens the presence of front gardens. 

Front gardens are directly affected by the increasing car ownership because 

more space is demanded to accommodate the number of automobiles. The 

pressure on space is equally felt in the residential areas and other places in the 

urban environment, such as city centres where most commercial and working 

activities take place. Whilst there are dedicated parking areas designated at 

various locations to relieve the stress of car parking, street parking is often the 

only option in many residential areas. In areas mostly consisting of terraced 

properties, street parking is undesirable because the limited length of the street 

makes it impossible for all residents to park their cars in front of their properties 

as preferred; and because parking on the street reduces its width for passage, 

which poses threats to parked vehicles as a result. The conversion of front 

gardens into parking spaces is therefore mainly driven by the desire for off-

street parking and out of a concern for the safety of personal property. 

 Promotion of minimalist and low-maintenance gardens 

Changes in life style inevitably alter the social interests and values of city 

dwellers. Plenty of evidence shows a shift of interest from a planted front 

garden to a more pressing need of off-street parking and the car that turned a 

much needed tool for daily routine. At the same time, changes in lifestyle are 

associated with the paving over of front gardens as their designated function, 

planting flowers, is replaced by the more urgent need for off-street parking. 

As a result, advertisements focus on minimalist and low-maintenance gardens 

which have conveyed the misleading ideas about gardening to the general 

 Department for Transport, 'Table NST0201 Full Car Driving Licence Holders by Age 78

and Gender: England, 1975/76-2013', Department for Transport (2013) < https://
www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] 
(para. 19 of 19)
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public. These advertisements, originally targeted at people who enjoy gardening 

but have a lack of skill or time, may have accidentally promoted minimalist and 

low-maintenance gardens as the most prevalent types of gardens currently. The 

lack of proper understanding of the techniques and technologies involved in low 

maintenance gardens may cause the same detrimental effects as a completely 

paved front garden.  

 Fragmented ownership and the lack of support from local authority 

Another cause leading to the paving of front gardens is the private and 

fragmented ownership of the housing and front gardens. This implies that it 

would be extremely difficult for the local authority to regulate and manage the 

active maintenance and caring of front gardens from individual owners without 

legislations and policies regarding such issues.  79

A report was submitted to the Greater London Authority assessing the feasibility 

of high-density living.  Throughout the document, there are strong emphases 80

on the benefits of high-density living under the increasing pressure of the 

population boom; but the document does not mention the provision or intended 

size of green spaces, and private gardens were also left out. The only 

suggestion relating to green spaces was to utilise the existing urban green 

spaces rather than to provide more or to improve their quality. The document 

shows a rather optimistic view of promoting high-density living and communal 

green spaces. It does not take into account that without imposing restraint on 

the extent of urban development, the proportion of existing urban green spaces 

will decrease. In order to achieve better liveability and sustainability through 

high density living, the green spaces and living spaces should both be 

considered, in parallel. 

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 79

Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
25(2), (2010), p. 90-98, (90)

 Mayor of London, The London Plan Spatial Development Strategy for Greater 80

London, (London: Greater London Authority, 2004), p. 6
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The existing regulations dealing with the paving over of a front garden do not 

address the issue effectively. In Sheffield, for instance, although conversions or 

covering of spaces in the front gardens require the owner to apply for planning 

permission if the area is greater than 5 metres square; there could be many 

ways to get around such a legal requirement. It is common practice to have 

most of the front gardens paved with impervious paving, leaving the rest 

covered in gravel. These counter measures have all been described by the City 

Council on its website.  81

According to Planning Portal, planning permission is not required on ‘new or 

replacement of any size’ as long as permeable pavings, such as gravel or 

porous asphalt are used. Planning permission is only required when impervious 

paving materials are used to cover more than five square metres.  These rules 82

only apply to houses, but it can be easily argued that these regulations are 

more effective at reinforcing sustainable measures in front gardens of semi-

detached or detached properties. Terraced properties with front gardens can 

easily get away with almost half of the garden paved due to their limited size. It 

would also be very difficult for the city council to actually implement and 

constantly check on the conditions of all the front gardens in its jurisdiction.  

Users of the planning website were advised to consult their local authority for 

further more detailed regulations or bylaws concerning the paving of front 

gardens. There is limited information on the website of Sheffield City Council 

and various local policies and bylaws lacked specific guidance regarding the 

paving of front gardens and their utilisation. 

 Planning Portal, ’Paving your Front Garden‘ Planning Portal (2013) <http://81

www.planningportal.gov.uk/permission/commonprojects/pavingfrontgarden/> [assessed 
13 May 2013] (para. 1, 2 of 9)

 Planning Portal, ’Paving your Front Garden‘ Planning Portal (2013) <http://82

www.planningportal.gov.uk/permission/commonprojects/pavingfrontgarden/> [assessed 
13 May 2013] (para. 1 of 9).
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On the other hand, Sheffield City Council initiated a short-run scheme called the 

‘eye-sore garden’ in 2006 which was reported in the local newspaper.  There 83

was no information on the city council’s website. According to the report, owners 

of the eyesore front gardens must choose either to clear the gardens 

themselves or pay the council to do it for them. Owners of the eye-sore gardens 

could even face imprisonment if they constantly ignored warnings from the 

council and did not improve the condition of their front gardens.  84

However, apart from a few articles on the local newspaper, there was no further 

update on the few cases where front gardens were deemed to be eye-sore 

gardens, nor was there any formal document or report that could provide any 

more information on the scheme afterwards. 

 Development of high density with shrinking green spaces 

The aftermath of WWII left UK in serious need of suitable housing. The 

government decided to rid of the slums in cities and experimented with various 

housings types. Due to the fact that space in cities have always been precious, 

urban greenspaces within cities have been traded for the higher living density 

despite efforts were made to ensure their sufficiency in communities. With 

greater financial return as economic incentive, patches of existing private 

gardens have also been infilled with housing. 

 The Star, ‘ Prison threat in row over eyesore garden’, The Star (2006), <http://83

www.thestar.co.uk/whats-on/out-and-about/prison-threat-in-row-over-eyesore-
garden-1-268340> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 10 of 21)
The Star, ‘Clear up your eyesore garden’, The Star (2013), <http://www.thestar.co.uk/
news/clear-up-your-eyesore-garden-1-5953882> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 2,3 of 
9)

 The Star, ‘Clear up your eyesore garden’, The Star (2013), <http://www.thestar.co.uk/84

news/clear-up-your-eyesore-garden-1-5953882> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 2,3 of 
9)
The Star, ‘ Prison threat in row over eyesore garden’, The Star (2006), <http://
www.thestar.co.uk/whats-on/out-and-about/prison-threat-in-row-over-eyesore-
garden-1-268340> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 13 of 21)
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Due to the change in living style (or when people could not afford a detached or 

semi-detached house) and the increasing demand on urban spaces for 

domestic construction, high-density flats with diminishing communal gardens 

began to appear. Tower blocks were developed in order to provide dwellings at 

a higher density during 1950s and ’70s, but they soon became new slums due 

to their lack of consideration to planning, layout, internal design and 

maintenance.  Tower blocks also attracted crime as the social community 85

deteriorated when the first generations of dwellers were gone, further 

marginalising their popularity amongst people looking to move. Incidents such 

as at Ronan Point, where a gas explosion caused a corner of the building to 

collapse months after its completion, also raised questions regarding structural 

and safety issues of high-rise.  86

As the town continued to expand, terraced properties with garden spaces 

became prevalent again from the 1970s as a desire to live in rural surroundings 

grew. People preferred terraced properties over flats or tower blocks because 

because they were able to provide each owner ‘a garden of its own’.  87

 Potential drawbacks of keeping a front garden 

Domestic gardens are very versatile in supporting a range of perceived 

functions, with implications for both social and environmental aspects of the 

living environment. In contrast to the previous findings, some literature says that 

being too keen on gardening can also lead to unsustainable results or even 

harm the local environment. The common belief that gardening is an 

environmental friendly leisure activity is thus challenged. Generally, the major 

 Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.585

 Norbert J. Delatte, Beyond Failure: Forensic Case Studies for Civil Engineers, 86

(Reston, Virginia, USA: American Society of Civil Engineers Publications, 2009), p. 418

 A. Bernatzky, Garden for stepped terraced housing, Urban Ecology, 1, (1975), p.87

49-62, (49)
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concerns are focused on the excessive energy consumption and various 

chemicals used during the garden make-overs.  88

It has been argued in response that low maintenance gardens with minimum 

soil disturbance, chemical input but supporting a wide range of plant species 

have the least CO2 emission.  The excessive use or misuse of chemicals in the 89

garden can also lead to the pollution of nearby water sources or urban ecology, 

and there is  a very high probability that intensive gardening may lead to severe 

waste of water.  There are also other concerns regarding the planting of non-90

native species in the living environment and their potential impact on local 

ecology.  91

Hypothesis 

Front gardens in urban environments are believed to be able to provide 

ecological and environmental benefits to the living environment and are 

appreciated because of their ability to promote sustainability. They are also 

capable of improving the liveability of local living environment by offering 

physical and psychological benefits whilst encouraging social interaction. In 

addition, front gardens present their owners with a unique opportunity for 

personalisation of their living environment. However, according to the 

comments of local property agents, front gardens are not actively sought 

after and not make a slight increase in terms of property sales or rental. 

 Ross W.F. Cameron, Tijana Blanuša, et al., The domestic garden - Its contribution to 88

urban green infrastructure, Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 11, (2012), p. 129-137 
(131-133) 

 Ibid. p. 13189

R. Pouyat, P. Groffman,  et al. Soil carbon pools and fluxes in urban ecosystems, 
Environmental Pollution, 116 (2002), p. s107-s118 (s115)

 Paul Robbins, Annemarie Polderman, and Trevor Birkenholtz, Lawns and toxins, an 90

ecology of the city, Cities, 18 (2001), p. 369-380 (370, 371)

 Ross W.F. Cameron, Tijana Blanuša, et al., The domestic garden - Its contribution to 91

urban green infrastructure, Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 11, (2012), p. 129-137 
(130,131) 
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Further observation of local communities has shown that front gardens are 

increasingly being ignored and not valued as a space for gardening. It is thus 

proposed that: 

A). The physical characteristics of front gardens, especially physical size and 

depth, influence the owners’ perception regarding their function; and such 

perception of front gardens is then manifested through the layout of the 

garden. 

B). The owners’ perceived function of the front garden is a personal response 

to the immediate problems encountered in their living environment, such as 

noise, privacy, and vandalism. The presentation of gardens therefore does 

not accurately portray the owners’ understanding of local environmental 

problems. 

C). The progressive development of front gardens over its history facilitated 

the gradual shift of its function from providing opportunities for a personal 

display to fulfilling social and environmental responsibilities. Front gardens 

are able to provide self-induced incentives to encourage active use by their 

owners, hence contributing to environmental friendly behaviours and social 

cohesiveness. 

D). Front gardens are able to alleviate environmental issues both individually 

and collectively.Their ability in promoting sustainable development is neither 

reflected through their aesthetic quality nor related to their physical size. 

Research aims and objectives 

There is a lack of systematic studies regarding the relationship between 

attitude and behaviour of the garden owners carried out from the perspective 

of the landscape architect. As mentioned in the hypothesis that the physical 

size and characteristics of front gardens are able to influence the behaviours 
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of their owners in terms of perceived functions; this research therefore aims 

to examine the ability of front gardens in supporting sustainability with 

respect to these said physical features. The research aims are therefore set 

out as follows; to: 

1. Investigate the influence of physical characteristics of front gardens over 

their perceived functions (how the front gardens are used). 

2. Investigate the potential relationship between the owners’ understanding 

of local environmental problems and the physical aspects of their front 

gardens. 

3. Investigate how physical characteristics can persuade/dissuade 

sustainable gardening practices in front gardens. 

4. Analyse the changing values and  preferences towards front gardens to 

reveal fashion and trend in the gardening culture in post-Industrial 

Revolution Sheffield. 

5. Review policies on space requirements for front garden provision, 

maintenance and alterations; whilst at the same time investigate their 

influences on local community development. 

The following objectives  have been generated with respect  to the specific 

scope of this research and its hypothesis; to: 

• Understand how front gardens have developed and adapted to the rapidly 

changing social and personal values in post-Industrial Revolution 

Sheffield 

• Critically reviews and re-evaluate the environmental function of front 

gardens in local neighbourhood 

• Investigate the role of front garden in everyday life 

• Provide suggestions for the provision of front gardens in urban 

environment for future developments 
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In addition, a series of research questions have been presented in order to 

break the research down into manageable, but inter-related sections: 

a). How to relate the perceived functions of front gardens with respect to their 

physical aspects? 

• Identify changes in the owners’ understanding regarding the function and 

nature of front gardens on personal and community level respectively. 

• How had the provision of front gardens altered over time in Sheffield, and 

how have changes influenced the urban environment in Sheffield? 

• What aspects of their front gardens do people appreciate? 

b). What is the optimum depth for front gardens to best promote sustainable 

gardening practices? 

• How does the size of the front garden affect its ability to provide privacy? 

• How does the depth of the front garden affect its perceived function? 

• How does the front garden influence personal opinions regarding local 

environmental problems? 

c). How effective are existing policies from Sheffield City Council in tackling 

the paving over of front gardens in Sheffield 

• What has the local authority done to promote sustainable gardening 

practices and are these effective? 

• What could be improved and what should be changed to better promote 

the idea of sustainability on a local level? 

Limitations: 

It was intended to carry out the research from the perspective of a foreign 

national. Whilst this would provide a set of different perspectives to the local 

issues in Sheffield, it was also hoped that such approach would help to offer 

counter measures to these environmental problems from a landscape 

architect’s perspective. Being the first research project, there have been lots of 
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setbacks encountered during the research process. It is therefore best to list 

them at the beginning of the thesis. 

First of all, due to the lack of experience the researcher spent 3 month working 

on developing mass survey questionnaire without properly setting out research 

questions and aims and objectives. Later there was a major change in the 

methodology from mass survey to in-depth interviews all the effort and time was 

wasted. This further reduced the amount of time allocated to each specific 

research method. The lack of experience in literature review made the process 

time consuming and ineffective in searching and acquiring proper materials. In 

addition, there had been difficulty in getting access to some of the crucial 

sources of information at the beginning of the research. 

Secondly, the case study in Sheffield encountered a number of setbacks too. 

The planning of the case study in Sheffield went through a number of stages 

and hence three different ways in data collection. The decision was finally made 

to employ in-depth interviews. Due to the lack of experience, some of the 

responses lacked in detail and depth due to the lack of follow-up questions; 

however, best effort was made to avoid leading participants whilst making sure 

every participant understood the questions properly. Re-visit of interview areas 

in order to produce more accurate photographs of the front gardens also further 

delayed the analysis and writing up. To further provide context to the front 

gardens approached during the interviews, a follow-up street survey was 

implemented and took up an extra two weeks in planning survey forms and 

extended the duration of case study. 

It was realised later during the analysis that it could be more strategic in 

recruiting participants by creating control groups for the in-depth interviews. For 

example, on the streets where most of the front gardens were paved and below 

average size of front gardens measured during the survey, interviewing a pair of 

participants with distinctively looking front gardens could help to identify crucial 

differences in participants’ attitude that lead to the distinctive behaviours. 
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Thirdly, during the writing up stage, it was realised that the interpretation of 

recorded conversation was very subjective, and so was reading information 

from the photographs. Since the researcher came from a very different cultural 

background, there would be misinterpretations and misunderstandings. This 

was also applicable in the reading of front gardens through its features and 

presentation. 

Lastly on the use of photography as a means of research methods. It was 

thought to be an effective means of collecting and presenting research 

evidence. However, issues quickly arise regarding the style and presentation of 

survey photographs. It was first proposed by the supervisor to use architectural 

style photographs, however, it was found out during the fieldwork that it requires 

the collaboration of different parties to achieve the style described. Vehicles  

parked in front of the properties created problem for the researcher to produce 

survey photographs in the specific style previously discussed. The time 

allocated to this particular method did not permit making arrangement to 

interview the participants and photographing their front gardens. Therefore a 

street photography style was employed to imitate the viewing position of 

passersby more effectively. 

The researcher would like to stress here that the photo-documentation of the 

front gardens in Sheffield should be regarded as an ongoing process. There is 

very limited information that can be extracted from one set of photographs; 

however, if the same streets and properties are visited in regular time intervals, 

such as every 5 or 10 years, changes in front gardens are then systematically 

documented for thorough comparisons and analysis. These photographs could 

then form a local archive for future references and studies.  
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Chapter 2. Methodology: 

This thesis addresses a wide range of issues associated with changing 

functions and roles of front gardens of terraced properties since the Industrial 

Revolution. As stated previously in the introduction, these issues cover both 

social and physical aspects of front gardens. Therefore a number of methods 

were adopted to provide insights to the cause and potential solutions of such 

issues. 

Both primary and secondary sources were sought and examined to provide 

unbiased opinions on the research topic in order to build a solid basis for 

interrogation. The methods employed include literature review, mapping, in-

depth interviews and street surveys. Each method focused on a specific aspect 

of the research whilst trying to address the various research questions. The 

following discussion justifies each of the methods selected. 

Literature Review 

The literature review presents the historical and social contexts of the front 

gardens of terraced properties. It also reveals functions and roles of these front 

gardens and their owners’ attitude towards these garden spaces. The findings 

of the literature review address the following issues: when did front gardens of 

terraced properties first appear, how their sizes and functions have been 

adapted according to their changing environments; how have the perceived 

functions of front gardens changed as a result of their altered physical size, and 

last but not least, how have people’s attitudes towards their front gardens 

changed over the years and how have such changes affected their attitudes 

towards the living environments? 

Text-based sources reviewed include: travel accounts from which sightings and 

descriptions of front gardens have been garnered; comments and writings of 
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academics and practitioners regarding both the layout and elements found in 

front gardens; and the statements that argue for the capability of front gardens 

in reflecting the personalities and tastes of their owners. Landscape and 

architectural publications were studied for their academic and professional 

insights into the various issues identified as research questions. Publications on 

environmental psychology, planning, and relevant works on medical, sociology 

and material culture were also consulted to provide an inter-disciplinary context 

to front gardens of the terraced properties. 

Details in the written sources were analysed to identify changes in the features 

and functions of front gardens in chronological order. Whilst written accounts 

since the sixteenth century were consulted to provide historical context to front 

gardens, reviews of recent studies from various disciplines have provided a 

basis for understanding the current roles of front gardens. The wide coverage of 

sources reviewed systematically addresses the questions listed at the beginning 

of the section and the research questions.  At the same time, a systematic 

review of historical and up-to-date evidence on front gardens aimed to broaden 

the scope of this research and hence its potential impact when making 

suggestions to existing policies and regulations regarding the provision and 

introduction of front gardens in urban environments. 

These form the foundation for the hypothesis presented, and work as evidence 

for the research questions. The findings from the literature review provide a 

well-informed and progressive overview of the research topic that can form the 

basis for examining and refining the research hypotheses and questions.  

Apart from providing general information on front gardens, findings of the 

literature review are used to critically evaluate and inform the preparations for 

the surveys in Sheffield. At the same time, information on Port Sunlight and 

Stevenage was studied to understand the use of front gardens or similar 

domestic spaces. 
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Mapping 

The aim of mapping is to provide location-specific historical context to the in-

depth interviews, by identifying areas that have experienced extensive 

developments since the industrial revolution. The results from the mapping 

process have helped in the selection of residential areas to carry out the 

interviews. Analysis of the results have revealed valuable information regarding 

the use of front gardens of the terraced properties since the mid nineteenth 

century and has been adopted as a main methodology. 

This method exploited two sets of Ordnance Survey Maps in the Weston Bank 

Library of the University of Sheffield published around mid 1800 (scaled at 1: 

1056) and early 1900 (scaled at 1: 500) respectively. Another collection of maps 

illustrating the expansion of urbanised area in Sheffield from 1850s to 1940s 

was also analysed and incorporated to reveal the pattern of development on 

housing typology and the expansion of urban development in Sheffield. The 

mapping process aimed to establish the presence of frontages (including both 

planted and paved front gardens) with regard to the development of terraced 

housing, whilst identifying their changing functions with respect to their relative 

locations to urban centres if possible. Mapping also helped to consolidate 

evidence gathered from literature review regarding various aspects of front 

gardens of terraced properties. Findings from this process will be used to 

identify the earliest possible establishment of front gardens in Sheffield and their 

intended and perceived functions at the time of emergence. 

The lack of available resources limited the study to focus on the development of 

front gardens set 50 years apart; however, this was used to the advantage of 

the research allowing major changes to areas of housing and public green 

spaces to be identified. These two sets of maps at the Weston Bank library of 

the University of Sheffield were the only ones available to provide a legitimate 

scale and coverage of the area to satisfy the purposes of this particular study. 

Whilst other resources have been consulted, they were of inferior quality and 

unfit for the purpose of this research. 
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During the mapping process, houses were manually colour coded and 

numbered according to their typologies. Houses were then numbered based on 

their colour categorisation. It was decided not to use of software like ArcGIS or 

AutoCAD, to analyse the data collected through mapping. The time and effort 

involved in  becoming familiarising with ArcGIS and sourcing digital versions of 

town maps of Sheffield for AutoCAD could not be justified within in the available 

time scale. Software capable of producing piecharts through tabulated 

information, such as the Microsoft Office Excel or equivalent, was considered 

adequate. 

Housing information on each sheet was charted separately and logged using 

the same numbering system on the original sheet. This practice allowed for 

ease of data management and best accuracy of data recorded through random 

double-checking. Samples of data sheets used during this process were 

included in the appendix. 

The final results were tabulated with corresponding piecharts generated using 

Numbers from iWorks and included both in the thesis and appendix for detailed 

study and reference.  The results from the mapping process contribute as part 92

of the first-hand material for this research in arguing the emergence of front 

garden and its development before the war, especially in Sheffield. 

For the purpose of this study industrial premises and workshops were excluded 

and prior to the mapping process a list of six specific housing types that were of 

particular significance and relevance to front garden was produced and each 

type of housing was assigned a colour for identification during the mapping 

process. In order to determine the six types of housing for analysis, literature 

focusing specifically on housing and its development in Sheffield approximately 

covering the same periods as the maps were consulted to reveal the prevalent 

type housing types of the time. In addition, a number of sheets from each set of 

maps were selected to sample and identify the major types of properties that 

were present on the map. A number of sheets in each set of maps were 

 Numbers is software developed by Apple Inc. for statistical operations that is 92

equivalent to Excel from Microsoft Office
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selected based on their relative locations to the built-up area, ranging from the 

centre of Sheffield to the remote countryside. The graphical representation of 

each type of housing identified for analysis was noted on map for colour coding. 

Such preliminary work aimed to improve the efficiency of data collection by 

focusing on a manageable amount of target housing types each with visual 

reference for easy identification. All 36 sheets from the first set of maps 

published in the mid-1800s were examined. Around 50 sheets of maps in total 

were studied from the second set with particular attention to areas where new 

buildings emerged in the later set of maps. The relative distance to the urban 

centre has a significant impact on the nature of built structures and types of 

housing in such locations: the city centre exhibits the highest level of variance in 

functions of edifices, including houses, workshops, and factories, whereas 

detached and farms houses are often found on the fringes of the city with 

workshops and factories almost non-existent. Such distribution has strong 

social economic relations to the social and political context of the time and 

therefore a possible connection to people’s attitude on the perceived function of 

front gardens and their living environment back then.  This will be looked into 93

with more detail later in the literature review section, and following is the six 

categories of housing typologies that was identified and counted: 

1. Terraced houses: As the key subject of this research, terraced housing 

was considered the housing typology that revolutionised the provision of 

domestic garden space (front and back) to ordinary households in city/

town centres and those in close vicinity to them. As the result of the 

mapping process later revealed, it is statistically the most important 

component amongst all housing typologies mentioned in this case, so 

this category is further refined and subdivided into terraced houses with 

front gardens, terraced houses with frontages and terraced houses with 

no frontal attachment. 

 Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess, and Roderick D. McKenzie, The City, (Chicago: 93

The University of Chicago Press, 1925), p. 50-52, 54-58
Gordon G. Whitney and Stanley D. Adams, Man as A Maker of New Plant 
Communities, Journal of Applied Ecology, Vol. 17, No.2, (1980), p. 431-448, (432, 440, 
442
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2. Back-to-back houses: these were very popular but unhealthy housing 

typically built towards the end of the nineteenth century. They were 

quickly banned, although building of back-to-backs in some cities in 

England continued well into the early twentieth century. They were so 

versatile that some of the terraced houses were converted into back-to-

backs. Statistically speaking, back-to-back housing was the second 

largest housing typology in Sheffield as confirmed from maps produced 

in the early 1900s. 

3. Detached houses: these houses were built for the rising and affluent 

middle class, creating the first wave of suburbanisation in the mid 

nineteenth century, with such properties being constructed on the 

outskirts of urban centres. Detached properties were considered a 

response by the upper classes to the deteriorating living environments in 

urban developments and were therefore built at various times. These 

properties can be found in various locations relatively closer to the city 

centres than the modern suburbs. This is inevitable as urban centres 

expanded and incorporated land that was previously considered to be 

suburbs. They were also more likely to be demolished to provide space 

for more affordable housing. 

4. Semi-detached houses: neither detached or semi-detached houses are 

subjects of this research but as typical housing types in the suburbs they 

stood long before the terraced houses appear and lasted well into the 

current century; therefore they should be identified and marked for 

observation. 

5. Courts: mostly found in the city centre, these were unhygienic and 

crowded groups of housing usually hosting more families than the 

number of buildings present in each court. They began roughly when the 

Industrial Revolution emerged, and vanished altogether after WW II. As 

the maps of 1900 revealed, courts were being built in any available 

space found in the city centre. 
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6. Other: this category includes farmhouses and bungalows located on the 

edges of the city and unidentifiable houses, such as public houses, and 

existing town houses in city centre that contribute to the total number of 

dwellings but do not contribute directly to this research. 

Factories, workshops and other structures that were not destined for living have 

been excluded from the study. 

Visual analysis 

‘A picture says a thousand words’; graphical analysis helps to provide visual 

evidence. This approach therefore took on board a range of different visual 

materials to elaborate on and support the arguments of this thesis. Utilised 

visual material included paintings and photographs produced since the end of 

the eighteenth century. The lack of written accounts of front gardens of terraced 

properties meant that it was necessary to incorporate visual evidence to support 

the various arguments and theories within the thesis. 

The use of visual material aimed to provide a means to compare the changing 

attitude of garden owners towards their front gardens through the differences 

presented in the physical appearance and perceived functions of these 

gardens. They also provide a window through which to show how front gardens 

of terraced properties coped with urbanisation. These could be crucial in 

formulating solutions to the phenomena of disappearing front gardens.

Since visual evidence of different kinds were used, it is necessary to identify 

their respective characteristics in visually presenting details of depicted objects 

in order to utilise such unique form evidence. Paintings and drawings were 

made long before photography appeared and have been employed to record 

gardens since the middle ages. In accompanying texts, they also offered good 

description of early form and features in these gardens. 
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These images provide a means of studying early garden culture. The artistic 

techniques in creating paintings has resulted in critical challenges regarding the 

truthfulness of painting in representing the scenes depicted. Painting is 

determined by the act of making it and the social and political context 

associated.  On the other hand, when photographs was invented around 1839, 94

its ability to accurately render proportion and details was quickly recognised and 

considered to provide visual facts through the provision of descriptive vision.  It 95

was soon widely adopted as a superior means of recording architecture in 

comparison to the traditional manual rendering and a number of other 

applications.  96

With respect to the scientific nature of this research, visual materials that 

displayed artistic expression or manipulation have been excluded from this 

study. Artistic expression and manipulation describes to the display of personal 

value in the visual material through the use of specific techniques during its 

production that reduced the descriptive power of the image as a truthful 

representation of the depicted subject. Such exclusion limited the use of 

paintings in content analysis. 

Norman Bryson argues: ‘the power of painting is there, in the thousands of 

gazes caught by its surface, and the resultant turning, and the shifting, the 

redirecting of the discursive flow’.  Images function as a powerful device in 97

influencing human behaviour, especially when visual is becoming the 

fundamental element in contemporary Western societies that engages and 

 J. Gary Knowls, and Ardra L. Cole, Handbook of the Arts in Qualitative Research: 94

Perspectives, Methodologies, Examples, and Issues, (London: Sage Publications, 
2008), p. 241, 247

 David Bate, Photography, The Key Concepts, (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 95

2009), p. 97
Cervin Robinson and Joel Herschman, Architecture Transformed, A History of Buildings 
From 1839 to the Present, (New York: MIT Press, Architectural League of New York, 
1988), p. 2

 Ibid, p. 296

 Norman Bryson, Visual Theory: Painting and Interpretation, (Cambridge: Polity 97

Press, 1991), p. 71
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influences the behaviour and value judgement of the general public.  People 98

are continuously bombarded with visions fashioned by state-of-the-art visual 

technologies nowadays: videos, film, photographs and digital images in the form 

of TV programmes, magazines, and snapshots on newspapers or webpages. 

Contrary to the common belief, such ‘produced’ images do not present the world 

as innocent snap shots snatched out of their context, rather, they display the 

world as an interpretation through the meticulous ways they are framed and 

thus provoking diverging reactions through the way they are perceived by 

diverse audience. 

Being the most sophisticated primary sense, visual representation plays an 

important role in human being’s recognition of the world because the nervous 

system that deal with vision absorbs and translates information in much greater 

quantity compared to hearing and touching, at a far greater speed,  and 99

therefore as a form of artefact that shows its own interpretation of the world, 

visual materials that are produced in different times of the history would reflect 

on their specific social context and value judgement with respect to depicted 

elements. Visual analysis is needed to provide a way of decoding the 

embedded information.  

Two different categories of image depicting front gardens will be examined in 

various formats during this process, namely paintings and photographs. The 

proper use of content and compositional analysis in these images reveals the 

relationship between the attitudes towards front gardens reflected in them, and 

the display that they present. Cross comparison between images produced in 

various eras offers great insight into changes in the style and content of the 

front gardens over time. Three properties determine the meaning of image, and 

 Martin Jay, The Rise of Hermeneutics and the Crisis of Ocularcentrism, Poetics 98

Today, 9 (1988), p. 307-326, (309, 310, 318, 319)

 Edward T. Hall, The Hidden Dimension: An Anthropologist Examines Humans’ Use of 99

Space in Public and in Private, (New York: Anchor Books, 1969), p. 42, 43, 65
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they have been modified with regard to the context of this thesis and therefore 

images are analysed based on the following elements:  100

The styles of the images; 

This generally concerns the technique that images are produced. It is a truthful 

representation of the scene or does it involve artistic articulation of elements? 

The framing of the images 

Images consist of content, forms, colour and the spatial organisation of these 

elements. Why are elements depicted in such an arrangement or a particular 

view point is taken in producing the images? What does the spatial relationship 

of these features imply? 

The elements in the images 

What is shown in the images? Why are these specific elements selected or 

what do they represent? 

The images are categorised with regard to their initial means of production for 

this research, as explained. Trying to categorise and analyse images according 

to their various formats, as posters, postcards or digital commodity, is confusing 

since images are otherwise analysed with regard to their content. Images 

produced by different means can all be presented on a computer screen in the 

digital era we all live in, so categorisation based on the idea of ‘site and 

modalities for interpreting visual materials’ can include the analysis of visual 

materials.  The original device is reproduced below in figure 2.1. According to 101

Rose that the meanings of an image are made at each of the three ‘sites' and 

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodologies: An Introduction to Researching with Visual 100

Materials, (London: Sage Publications, 2011), p. 19, 20

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodologies: An Introduction to Researching with Visual 101

Materials, (London: Sage Publications, 2011), p. 20
�53



each of these ‘sites’ further contains three ‘modalities’ that together contribute to 

the critical understanding of the image. 

Taking all aspects in to consideration, it was decided to classify research 

images according to their technological modality regarding their site of 

production. Paintings and photographs are two distinct forms of images 

although both involve human eye to judge for what consists to be a good 

framing and hence in compliance with the ‘taste’ both of the creator as well as 

the audience.The former involves attention to the finest detail and presenting 

them through the brushes and pigments. Blemishes sometimes are overlooked 

or covered up during the making of the image to achieve what the painter would 

consider pleasing to the eye. Photographs often requires the same level of 

attention while framing relies on the perfect combination of aperture and shutter 

speed to produce an optically truthful image. 

The specific means of production differentiate one form of visual materials from 

another and would render unique properties to the either of the images thus 

produced. The technologies involved in the production of an image define its 

form of presentation, meaning and impact on audience.  For instance, oil 102

paintings possess the common feature of rough surfaces and are often 

executed on canvas or wooden panels. Those commissioned during the 

eighteenth century often depict tranquil landscapes and gardens in blossoms, 

yet the truth may be the painting is produced with strict reference to the then 

popular ‘picturesque’ style, where ‘trees, shrubs, and flowers were 

indiscriminately mixed, and crowded together, in shrubberies or other 

plantations’ to create an immense sense of diversity regarding the depicted 

species.  Photographs produced in the nineteenth century are often rendered 103

in the characteristic lightly brown sepia colour as a result of the common 

preserving technique employed at the time to help prolong the photographs, 

and the soft focus on the edges of the image that are considered beautiful by 

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, 102

(London: Sage, 2012), p.2, 5, 7-9

 Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, The Invention of Tradition, (New York: 103

Cambridge University Press, 1983), p.1, 9
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modern artist is actually due to the crude optics in the early history of 

photography.  104

 Marita Sturken and Lisa Cartwright, Practices of Looking: An Introduction to Visual 104

Culture, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), p. 144
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Fig. 2.1 The site and modalities for 

interpreting visual materials 
Reproduced from:  Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A 

Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, (London: Sage, 
2012), p.21



Survey 

With increased interest in environmental psychological issues that relate human 

attitudes to value, such concerns quickly became recognised in western culture. 

The relationship have gradually be recognised for their impact and importance  

on the everyday life. The majority of these research in this field, however, tends 

to detach the role of localities despite their influences on attitudes and 

behaviours that are often typical to particular regions.  A case study in 105

Sheffield was therefore conceived to provide a local context for environmental 

issues relating to the front gardens of terraced properties in Sheffield. 

Recently there has been a growing concern over the plausibility of generalising 

such human-environment reactions in the form of environmental concern in the 

global context by removing locality related background information from studies 

of attitudes and values.  Evidence has shown that in order to acquire an 106

accurate and thorough understanding of a particular global phenomena, it is 

necessary to start by looking from a local perspective.  Further study later 107

summarised the necessity to address both global and local elements in 

examining human-environment relationships on a theoretical basis, and has 

provided solid ground for the argument which puts the well-known ideology of 

resolving global issues through tackling issues in specific local areas into action 

especially when investigating the associated attitudes and behaviour.  108

 Marino Bonaiuto, Giuseppe Carrus, Helga Martorella, and Mirilia Bonnes, Local 105

Identity Processes and Environmental Attitudes in Land Use Changes: The Case of 
Natural Protected Areas, Journal of Economic Psychology, 23 (2002), p. 631-653. 
(633-635, 657)

 Clive Seligman, Geoffrey J. Syme, and Rae Gilchrist, The Role of Values and 106

Ethical Principles in Judgments of Environmental Dilemmas, Journal of Social Issues, 
50 (1994), p. 105-119. (106, 113, 117-118) 
Ervin H. Zube, Environmental Psychology, Global Issues, and Local Landscape 
Research, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 11 (1991), p. 321-334, (323-326)

 Ibid, p. 330107

 Ibid, p. 330-331108

Marino Bonaiuto, Giuseppe Carrus, Helga Martorella, and Mirilia Bonnes, Local Identity 
Processes and Environmental Attitudes in Land Use Changes: The Case of Natural 
Protected Areas, Journal of Economic Psychology, 23 (2002), p. 631-653, (633, 634, 
657)
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With respect to these arguments, the case study in Sheffield was aimed to 

provide a better understanding of local attitudes and environmental behaviours 

that may have far-reaching global consequences. Due to the unique socio-

economic context of each city, however, differences are inevitable in local 

attitudes and activities amongst different cities. So the transferability of the 

research methods employed and the types of material reviewed in this project 

are stressed rather than the conclusions drawn from the in-depth interviews of 

this particular case study. It is vital to develop and carry out interviews that 

respect the local context and culture in order to facilitate future comparison and 

analysis of differences in attitudes and behaviour in different locations. 

The survey comprised of three different phases carried out amongst terraced 

properties with front gardens in Sheffield. The primary objective of the survey 

was to explore the attitudes of local residents to their front gardens and their 

living environment. The three phases of the survey included a pilot study, an in-

depth interview and a street survey. The pilot study was used to test the 

interview questions whilst gathering information on various areas of Sheffield 

with terraced properties. The in-depth interviews involved randomly approached 

local residents, asking them to take part in a session of 15 questionnaires, plus 

another set of 8 questionnaires designed for local property agents. More than 

60 local residents and 9 property agents were recruited. Last but not least, there 

was a street survey carried out in four of the streets where local residents were 

recruited for the in-depth interview. With the physical dimensions of every front 

garden on the street measured and their features noted, this helped to place the 

individual interview participants and their front gardens back into their living 

environments whilst providing a sense of average size of the front gardens 

involved in this research. 

Pilot study 

Six interviews were conducted during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 

study was to test the questions developed for the in-depth interviews whilst 
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taking the opportunity to gain first person experience in conducting the 

interviews. 

The questions were designed to reveal how people value their front gardens by 

looking into the way ordinary people use and talk about their front gardens and 

living environment. The primary objective of this pilot study was to examine from 

a number of points of view the effectiveness of using an in-depth interview as a 

means of evoking responses and collecting data. The points examined were the 

proper understanding of the questions by the participants, the effectiveness of 

in-depth interview at addressing research hypothesis and questions and the 

benefits of using photograph documentation for post interview analysis. Analysis 

of the transcriptions of the pilot study was mainly focused on the understanding 

of the wording and purpose of the questions by the participants, and this was 

later used to change amend the interview questions. Responses from the pilot 

study were also evaluated and incorporated to support the findings of the 

research. 

Recruitment of participants for this pilot study did not follow random selection 

because nobody responded to the invitation of interviews for three consecutive 

days. In order to have a reasonable number of participants to begin the process 

without delaying the pilot study any further, the researcher opted for a family 

member of one of his colleagues. Request and instructions were given to the 

that particular participant in order to further recruit friends and relatives as 

potential participants. It was also specifically requested to recruit friends or 

relatives that lived in terraced properties in different parts of Sheffield. Five more 

participants dwelling in different houses were recruited as a result. Details of 

each of the participants are listed below: 
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Participant No. 2

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 19.10.2012

Employment Status Fulltime Age group 30-40

Housing Type Semi-detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• The participant asked to anonymous

• Self-described as “keen gardener”

Participant No. 1

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 01.10.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Detached

Garden visited No

Garden photographed No

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Note pad

Further information on participant

• The participant asked to anonymous

• Self-described as “keen gardener”

• Photographs are provided by the participant but do not show garden viewed 
from outside
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Participant No. 4

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 10.11.2012

Employment Status Partime Age group 40-50

Housing Type Terraced

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Complained about littering due to the fish and chip shop around the corner

Participant No. 3

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 19.10.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Semi-detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “very keen gardener” and active member of various 
“friends of” groups and the botanical garden

• Photographs provided by participant showing part of the garden and details 
of structure and plants
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Participant No. 5

Name of Participant Caroline Egglestone Date of interview 17.11.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “active gardener”, member of “Friend of Potter Valley”, 
local artist painter

Participant No. 6

Name of Participant Polly Carroll Date of interview 19.11.2012

Employment Status Retired but 
working part time

Age group 50+

Housing Type Terraced

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “not a great gardener”

• Working part time as a teacher



The first pilot interview was carried out in the Arts Tower of the University of 

Sheffield and the rest were conducted at the residences of each participant. 

Some participants were able to provide photographs of their front gardens taken 

in the past but permissions was sought to document their front gardens again, 

regardless. 

Regarding the local property agents, a survey consisted of eight questions was 

specifically developed in an effort to identify: 

a). The potential influence of front gardens versus front parking on rental and 

sale prices on terraced houses; 

b). Preferences of both tenants and owners for front garden or front parking; 

c). Whether people pay attention to the state of their front garden;

In-depth interview 

Both voice recorders and cameras were used during the in-depth interviews. 

Whilst the selection of recording device was relatively straightforward, 

photographs were taken with a 35-millimetre lens mounted on a digital camera. 

Photography has been widely employed in other disciplines either as technique 

in recording and presenting evidence or as a method for documenting social or 

historical changes. It offered an accurate means of recording and presenting 

evidences, allowing careful study of fine details. 

Photographs taken during the process of interview will be used later to compare 

with images presented in magazines and online resources to provide a realistic 

view of the front gardens. On the other hand, transcriptions from the in-depth 

interviews were critically analysed in terms of theories on human behaviour and 

environmental psychology. Photographs were also incorporated as crucial 

supporting evidence of the analysis. The results from both transcription and 
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photo analysis have helped to further the understanding of the social and 

environmental functions of front gardens in contemporary urban contexts. 

The photographs of front gardens produced during the in-depth interviews and 

street survey form a visual archive. The gardens were photographed from a 

number of positions to provide fine detail and accuracy. It is hoped that this 

archive can be updated by revisiting the locations at regular time intervals so 

that they can be composed as a visual documentary, to reflect the changes in 

social values and how such changes can impact on the layout and features in 

the front gardens. These photographs were compared with historical ones 

(whenever possible) to reveal changes in front gardens as well as their 

perceived functions over time. 

The total number of participants for the in-depth interview was a major issue 

that had to be determined before the process could be initiated. There was no 

decisive advice available regarding the appropriate number of participants to be 

recruited for qualitative research employing in-depth interviews. The figures 

used in earlier research ranged from 12 to 60, with 30 being the medium and a 

reasonable number for a PhD project because of their short time span and the 

practicability of data collection and analysis. Others argued with grounded 

theory that interviews should continue to be carried out as long as data 

saturation is not achieved. 

Data saturation refers to the point when a certain pattern in participants’ 

answers can be observed.  Achieving this can be a challenging task, since 109

researching whilst constantly checking for data saturation would compel the 

researcher to treat data collection and analysis as a single procedure and 

constantly reviewing the data gathered. Taking this into consideration, a 

questionnaire with 18 questions was developed with the intention of creating 

fluent and straightforward ask-and-answer sessions that would facilitate data 

 Sarah Elsie Baker, and Rosalind Edwards, How many qualitative interviews is 109

enough? Expert Voices and Early Career Reflection on Sampling and Cases in 
Qualitative Research, National Centre for Research Methods Review Paper, National 
Centre for Research Methods, p. 5
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collection from approximately 60 local residents with 30 participants in each 

area selected for the survey. This particular case study only targets local 

residents who lives in terraced houses with a front space at the time of visit, so 

terraced houses that face straight onto the road, semi-detached, detached 

houses as well as flats were ruled out. 

This case study aims to find out, based on the close examination of the 

characteristics reflected through the recorded conversations with local residents 

coupled with photographs of their front gardens, their attitudes towards their 

front gardens and their living environment, as well as their resultant behaviours 

and preferences in using their front gardens. In addition, a number of short 

interviews were also conducted with a number of willing property agents who 

were randomly approached in or around the areas where in-depth interviews 

were carried out. Conversations focused on the influences on the preference for 

either front gardens or front parking on the buying and letting preferences of 

residents in those areas. 

In Crookes only, estate agents were also asked to comment on the impact of 

the student population on the use and maintenance of front gardens in the area. 

There could be a range of factors that influenced the attitude of local residents 

to their front gardens and to their unique way of using the spaces. The presence 

of a significant student population should be included with other factors in 

providing advices for policy making in local planning policies regarding the 

maintenance and management of privately owned urban green spaces and 

domestic gardens, including front gardens. 

Front gardens attached to terraced houses were generally small in size 

compared to those of semi-detached or detached houses. The size of front 

garden was therefore considered to be an important factor affecting the 

attitudes of owners, and it was taken into consideration when designing the 

questionnaire. The research aimed to study the differences in attitude of garden 

owners through their perceptions of their gardens. It was not the intention of this 

research to examine the frequency of garden owners in using the front gardens 

for specific activities, for which a quantitative approach with a much greater 
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number of participants was required. The aim of the in-depth interview was as 

follows: 

1. Test the validity of the common view of the use of the front gardens as 

statements for self-expression or barriers for added privacy through the 

comparison between written accounts from documents and statements 

collected during in-depth interviews; 

2. Identify the general trend in attitudes amongst local residents towards 

their front gardens and their living environments;  

3. Identify possible drivers that could influence personal use of the front 

gardens, such as lifestyle, size of front gardens, and location and 

orientation of properties; 

4. Find out what lies behind the paving over of front gardens; 

It was helpful to have some established ideas and assumptions regarding the 

nature of front gardens and their local context, so that even though interviewees 

were the product of a random selection process, there could a certain level of 

control in order to collect data that could facilitate analysis in the later stage. I 

was aimed to involve an equal number of participants in terraced houses with 

vegetated and non-vegetated front gardens during the interview process. While 

the selection of households for participation was still random, this was intended 

to help produce comparable data regarding differences in terms of attitude and 

activities involved. Due to the random nature of the interview process as well as 

the unpredictable response rate from local residents, all clusters of suitable 

terraced houses in both targeted areas were identified and the appropriate 

number of participants from that cluster was planned to ensure an even 

distribution and optimal coverage of the area. 

The researcher began the initial stage of participant selection using a 

combination of historical maps and satellite images in order to satisfy the aims 

of this study. With the results from the previous process of mapping, the 

researcher was able to identify areas where extensive development of terraced 

houses had taken place since the early nineteenth century. Satellite images on 

Google Earth were consulted to identify major clusters of terraced houses with 
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front gardens in various wards in the city of Sheffield, because major alterations 

to the cityscape have taken place in recent years, redeveloping the 

infrastructures, clearing slums for new developments and overtaking garden 

plots with in-fill housing. 

Demographic information of a number of wards in Sheffield was consulted on 

the city council’s website with respect to the population of both local residents 

and students from both universities.  It was soon realised that the presence of 110

a large student population in Crookes ward could be crucial in forming one of 

the control groups to explore the local phenomenon and the role of indigenous 

factors such as population composition and lifestyle, together with other factors 

such as closeness to nearby businesses and amenities, revealing the drivers 

behind various issues concerning front gardens in Sheffield. 

Apart from the presence of the student population and their geographic 

differences, Crookes and Woodseats are similar in many other aspects in term 

of economic and environmental context. Both host their own shopping street 

rather than relying on nearby neighbourhoods, and both areas are blessed with 

green open spaces, each having at least three public parks. Paying particular 

attention to the literature review and report on pilot study, the researcher wanted 

to test the hypothesis that the presence of short tenancies amongst 

communities may influence the attitudes of local residents, and hence their 

ways of using and treating their front gardens, quite apart from the other aims 

set out previously. 

This idea was developed based on the assumption that ownership of the 

property determined the sense of belonging and responsibility over properties 

and adjoining premises to a great extent. In casual conversation with 

neighbours in Crookes, many complained the fact that landlords often preferred 

to pave over the front garden for ease of maintenance because tenants, 

especially students, tended not to pay much attention to the state of their 

 Sheffield City Council, ‘About Education and learning in Sheffield’, Sheffield City 110

Council, (2012) <https://www.sheffield.gov.uk/your-city-council/sheffield-profile/
education-and-learning.html> [accessed 26. November 2013] (para. 4 of 5)
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gardens; they thought this had effectively caused the lack of sense of 

community in the area. The local population composition along with other 

factors such as the orientation and size of front gardens, distance to the main 

road and access to nearby green spaces formed a series of criteria in selection 

of target areas for in-depth interview. 

Participants in this case study will be approached randomly and presented with 

the information sheet together with the participant consent form once they 

agreed to take part in the research. Recordings of the conversations were taken 

only with permissions from the participants. All terraced houses with front 

gardens present in both targeted areas were considered as potential 

participants and approached with the following restrictions: 

1. Many of the terraced houses with front gardens are let as student 

properties in Crookes and were therefore avoided, greatly reducing the 

number of potential participants; 

2. The number of terraced houses with front gardens identified from Google 

earth in Woodseats is considerably smaller than that in Crookes; 

3. Given the unpredictable response rate and the lack of previous 

experience in conducting in-depth interviews, the researcher would 

require as many responses as possible in order to achieve 30 valid 

participants in each of the targeted area for statistical significance. 

Many of the terraced houses in Sheffield are constructed in such a way that 

they form a visually continuing unit along the road. These properties are often 

grouped in fours or twos and accessed by the entrances located at the back of 

each property. Each group of houses’ back doors are accessed through an alley 

situated in the centre of the group (Survey Photo 2.1 and 2.2 on the following 

pages). Many of the terraced houses have individual front gardens but 

communal or openly accessed back gardens. The properties were approached 

from the left-most property in the group (while facing the group) and start 

recruiting residents towards the right. Door number and street name were noted 

when a successful interview had been conducted and the researcher moved on 

to the next location at least two groups away. Having more than two participants 
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in the same street was also avoided. Immediate neighbours were interviewed if 

their front gardens were of distinct characters, for example if there was a paved 

front garden next to one that was meticulously maintained, to observe the peer 

pressure between neighbours. 

Consent form was handed out and signed and dated by the participants prior to 

the interviews. Personal information in terms of housing ownership and past 

garden related experiences of the participants were obtained immediately. 

Conversations were recorded on a digital recording device after permission was 

given by the participant. The recorded conversations were transcribed for 

analysis. In case that the recording of the conversation was not permitted, the 

participants were asked wether they would allow notes to be taken regarding 

the conversation. All data collected during the in-depth interviews was stored on 

a password protected computer to comply with the rules of research ethics set 

out by the university. 
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Survey Photo 2.1. A row of terraced houses in Crookes that shares a passage in every 

group of four

Entrance to Group 2

Group 1 Group 2



 

At the end of the in-depth interviews, photographs of the front gardens were 

taken with the consent of their owners. The photographs were taken from a 

number of positions with regard to the following objectives: 

1. Front view of the front gardens showing the gardens in relation to the 

facades of the houses; 

2. Elements in each front garden in the households interviewed, including 

bedding or containers for plants, hard structures, ornaments, paving or 

waste materials in the garden; 

3. Particular elements that the participant mentioned during the interview; 

4. View of the front garden and the street from inside the property (if 

permitted by the participant) 

5. Street scenes of the households interviewed 
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Survey Photo 2.2. A row of terraced houses in Woodseats that shares a passage in every 

group of two

Entrance to 
Group 1

Entrance to 
Group 2



Photographs of these front gardens were employed to visually support and 

display research findings. 

Street survey to provide local context 

In support of the interviews carried out amongst local residents, two streets 

were selected in each target area and thoroughly surveyed to provide a 

social and physical context for the front gardens. Front gardens along the 

entire street were also documented. The in-depth interview focused on the 

influence of various physical aspects of front gardens on their respective 

owners’ perceptions. The scattered distribution of interview participants in 

Crookes and Woodseats meant their responses were not representative of 

either of the areas selected for this case study. The introduction of the street 

survey at this point aimed at providing a general context for the physical 

characteristics of front gardens in four of the streets where in-depth 

interviews were carried out. 

To support the in-depth interviews, a quantitative approach was adopted for this 

street survey with a list of inventory. Photography was again employed as a 

secondary means of recording front gardens. The process involved taking the 

key measurements of front gardens, especially their depths, and taking note of 

ornaments or plants in the front gardens. 

The measurements gathered through street survey provided statistical data and 

were crucial in categorising front gardens with respect to their common physical 

attributes. This facilitated the examination and comparison of behaviours as the 

result of different attitudes towards front gardens. It is also crucial to compare 

the statistics with other factors like property ownership, geo-location and 

orientation of the properties to reveal owners’ perception of their front gardens. 

For the purpose of the street survey, a 21mm wide-angle lens was used to 

include more context in finer details from the same subject distance. 
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Measurements were taken to ensure best sharpness in the final images. In 

general, photographs in this thesis were produced to resemble the view of a 

passerby, hence the slightly downward tilt of the framing. 

The streets thus surveyed were selected from those visited during the interview 

process and contained at least one household interviewed. The physical 

attributes of every front garden in the street were documented to provide 

statistical evidence on average depths and the mode of depths of front gardens 

in each street. Along with photographs taken on location, the aim was to identify 

the potential influence of individual front gardens on the streetscape collectively. 

The following three sets of features were considered during the selection of 

streets: their orientation; the depth of the front gardens in the streets; and the 

streets’ topographical profile. These three factors would provide the foundations 

for the comparison of behaviour among front garden owners with regard to a 

range of different physical conditions. Each set of features challenged the 

owners of front gardens on varying levels. The orientation of the streets exerted 

a critical influence on front gardens as a result of the amount of exposure to 

sunlight; the various depths of front garden present inconsistent opportunities in 

terms of varying usable spaces; and lastly, the topographical profile of the 

streets, articulated as the gradient of the street, would reflect to a certain degree 

the problems faced by many properties in hilly parts of Sheffield. In 

combination, these elements could reveal potential relationships between the 

physical conditions of the front gardens and the attitudes  towards front gardens 

reflected in the actions of the owners. 

Street surveys were conducted along Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road in 

Crookes, Mitchell Road and Meersbrook Avenue in Woodseats and Norton. A 

series of measurements and notes was taken regarding physical aspects of 

the streets in general as well as each individual front garden in the street. 

The width of the road and the adjoining pavements on either side were 

measured and recorded at both ends of the road. Features in the street such 

as trees and the like were also logged. Dimensions were then taken for each 

front garden in the street, including the widths and depths of individual front 
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gardens and the height of the garden enclosures including fences (if 

present). Materials used for garden enclosures and paving were identified 

and charted. Finally, items or features in the front gardens like plant 

containers, decorations, bins and waste, were also recorded for detailed 

analysis and comparison. Remarks on garden conversions or joined front 

gardens were made in the comment section at the end of the survey form. A 

sample of the survey form used during the street survey is included in the 

Appendix II. All information was tabulated to produce pie charts for 

comprehensive study and reference. 

�72



Chapter 3. Theories on and context of front 
gardens 

Various theories in sociology, environmental psychology, material culture and 

visual analysis are relevant to this project. Some of the major ones employed 

throughout this research work are presented and analysed with reference to 

results from the interviews. 

Usable space in front gardens and personal space 
bubbles 

Front gardens of varying depths impose 

critical restraints on the functions of 

front gardens with respect to the amount 

of usable space they provide as well as 

the provision of privacy. Figure P2 is a 

schematic sketch plan that shows a 

series of common depths of front 

gardens identified during street surveys. 

Each sketch was drawn to scale. Three 

front gardens with different depths are 

presented with photographs to help with 

arguments related to this concept. Next 

to the front gardens lie pedestrian 

pavements of approximately 2 metres 

wide. The scale of the sketch was 

de termined by the length o f 5 

continuous units in a straight line to 

represent the linear distance of 2 metres 

(therefore 0.4m per unit). The drawing 

put into perspective the reduction of 

usable space as the depth of front gradually scales down from 5 to 1.5 

metres. An average person could be represented by two consecutive squares 
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Fig P1. Personal Space Bubbles 
Reproduced from: Edward T. Hall, The Hidden 

Dimension: An Anthropologist Examines Humans’ 
Use of Space in Public and in Private, (New York: 

Anchor Books, 1969), p. 116

Intimate distance (0-0.45m)

Personal distance (0.45-1.2m)

Social distance (1.2-3.5m)

Public distance (>3.5m)



on the same drawing. By introducing the element of human scale and the 

respective personal space on the same scale, Figures P3 to P7 provide a 

means to evaluate the effectiveness of different depths at providing privacy to 

properties. 
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Fig P2. Plans of front gardens measured at different depth
Drawn: Jingjing Liu

CK-23

CK-11
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Figure P5. Front garden at 
2m deep

Please refer to 
photographs of CK-11 and 

CK-23.

Figure P4. Front garden 
at 3m deep

   
   

Figure P3. Front garden 
at 5m deep

Please refer to 
photographs of CK-15.

   
   

Intimate distance (0-0.45m)

Personal distance (0.45-1.2m)

Scale:

Drawn: Jingjing Liu

Figure P7. Front garden 
at 1.5m deep with bay 

window
Please refer to 

photograph of WS-10

   
   

Figure P6. Front garden 
at 1.5m deep
Please refer to 

photograph of WS-25.

   
   

The impact of depth of front gardens on usable 

garden space and privacy provision



Figures P3 to P7 employ the concept of personal space bubbles and show 

the owners’ sense of territoriality. Proposed by Edward Hall, the space 

immediately surrounding a human being is categorised into four groups of 

distance relationships: intimate distance (0 - 0.45m), personal distance (0.45 

- 1.2m), social distance (1.2 - 3.5m), and public distance (3.5m or greater).   111

These are visualised at the beginning of the chapter in Fig.P1 and colour 

coded for each distance. 

Each distance triggers distinct emotional or physical reactions when they are 

invaded on corresponding levels, and depending on the depth, location and 

subject of invasion, these reactions are further diversified.  For example, 112

distance kept from a stranger would differ from that from a close friend or 

family member, depending on the specific social conditions and scenario. 

Closely related is the concept of territoriality, but the distance is generally 

more location specific, such as one's abode or office space. Whilst personal 

space could be manifested as a sphere of intangible bubble, territoriality can 

often be reinforced through physical form like fences or decorations, in order 

to emphasis the established presence. Territoriality will be dealt with later in 

greater detail as it presents material from both the street surveys and the 

interviews as examples. The following sketches and photographs will provide 

visual evidence of the potential influence of the depth of front gardens in 

determining the usable space of individual front gardens, and the attitude and 

behaviours thus directed at respective front gardens.  

 Edward T. Hall, The Hidden Dimension, (Garden City, New York, Anchor Books, 111

1969), P.116
Tony Cassidy, Environmental Psychology, Behaviour and Experience in Context, 
(Hove: Psychology Press, 1997), P.127-128

 Ibid. P.3, 49112

Bruce J. Biddle, Role Theory, Expectations, Identities, and Behaviours, (London: 
Academic Press, 1979), P.282
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The featured depths of front gardens in the photographs are appropriately 

representative of the range of common depths of front gardens measured 

during the street survey, and of those areas visited during the in-depth 

interviews. Observation revealed that the widths of front gardens attached to 

terraced properties are generally determined by the facades of houses and 

usually remain homogenous throughout the street. There are small variations 

in the widths of properties but the difference is negligible along the same 

street unless the housing type changes from terraced to semi-detached or 

detached. 

The depth of the individual front garden is the most important factor in 

determining the amount of usable space in respective front gardens. In order 

to present the reduction in usable space proportionately so that it can be 

easily compared, all front gardens were sketched with the standard width of 4 

metres. The table above summarises the average widths of front gardens in 

the four streets surveyed. The first row of figures described the average 

widths of front gardens in all four streets, taking all types of properties that 

had a front garden into consideration. The second row of figures refer 

specifically to the average width of front gardens of terraced properties in 

each street. The overall average for both categories is provided in the last 

column (for a more detailed statistical breakdown regarding key aspects of 

front gardens surveyed in the four streets, please refer to Appendix I). The 

circles of dotted lines in Figure P3 through P7 represent intimate and 

personal spaces respectively, complying with the same colour coding system 

denoted in Figure P1. 

Table 3.1 Average width of front gardens in metres

Produced by Jingjing Liu with information extracted from the interview analysis.

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell 
Road

Meersbrook 
Avenue

Average

All 
properties

4.42 4.69 4.23 4.00 4.34

Terraced 
Properties

4.29 4.69 3.90 3.36 4.06
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The plans on the pages 74 and 75 put the reduction of usable space in front 

gardens into perspective. The introduction of human elements with their 

respective personal space bubbles at the same scales of these front gardens 

graphically manifest the proportionate reduction regarding the effectiveness 

of front gardens in providing privacy. The value of usable space over the 

effectiveness of plantings in providing privacy and their drawbacks will be 

reviewed using survey photographs after the current discussion. 

The gradual reduction in the depths of these front gardens resulted in the 

personal spaces of both the owner (coloured light green behind the window, 

and in a horizontal position) and that of the passer-by (coloured dark blue just 

outside the garden, and in vertical position) being brought closer to each 

other. Figure P3 represents a front garden that measures 5 metres in depth 

and is matched with photographs of the front garden belonged to participant 

CK-15 page 81; whilst Figure P5 is roughly representative to front gardens 

belonging to participants CK-11 or CK-23 on page 84 and 87 respectively. It 

should be noted , however, that the categorisation includes all housing types 

surveyed, and the 5-metre tier is mostly associated with front gardens of 

semi-detached and detached properties. There were very few front gardens 

of terraced properties measured which were deeper than 4 metres. One of 

the few, the front garden at CK-15, is used as an example to compare and 

contrast the potential of front gardens measured at different depths. 

Photographs of corresponding front gardens are presented later in the 

section along with appropriate arguments. 

As can be seen, a front garden that is 5 meters in depth, as sketched in 

Figure P3, creates an effective buffer zone to provide privacy for both owners 

and passer-by (although it is the privacy of the property owner that is more of 

concerned in this case). Judging from the plan, there is still sufficient room for 

the owner to move relatively freely in the front garden before their personal 

space overlaps with that of the passer-by. By comparison, the front garden in 

Figure P.5 affords much less privacy. Depicted at half the size of the front 

garden in Figure P3, photographs of  CK-11 and CK-23 show in detail the 

loss of usable space and the visual impact, both looking into and out of the 
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living room. Visually evident, the front garden depicted in Figure P5. is at half 

the size when compared to the one drawn in Figure P.3. It cannot provide 

sufficient private space to prevent an invasion of personal space as soon as 

the owner steps into the front garden at such shallow depth. The level of 

privacy has therefore been dramatically reduced. 

Reducing the depth of front gardens not only decreases the amount of usable 

space in front gardens, but also limits the ability of front gardens to provide 

privacy in the process. The influence of reduced depth of front garden over 

its usable space can be elaborated further by examine the numbers listed in 

Figures P3 and P5. Both sketches are produced at the same scale, so the 

amount of usable space in both front gardens can be represented by the 

number of complete squares. A front garden 5 metre deep, as in Figure P3, 

consists of 96.75 squares compared to 37.25 squares in a front garden of 2 

metre in depth (Figure 5).  A 3 metre reduction in the depth of front garden 113

results in a 61.5% of usable space in the front garden. 

At the very extreme were front gardens of approximately 1.5 metres in depth 

as shown in Figure P6 and P7. These front gardens were mostly 

encountered during the final stage of the interview process in Norton. 

Photographs taken at WS-10, on page 117, correspond with the situation 

drawn in Figure P7 where the depth of the front garden was further eroded by 

a protruding bay window. The extremely shallow depth of front gardens 

reduces the usable space in the garden to a minimum, whilst greatly 

impeding cultivation. At the same times, such front gardens are so inefficient 

at providing privacy that the personal space of the owner is invaded even 

inside the home. 

 Both numbers take into consideration of complete squares inside the front gardens 113

and the quarter squares along the edge of the garden walls. The area of a complete 
square in the sketch is approximately 0.4*0.4=0.16m2.The calculation assumes an 
average thickness of a garden wall to be 0.3m (one brick) which is represented by a 
third quarter of a unit. The usable space in Figure P3-2 therefore consists of 8*11+1 
complete unites and 12*2+7 quarter squares. This gives the total of 96.75 complete 
squares, which converts into 15.48m2 approximately.
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As pointed out by Kevin Lynch, the outdoor space becomes hardly used 

when it is smaller than 4.5 by 3.5 metres fencing of any smaller space would 

lead to a sense of claustrophobia . Although the social norm of the British 114

culture confines most of the domestic activities to back gardens, enclosing a 

small front garden (2 metres or less in depth) with a hedge for example, can 

severely reduce light coming into the garden and living room, further limiting 

the function of the front garden while causing a depressing view. A selection 

of photographs are presented below to visualise the influence of the depth of 

front gardens over the various uses and functions of the corresponding 

garden spaces. Photographs from inside the living room that provide view out 

onto the streets are used whenever possible to offer comparison between the 

view of the owner and the passerby. It is intended to slightly tilt the camera 

down so that personal displays on window sills can be incorporated to create 

a contrast between domestic and street view. 

 Kevin Lynch, Site Planning, (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1996), P.269114
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A front garden approximately 4 metres in depth. The amount of usable space 

allows for an arrangement that exploits the structure as well as colour in the 

garden. The use of medium height shrubs and herbaceous plants is very 

effective at directing the attention of passerby away from the living room. The 

Hebe planted close to the window also provide shielding to the living room to a 

certain extent.

CK-15
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CK-15. Living room view and garden feature



The first image presents a view from inside the living room looking out on to the 

same front garden. There are no tall structural plants in the garden so the view 

is uninterrupted. The open design of the garden allows ample sunlight into the 

living room, and is balanced by the depth of the front garden. The distance 

provided by the front garden physically removes the owner from directly 

engaging with the activities in the street yet offers opportunities to closely 

observe the environment immediately beyond the garden. The greater depth 

ensured a higher level of privacy and security, and allows the owner to lay a 

footpath with designed feature to direct sunlight into the basement. The garden 

was made visually attractive and contributed towards local biodiversity. This is 

documented in the bottom photograph on the previous page. 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CK-11

This front garden measured 2 metres in depth and the hedge is slightly higher 

than breast level. This combination provided reasonable screening to the living 

room. The owners used the front garden solely to store the scooter and the 

garden was designed to suit this purpose. It was paved with tarmac and was 

planted with the row of hedge only. The hedge showed sign of maintenance 

but garden trimmings were left on the pavement and inside the garden. 
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CK-11. Living room view and garden feature



At 2 metres, the hedge that separated the public realm appears much closer to 

the window because it is only about half the depth compared to the front garden 

at CK-11. Instead of vegetation, the scooter by the window is the focus of the 

view since the majority of the garden space has been paved to provide space 

for it. The paving of the garden space was also a way of cutting down on 

maintenance. The hedge was cut just below eye level to allow full concealment 

of the scooter whilst enabling the owner to remain vigilant and survey activity on 

the road. The garden appeared mundane and unattractive. 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Another front garden of approximately 2 meters in depth at CK-23. It was 

screened by a tall and dense hedge that completely concealed the property. 

The owner intended to use the hedge to stop noise and dust from the street 

while hiding the bins behind the hedge. The top of the hedge was slightly 

overgrown and had not been neatly cut. The closeness of the hedge to the 

property meant the garden was always shaded as was the living room. The 

garden was covered in gravel and did not contain other planting.

CK-23
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CK-23. Living room view and garden feature



The first photograph shows the view from inside the living room, and was taken 

with the camera slightly raised because a child was playing near the window sill. 

It was thought best not to include the child without asking permissions from the 

participant. As shown in the above photographs, the hedge completely blocked 

the view from the living room and therefore offered a stronger sense of privacy 

than the front garden at CK-11. The owner also used the garden space for 

storage but the use of permeable paving reflects higher environmental 

awareness. This option ensured greater privacy and relatively low maintenance 

compared to the garden at CK-15, but created a slightly darker living room and 

garden that are boring both visually and ecologically with limited diversity. 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A front garden measuring 1.5 metres in depth and was similar in design and 

function to the front gardens at CK-11 and CK-23. Whilst the living room was 

completely concealed by the hedge, the limited amount of usable space in the 

garden meant that little space could be used for storage. Bins left in the 

garden would become visually intrusive to the living room. The visual impact of 

such shallow depth is evident in the following images.

WS-25
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WS-25. Living room view and garden feature



The particular arrangement of a tall and wide hedge creates an effect that is 

almost claustrophobic. As reflected in the second photograph depicting the view 

from the living room, the hedge appeared much closer to the window compared 

to the previous photographs with similar framing. Regarding the features in the 

front garden, the garden is covered with gravel but the owner positioned a 

single potted Hosta for decoration. A rose emerging at the base of the hedge 

was not intentionally planted. The participant expressed his concern that 

extensive planting in a front garden this size or smaller could damage the 

damp-proof course or the foundation of the property. Such concern was also 

voiced by a number of other participants but was not considered a major 

deterrent that kept participants from cultivating their front gardens. 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Front garden with territorial functioning 

Territoriality is an important aspect of environmental psychology that relates 

human perception and cognition of the environment to specific behaviours. The 

concept of territoriality was therefore considered helpful in analysing the 

materials from different stages of the street surveys.  115

As awareness of the potential impact of human behaviour on environmental 

problems has became more widely recognised, a number of studies have been 

carried out addressing these concerns. Some have suggested that human 

action is at the core of environmental degradation, while other studies have 

argued that differentiated behaviour towards the environment was a result of 

contrasting environmental concerns and attitudes.  It ha therefore been 116

assumed for the purposes of this research that by providing people with 

necessary information regarding the benefits of specific environmental-friendly 

and responsible behaviour, their attitude towards the environment could be 

influenced as well as their behaviour.  Instructions would need to be provided 117

to show people how specific actions are carried out. For example, studies of 

energy conservation have suggested that signs become more effective in 

promoting energy conservation when they carry behaviour-specific messages 

like ‘please turn off when not in use’.  118

Others have argued that environmental concerns and the attitudes of any 

particular individual have little influence over behaviour. Studies supporting such 

claims have argued that environmental related behaviour was instead affected 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 115

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22, 150

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 116

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-157 (145,146)

 Alexander Grob, ‘A structural model of environmental attitudes and behaviour’, 117

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 15 (1995), P. 209-220, (213-215)
Michael P. Maloney, and Michael P. Ward, ‘Ecology: let’s hear from the people: an 
objective scale for the measurement of ecological attitudes and knowledge’, American 
Psychologist, 28 (1973), P. 583-586, (585)

 Nickolaus R. Feimer, and E. Scott Geller (Editors), Environmental Psychology, 118

Directions and Perspectives, (New York, Praeger, 1983), P. 265, 275, 276
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by direct experience, according to the past actions and self-monitoring of the 

individual.  According to Tanner, despite the wide variety of research methods 119

employed in studying the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, the 

neglect of the cultural context in which the behaviour has been observed 

constitutes a major drawback and limits the value of these studies.  120

Various studies have attempted to address and refine the theoretical 

understanding of the relationship between attitude and behaviour, and the 

Schwartz model has been gradually recognised as a predictor of attitude and 

behaviour.  The test which established the model looked at how the Ascription 121

of Responsibility (AR) and the Awareness of Consequences (AC) of groups of 

individuals combined to affect their behaviour towards supposed victims under 

two distinct social conditions: personal norms, where either the participant or a 

peer in the group was to make a decision on a given situation; and interpersonal 

behaviour, where each peer was to receive the decision made by the participant 

in turn. The model is plausible and asserts that when people begin to or are 

made to realise the consequences of their actions, they tend to develop a sense 

of moral obligations towards those who have been affected by their chosen 

actions.  But the author has since argued that decisions were often made with 122

a keen awareness of other parallel events and relations, and that the causal 

 David Scott, and Fern K. Willits, ‘Environmental attitudes and behavior: a 119

Pennsylvania survey’, Environment and Behaviour, 26 (1994), P.239-260, (250-254)
Mark Snyder, and William B. Swann, ‘When actions reflect attitudes: the politics of 
impression management’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34 (1976), P.
1034-1042, (1040, 1041)
Russell H. Fazio, and Mark P. Zanna, ‘On the predictive validity of attitudes: the roles of 
direct experience and confidence 1’, Journal of Personality, 46 (1978), P.228-243, (241, 
242)

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 120

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-57 (145,146)
Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), p. 27-31

 Shalom H. Schwartz, 'Words, deeds, and perception of consequences and 121

responsibility in action situations’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, (1968) 
p.232-242 (240)

 Ibid, p. 240122
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relation revealed by the AR and AC formula was not always accurate.  Further 123

studies haverevealed that greater intimacy or unbalanced power-relations tend 

to make individuals ‘ascribe responsibility for their actions away from 

themselves’, meaning that they feel less responsible for their actions.  124

Seeing front gardens in terms of their neighbourhood helps to remedy 

theabsence of a cultural context in earlier studies, while helping to balance the 

effect of interpersonal interactions as dealt with in some attitude-behaviour 

studies. Territoriality is a socially and culturally determined behaviour that is 

highly place-specific.  The concept of human territorial functioning addresses 125

individuals’ management of various locations ‘based on perceived, attempted or 

actual control of a definable physical space’ to display their values and 

personalities.  Such behaviour in managing locations, interpreted as 126

ownership, involves the temporary display of one’s territorial intentions through 

marking or personalising places during the time of occupation. Examples 

include erecting fences around properties and decorating office desks with 

photos of family members.  The concept of territoriality (or territorial 127

functioning of a space) proposes a number of ways to study the attitude-

 Ibid, p.241123

 Stanley Milgram, ‘Some conditions of obedience and disobedience to authority’, 124

Human Relations, 18, (1965), p.57-75, (74)
Schopler, J. & Matthews, M. W, ‘The influence of the perceived locus of partner’s 
dependence on the use of interpersonal power’, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 2, (1965), p.609-612, (611)
Lerner, M. J., and Matthews, G. ‘Reactions to suffering of others under conditions of 
indirect responsibility’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 5, (1967), p.
319-325, (324)

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 125

(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P150

 Oscar Newman, Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent City, (London, 126

Architectural Press, 1973), P.51
Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P150
Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary Perspective 
on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and Consequences, 
(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 1, 158

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 127

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P.150
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behaviour relation through the specific treatment of individual front gardens. It 

also helps to identify the role of individual front gardens in relation to their 

neighbourhood and environment, and how the local environment may influence 

the front garden in exchange. 

Territoriality is manifested physically or psychologically by means of markers or 

behaviour.  A sign that reads ‘Keep Out’ is a powerful territorial marker and a 128

manicured front garden conveys the same level of territoriality through 

behaviour but is less defensive. Gardening requires the owner to prolong the 

time spent in the outdoor space, subconsciously reinforcing territoriality while 

carrying out such activities. A less defensive marker also conveys a different set 

of messages to neighbours than to strangers. Whilst neighbours will think of an 

owner as someone actively taking care of their residence, a stranger will be 

reminded that the owner is vigilant and always on the look out for any 

unwelcome behaviour around their property. 

Such signs are perceived as the foundation of mutual trust amongst neighbours, 

a crucial part of their collective contribution to the effective functioning of local 

social control. The presence of markers in a street also reveals the attitude of 

residents to local involvement and to people from outside the neighbourhood. A 

street where more than 80% of its households are well kept with well 

maintained frontages shows better local involvement from its residents than a 

street with fewer than 5% of the households upholding territorial markers of 

similar quality.  Residents in lower-class neighbourhoods generally feel less in 129

control of their outdoor spaces than those in a middle-class neighbourhood, and 

it seems that a maintained outdoor space helps to enhance the sense of 

ownership whilst extending the owners' control over local streets, and vice 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 128

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1988), P. 176-80 (179)

 Ibid, P. 179129
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versa.  In certain cases the presence of territorial markers may alter the 130

original intention of the resident. These ideas will be elaborated by the following 

photos. 

 Ibid, P. 183, 184130

Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology, Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P. 156

�97



�98

Survey Photo 3.1. A carefully trimmed hedge screens the entire front garden and the 
property behind it. This arrangement indicates the strong desire for privacy. The 
hedge is a physical marker and the flowers in the front garden act as a psychological 
marker of territoriality.
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Survey Photo 3.2. A note on the window says: ‘Beware German Shepherd on Duty’ 
and acts as a defensive marker for territoriality. Upon approaching the front door the 
presence of a large animal was clearly acknowledged. The owner refused a formal 
interview but agreed to make comments and briefly discussed his front garden, but 
he struggled to keep the animal under control during the conversation. To outsiders 
this is a strong deterrent and the thick hedge conceals the manicured front garden 
that only allowed a glimpse of the garden interior. This combination of territorial 
markers offers a strong sense of the privacy imposed by the owner.
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Survey Photo 3.3. The front garden is meticulously maintained and decorated but almost everything is 
concealed behind a thick hedge.

Survey Photo 3.4. The level of care reflected in this front garden shows a strong sense of territoriality 
from the owner as well as care.
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Survey Photo 3.5. A front garden that is less defensive in marking territoriality. Mostly consisting of 
psychological markers for territoriality, the planting indicates frequent use by the owner and provides a 
more welcoming approach compared to the front garden in the previous photograph. At the time this 
photograph was taken the family was selling homemade cookies to raise fund for a local charity. Such 
activities in the front garden testify to the strong sense of ownership and recognition that the front 
garden is an outdoor extension of the property.
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Survey Photo 3.6. Another less defensive front garden like the one showed in Survey Photo 3.5. The 
owner used the extended territory for a campaign aimed at a wide audience both in the local 
neighbourhoods as well as passers-by. The presence of railings reflected a stronger sense of 
ownership. The plants looked slightly overgrown but showed signs of activity in the front garden. This 
showed the owner is probably more concerned to maintain the sense of ownership rather than the 
plants in the front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.7. Many properties in Sheffield are accessed at the rear of the property, making the 
alley that leads to the back an important gateway between public and private realm. Defensive 
territorial markers such as fences or gateways are installed as a warning to intruders. It is clearly visible 
from the colour scheme that this resident took control of the alley and that his sense of territoriality 
extends from the front garden to include the alley way. The front garden with missing railing and gate 
was in strong contrast to the alley and the arrangement of potted plants in the front garden indicated 
that the front door, like most in this kind of housing in Sheffield, was probably never used. Such 
arrangement of access, however may also lead to the dysfunction of a front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.8. A note on the post warned dog-walkers to keep the street clean, suggesting a high 
level of local social control from residents in the street. Most of the properties in the street had territorial 
markers such as a neatly trimmed hedge or well maintained front garden. This note is clearly the result 
of a strong mutual trust between residents and a defensive social control imposed by a collective sense 
of territoriality.
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Survey Photo 3.9. A front garden filled with trinkets and plants. The participant claims that these are 
free for anybody to take home but the collection only seemed to be growing.

Survey Photo 3.10. These decorations were collected from skips and left in the garden. Their presence 
demarcated strong territoriality to outsiders who would not venture inside the front garden to select 
anything they liked.



Survey Photos 3.9 and 3.10 showcase the front garden of a gentleman who 

collected small decorations as well as plants thrown out by others, putting them 

in his own front garden. He had been doing this for a long time and really 

enjoyed it, commenting, ‘I rescue the plants and then they rescue me’. The 

owner claimed that he hardly ever visited the nearby green spaces but became 

very enthusiastic when introducing his collection, especially the ornaments in 

the front gardens. 

The participant insisted that all decorations in the garden were ‘free for anybody 

to take’ because ‘I like to see people smile’. He repeatedly mentioned this 

phrase throughout the interview and emphasised that he would be happy to see 

people take the decorations from his garden. His intentions were 

countermanded by the perceived territoriality. Without any form of instructions or 

verbal conformation strangers would see these decorations as markers of 

territoriality and that the participant probably had a strong sense of ownership of 

the garden. These decorations would rather serve as a reminder for passer by 

to behave accordingly, especially the sign that said ‘Private’ (see the bottom left 

corner of Survey Photo 3.9). The fact that many of the participants, despite 

perceiving their front gardens as a ‘semi-private’ or even ‘public’ space, still 

confessed that they would get very upset if they found a stranger in their front 

garden: it would only be a natural reaction for them to refrain out of mutual 

respect from becoming such a ‘stranger’ in other people’s front gardens. 

In contrast, the territoriality of outdoor spaces can also be affected by their 

immediate settings. According to Taylor, territorial functioning is shared 

throughout neighbourhoods between individual residents, and spread to others 

in the same local community.  Taylor suggests that pedestrians drawn to a 131

nearby corner shop, or heavy vehicular traffic in the vicinity, both reduce the 

sense of territoriality and hence the use of front gardens.  Heavy traffic and 132

strangers close to households tend to reduce the sense of ownership over the 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 131

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 189

 Ibid, P. 187132
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outdoor spaces and drive residents indoors. This is also confirmed by 

participants from the interview who saw their front gardens as too public for 

domestic activities. Noise and dust from the street also prevents residents from 

engaging in prolonged activity in their front gardens. The Participatn at CK-23 

on page 87 deliberately cultivated a tall thick hedge to cut off air and noise 

pollution, neither of which are very effective, so the hedge merely offers 

psychological benefits. 

It has been argued that territorial cognition and behaviour are often closely 

related to an enclosed location. Research in the U.S. looking at the use of 

physical boundaries found that fences and railings increase a sense of 

ownership and encourage the active control and use of outdoor spaces.  133

Territoriality can be further imposed by local social cohesiveness, reassuring 

those who live close by with similar perceptions regarding the control and 

maintenance of outdoor spaces. The territorial functioning of local domestic 

spaces is a consensus whose foundation and consequences are determined by 

people who live and use these outdoor spaces  134

Territoriality helps to reveal the drivers that cause a difference in behaviour 

relating to the actual function of front gardens and their residents’ perceptions of 

them. Homes extend beyond the front door and the house is related to its 

settings physically as well as psychologically. Study of these transitional spaces 

is necessary in order to understand the attitude-behaviour relationship. Front 

gardens embody both physical and behavioural aspects of territorial functioning. 

 Sidney Brower, Kathleen Dockett, and Ralph B. Taylor, ‘Residents’ perception of 133

territorial features and perceived local threat’, Environment and Behaviour, (1983), 15 
pp. 419-37 (433).

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 134

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 171-174
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Front garden and environmental opportunity 

Environmental opportunity is a term derived from the literature focused on 

exploring various aspects of the physical environments which provides or works 

as an incentive to environmental friendly behaviour using ipsative theory. The 

term is adopted in this thesis to describe the ability of front gardens to persuade 

their owners to carry out such activities. It is an important factor affecting the 

attitude and actions of the owners of front gardens. 

The ipsative theory of behaviour focuses on the causes of ‘nonactions’ and 

implies that human behaviour ‘may be constrained or hindered by a lack of real 

or imaginary opportunities, imposed by the individuals' internal as well as 

external conditions’.  The causes of ‘nonactions’ are highly subjective, and the 135

lack of opportunity perceived by an individual can prevent them from getting 

involved in certain behaviour ‘even though they may maintain a positive attitude 

and intention to act’. Blaikie argued that, ‘It is useful to distinguish between 136

theories proposing that behaviour and attitudes are determined by changes in 

political, economic, and social structures, and phenomenological approaches 

examining the emergence of consciousness in everyday life’. This statement 137

was made in a different context, about ageing, but its implication for the idea 

that behaviour could be examined by looking at the constraints surrounding 

each individual, including their ‘nonactions’, is of vital importance. The unique 

perspective provided by the ipsative theory inspired a new approach to the 

study of the disfunction, especially the paving over, of front gardens for this 

research: rather than taking a social and anthropological approach to the ways 

different groups of people think about their front gardens, all having different 

physical attributes, this research focuses on identifying the major physical 

attributes of front gardens that affect the provision of environmental 

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 135

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-157, (146)

 Ibid, P. 146136

 Andre Blaikie, Ageing and Popular Culture, (Cambridge, Cambridge University 137

Press, 1999), P. 3
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opportunities, and the consequences of these physical attributes for the 

behaviour of the residents. 

This research has adopted the ipsative concept of environmental opportunity so 

as to examine attitude-behaviour relations and investigate the selective use of 

front gardens by their owners from a landscape architect’s perspective. Instead 

of focusing on human aspects that are hard to predict, the concept of 

environmental opportunity shifts the emphasis to the actual physical attributes 

of front gardens that can be categorised, studied and hopefully altered (by 

means of national or local planning policies) to encourage their active use. 

Human attitude and perception can be altered during the course of life as one 

moves through different financial and social stages . This is evident from the 138

trend that more people became more active with their hobbies, including 

gardening , after retirement . By contrast, geographical location and physical 139

features of a particular front garden, such as orientation, elevation relative to 

street level and size, are resistant to change, regardless of the number of its 

owners. By identifying corresponding physical or geographical features of 

specific front gardens that promote or demote existing environmental 

opportunities, it is possible to try resolve the lack of use of front gardens through 

promoting awareness of better planting design amongst locals and implement 

national policies to facilitate the sustainable development through better use of 

front gardens. 

Relevant research has also revealed that environmental opportunities provided 

by domestic gardens encourage participation in environmental friendly 

behaviour by residents within the same neighbourhood.  It is reasonable to 140

 Bruce J. Biddle, Role Theory, Expectation, Identities, and Behaviour, (London, 138

Academic Prese, 1979), P. 23

 Mark Bhatti, ‘‘When I’m in the garden I can create my own paradise’: Homes and 139

gardens in later life’, The Sociological Review, Vol. 54, 2, (2006), P. 318-41, (324)
Andre Blaikie, Ageing and Popular Culture, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
1999), P.4

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 140

Psychology, 19 (1999), pp. 145-57 (145,146).
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argue that when a front garden can fulfil a series of criteria while providing 

environmental opportunity, residents might be more willing to put their front 

garden to more effective use. 
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Survey Photo 3.11. Having a front garden offers greater environmental opportunity, in terms of 
available and usable garden space, compared to properties that face straight onto pavements. The 
front garden is always there to support functions that suit the personal preferences of the resident at 
any time.

WS-07



In order to place the notion of environmental opportunity into the context of this 

research, we can identify a number of major elements that can influence them. 

These are the geographical location of a front garden, the presence of a front 

garden when the resident first moved to the property, the original condition of 

front garden when the resident moved to the property, the ease of access to the 

front garden, and the previously discussed usable space in the front gardens. It 

is believed that the environmental opportunity provided by front gardens can be 

changed dramatically by the slightest difference in these physical attributes, so 

properties without a front garden have been excluded from the comparison. The 

following account compares environmental opportunities presented by front 

gardens of contrasting physical attributes and their impact on the treatment of 

respective front gardens. These front gardens are selected on the criteria 

mentioned in the previous paragraph. 

 The presence of a front garden and the initial condition:  

As seen in Survey Photo 3.12 and 3.13 on the following pages, the presence of 

a front garden is a fundamental factor in providing environmental opportunities 

to local residents. The original condition of the front gardens has an impact on 

the diversity of the reactions to these opportunities. The reason for removing 

properties without front gardens from the discussion is that they lack the 

fundamental element, a front garden, to provide an environmental opportunity in 

the first place. The empty frontage of these properties rules them out of this 

particular study. 

The presence of a front garden presents environmental opportunities compared 

to properties without one. It invites residents to take active control of the space 

in front of their property. The result of such control is more likely to represent the 

perceptions of the residents, though not necessarily their personalities (a 

distinction which will be considered in more detail from page 139 onwards). 

Results from the interview analysis revealed that the front garden was not 

regarded as an important factor when they selected their current property by 

most interviewed participants. Participants were more likely to engage in 
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gardening activity if the front gardens were already planted, when cutting 

hedges or replacing plants was required. This was reflected in the statistical 

analysis of interview material. These activities were carried out in order to keep 

their front gardens in the same condition as when they first moved in. It is also 

worth mentioning that although many participants did not pay attention to the 

presence or state of the front garden, they began to realise their importance and 

the potential benefits after they had been interviewed. Some mentioned that 

they would pay attention to the front garden when they move next. 

Where front gardens had already been paved when the owner moved in, nearly 

all participants were involved in activities such as weeding, repairing damaged 
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Survey Photo 3.12. Without front gardens, properties will provide less environmental opportunities 
compared to those that do. Residents on the to the left of the street will have less incentive to 
participate in environmental friendly behaviours in front of their houses even if they wanted to. 
Residents on the left will have less control over the spaces in front of their properties.



garden walls or introducing potted plants to claim their control over the territory. 

It can be argued that the presence of front gardens promotes a sense of 

ownership to a certain extent but the actions taken to establish territoriality differ 

greatly amongst individuals. 

 The impact of geographical location of front gardens: 

The immediate setting of a front garden profoundly influences the level of 

environmental opportunity presented to the owner. The following comparison 

between the front gardens at CK-23 and WS-10 helps to illustrate the 
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Survey Photo 3.13. The participant only recently started gardening after reading gardening magazines. 
The family preferred the back garden to be kept as a lawn for family activities so the availability of the 
front garden offered an important environmental opportunity for her to start gardening.



relationship between the immediate setting and the environmental opportunities 

provided by each front garden (for photos of front garden at CK-23 please refer 

to photos on page 87 and 88). Their respective locations are marked on the 

Google images on the following page. The images also show their locations 

relative to the nearby major ‘A’ roads. According to the colour coding of Google 

Earth, major ‘A’ roads in the UK are yellow if they are trunk roads, and grey or 

white if otherwise. The front garden at CK-23 is about 3 metres in depth (an 

average figure for the front gardens surveyed), compared to the other at WS-10 

that measured only about 1.5 metres. More description and analysis will follow 

after the maps and photos. 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CK-23 is situated on the A57, a major road cutting through Crookes with heavy traffic during 

peak hours. (Google© earth)

CK-23
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WS-10 in Woodseats is just off the major trunk road of A61 and is relatively well protected from 

the heavy traffic on the A61. (Google© earth)

WS-10
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Survey Photo 3.14. The front garden at No.WS-10 is well decorated with potted 
plants on wooden decking although it only measures 1.5 metres at deepest. 
According to the resident, he purposely planted the Euonymus to the left of the 
window in order to cover up the stains along the drainage pipe. The Euonymus was 
also not actively maintained and it was left overgrown.

WS-10
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Survey Photo 3.15. Two different types of paving materials were applied in this front 
garden. The variation in paving materials in the front garden reveals the taste for 
garden fashion of the owner. It also displays his level of attention to details, and 
hence the level of care and control over the outdoor space. The owner mentioned 
that he would like his front garden to stand out from the rest of the street and 
therefore has changed the layout of his front garden roughly every a few years.



The front garden at CK-23 (see P.87 and 88 for photographs) was exposed to a 

more public environment and this setting reduced the resident’s desire to fully 

control his front gardens as both the front garden and the property behind are 

frequently under the scrutiny of strangers.  The participant complained that 141

the dust and noise from the road made it very difficult for him to put the front 

garden to proper use. The participant also mentioned his intention to restore the 

railings on the boundary wall, but said that he did not intend to plant the front 

garden. According to the participant, the hedge was essential in screening the 

noise and pollutants but restricted growing in the garden at the same time. 

Overall, the geographical setting of the front garden at CK-23 limited the 

environmental opportunity it could offer to encourage a more active use of the 

space. 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 141

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1988), P.183, 184
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Survey Photo 3.16. Two potted Buxus plants were placed in the front garden as decoration to best 
utilise the limited amount of usable space in the front garden.



In comparison, the front garden at WS-10 received more attention from its 

owner even with its limited amount of usable space, attention was paid to 

various aspects of the front garden. Traffic in the street was reduced because 

access was restricted to neighbours and residents. A stronger sense of 

community was reinforced when visitors were known to the participant and lived 

nearby. This combined to encourage a more active use of the front garden and 

self-expression. The sheltered location made noise and pollution less of a 

concern allowing greater flexibility to the resident in creating a front garden that 

stood out in the street. 

 Environmental opportunity and the ease of access to front gardens 

Studies in the U.S. have shown that easily accessed outdoor spaces 

immediately adjoining properties receive more attention.  It is therefore 142

assumed that the easily accessed front garden provides more environmental 

opportunity. There are other issues, however, to be taken into account in the 

context of this research. Researchers had already shown significant differences 

between the U.S. and the British in their approach to the design and perception 

of front gardens. Observation during the interview process in Sheffield revealed 

that most front gardens received less attention than back gardens, regardless of 

accessibility. Different design criteria were applied in the front and back 

gardens. There were a number of residents who refused to be interviewed 

about their front gardens but insisted on talking about their back gardens, which 

suggested to the researcher that these were more important to them. 

Another key factor, as mentioned previously, was that terraced properties in 

Sheffield normally use the back door. These include some properties built 

without a front entrance (the entrance to some of these is on the side, within the 

alley, rather than at the back). Please refer to photograph of CK-11 on P. 84 and 

Survey Photo 15 on P.81). Such housing disallowed the accessibility factor from 

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 142

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-57 (145,146)
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consideration because one has to leave the property in order to get to the front 

garden. There were also split views amongst participants: those who gardened 

viewed getting to and from the front garden as part of their outdoor exercise and 

welcomed it; others did not feel influenced them, since they hardly used the 

front gardens. 

It seems reasonable to argue that the accessibility of front gardens is less 

effective at providing environmental opportunities compared to the other factors.

Front garden and environmental numbness 

Environmental numbness is another important theory that relates to the attitude-

behaviour aspect of environmental psychology. As Gifford suggests, people 

actively evaluate certain aspects of their surrounding environment whilst also 

becoming sufficiently adapted to other environmental problems that they choose 

to ignore them.  For example, people tend to critically assess the various 143

environmental issues related to a place where their future home will be, but they 

tend to ignore them on the street that they drive along every day. So numbness 

is one of the criteria in investigating the objective of this thesis regarding 

general attitude towards front gardens and local environment. 

Based on the Weber-Fechner law, a principle of psychophysics, Robert 

Sommer explained environmental numbness using the recognition of, and 

adaptation to air pollution in Los Angeles. Sommer observed that as the smog 

situation in Los Angeles got worse over time, people actually discussed the 

problems it caused less.  He argued that when people first began to 144

experience smog as an environmental problem, air pollution quickly gained 

attention and was recognised as a severe problem because of its detrimental 

effects to health and the environment in general. It took much longer for the 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 143

(Colville, WA: Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22

 Ibid, P. 22144

Robert Sommer, Design Awareness, (San Francisco, Rinehart Press, 1972), P. 28
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same group of people to realise that the smog situation was getting worse 

because of the lack of in-depth understanding and knowledge of the smog and 

its effects. The general public was aware of the situation, but they were less 

aware that new pollutants were being generated and released into the 

atmosphere. 

Environmental numbness can cause residents to overlook particular issues in 

everyday life because of their lack of awareness of the environment beyond 

their current location, and the absence of a proper understanding of related 

environmental problems.  As mentioned previously, regardless of the state of 145

the front gardens, residents were very vigilant of activity around them. When 

participants were asked whether their front garden belongs to the local 

environment, some answered ‘No, it belongs to me’. There is a very strong 

sense of ownership in this particular response but it does not necessarily 

translate into environmental awareness or friendly behaviour. Such differences 

in environmental attitude and behaviour are destructive of sustainable 

development in urban areas and are most clearly seen when someone aware of 

the frequent flash floods in the city still chooses to cover their own front garden 

with impermeable paving. 

In adopting the concept of environmental numbness, specific attention is 

required in examining interview materials that relate participants’ opinions on 

the role of their front gardens in relation to their understanding of environmental 

problems within their neighbourhood. Analysis of transcriptions helps to 

investigate the drivers of the differences in participants’ attitude and behaviour 

whilst photographs are used to consolidate participants’ responses. Many 

responses from participants regarding their preferences relating to their front 

gardens revealed that their front garden was generally regarded as a bonus to 

the living environment, but most participants also believed that their front 

gardens did not improve their quality of life. It is contradictory that the 

participants were not satisfied with properties that did not have a front garden, 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 145

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22
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yet were unwilling to dedicate much effort or time to engage in environmental-

friendly activities in them. 

Many participants are aware of the severe environmental problems but deemed 

their actions in the front gardens too meagre in fighting them. This attitude may 

be have been encouraged by the absence of proper planning or local by-laws 

enforcing the maintenance of front gardens. The private and fragmented 

ownership of front gardens also forms a barrier to the execution of such 

policies. The eye-sore garden scheme which aimed to tackle unkept front 

gardens is an example a failed attempt to enforce such ideas through statutory 

actions. Environmental numbness is an important psychological factor to be 

taken into consideration when promoting sustainable and environmental-friendly 

behaviour to the general public, especially when the venue of such activities 

affects their domestic environment and it is very easy to overlook the front 

garden. 

�123



 

Perception versus personal display 

The perceptions of the owners determine the way that their front gardens are 

laid out in order to meet their personal need. It differs fundamentally from 

arguments regarding front gardens reflecting the personalities of their owners. 
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Survey Photo 3.17. The participant was aware of the 2007 flash flood in Sheffield, yet the front garden 
was completely paved over with impermeable material. Many of these terraced properties in Sheffield 
have been constructed in such a way that the front door no longer functions as the primary access. In 
extreme cases, the front doors are sealed or absent (see also Survey Photo 14 on page 130). Such 
practice reduces the accessibility to the front garden and hence the reduce environmental opportunities 
provided by front gardens. This coupled with other factors, such as limited usable spaces and busy 
traffic, would eventually lead to numbness and a less used front gardens.



As already noted, there are social and cultural differences which explain the 

differences in personalisation and use of front gardens between the U.S. and 

Britain. Observation and evidence from interviews conducted for this study 

support the proposition that most front gardens were laid out to fulfil the specific 

needs of their owners. Domestic gardens have been said to be capable of 

reflecting personal values because they have a sense of ‘imbued notions of 

privacy’, but this idea tends to remove the domestic garden from its context, 

encouraging the owner to assume total control over the garden space.  This is 146

explained by the differences between the behaviour exhibited in human-nature 

interactions in private gardens, and that seen in public parks. Total privacy in 

terms of ownership and experience is granted to, and enjoyed only by its owner 

when they take complete control over the activities occurring within the garden, 

regardless of the social context or contract that the domestic garden is bound 

by (social contract here refers to the role of the gardens as a contribution to the 

visual aspects or the sustainable development of the neighbourhood). The 

domestic garden is used to develop a personalised image of nature.  147

There is insufficient evidence from observation or the interview material to 

directly relate personalised front gardens to the personalities of their respective 

owners, at least from this researcher’s perspective. Both processes revealed 

that front gardens are more often related to the immediate needs of their 

respective owners, hence the perceived functions of front gardens, using 

hedges to ensure privacy, using the space to grow plants from the back garden, 

or using the front garden as storage space. It is visually evident in all the Survey 

Photos presented in this thesis so far that front gardens were put to different 

uses in order to satisfy the needs of their owners. Interview transcripts show 

that many participants hardly ever or never use their front gardens, whose most 

common uses are screening and storage. Only a few of the front garden owners 

approached evidenced signs of dedication and maintenance, and the level of 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 146

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1 (2004), p. 37-51, (38)

 Ibid, P. 39-40147

Mark Bhatti, and Andrew Church, Cultivating Natures; Homes and Gardens in Late 
Modernity, Sociology, 35 (2001), p. 365-383, (379-381)

�125



care reflected through various details in these front gardens did not instantly 

reveal the personalities of their owners to the researcher. Survey Photo 3.4 and 

3.18 (on the following pages) formed an interesting pair, reflecting the 

differences in level of care through the distinctive attitude of their respective 

owners. 
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Survey Photo 3.4. Previously presented on page 100 to help reflect the owner’s 
sense of territoriality. The front view of this front garden is presented on page 114. 
The participant was trained as a farmer and decorating his front garden with plants 
that he grew from seeds was natural and easy for him. But he chose to conceal most 
of the display behind a thick hedge and did not sound too excited talking about the 
front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.18. The owner of this front garden was not as skilled, but still 
managed to put up a decent display with plants purchased from garden centres. Her 
husband worked as a plumber and there was a spare toilet which was used to 
provide bedding plants. There is another in the upper right corner of the photograph, 
blocked by the Hydrangea. In comparison, this front garden was left completely open 
and the owner was very proud of her work.



Both front gardens were maintained to be aesthetically pleasing and were 

designed to display the interests of their respective owners. Referring back to 

the beginning of the chapter, a manicured front garden proclaims strong 

territoriality and a strong sense of ownership even when physical markers like a 

fence or a hedge are absent, as in Survey Photo 3.18. Their owners regarded 

the displays in their front gardens very differently, despite their similar 

perceptions of the display function of their front gardens. This leads to the next 

theory regarding the perception of personal displays in front gardens. 

The argument that front gardens can reflect the personality of their owners is 

embedded in studies which claim that the presentation of front gardens is more 

likely to be a public feature for the local community than a private display for the 

household.  The unique location of front gardens puts the owners’ choice of 148

behaviour under public scrutiny. An eyesore garden might lead to complaints 

and legal action, but a manicured front garden might also be too elaborate in 

expressing its owners’ tastes.  At the two extremes, an unkept front garden 149

filled with rubble and rubbish is as effective at manifesting its owner’s 

personality as a extremely manicured front garden: the interest of the first 

garden owner lies elsewhere, while the owner of the manicured front garden 

risks turning their front garden into a place which demands too much serious 

work.

In this research, it is argued that the display in the front garden may not provide 

a direct link to the personality of the owner. It is only a physical representation of 

the owner’s perception of their front garden’s function which also requires taking 

other context-specific aspects into consideration, like their distinctive cultural 

backgrounds, the availability of front gardens, and locally acceptable 

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 148

1993), P. 178, 181, 182
Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet, 1986), P. 24, 35, 44

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 149

1993), P. 4
The Star, Sheffield garden ‘eyesore’ legal action threat, The Star (2013) <http://
www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397> 
[accessed 09 September 2014] (para 1 of 9)
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behaviours. Personal preferences may play an important role in shaping the 

display of front gardens, but they operate within the limitations set by wider 

social and physical contexts. 

Different attitudes towards front gardens between developers in private housing 

sectors of both the US and the UK have led to distinctive physical designs and 

function in their front gardens. As the developers in the United States pushed 

for unified, monotonous and open grass front lawns,  English developers 150

strived to promote individuality and privacy through individually enclosed front 

gardens.  Cultural background and local behaviour also combine to influence 151

the choices garden owners could make: everyone in the same street is obliged 

to maintain a tidy front lawn in the U.S., but front gardens in the UK vary in size 

and are generally more varied in terms of plant growth. And of course the 

availability of front gardens is another important factor to be taken into account, 

as there could be no personalisation if there are no front gardens in the 

neighbourhood. Survey Photo 3.12 on page 153 shows that the presence of 

front gardens is a limiting factor in providing opportunities for personal display. 

Properties on both sides of the road were constructed around the same time, 

but those on the left side had all been removed in order to widen the road. 

The following photographs document three front gardens in Crookes and 

address the arguments described in this section. 

 Fred Schroeder, Front Yard America, The Evolution and Meanings of a Vernacular 150

Domestic Landscape, (Bowling Green, OH, Popular Press, 1993), P. 81, 102

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 151

Environments, 1914-2000, (London, E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 182
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Survey Photo 3.19. A paved front garden with container plants and raised beds to grow herbaceous 
and woody plants. Planters are also used to provide more colour and variety in the garden. The garden 
was built after the participant moved in and was paved to cut down weeding. The owner has lived here 
for more than 20 years. Now retired, he grew all his plants from seed at a nearby allotment. He took 
pride in the front garden and his sense of ownership and responsibility extend beyond the garden 
walls. He took care of the garden as well as the pavement in front keeping both free of litter.
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Survey Photo 3.20. The garden wall is due for repair but according to the owner, plants need to be 
carefully selected in order to thrive in such a shady place. He only used the front garden to house 
excess plants from the back garden. As the go-to person on gardening in the neighbourhood, this 
participant had also spent a very long time at this address. In contrast to the front garden, his back 
garden was filled with Primula, Digitalis and Hydrangea.
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Survey Photo 3.21. Front gardens are designed to express personal preferences, but how far can they 
reveal anything about their owners? Are they just a physical representation of their owner’s 
understanding and need regarding the space? This garden belongs to a younger couple who finds it 
difficult to balance working and gardening. Their approach to the front garden was minimum 
maintenance and fashionable. The impervious paving is likely to contribute more to flash flooding in 
Sheffield but their response in describing ideal front gardens and the role of their front gardens in the 
local neighbourhood begs further analysis of the relationship between their front gardens and what the 
garden reflects.



All three front gardens are very distinct from each other in their design and level 

of maintenance. The owners of front gardens in Survey Photos 3.19 and 3.20 

are keen gardeners who grow their own plants in their allotments and are 

known amongst neighbours as experts. Both owners, however, took completely 

different approaches regarding the display in their front gardens; both were 

north-facing. The owner of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.19 tried to create 

a manicured front garden with a combination of herbaceous plants and woody 

shrubs in containers and raised beds, but paved the garden completely with 

artificial stones. All herbaceous plants were cultivated from seed in his 

allotment. According to the him, none of the terraced properties along his street 

had front gardens when he first moved in. Others began to follow when he first 

walled-off the plot and made it his front garden. He does not use the front door, 

but he keeps the area and part of the pavement around his property clean. The 

front garden was considered private property. 

The owner of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.20 also regarded the front 

garden as a private space, but wanted to make the space ‘representative of the 

inner house’. Based on conversation, the bay window was removed in order to 

make room for the bedding area. The bedding was covered with Primula and a 

fern. This participant stressed that he wanted to rebuild the garden wall, but he 

did not wish to alter the plantings in the front garden. He also emphasised that 

the front garden was mainly used to house extra plants from the back garden 

and plants in his front gardens were carefully selected to be able to survive in 

shady conditions. 

According to owners of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.21 their front garden 

was already paved when they moved in, and that although they did not like the 

way it was presented, they had no intention of changing it. They selected the 

containers to match the colour of the front door. They also mentioned that they 

did not wish to copy their neighbours, but looking closely at the photograph one 

can just about to get a glimpse of their neighbour’s front garden, which was of 

similar design but with just four containers. The garden wall was poorly pointed. 

Further conversation revealed that the back garden was preferred and received 
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much more attention. The front garden was too public to them and therefore 

they did not use it often. 

These examples show that the layout and features in the front gardens are 

influenced by the functionality preferred by their respective owners. 
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Chapter 4. Historical context of front 
gardens and terraced properties 

This chapter provides a general overview of the social and historical function of 

domestic gardens and front gardens of terraced properties both before and after 

the Industrial Revolution. It forms the first of two chapters which together serve 

as the literature review. The next chapter provides more contextual information 

for the case study in Sheffield, providing insights on various stages of the local 

surveys and an introduction to the survey of front gardens of terraced properties 

in Sheffield. 

According to Edward Hyams, early cottage gardens ‘are usually represented as 

being entirely disorderly, simply a meadow of plants all ground together in a sort 

of artificial ecological community’ until the end of the fifteenth century and early 

sixteenth century.  It is, however, believed that the rustic quality of these early 152

domestic gardens later became the key characteristic of cottage gardens and 

the main reason for their popularity during the Industrial Revolution. Cottage 

gardens were therefore often referred to as a source of inspiration for later 

garden designs. 

During the two hundred years between 1500 and 1700, dramatic 

transformations occurred all over England so this period is regarded as the 

dawn of the modern era.  Later in the eighteenth century, this transformation 153

is associated with the Industrial Revolution. Advances in technologies helped to 

spread the horticultural knowledge to a wider audience, diversifying the 

functions and layouts of domestic gardens of the working class. At the same 

time, the garden culture in the eighteenth century England also underwent 

dramatic improvements alongside advances in technology. Despite increasing 

contact with the continent, Britain has retained its unique characteristics and 

 Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet Books), 1970, p. 2, 11152

 Ibid p. 1153
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approaches to urban green spaces. Instead of improving the quality of the 

visual and physical environment by upgrading civic infrastructure and municipal 

structures, England focused on the creation of domestic gardens. Residential 

square gardens, front gardens and royal parks were created around London 

rather than tree-lined boulevards . 154

Examining the changes in the functions and layouts of front gardens both before 

and after the Industrial Revolution may reveal evidence relevant to the research 

question. The domestic gardens of the general public were hardly documented 

before the eighteenth century,  so it was decided to compare the changes in 155

various elements as mentioned in the research hypothesis and questions before 

and after the Industrial Revolution. 

Early form and function of gardens of ordinary people 

Evidences shows that frontages appeared as early as the medieval period. 

Surveys carried out on the remains of a medieval town in the 1960s revealed 

that frontages of ’20 to 27 feet and a depth of about twice these dimensions’ 

were found.  As houses were still built with strong a sense of defence before 156

the sixteenth century, ornaments and decorations were not found in the 

domestic dwellings before this time.   157

The modern perception of ‘home’ was conceived during the Elizabethan Era. 

Houses were built to provide comfort and enjoyment for the residents rather 

 Henry W. Lawrence, City Trees : A Historical Geography from the Renaissance 154

through the Nineteenth Century, (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2008), p. 
76, 77

 Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet Books), 1970, p. 1155

 Maurice Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages, Town Plantation in England, 156

Wales and Gascony, (London: Lutterworth, 1967), p. 33 
Brian Paul Hindle, Medieval Town Plans, (Aylesbury: Shire Archaeology), 1990, p. 11, 
27

 Brian Paul Hindle, Medieval Town Plans, (Aylesbury: Shire Archaeology, 1990), p. 6157

Maurice Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages, Town Plantation in England, Wales 
and Gascony, (London: Lutterworth, 1967), p. 327
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than as defensive places.  During the period between 1500 and 1700, 158

ornamental gardens were mostly found in the countryside and they did not 

become accessible to the working class until the eighteenth century.  The 159

gardens of the social elites and their estates were better recorded but they were 

also limited in numbers.  Literatures prior to the eighteenth century mostly 160

concerned the sighting of front gardens in various locations, and hardly touched 

on the social and environmental functions front gardens.  161

Decorative gardens remained the privilege of social elites for a prolonged 

period, until John Claudius Loudon proposed that elaborate gardens should be 

provided for every household. This idea was gradually accepted by the general 

public.  Other reasons have been identified for the lack of descriptions of 162

domestic gardens prior to the Industrial Revolution include the poor level of 

literacy amongst the general public, the limited availability of printed materials 

for the general public and the cost of  producing them for purchase by the 

general public.  163

 John Alfred Gotch, The English Home from Charles I to George Iv: Its Architecture, 158

Decoration and Garden Design (London: Basford, 1918), p. 1
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of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 8, 9

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 160

London: Yale University Press), 2014, p. 1
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made by a Lieutenant of the Military Company of Norwich, XVI, (Camden Misc, 1936), 
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Findings on cottage gardens and mansions suggest that the front gardens of 

terraced properties were provided to imitate the appearance of their bigger and 

more expensive counterparts; however front gardens could also be sacrificed in 

exchange for profit by the speculative builders.  The smaller front gardens 164

were often provided for the ‘rising’ middle class of the late seventeenth and 

early eighteenth century. At the same time, literature after the seventeenth 

century showed that people began to enjoy both looking at and working in 

gardens.  The term ‘front garden’ also began to appear in writings, although 165

these early front gardens differed in both form and function from those being 

studied in this thesis. This suggested that gardens were being appreciated for 

their aesthetic qualities rather than for their function as a simple means of food 

provision.  166

On the other hand, literature revealed that the flemish weavers who settled 

around London from the 1570s brought exotic plants such as carnations, 

anemone, and ranunculus with them. From these weavers, a group of garden 

specialists later formed, who were recognised for their gardening skills around 

the 1770s when they were won numerous floral competitions.  It is believed 167

that early ornamental gardens started as patches for flowers in pots; and by 

having these plants in pots made their properties more ornamental compared to 

the utilitarian cottage gardens.  The contents of the weavers’ gardens offer a 168

valuable insights into the early gardens of the working class. Cottage gardens 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 164

1982)

 T. Bernard, An Account of a Cottage and Garden near Tadcaster, (printed for T. 165

Becket, 1797), p. 3 
The Christian Spectator, (New Heaven: Howe & Spalding), V.8, (1826), p. 238
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were recognised for their aesthetic qualities, and served as an increasingly 

important source of inspiration for landscape gardeners in the late eighteenth 

century.  169

This suggested that early domestic gardens were able to provide aesthetic 

values to their owners apart from supporting their livelihood through the produce 

from the gardens.  The landed gentry living in town houses also began to pay 170

more attention to their gardens, and it has been suggested that the rear facades 

of properties with a back garden became more architecturally important since 

front gardens were only associated with grand houses or new developments 

near borders of the town.  171

The enclosure movement of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 

affected the planting and design of cottage gardens to a certain extent, because 

it gradually deprived cottagers of their land and access to subsistence 

cultivation, primary means of income and forced them to utilise their gardens to 

offset the devastating consequences.  The enclosure movement contributed 172

directly to the preference for culinary produce over flowers in the gardens at the 

time.  

Post-Industrial Revolution studies on front gardens 

Based on the literature reviewed so far, it is reasonable to argue that front 

gardens began to appear during the Georgian period and mostly belonged to 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 169

1982), p. 74, 76

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 170

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 8, 9
John Woolridge, Systema Horti-culturae or The Art of Gardening, Book I, (London, 
Inner-temple-gate, Fleetstreet,1677), p. 4-5

 John T. Smith and Royal Commission on Historical Monuments, English Houses 171

1200-1800: The Hertfordshire Evidence, (London: HMSO, 1992), p. 166

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 172

London: Yale University Press), 2014, p. 115
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middle or upper classes.  The majority of terraced houses built before the 173

eighteenth century had no front gardens. The fear that individual front gardens 

allowing personal expression would conflict with the sense of unity generated by 

terraced houses in an urban environment was considered the major 

objection.  This terraced housing later became typical of working class 174

dwellings in city centres. 

Gardening became more popular amongst the working class during the 

eighteenth century but were still less frequently documented.  By 1850, most 175

houses for the upper class were built with an enclosed back garden, while the 

frontage was a more accessible feature of the houses to a wider range of social 

classes.  It was also mentioned that these front gardens were mainly provided 176

to offset terraced properties from the carriage access . In addition, the nature 177

of these working class domestic gardens were still very utilitarian in concept in 

the nineteenth century when compared to the gardens of the upper class and 

social elites.  178

Whilst trying to spread horticultural knowledge and skills to the general public, 

public figures such as Loudon became aware of the importance of the physical 

characteristics of domestic gardens, including their size and orientation in 

relation to their surrounding environment. These features were also discussed 

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Have an and 173
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through the Nineteenth Century, (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press), 2008, p. 
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 The London gardener, Journal of the London Historic Parks and Gardens Trust, Vol. 177

X, (London, The London Historic Parks and Gardens Trust, 2005), p. 47

 John Claudius Loudon, A Treaties on Forming, Improving, and Managing Country 178

Residences: and on the Choice of Situations Appropriate to Every Class of 
Purchase…, (London: Longman, 1806), p. 134, 135

�141



in relation to their functions in providing pleasure and privacy.  The importance 179

of having a garden immediately alongside the property was stressed by Loudon, 

though the potential negative impact on ventilation and light to the house that 

had planting too close to its windows was also emphasised, as was setting the 

property at the centre of the garden to provide a sense of tranquility whilst 

maximising the provision for privacy . Not a luxury accessible to working class 180

people, Loudon’s writings gave some insight into the contents of these gardens: 

gardens, which were to consist of  shrubs and fruit-bearing plants, such as holly, 

thorn, apple, plum, and pear trees.  181

The advances in technology during the Industrial Revolution made affordable 

publications more readily available to a much wider audience. Whilst these 

publications helped to improve the literacy of the general public, they also 

allowed people to become better informed on topics such as instructions and 

treaties on gardening.  Copying specific features or decorations on houses of 182

the upper class had become widespread.  183

Anne Scott-James says that records of cottage gardens before the mid 

eighteenth century are extremely scarce, and that the popular images of 
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cottages with a great range of flowers in blossom on display was ‘largely a 

Regency and Victorian conception’.  However, sources revealed that there 184

had also been vigorous promotion of the moral benefits in gardens and 

gardening during the Victorian era . John Ruskin praised the beauty and 185

moral value of nature, and induced the idea of aesthetically pleasing works 

created through physical hard labour of an individual.  186

In Ruskin’s time cottages were recognised for their quality that ‘signified an 

unsophisticated rusticity admired by the more cultured outsider’, and writers like 

Oliver Goldsmith and William Wordsworth expressed their admirations for this 

simple yet enduring form of architecture and gardening.  Domestic gardens 187

and front gardens in the urban environment were still relatively few; according to 

Stephen Constantine cottage gardens in late nineteenth century England were 

still mostly cultivated as an alternative source for food with little intention of 

being decorative; few flowering species could be found in them.  This was 188

partly because domestic gardens in town or urban environment were largely 

regarded as being not practical or economically viable as most towns of the 

time were very crowded . Most of the writings on gardens around the same 189

period still focused on large estates and mansions in the countryside. 

The significant influence of the cottage garden on the design of English garden 

was first documented towards the end of the nineteenth century. The cottage 
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garden was seen as a the remnant of authentic English culture, free from the 

influence of the continent or the modern technology. Although most of the 

cottage gardens were not designed by professional landscape gardeners, 

Loudon included them in his encyclopaedia as a specific form of garden. Its 

significance in the course of development of English garden practices was 

described in the 1907 article ‘English Ideals of Gardening’.  190

AJohn Claudius Loudon offers an insight to the suburban and amateur gardens 

of his time.  Despite his preference for exotic plants, his writing on cottage and 191

farm houses provided detailed descriptions of contemporary decoration and 

plantings.  192

Around the same time as Loudon, another prominent figure, John Ruskin, was 

able to provide insight to the attitude held towards urban domestic gardens.  He 

firmly believed that good art was a reflection of beautiful environment and 

society, and that all creations of art require the working of one’s hands with the 

material. Gardens and open spaces were promoted for the well being of urban 

dwellers and the upkeep of good taste in art.  His tireless effort in social and 193

housing reform, with William Morris and others, later inspired a series of 

movements including the celebrated green belt and the Garden City 

Movements.  194
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Other evidence of people’s attitudes to gardening include writings, drawings and 

photography, and are more numerous since the nineteenth century: ‘…let us not 

forget that reading about gardening and garden is no real substitute for working 

in the garden, or visiting other people’s gardens’, ‘…I considered gardeners to 

be being of a peculiarly poetic and gentle mind, who cultivate perfumes of 

flowers listening to the birds singing’.  These writings show that physical 195

labour in gardening and the aesthetic quality of the regulating gardens was 

enjoyed equally. 

Landscape architects began to explore the social aspects of urban domestic 

gardens during the twentieth century, and in the early twenty first century, 

experiments have been conducted on various connections between front 

gardens and their owners’ attitude to their environmental and social context. 

This has been led by researchers from a number of different disciplines, 

predominantly with a social science background, placing front gardens into their 

social context and scrutinising the emotional connections between front gardens 

and their owners, both as an extension of the house and as a basis for self-

expression. These investigations form a network of information that provides 

preliminary insights on the topic from a range of different perspectives. 

The researcher believed that having gardens attached to housing means more 

than just offering visual interest and improve aesthetic quality to the living 

environment. Studies of issues related to domestic gardens have became more 

systematic and subject oriented since the 1960s, when the functions of 

landscape and architecture were considered together under evolving planning 

theories proposing a rational approach.  Studies of the environmental and 196

social aspects of front gardens have been examined in relation to the scope of 

this thesis to study their ideas on the attitudes of owners of front gardens. The 

 Peter Hunt, The Garden Lover's Companion, (London: Eyre Methuen, 1974), p. 75195

Karel Capek, The Gardener’s Year, (Wisconsin: The University of Wisconsin Press, 
1984), p. 34

 Nigel Taylor, Urban Planning Theory Since 1945, (London: Sage Publications), p. 196
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literature review revealed under-researched elements in terms of the attitude-

behaviour relationship reflected in individual front gardens. 

Recent studies in Australia have concluded that preferred landscape 

characteristics and existing gardening styles found in local communities act 

together as magnets to draw people into neighbourhoods that best fit their 

preferences and values.  At the same time, similar researches in the United 197

States suggested that the lifestyle behaviours of households serve as the most 

important predictor of vegetation cover on private lands amongst other factors. 

Social stratification, which was previously thought to be a prominent influence 

on such household behaviour, is supposed to apple only to a lesser degree, 

thought this study refers to the US, where conditions differ greatly from the 

situation in the UK.  Such evidence promoted research on possible influence 198

of migrating populations with different lifestyles on the local communities. These 

findings influenced the design of interview questions well as the selection of 

Crookes and Woodseats for surveys. 

Front gardens typically associated with low-rise housing in cities and suburbs 

are relatively recent additions to the built environment. They have provided a 

more pleasant and healthier living environment for urban dwellers since the late 

nineteenth century. Widely viewed as characteristic of terraced housing, they 

were constructed mostly by the speculative builders in higher value locations. 

As land diminishes in value further from premium locations, there is a smaller 

return if the gardens are kept at the same size.  Therefore the depth of the front 

 Tim Kurz, and Catherine Baudains, Biodiversity in the Front Yard: An Investigation 197

of Landscape Preference in a Domestic Urban Context, Environment and Behavior, 44 
(2012), p. 166-196, (168, 169)

 J. M. Grove, A. R. Troy, J. P. M. O'Neil-Dunne, W. R. Burch, Jr., M. L. Cadenasso, 198
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Environmental Planning and Management, 47, (2004), p. 737-755, (749, 750)
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garden was often sacrificed in the process of providing an imitation of these, to 

make the greatest possible profit for the speculative builders.  199

More recently, a series of reports have claimed that domestic gardens, both 

front and back, can provide ordinary people with interactions with, knowledge 

and personal understandings of nature. According to these reports, front 

gardens were specifically said to showcased personal and emotional 

connection of the owner to a certain degree.  200

Example of front garden provision in urban 
environments 

The Industrial Revolution fundamentally challenged many previous values of 

English society and the functions of various social elements, including the 

provision and use of domestic gardens and green spaces in the urban 

environment.  

Literature reviewed claimed large formal squares were laid out by housing 

developments as early as the seventeenth century. Later these squares were 

turned into miniature landscape gardens and the surrounding developments 

were replaced by the fashionable terraced properties during the Georgian 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 199

1982), p. 4, 5, 19 
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books, 1997), p.207
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Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press), 
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period.  Ornamental gardens were provided for terraced properties built later 201

as an alternative, when there was insufficient space for the large squares. All of 

these squares or gardens were accessible only with keys held by the owners of 

the nearby properties.  Although the styles of these gardens gradually 202

changed from the formal and regular patterns of the 17th century to more 

naturalistic landscaped gardens by the nineteenth century, only the the middle 

or upper class living nearby would have access to them. 

Gardening culture began to spread by the combined effort of early gardening 

professionals and terraced housing. During the 1860s employers began to 

provide housing, including sometimes, in the form of model villages, for their 

workers. These villages were designed to attract skilled labour to factories, 

offering the convenience of shorter travel distances to work places and various 

amount of space for the domestic gardens made mandatory by some of the 

estates’ management.  Social development during this period saw the middle 203

class demanding better housing of better quality in healthier settings to imitate 

the lifestyles of the social elite, with the provision of domestic gardens matching 

their affluence with garden plots to suggest the social status of the garden 

owner.   204

These model villages usually included semi-detached, terraced houses and 

cottages. Whilst cottages and semi-detached houses were more generous in 

terms of garden provision, terraced properties were given small back gardens 

and even smaller front gardens. These houses were constructed as smaller 

  Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 201 201

1982), p. 76

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 202

1982), p. 76

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London, A. Rivers,  203

1909), p. 62

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 204

1982), p.49
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versions of those for the upper class, and their gardens also partly inherited the 

role of being an status symbol to reflect the affluence of the owners.  205

As a pioneer in welfare provision for the working class, Port Sunlight was one of 

first model villages and sought to incorporate concern for the welfare of its 

dwellers into the planning and design of the estate. Set in a 130 acres of 

parkland, it was observed that front gardens had been provided to each 

individual house hold.  It was said to be ‘impossible to traverse Port Sunlight 206

without encountering the gardeners perpetually clipping and trimming’.  207

Tenants were initially given the freedom to manage their own garden spaces, 

but later the gardens had to be managed collectively by the estate, as freedom 

in garden management had resulted in ‘the exterior aspect of the village was 

being ruined’, with tenants deliberately using their garden spaces for other 

activities, such as drying clothes or neglecting them completely.  208

Mostly consisting of cottages, Port Sunlight was built with a density of 12 

cottages to an acre in order to ensure sufficient provision for gardens and 

recreational spaces.  Allotments were also provided to the tenants as a means 209

of getting exercise whilst reaping the rewards of one’s own effort.  Communal 210

green spaces were also provided and managed to ensure healthy and beautiful 
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Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 1982) 
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living environments for all. The cottages in Port Sunlight were built to a variety 

of architectural styles to provide interest to the tenants.  211

 

 Amanda Rees, Nineteenth-century Planned Industrial Communities and the Role of 211

Aesthetics in Spatial Practices: the Visual Ideologies of Pullman and Port Sunlight, 
Journal of Cultural Geography, (May, 2012), p. 185, 186
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Image 4.1. An old image showing a house in Port Sunlight that was set within a 
garden.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.3
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Image 4.3. A detailed look at the houses and their gardens in Port Sunlight. All of the 
gardens have the same plants and appear to be managed in the same manner.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.5
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Image 4.2. Another old image showing houses in Port Sunlight. Here the gardens 
have been enclosed with railings giving the notion that they belonged to the specific 
house.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.5



George Cadbury later founded Bournville based on similar ideas. Whilst trying 

to provide affordable housing for his workers, it was hoped that tenants ‘may 

have at least some of the attributes of an ideal garden city’ in ‘alleviating the 

evils which arise from the insanitary and insufficient housing accommodation 

supplied to large numbers of the working classes, and of securing workers in 

factories some of the advantages of outdoor village life, with opportunities for 

the natural and healthful occupation of cultivating the soil’.  212

Most of the houses in Bournville had lawn or flower beds to accommodate ‘eight 

apple and pear trees…twelve gooseberry bushes, one Victoria plum, six 

creepers for the house, including Gloire de Dijon and Willian Allen Richardson 

roses, wistaria, honeysuckle, clematis, ivy in a number of varieties, Ampelopsis 

veitchii, white and yellow jasmine, etc…one or two forest trees, so placed as to 

frame the building. Hedges of thorn divided the houses, and from road 

boundaries’.  Garden provision for households at Bournville was more 213

generous than at Port Sunlight, because gardens were considered ‘a feature of 

such importance in the model village, or garden city, should have no less care 

and attention in the planning than the house itself’.  Margaret Willes says that 214

gardening in model villages became compulsory.  According to the description 215

there were kitchen gardens for each household dedicated to the fruit trees and 

a lawn. In addition, tenants were discouraged from having curved path in their 

gardens to make the most economical use of the garden space. Curves in any 

man-made structures were not the way cottages were laid out in the village, but 

they were employed in flower beds and trees because ‘curves in colour being 

 William Alexander Harvey, The Model Village and Its Cottages: Bournville, (London: 212

B. T. Batsford, 1906), p. 3, 9

 Ibid, p. 23213

 Ibid, p. 23214

Alison Ravetz, Council Housing and Culture: The History of a Social Experiment, 
(London: Rutledge, 2001), p. 35

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 215

London: Yale University Press, 2014), p. 85
�152



more pleasing’.  In general, plant species were more varied and had a mix of 216

more plant species to best imitate a natural environment whilst allowing 

opportunities for physical labour. However, the influence of formal gardens and 

squares could still be sensed in the linear and formal layout of these model 

villages. 

Whilst garden suburbs and model villages were being developed on the fringes 

of towns and cities, living conditions in the urban centres continued to 

deteriorate. Land was parcelled out to speculative builders in order to create 

streets of terraced houses and semi-detached villas for middle class. These 

houses were built in uniform rows with small back gardens and even smaller 

front gardens. They were also built on land that had previously beenopen 

spaces or gardens.  217

For the majority of the working class who lived in privately rented terraced 

properties access to garden spaces was still rare and considered a luxury.  218

Industrialisation caused urban gardens to quickly disappear. Steam powered 

machines put tradesmen out of business and they became less capable of 

tending to their ornamental gardens. At the same time, the pollution caused by 

burning of coal made it more and more difficult for plants to thrive. As the social 

segregation deepened and the living conditions for the working class 

deteriorated in towns and cities as the Industrial Revolution progressed, social 

elites felt obliged to contribute towards the alleviation of the problems. Loudon 

proposed the idea of improving the quality of life in urban areas through the 

creation of common spaces, and by educating the general public with 

necessary horticultural knowledge, he showed that an improvement to the 

 William Alexander Harvey, The Model Village and Its Cottages: Bournville, (London: 216

B. T. Batsford, 1906), p. 24, 5

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 217

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 218

Environments, 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 177
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urban living environment to be a democratic act instead of a privilege of the 

upper class and the professional landscape gardeners.  219

Rapid urban expansion made access to nature under deteriorating living 

conditions a pressing issue in urban centres. The literature of the time often 

criticised the individual’s lost connection with nature.  Terraced housing 220

became popular again around the 1870s: despite being criticised for lacking in 

individuality, these houses offered the middle class easy access to their work 

places whilst providing them with limited garden spaces. With a tall and narrow 

front facade and a deep plan, terraced houses became the most prevalent type 

of housing for the middle class in the 1870s.  For example, it was described 221

that terraced properties in Hackney, during the 1850s, had small front gardens 

with wooden fences and back gardens of 90 by 14.5 feet.  House building and 222

urban expansion during the period also forced plant nurseries further out into 

the suburbs leaving the city centre even more deprived of greenery.  223

Urban gardens then became a fashionable decoration allowing the new middle 

class to show off their affluence. This was also supported by vegetated front 

gardens starting to appear on the 1853 Ordnance Survey Maps of Sheffield and 

the 1871 Ordnance Survey Maps of London. There were only limited 

publications aimed at non-professional gardeners and the pollution in the cities 

made it difficult to garden under unfavourable conditions. Shirley Hibberd then 

began writing his own guidance for people of like mind living in similar 

 ‘English Ideals of Gardening’, The Times, 16 November 1907, p. 3219

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 220

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 10

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 221

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 45
Helen Long, The Edwardian House: The Middle-class House in Britain 1880-1914, 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1958), p. 9

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 222

London: Yale University Press, 2014), p. 162

 Hermann Muthesius, The English House, (London: Crosby Lockwood Staples, 223

1979), p.138, 140
Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and Works 
1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48
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conditions.  He was also influenced by other writers and works of the time, 224

including the Handbook of Town Gardening by an anonymous author and Jane 

Loudon, the spouse of John Claudius Loudon.  In his own work on gardening 225

in town, Hibberd specifically advised readers to keep the front garden simple 

with either lawn or gravel and a few dominant shrubs. The purpose of the shrub 

was to shield the houses from the airborne pollutant and provide privacy. 

A scrubby patch of neglected chrysanthemums trailing over a sour and 

ragged grass plot, or a sooty shrubbery of untrimmed, worm-eaten, and 

flowerless lilac tree, does much to disgrace a house and its occupants. as 

a string of pewter pots dangling from the garden railings, and half-a-

dozen broken windows.  226

In summary, keeping an ornamental garden in rapidly developing urban centres 

became more difficult due to the detrimental effects generated by heavy 

industrialisation. First of all, the population boom in major cities as people 

rushed in looking for better paid jobs caused severe shortages in housing. 

Houses were let out to accommodate many, to house as many workers as 

possible whilst maximising the revenue for the landlord. Secondly, gardens 

were neglected as the sense of ownership of the gardens space became 

ambiguous within the crowded community and finally lost by a working class 

struggling for their livelihood. In addition, new houses began to be built on 

garden plots in order to lodge the extra industrial workers. Lastly, it became 

more and more unsustainable for nurseries to keep operating in or near urban 

centres, as the air had become too polluted for plants to thrive because of the 

coal-burning by the industry. Land values increased dramatically because of the 

 Shirley Hibberd, The Town Garden, (London: Groombridge & sons, 1855), p. 29224

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 225

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48

 Shirley Hibberd, The Town Garden, (London: Groombridge & sons, 1855), p. 29226
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steep demands to create more workshops in cities. Nurseries were also forced 

to move further away from the cities.  227

The tranquil image of town life presented both by Port Sunlight and Bournville 

was dramatically changed by the mid-19th century. Two prints from early wood 

carvings (on page 196) produced by Samuel Hadden Parkes in 1864 reflect the 

distinctive appearance of the domestic gardens in Coram Place, Bloomsbury, 

between 1800 and 1864. Garden spaces in front of the houses became 

neglected because all the houses were let out as multiple apartments, whilst the 

fences in the second illustration appear dilapidated, and some of the window 

boxes on the second and third floor were also replaced by drying rods. 

Accompanying the illustrations was the description by Mayhew on gardens of 

the poor in London: 

formerly…it was no uncommon sight to see the little gardens in front of 

the houses of the poor carefully cultivated. But now, since the houses 

have passed into other hands, and been let out in single apartments, the 

gardens have been altogether neglected, and are used as yards merely 

to dry clothes. The only green thing which remains in some of these 

gardens is horse-radish, a root which it is difficult to extirpate. ‘And it’s 

just the sort of thing’ said one man, ‘that poor people hasn’t no call for…

you see, they ain’t not overdone with joints of beef, nor rump steaks.  228

 Ibid, p. 29227

Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and Works 
1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design), 2012, p.48

 Henry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor, (London: Griffin, Bohn, and 228

Company, Stationer’s Hall Court, 1861), Vol. I, p.140
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Image 4.4. Window Gardens for the People 

Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Heavent and 
London: Yale University Press), 2014, p.158



The first figure, on the previous page, provided an insight to the urban 

ornamental gardens in the early 1800s. In it, most of the gardens contained 

shrubs and trees that were roughly at eye level or higher planted towards the far 

end of the garden. The shrubs gradually reduce in height as they were planted 

closer to the windows. Also there appeared to be a certain degree of 

landscaping such as circular beds for low shrubs and border plants inside the 

grass lawn. Fences were carefully maintained reflecting commitment of 

individual owners to their gardens and that they took pride in managing their 

garden spaces. 

The layout and plantings in the gardens also suggested that the owners wished 

to enjoy their gardens without being overlooked; hence the planting of taller  

shrubs or trees were planted away from the window. Such practice was to 
�158

Historic Figure 4.5. Window Gardens for the People 
Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Heavent and 
London: Yale University Press), 2014, p.159



provide screening for privacy and allowing air and sunlight through the window. 

In addition, the view to the gardens would not be impeded. Annuals and 

perennials were hard to identify but were possibly planted in pots or as borders. 

Coupled with window boxes, the overall impression of the illustration reflected a 

strong sense of ownership and community from these residents. 

The second figure depicted the same court 50 years later. As observed, the 

gardens became completely dilapidated and used for drying instead of planting.  

The fences suggested the deteriorating living condition over the years. It was 

also obvious from the figure that the function of these fences functioned more 

as symbolic rather than physical markers of territoriality within the 

neighbourhood. It was argued that in a less orderly neighbourhood the 

presence of territorial markers must be backed up by the presence of the 

resident . 229

Comparing between the two figures, the court provided the same level of 

environmental opportunity because non of the physical aspects of the gardens, 

such as orientation and size, changed between the 64 years. The disappearing 

of these ornamental gardens therefore were the results of the inability of the 

tenants in maintaining these gardens. The descriptions provided by Mayhew 

revealed the causes to such ‘nonaction’ in a Victorian industrial city was mainly 

due to the lack of livelihood of the poor . In addition, it was argued that 230

residents in lower-class neighbourhood generally felt less in control over the 

outdoor extension to their properties, such as front garden . It was therefore 231

inevitable that the gardens fell into disuse as more properties were let out to the 

poor looking for work in cities. 

 Sidney Brower, Kathleen Dockett and Ralph B. Taylor, Residents’ receptions of 229

territorial features and perceived local threat, Environment and Behavior, Jun, (1983), 
p. 419-437, (430-432)

 Henry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor, (London: Griffin, Bohn, and 230

Company, Stationer’s Hall Court) 1861, Vol. I, p. 6, 26, 61

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 231

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 183, 184
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The adverse conditions in early urban centres were considered a sacrifice for 

the sake of the technological advancement brought by the Industrial Revolution. 

Therefore the concerns over the living environment and the contribution of 

available urban green space eventually gave rise to the Garden City Movement. 

The idea of garden cities was conceived to address the social environmental 

issues created by industrialisation.  Garden City Movement emphasised that 232

garden provision was necessary and essential to urban dwellers, but the 

dimensions of the gardens were not specifically mentioned. Since the first 

appearance of the garden city, various layouts in towns or industrial estates 

have been tried and they all aim to provide as much private and communal 

garden spaces as possible to their tenants. 

In both Letchworth and Port Sunlight front gardens were generously provided to 

tenants for leisure purposes. According to sources, every house in Port Sunlight 

was provided with a front garden; though not directly attached these were 

thought to beautify the environment of the industrial village.  The management 233

and maintenance of these gardens was originally granted to the tenants. 

Records regarding the operation of Port Sunlight, however, confirmed that front 

gardens were often repurposed or completely neglected by their owners. This 

finally lead to the estate office of Port Sunlight taking control of the management 

and maintenance of the front gardens.  It was also suggested that ‘central 234

management was more suitable’ when managing such green spaces in similar 

estates since unkempt or deliberately decorated front gardens could serve to 

destroy the unified image.  At Letchworth, on the other hand, affordable 235

 Mervyn Miller, English Garden Cities: An Introduction, (Swindon: English Heritage, 232

2010) p. 37

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London: A. Rivers, 233

1909), p. 62

 Edward Hubband, Michael Shippobottom, A Guide to Port Sunlight Village Including 234

Two Tours of the Village, p. 20

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London, A. Rivers,  235

1909) p. 62
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housing was provided working with small contractors whilst allowing 

development to take places plot by plot.  236

Terraced houses and their front gardens 

Terraced housing first emerged as one of the most popular housing types in the 

UK in the middle of the seventeenth century. It still constitutes as much as 31% 

of the UK housing stock in 2010.  The idea of joining houses in a long row to 237

achieve visual unity was first introduced in the 1630s.  Terraced housing was 238

designed to satisfy the desire for grandeur and order. During the Georgian 

period it was improved with the use of more durable building materials to ‘bind 

together a row of houses as tightly as possible, to give an impression, an 

illusion, of unity’  They were built in long rows without any frontages imposing 239

a sense of order as personalised frontages could be very disruptive against the 

unifying visual effect a terrace was trying to achieve. Later, the updated Building 

Regulations after Great Fire of London in 1666 made the use of non-flammable 

building material a legal requirement, which triggered a new era of housing 

construction that facilitated the popularisation of terraced houses amongst the 

speculative builders for their easily transferable plans and construction 

techniques. 

 Mervyn Miller, English Garden Cities: An Introduction, (Swindon: English Heritage, 236

2010) p. 37

 Hermann Muthesius, The English House, (London: Crosby Lockwood Staples, 237

1979), p. 138
Sefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London: Yale University Press), 1982, 
p. 1
Department for Communities and Local Government, Private Landlord Survey 2010, 
October, 2011, p. 19 <https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/private-landlords-
survey-2010> [accessed 09 September 2013]

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press), 238

1982, p. 12 
Andrew Saint, London Suburbs, (London: Merrell Holberton in Association with English 
Heritage, 1999), p. 35,36

 Jacqueline Yallop, Dreamstreets: A Journey Through Britain’s Village Utopias, 239

(London, Penguin Random House UK, 2013), p.122
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Survey Photo 4.1 and 4.2 on the following pages depicts these early terraced 

properties where front gardens were not provided to individual households. 

Figure 4.1  provides a birdseye view of the setting of these properties. In lieu of 

individual front gardens, a collectively owned private garden is provided for the 

residents in the centre of the enclosed space in the centre. A key was required 

to gain access to the garden which was inaccessible to the general public. 

Survey Photo 4.3 shows another form of private garden in a public setting 

where properties were sheltered from the road by the thick foliage. Both types 

of garden requiresprofessional gardeners for maintenance, but the residents in 

Survey Photo 4.3 enjoys slightly more freedom in terms of personalisation. 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Figure. 4.1  Plan of Bedford Square in London 
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!
3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
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Survey Photo 4.1. Private garden in London 
Where individual front gardens were not provided (right), other forms of communal green spaces were 

provided such as the small urban park inside the iron railings (left).

Survey Photo 4.2. Private garden in London 
Instead of individual front gardens, communal amenity space was provided for the use of nearby residents. 



The transformation of English gardens from the traditional style that stressed 

formal and symmetrical design patterns towards the picturesque style in the 

1730s had a profound impact on the characteristics of the English housing and 

gardens.  Drawing inspiration from paintings and trying to recreate gardens 240

with views and planting that could represent an idealised image of nature, the 

altered attitude towards nature encouraged more intimate layout of housing in 

relation to the surrounding environment and the bay window was appreciated 

for having such quality.  During the eighteenth century private gardens and 241

open spaces both gained in number and size and while the naturalistic style of 

 Nicholas Taylor, The Village in The City, Towards a New Society, (London: Maurice 240

Temple Smith Ltd.), 1974, p.32

 Ibid, p. 35241

Chip Sullivan, and Elizabeth Boults, Illustrated History of Landscape Design, 
(Chichester: John Wiley, 2010), p.175
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Survey Photo 4.3. Communal garden in London 
There lacked defined boundaries but the residents had no problem in marking their front gardens whilst the 

bigger plot to the right of the footpath was maintained collectively or contracted to professional gardeners.



gardening was first applied to country estates, and aesthetic qualities also 

influenced urban green spaces.  242

During the Industrial Revolution, the notion of single-family house set in the 

private garden became popular amongst the middle class. This particular type 

of housing was named ‘villa’, and most of these houses constructed during the 

eighteen century were detached properties; whilst a small fraction of them were 

semi-detached around the cities . 243

Built for specific clients, these houses were modelled on the country estates of 

the aristocrats and the gentry; the bespoke nature of these houses ensured 

similar quality. Therefore as more similar properties began to be constructed 

close to each other, they formed the early estates.  However, the deteriorating 244

living conditions in Victorian and Edwardian cities began to raise serious 

concerns amongst pioneers of social reformation, such as Ebenezer Howard 

and John Ruskin. The garden city proposed by Howard envisaged a self-

sustained community with open spaces, public parks and domestic gardens 

connected to a series of smaller garden cities in its vicinity.  Later estates 245

supported by Ruskin also featured domestic gardens for private households and 

shared communal green spaces.  246

An example of garden suburb is that constructed by the Calthorpe family at 

Edgbaston near Birmingham: the estate consisted of detached and semi-

 Henry W. Lawrence, City Trees : A Historical Geography from the Renaissance 242

through the Nineteenth Century (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press), 2008, p. 
77

 Richard Harris, and Peter J. Larkham, Changing Suburbs, Fundation, Form and 243

Function, (London: E & FN Spon, 1999), p. 77

 Ibid, p. 77244

 Ebenezer Howard, To-morrow: A Peaceful Path to Real Reform, (London: 245

Routledge, 2003), p. 6, 7

 Michael H. Lang, Designing Utopia: John Ruskin's Urban Vision for Britain and 246

America, (Montreal: Black Rose Books, 1999), p. 56, 86
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detached properties that formed a strong contrast to the terraced houses or row 

houses that had been the homes for the middle-class.  247

The garden suburb finally became the standard housing for the middle-class 

from the 1870s and around the same time, housing experiments were 

conducted to provide garden suburbs for the working class, such as the 

Bournville garden suburb by the Cadbury Brothers. 

Following the two wars planning policy began to shift towards high density living 

in order to accommodate more households on the same plot of land. Existing 

gardens were therefore divided to allow for a greater number of dwellings. The 

increasing pressure on land in cities and neighbouring areas meant that houses 

on large plots had to be demolished to make way for redevelopment.  The 248

form and function of front gardens of terraced properties continued to evolve 

during the modern era. 

 Richard Harris, and Peter J. Larkham, Changing Suburbs, Fundation, Form and 247

Function, (London: E & FN Spon), 1999, p. 77

 Ibid, p. 85, 86248
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Chapter 5. General information and local 

context to survey areas and front gardens  

This chapter provides a context for the terraced properties in Sheffield. The 

expansion of the city is analysed using a series of historic maps of Sheffield. 

Changes in housing typology, especially terraced properties, are also 

analysed with data gathered through the mapping process. A similar 

comparison is also conducted on Crookes and Woodseats, employing 

photographs to identify changes to the front gardens. 

This study aims to provide back ground information and visual evidence for 

the analysis and findings in the next chapter, and clues to changing 

perspective regarding the use of front gardens in the urban environment. In 

addition, local policies regarding the use of front gardens are also reviewed in 

order to provide further evidence on changes in the perceived functions of 

front gardens. 

General information on Sheffield 

Compared to its current status, Sheffield was still a village when John Harrison 

conducted his survey in 1637. The city centre was set around the old castle and 

reached as far as Fargate in the modern city.  The city maintained most of its 249

medieval infrastructure and boundary up to the beginning of the nineteenth 

century.  Sheffield experienced its greatest urban expansion between 1830s 250

and early 1900s, as can be seen in the series of maps that chronologically 

documented the development of the city. 

 Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 249

1984), p. 31

 Ibid, p.70250
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Maps 1 through to 8 below summarise the urban expansion of Sheffield over 

the two centuries from 1736 to 1940. With the expanded territories marked in 

red, Maps 5 and 6 provide visual evidence of the great urban expansion 

experienced by the city. The core of the city doubled in size between 1832-1851 

(Map 5) and 1851-1907 (Map 6). The library of Sheffield University also holds 

two complete sets of O.S. Maps of the city in 1853 and 1901 respectively, so a 

study of the historical context and its relationship to housing typologies 

regarding urban domestic front garden has been possible. 
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Map 2 Sheffield Expansion 1736-1771 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 1 Sheffield Expansion 1736 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps
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Map 3 Sheffield Expansion 1771-1808 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 4 Sheffield Expansion 1808-1832 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 5 Sheffield Expansion 1832-1851 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 6 Sheffield Expansion 1851-1907 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps



It is believed that the urban expansion between 1850s and 1900s saw a rapid 

increase in the number of industrial premises and houses in Sheffield, inevitably 

leading to the disappearance of urban green spaces and gardens. 

Due to the hilly nature of most parts of Sheffield, commuting in and out of the 

city and its neighbouring areas was difficult up to the middle of the eighteenth 

century. The introduction of the turn pike roads facilitated the connections 

between Sheffield and its neighbouring towns and cities. 

The importance of turn-pike roads facilitated the technological advances of 

Industrial Revolution, which relied on local resources like the presence of rapid 

streams to drive water wheels, used by the long established cutlery indusrty. 

Urban development was able to spread to previously difficult or inaccessible 

areas. The ancient passage from Sheffield to Derby (through Woodseats) was 

the first highway to be improved in 1756, and the stretch through Woodseats 
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Map 7 Sheffield Expansion 1907-1921 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 8 Sheffield Expansion 1921-1940 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps



became part of Chesterfield Road, now known as the A61.  The railway 251

system later replaced some of the turn-pike roads, offering superior 

functionality. Whilst further improving the speed and comfort when travelling 

long distances, the improved mobility allowed the urban centre to thrive as the 

direct result of greater economic activity.  252

The urban centre of Sheffield was well established by 1841, when 

decentralisation was first observed, a combined result of congestion and poor 

housing conditions.  When the slums in the city were cleared to accommodate 253

more warehouses, offices, and retail premises, the city’s population began to 

gradually move towards the western and northern part of the urban centre.  A 254

comparison of Ordnance Survey Maps of Sheffield between 1805 and 1850 

provides evidence of numbers of back-to-backs and courtyard housing 

increasing greatly, taking up most of the available space in Sheffield. It was also 

recorded that after the 1830s, the wealthier inhabitants of the city began to 

migrate towards the west and further away from the city centre.  255

The detrimental effects of over-crowding can be deduced from Maps 9 to 11,  

which show the rapid urban expansion resulting from industrialisation in 

Sheffield. Both Map 9 and 10 show the same area surrounding St. Phillip’s 

Terrace, marked in red, in 1853 and 1907 respectively. Together they show the 

adverse result of rapid and uncontrolled local development. As a result, 

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 251

1971), p. 62
British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and its 
region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p.145, 146

 Ibid, p.146252

 Ibid, p. 174253

Melvyn Jones, Aspects of Sheffield 1: Discovering Local History, (Barnsley: Wharncliffe 
Books, 1997), p. 206

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 254

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), 146, 147
Hey, David, A History of Sheffield, (Preston: Carnegie PUblishing, 2005), p. 185

 Hey, David, A History of Sheffield, (Preston: Carnegie PUblishing, 2005), p. 186255
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allotments, gardens and open spaces depicted in Map 9 have been replaced by 

more workshops and in-fill housings to accommodate their workers in Map 10. 

 

Although the area already shows signs of industrialisation in Map 4.9, about half 

of the area depicted in the map still consists of open spaces and allotments. 

With Globe Works taking up a considerable amount of space on the river bank, 

there were mostly open spaces across River Don. Further study of Map 4.9 

shows that St. Phillip’s Terrace consisted of 15 terraced properties in 1853 of 

which seven had planted front gardens. These are marked red on the bottom 

left corner of the map. 

In sharp contrast, most of the urban gardens and open spaces were replaced 

by court housing that consisting of back-to-backs by 1907. As can be observed 

in Map 10 on the next page, the most prominent change to the local landscape 

�172

Map 9 A part of Sheffield on the1850s O.S. map showing workshops between St. Philips 
Church and River Don. St. Phillip’s Terrace was located to the bottom left of the map. 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



was the disappearance of open spaces and allotments. The open spaces to the 

left of St. Phillip's Terrace were converted into semi-detached houses with tiny 

frontages. The rest of the area also experienced extensive redevelopment; 

more factories appeared on the other side of River Don, with back-to-backs 

filling in smaller pockets of available land on both sides. At St. Phillips Terrace 

however, all properties had front gardens that were planted at this point. 

Although creating new front gardens appeared to be an effort from the local 

residents in fighting back the industrial development, such action was not widely 

observed elsewhere on the maps. 
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Map 10 The same section of Sheffield on O.S. maps of 1907. Land that used to be gardens 
and allotments had been built on, mostly with back-to-backs and terraced properties in order  

to house the massive population of workers in the nearby workshops. 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



 

In addition to the urban expansion, conversion of existing housing to 

accommodate a greater population in the city was also a major cause of the 

loss of urban gardens. Many of the back-to-backs in Map 11 have empty 

frontages marked in red. Judging by their footprint, these had been terraced 

properties with front gardens previously. By converting terraced properties into 

back-to-backs, landlords were able to accommodate multiple tenants in one 

house. Multiple-tenancy and low income both restricted the tenants from taking 

full responsibility for maintaining their front gardens. 

On the other hand, based on the observations made during the mapping 

process, converting terraced properties into back-to-backs was already a 

common practice by 1901. Because built structures were already established, 

converting existing housing to accommodate more working population near the 
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Map 11 This part of the O.S. map in 1907 showcased a series of court housing consisted of 
back-to-backs. Their empty frontages (marked red on the map) suggested that these might 

had been converted from terraced properties with front gardens, or they were constructed to 
provide in this particular manner. The extensive urban expansion between the 1850s and 
1907 meant a lot of the later properties were built on green site that were not incorporate or 

surveyed on the 1850s’ O.S. maps making comparison of maps particularly difficult. 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



workshops was the most efficient solution. As local industries grew in size, 

workshops finally began to appear in the suburbs and places that offered 

geological advantages. Areas surrounding these workshops were soon filled 

with housing, mostly back-to-backs, to house the workers. An improved  

infrastructure and transport system offered people greater access to the 

countryside, thus allowing the middle class to move even further away from the 

urban centres. 

Development of terraced properties in Sheffield 

Based on the two sets of Ordnance Survey Maps produced in 1835 and 1901 

respectively, the urban expansion of Sheffield had a great impact on both the its 

core and the neighbouring rural areas. The following account presents findings 

from studying both sets of maps in a series of tables and graphs on the 

following pages. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present the total number of properties of 

each housing type accounted for in both sets of O.S. Maps. The pie-charts 

visualise the composition of housing typologies in both eras. 

Since terraced properties with front gardens were the most important typology, 

they are compared to the other housing types, including terraced properties that 

were built without front gardens. Table 5.3 compares the inventories from both 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 side by side. Tables 5.4 and 5.5, on the other hand, focus on 

a detailed break-down of terraced properties in the city in their respective 

periods. Finally, up-to-date information regarding the housing composition of 

Sheffield in 2011 is presented and compared to the historical figures in Table 

5.7. This helps to project the growth of terraced properties over the years and 

can be used to formulate a solution to implementing sustainable measures for 

the legacy of terraced properties. Detailed information could not be uncovered 

regarding the presence of front gardens in 2011.  
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Table 5.1 Housing Overview in 1850s
Types of 
Housing

Total number 
of residence

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses

7309 38.5%

Back-to-backs 3864 20.4%
Detached 
Houses

543 2.9%

Semi-detached 
Houses

311 1.6%

Court/Yard 973 5.1%
Other 5981 31.5%
TOTAL 18981 100.0%

Table 5.1.1 Break-down of Terraced and Back-to-backs
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses 7309

With Front 
Gardens

405 5.5% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

545 7.5% 2.9%

Back-to-
backs 3864 X2 3831 99.1% 20.2%

X3 34 0.9% 0.2%

Terraced Houses Back-to-backs Detached Houses
Semi-detached Houses Court/Yard Other



Based on the numbers in the tables above, terraced property was the most 

prevalent housing type from 1850s to early 1900s followed by back-to-backs, 

which were the second most popular typology, gradually incorporated into court 

housing by 1907. There was a sharp decrease in the percentage of individual 

back-to-backs in the city as a result of this change. 

In 1853, there were a total number of 18,981 properties in all areas covered by 

Ordnance Survey Maps in Sheffield. In 1907, however, the total number of 
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Table 5.2 Housing Overview with Court in 1900s
Types of 
Housing

Total number 
of residence

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses

25830 60.1%

Back-to-backs 566 1.3%
Detached 
Houses

885 2.1%

Semi-detached 
Houses

981 2.3%

Court/Yard 11698 27.2%
Other 3024 7.0%
TOTAL 42984 100.0%

Table 5.2.1 Break-down of Terraced and Back-to-backs / with Courts
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses 25830

With Front 
Gardens

2505 9.7% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

8337 32.3% 2.9%

Back-to-
backs 566 X2 539 95.2% 20.2%

X3 27 4.8% 0.2%

Terraced Houses Back-to-backs Detached Houses
Semi-detached Houses Court/Yard Other

Pie Chart 5.2 Housing 
Composition with Courts in 

1900s



properties in the city rapidly increased to 42,984. This suggests a greater 

increase in total population in the city because the back-to-backs often had 

multi-tenancies. On both sets of maps reviewed, terraced property contributed 

to 39% and 60% of all housing types in 1853 and 1907 respectively. Reflected 

in Table 5.3 below, the total number of terraced properties increased by 2.5 

times within the 50 years, out-growing all other types of housing during the 

same period: there were 7,309 terraced properties in 1853 and the number 

quickly jumped to 25,830 in 1907. At the same time, terraced properties 

contributed to 77% of the total increase in the number of houses between 1850s 

and 1900s. The total number of terraced properties increased by 18,521, almost 

2/3 of the total increased in housing of 24,003 during the same period. The 

evidence shows that terraced properties had a dominating proportion of the 

housing market up to the beginning of the twentieth century. 

Despite terraced property being the most prevalent housing type, those that 

have a front garden contribute a small fraction in both era. Looking specifically 

at terraced properties with front gardens in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 on the next page, 

they were able to double the growth rate of all other types of terraced properties 

combined. However, they still represented a relatively smaller fraction. There 

Table 5.3 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s and 1900s, Sheffield
1850s 1900s

Types of 
Housing

Total 
number of 
residence

Percentage 
in Total

Types of 
Housing

Total 
number of 
residence

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses

7309 38.5% Terraced 
Houses

25830 60.1%

Back-to-
backs

3864 20.4% Back-to-
backs

566 1.3%

Detached 
Houses

543 2.9% Detached 
Houses

885 2.1%

Semi-
detached 
Houses

311 1.6% Semi-
detached 
Houses

981 2.3%

Court/Yard 973 5.1% Court/Yard 11698 27.2%
Other 5981 31.5% Other 3024 7.0%
TOTAL 18981 100.0% TOTAL 42984 100.00%
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were only 405 out of 7,309 terraced properties (5.5%) in 1853 that had front 

gardens; and although the number increased about 6 times to 2,505 in 1907, 

terraced properties with front gardens still remained a minority contributing to a 

mere 9.7% within its own category of terraced properties. 

Based on observation during mapping, front gardens were mostly found in 

named terraces, such as the St. Phillips Terrace presented previously as an 

example. Numbers in all the tables so far revealed the following two facts 

regarding terraced properties and their front gardens in Sheffield between 

1850s and 1900s : 

1). Front gardens attached to terraced properties were still not widely adopted 

during the period; 

2). Terraced properties with front gardens mostly belong to middle class people 

and were managed collectively as an estate; 

Table 5.4 Terraced Houses in 1850s
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses 7309

With Front 
Gardens

405 5.5% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

545 7.5% 2.9%

Without 
Frontages

6359 87.00% 33.50%

Table 5.5 Terraced Houses in 1900s
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses 25830

With Front 
Gardens

2505 9.7% 5.8%

With 
Frontages

8337 32.3% 19.4%

Without 
Frontages

14988 58.03% 34.87%
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The typology and composition of housing in modern Sheffield has changed 

dramatically since the mid-twentieth century. Whilst legacy housing types, such 

as the detached, semi-detached and terraced properties remained, high-rise 

residence appeared to revolutionise people’s way of living in the urban 

environment. According to The Sheffield Plan published by the Sheffield City 

Council, there were a total of 236,865 households in the city by November, 

2015.  In addition, it was also mentioned that up to 2015, the city had been 256

building 1,674 new homes each year for the past decade; although no specific 

information was given regarding the locations and types of houses 

constructed.  257

There is also limited up-to-date information on the front gardens of terraced 

properties in Sheffield. Census Briefing Note from 2011 is the most up-to-date 

source that providing a general break down of the Sheffield housing market. 

The following table and graph are reproduced from the 2011 Census Briefing 

Note 1.4 on housing and accommodation of Sheffield.  258

Table 5.6 Housing composition of Sheffield in 2011

Property types Number of household spaces

House or Bungalow: Detached 33,910

House or Bungalow: Semi-detached 86,386

House or Bungalow: Terraced 64,830

Flat, maisonette apartment: Purpose-built 
block

44,925

Flat, maisonette apartment: Part of a 
converted or shared house

4,912

Flat, maisonette apartment: In a commercial 
building

2,370

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 256

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 11

 Ibid, p. 12257

 Sheffield City Council, ‘2011 Census Briefing Note 1.4 - Housing and 258

Accommodation’, <https://www.sheffield.gov.uk/content/dam/sheffield/docs/your-city-
council/facts-figures/2011%20Census%20Briefing%20Note%201.4> [accessed 08 July 
2017]
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Sheffield City Council employed a slightly different system in categorising 

housing types; fortunately, the total number of households for each of the three 

relevant housing types are still available. Table 5.7 is therefore compiled with 

data drawn from previous tables to reveal the general trend of development of 

the three major types of houses. Numbers in Table 7.5 have been used to 

compose the line graph on the next page. 

Caravan or other mobile or temporary 
structure

63

Table 5.6 Housing composition of Sheffield in 2011

Property types Number of household spaces

Table 5.7 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s, 1900s and 2010s, Sheffield

Types of property
Total number of residence

1850s 1900s 2010s

Terraced Houses 7,309 25,830 64,380
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The numbers in Table 5.7 show the terraced properties remained in popular 

demand and increased steadily throughout the years studied. Whilst dominating 

in both 1850s and 1900s as the most prevalent housing type, the popularity of 

terraced properties has carried on well into the twenty first century. The growth 

of Sheffield was briefly impeded by the War in the mid twentieth century. Hence 

new housing stock was urgently required to replace existing squalid and 

decaying properties. The city council saw this as an opportunity to improve the 

crowded condition of the city centre. Therefore, municipal housing estates were 

erected on high ground to the north and south, while at the same time 

speculative builders exploited the western part of Sheffield.  Terraced houses 259

Detached Houses 543 885 33,901

Semi-detached 
Houses

311 981 83,386

Table 5.7 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s, 1900s and 2010s, Sheffield

Types of property
Total number of residence

1850s 1900s 2010s

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 259

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 237
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had occupied most of the available plots and the area immediately to the north 

of the university, and the area achieved the highest population density during 

mid twentieth century.  Population density began to decrease towards the 260

western suburbs where properties achieved a much lower density with larger 

gardens.  In modern Sheffield, where the city had roughly 60,000 students 261

from both universities in 2015, the city centre remains a densely populated area 

even today.  262

The streetscape of modern Sheffield has dramatically changed and most of the 

terraced properties have been replaced by flats and business premises. With a 

total of 64,380 properties, terraced properties still contributed 27% of the total 

number of properties in Sheffield in 2011. The terraced properties had been 

constantly in demand compared to both the detached and semi-detached 

properties. This is partly because terraced properties have been more 

accessible to a wide range of tenants since the 1850s, and their easy-to-copy 

floor plan has allowed for quick construction of similar properties in large 

quantity. 

It can therefore be concluded that terraced property has been the most popular 

housing types in Sheffield since the nineteenth century. Unfortunately more 

specific information on front gardens of the terraced properties in modern 

Sheffield could not be obtained, so a comparison is not possible. 

General information on surveyed areas 

 David Hey, A History of Sheffield, (Lancaster: Carnegie Publishing, 1998), p.198260

Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 
1984), p. 239

 David Hey, A History of Sheffield, (Lancaster: Carnegie Publishing, 1998), p.198261

Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 
1984), p. 239

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 262

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 6, 9, 10
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Following the general study of terraced properties and their front gardens in 

Sheffield, the next section is dedicated to Crookes and Woodseats 

specifically. This section begins with a brief introduction on both Crookes and 

Woodseats, providing relevant background information crucial to the 

understanding of the analysis. Findings from the street surveys were then 

analysed, and a photographic analysis focusing on the contents of front 

gardens and their environmental context is provided, employing early 

photographs obtained from Picture Sheffield online archive. Some of the 

photos have also been produced by the researcher during the street surveys 

to produce a comprehensive comparison between the two sets of images. 

Both Crookes and Woodseats are now suburbs of Sheffield. Crookes is 

located approximately 1.5 miles to the west of the city centre, whereas 

Woodseats is further to the south. Both suburbs started as meagre 

settlements near Sheffield but later grew considerablely in size during the 

Industrial Revolution.  According to the Plan of Sheffield in 1823 below, 263

neither Crookes nor Woodseats was incorporated as a part of Sheffield. 

Located on the hilly side of Sheffield, Crookes started as a sparsely 

populated agricultural village. It managed to retain most of its medieval 

infrastructure up to the beginning of the nineteenth century.  Woodseats on 264

the other hand had been an agricultural village since the medieval period.  265

Located on the lowlands to the south, Woodseats had very distinct terrain 

from Crookes. Both areas remained comparable in size until the beginning of 

the Industrial Revolution. As stressed in the previous section, the Industrial 

 Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 263

1984), p. 31

 John Leather, ‘1832 Sheffield by John Leather’, John Leather Land Surveyor (1832) 264

<http://www.picturesheffield.com/maps.php?file=024> [accessed 30 June 2014]
Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press), 
1984, p. 70

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 265

1971), p. 62
British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and its 
region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p.146
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Revolution greatly improved accessibility to local and neighbouring areas 

around Sheffield whilst increasing their level of economic activeness, 

including both Crookes and Woodseats.  266

During the 1850s, urban dwellers began to appreciate the natural 

environment in Crookes and the area soon became a popular holiday 

retreat.  As observed in Map 13, there are still villas with decorative 267

 Ibid, p. 146266

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 267

1971), p. 62
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Map 12. Plan of Sheffield produced in 1823. Crookes only appeared as a caption towards the left edge 
of the map. Woodseats on the other hand was further to the north and hence not mentioned on this 
particular map. 


Map courtesy of University of Sheffield



gardens that were constructed on sites of higher value or south-facing 

slopes. These large properties often took up large plots of land and leaving 

the lower northern slopes for the smaller houses of artisans.  268

Eventually the installation of the electric tram system to the infrastructure 

made commuting between distant parts of towns possible and comfortable.  269

Middle and upper classes, therefore, began to move further away from the 

city centre towards the western and northern part of the city. Villas and 

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 268

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 237
Melvyn Jones, Aspects of Sheffield 1: Discovering Local History, (Barnsley: Wharncliffe 
Books, 1997), p. 207

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 269

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956),  p.174
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Map 13. Ordnance Survey Map of Sheffield produced in 1853. Most part of Crookes still 
consisted of open moorlands and gardens. A handful of estates could be found taking up 
vast amount of land. These were soon filled houses by the turn of the century.


Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



estates on previous farmlands and moorlands whilst enclosing large plots of 

land as their private gardens at the same time.  270

On the other hand, Norton Woodseats was finally incorporated into Sheffield 

around around 1900. In an effort to address the issues of living in the city 

centre, Sheffield began to clear out its slums towards the end of the 

nineteenth century. This clearance resulted in extensive alterations to the 

landscape and layouts of both Crookes and Woodseats. Suburban 

developments became not only acceptable but also desirable to the working 

class that were used to living in crowded up to this point. As a result, large 

scale house building took place in the west and south of the town, namely 

Crookes, Upper Hallam, and Heeley.  271

At the end of the twentieth century, development occurred mostly outside 

central Sheffield, as the city council was determined to provide housing with 

lower density than terraced properties. Many of the cottages in Woodseats 

built in the early times were therefore demolished, leaving only a few along 

Chesterfield Road. In summary, the density of terraced properties began to 

reduce as the distance to city centre increased:  

The residential areas forming the remainder of Sheffield offer 

much variety according to altitude and age. Only the western and 

south western sectors show an orderly progression…: first a few 

early stone houses surviving amid Georgian brick terraces and 

mansions; then the Victorian terraces and villas forming a wide 

inner belt…along the lower slopes of the valleys, this zone now 

carrying some of the highest population densities in the city;…

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 270

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956),  p.174, 175

 Ibid, p.174, 237271
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and finally, the outer zone of interwar and post war dwellings 

interspersed with any fine stretches of park and woodland.  272

Front gardens of Crookes in photographs 

Crookes today is densely populated with students from all over the world. 

Despite the hilly terrains, the terraced properties in the area are favoured by 

students. Whilst offering reasonably priced rooms in convenient locations, the 

sheer quantity of terraced properties in the areas also helps to promote itself 

amongst students. By contrast, consisting mostly of local population, 

Woodseats has no students at the time of survey due to its location, remote 

from the university campus. It was also noticed during the case study that 

terraced properties only existed in particular areas of Woodseats and were 

smaller in number compared to Crookes. 

Photographs on Picture Sheffield have provided visual evidence of front 

gardens of the terraced properties in Crookes around 1966. A number of 

such photographs were selected for the study. Unfortunately, no historic 

photographs of front gardens in Woodseats could be found. The following 

comparison, therefore, will mainly focus on the front gardens in Crookes.   

Photographs were selected for their locations and relevance to surveyed 

roads in Crookes. Therefore four monochrome photographs produced in 

1966 (according to their caption) are presented. In comparison, the coloured 

photographs were produced during the street surveys. The earliest 

photographs showing the exact streets surveyed in Crookes for this research 

date from 1966 onwards. No images of Woodseats could be found in the 

archive at the time of research. 

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 272

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 240
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Image 5.1. Crookes, Salisbury Road, 1967

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s19245&pos=16&action=zoom&id=21794

Survey Photo 5.1. Crookes, Salisbury Road, 2017
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Image 5.2. Crookes, Melbourne Road, 1966

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s17895&pos=1&action=zoom&id=20491

Survey Photo 5.2. Crookes, Melbourne Road, 2017
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Image 5.3. Crookes, Northfield Road, 1955-1960

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s26236&pos=1&action=zoom&id=28663

Survey Photo 5.3. Crookes, Northfield Road, 2017
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Image 5.4. Crookes, Conduit Road, 1966

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s14535&pos=1&action=zoom&id=17347

Survey Photo 5.4. Crookes, Conduit Road, 2017



In comparison, no major differences can be identified visually between the 

two sets of photographs. The overall condition of the retaining walls have 

remained similar, and whilst the plants in the front gardens may have 

changed overtime, many of them displayed similar level of maintenance and 

care, especially when comparing the photographs of Conduit Road and 

Salisbury Road. Specific species in monochrome photographs can be difficult 

to identify but it is clearly visible that many of the front gardens in 1966 were 

planted. This can still be observed in the front garden on Conduit Road and 

Salisbury Road today. 

Local authority and front gardens in Sheffield 

Regulations regarding minimum space provision for terraced properties existed 

as early as 1858. The 1858 Local Government Act said that any streets 

containing terraced properties must be at least 11 metre wide. Houses in the 

street should also be provided with at least 14 square metre of open space at 

the back. It also stated that the distance between properties should not exceed 

the height of the properties on each side.  273

In The Sheffield Plan, the city was presented as ‘a forerunner in tackling climate 

change’ through the creation and maintenance of Green Infrastructure, that 

includes both urban and rural green spaces.  According to Sheffield City 274

Council, however, planning permission is not required at all when permeable 

pavings, like gravel and porous asphalt, are used in front gardens. Planning 

permission is only required when more than 5 square metre of garden space is 

going to be covered by impervious materials. It also appeared that the 

regulation only apply to houses and there was no mention of whether the same 

regulation apply to the front gardens of terraced properties. 

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 273

Environments, 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 61

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 274

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 14
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In addition, research showed Sheffield City Council also initiated a scheme that 

aimed at dealing with untidy gardens in the neighbourhood in 2013. When a 

unkempt front garden was reported or discovered by the local authority, the 

owners were given two weeks notice to tidy up their front gardens. Failing to 

comply with the requirement set by the city council have lead to one local 

resident facing prosecution from the city council.  Unfortunately no further 275

details regarding the incident were mentioned in the local newspaper. 

Graphic representation of depths of front gardens in context

The following discussion applies two levels of content analysis to the photos 

presented and serves to provide a sense of distance by using content analysis 

on photographs taken during the street survey. This will help to visualise and 

understand the statistics presented later. Common depths of front gardens 

observed during the street survey were identified prior to the analysis and 

photographs of front gardens were measured at 1.5m, 2m, 3m and 6m in depth 

respectively are presented on the following pages. For a comparative plan view 

of these depths of front gardens, please refer to Figure P2 on page 74 of 

Chapter 3. Features of each front garden were also documented and grouped 

accordingly. 

The first photograph in each set was captured at roughly the same subject 

distance from the retaining wall of the front garden. The successive photos in 

each group were taken at a closer distance. Whilst trying to capture as many 

features found in the gardens as possible, the framing also tried to produce 

similar viewing positions of a passerby. In some situations, such as when there 

is a a tall hedge or hidden features in the garden, photographs were taken from 

the side where the views were less obstructed. The depth of front gardens were 

annotated on the photographs, illustrating both greatest and shortest distance of 

the respective front gardens. Photographs depicting the front elevation were 

 The Star, Sheffield garden ‘eyesore’ legal action threat, The Star (2013) <http://275

www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397> 
[accessed 09 September 2014] (para 1 of 9)
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http://www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397
http://www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397
http://www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397


taken from a standard distance of approximately 3 metres to incorporate the 

entire front garden and the window/bay window immediately behind. This 

distance was established by trial and error in order to include the domestic 

context of the front garden whilst producing a satisfactory level of fine details in 

the image for graphic analysis. 

The subsequent photos in the four groups on the other hand aim to represent 

the proportionate gain in the amount of usable space with respect to the 

successive increase in the depth of front gardens. The boundary of each 

specific front garden is outlined by the red frame and respective depth marked 

on the images. Together this collection of photographs offers a comprehensive 

selection of comparable visual evidence on the expanding functions of front 

gardens as the result of the gradually increasing amount of usable space. The 

personalisation of front gardens varied greatly from one to another. For 

instance, as depicted in Survey Photos 5.3-1 and 5.3-2 where two neighbouring 

front gardens had completely different approaches towards decorating their 

front gardens. Deeper front gardens, however, can generally afford greater 

flexibility in terms of personalisation and offer greater individuality in return. 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Survey Photo 5.5. A front garden measured approximately 1.5m in depth

Survey Photo 5.5-1. A front garden approximately 1.5m in depth

1.5m

0.8m
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Survey Photo 5.5-2. Details of the same front garden approximately 1.5m in depth

Survey Photo 5.6. A front garden approximately 2.00m in depth with vegetation
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Survey Photo 5.6-1. Detail of front garden of 2.00m in depth

1.5m

2m

Survey Photo 5.7. A planted front garden approximately 3.30m in depth
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Survey Photo 5.7-1. Details of planting in front garden measured at 3.30m on the left

Survey Photo 5.7-2. Details of the front garden next to the one depicted above 

3m
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Survey Photo 5.8. A planted front garden approximately 5.70m in depth

Survey Photo 5.8-1. Details of the front garden of 5.70m in depth

5.7 m



 

These annotated photographs provided an opportunity to analyse the impact of 

depth of front gardens on its ability in providing privacy through analysis of their 

contents. Three 100% crops from their respective full size original images (at 

5212 X 3468 pixels) showing details in Survey Photos 5.5, 5.7 and 5.8 are 

placed next to one another below to demonstrate the effectiveness of front 

gardens of various depth in terms of privacy provision. 100% crops of these 

images are employed to eliminate human errors in resizing the photographs for 

detailed comparisons by relying the magnification of images on the mapping of 

each pixel of the image on to that of the computer screen. This is achieved with 

the ‘Actual Pixel’ command in Adobe Photoshop, and a crop of 10cm by 10cm 

was then taken from the desired area in each image depicting the details 

suitable for analysis. Notice how the window frames in each successive photo 

gradually recede further into the photographs and away from the viewer as the 

front gardens in respective photos gain in depth (captioned below each image). 

As the features in these three cropped images fade into greater distance, the 
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Survey Photo 5.8-2 Details of the neighbouring front garden in the previous survey photo



reader constantly regains a refined sense of scale on their sizes in relation to 

the surrounding objects or structures. 

 

Crop 1 from Survey Photo 5.5 retains an immense amount of details overall on 

all of the subject in the frame. Details on the wooden ornament and the candle 

stool are clearly visible. In sharp contrast is the white statue in Crop 3 from 

Survey Photo 5.8. Set back by a front garden of roughly 5.6 metres in depth, the 

amount of refined details that could be made out by merely looking at the 

photograph is severely reduced due to the greatly increase subject distance. 

Few features can be clearly identified other than its colour and a hat and details 

of clothing are vaguely identified. The bunch of flowers immediately to the left of 

the statue lacks definition around the edges of the petals and stems, and 

therefore accurate identification of its species is very difficult. In addition, the 

last that house’s flowers appears to be vaguely visible. In Crop 2 from Survey 

Photo 5.7 features the same set of flowers in a flask, both decorations on 

behind window exhibit slightly richer details due to the reduction of depth of 

front gardens to 3 metres. Petals and leaves of the flowers are better defined 

and the texture on the case is preserved at relatively higher resolution 

compared to the same elements in Crop 3. Evidently, the further the property is 
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Crop 2 Crop 3

Front garden at 3m in depth Front garden at 6m in depth

Crop 1

Front garden at 1.5m in depth

All three photographs were taken with the same camera set up at roughly the same distance away 
from the front wall of the garden.



set back by the front garden, the less facial features would be recognised 

between both parties, removing one another from each others human reaction 

bubbles and hence an increased level of privacy is ensured. 

In a front garden of approximately 1.5m in depth the choice for potted plants is 

restricted by the specific dimensions or even the shape of the container; whilst 

at the same time, the limited space could impose restrictions on vegetation 

density and diversity due to minimum spacing requirements or competition 

amongst various species (see Survey Photo 5.3). In contrast the owner of the 

front garden in Survey Photo 5.8-1 is much more flexible in allocating different 

species using concrete tiles as a means of division and getting around within 

the garden. 

The above content analysis of the photographs from street surveys provides an  

effective means of judging the effectiveness of each category of depth in privacy 

provision and spatial provision individually. Whilst front gardens small than 3 

metres in depth are limited in every aspect, front gardens at 3 metres deep are 

able to provide sufficient space to create a naturalistic looking front garden. In 

addition, the 5-meter-deep front garden was able to provide greater freedom in 

personalisation with sufficient room to sustain a naturalistic and diverse plant 

community with provision for hard surfaces in the garden. 

On the other hand, Survey Photos 5.7-2 and 5.8-2 are used as examples to 

argue that the preference for garden size can be subjective. With 90% of their 

space paved, both gardens depicted are in strong contrast to their immediate 

neighbours in Survey Photo 5.7-1 and 5.8-1 who appeared to take good care of 

their front gardens. It appears to be contradictory to the hypothesis that the size 

of the front garden is a decisive factor that influences the perceived function of 

the garden space, because the size does not matter if the owner is not 

interested in gardening. Taking other factors such as income and time- and 

effort-dedication of owners of terraced properties into the equation, the 

researcher would like to argue that by providing a front garden about 2 to 3 

metres in depth could provide sufficient incentive to enable personal expression 

whilst preventing the owner from spending too much time in the front garden. 
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Chapter 6. Findings 

Findings from street surveys and in-depths interviews will be presented in the 

following discussion.  
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Map 14. Image displaying participant distribution in relation to city centre
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!
1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04


Map 14 on the previous page shows areas where street survey and in-depth 

interviews took place, in relation to the centre of the city. Crookes is relatively 

more hilly compared to Woodseats and it also has a significant amount of 

students. Yellow circles denotes the general areas visited in Crookes whilst 

the blue ones represent areas visited in Woodseats. 

Map 15 to 17 below shows the distribution of interviewed households marked 

by pins with colours matching the respective survey areas. 
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Map 15. Image showing participant distribution in Crookes
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/
data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
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Map 16. Image showing participant distribution in Woodseats 
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!
4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
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Map 17. Image showing participant distribution in Norton 
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!
1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172


A sample of the survey forms and questionnaire used during the street 

survey and in-depth interviews are provided in the appendix. The following 

discussion utilises information gathered through street surveys that have 

been processed and tabulated. 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Findings on street survey 

The following list presents findings from the street surveys carried out in 

Crookes and Woodseats. The front gardens on the streets surveyed are 

representative of those on the streets nearby in terms of physical condition 

and size. In addition, the tables used in the following discussion was 

produced by summarising data from each of the inventory from the previous 

inserts. 

1. There are more terraced properties in Crookes and every property 

surveyed had a front garden. 

Table 6.1 above provides an insight into the composition of properties in the four 

streets surveyed, and streets in their immediate vicinity. The street survey 

focused primarily on the study of terraced properties and their front gardens, 

though there were a number of other housing types, such as detached and 

semi-detached properties, on the same street. As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, terraced properties were often constructed by speculative builders in 

close imitation of estates on south-facing plots or sites of higher economic 

value. This was observed on both Melbourne Road and Meersbrook Avenue. 

Detached properties were located at the top, overlooking both streets. 

Table 6.1 Housing types encountered in street survey

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell Road Meersbrook 
Avenue

Terraced 40 82% 66 97% 69 84% 24 51%

Semi-
detached

6 12% 0 0% 8 10% 18 38%

Detached 3 6% 0 0% 4 5% 5 11%

Flat 0 0% 2 3% 1 1% 0 0%

Total 49 100% 68 100% 82 100% 47 100%
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As reflected by the numbers, terraced properties are the most numerous 

housing type in both Crookes and Woodseats, but Woodseats has a slightly 

greater diversity in terms of housing composition. In Melbourne Road and 

Salisbury Road in Crookes and Mitchell Road in Woodseats, terraced properties 

contributed 82%, 97% and 84% of all housing types respectively. In addition, it 

was noted that the two streets in Crookes mainly consisted of terraced property, 

whilst the streets in Woodseats had much greater diversity in housing types. In 

summary, 91% (106 out of 117) of all properties surveyed in Crookes were 

terraced properties, whereas only 72% (93 out of 129) of all properties surveyed 

in Woodseats were terraced. This is an accurate representation of the streets 

approached during the survey, and those in the immediate vicinity in both 

Crookes and Woodseatas.. 

  

2. Front gardens on the same street are equal in depth, but their depth may 

vary from street to street.  
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Survey Photo 6.1. This photo shows a row of terraced properties typically found in 
Crookes. The blue bins placed in front of the front gardens help to outline the front 
wall of these front gardens. As can be clearly observed, the blue bins are lined up 
perfectly; hence it can be argued that front gardens of terraced properties are equal in 
depth on the same street.



It was already revealed that terraced properties were built with the aim of 

achieving a unifying visual quality, so front gardens on the same street were 

also built equal in depth. This is confirmed by measurements taken during the 

street survey. Referring to the inserts on the previous pages, front gardens of 

terraced properties on the same street usually are identical in depth, but differs 

from street to street. The following photograph taken during the street survey on 

Mitchell Road is also presented as a visual evidence. 

  

Tables 6.2 and 6.3 below provide a summary of the depth of all the front 

gardens measured during the survey. Table 6.2 presents the four most 

important aspects of front gardens on each street. Front gardens are then 

categorised according to their depths in Table Table 6.3. 

 

Table 6.2 Depth of front gardens in metres

Depth of 
Front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Average 3.11 1.85 2.71 1.54

Max 5.72 2.20 5.20 3.40

Min 1.70 1.68 1.55 1.47

Mode 3.02 1.81 2.70 1.50

�210* Two of the properties on Meersbrook Avenue had no front gardens at the time of survey, 
and this is reflected in the reduced total number of properties in this table.

Table 6.3 Categories of depth of front gardens

Depth of 
Front 

garden

Crookes Woodseats Total

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell 
Road

Meersbrook 
Ave.

<0.5m 0 0 0 0 0

0.5-2.0m 2 55 6 44 107

2.0-3.5m 45 13 72 1 131

>3.5m 2 0 4 0 6

Total 49 68 82 45* 244



Numbers in Table 6.2 reveal that whilst the average depths of front gardens 

fluctuate greatly across the four streets surveyed, the depths of front gardens 

on the same street can differ greatly. All four streets shows this. Front gardens 

on Melbourne Road displayed the greatest gap between its deepest and 

shallowest front gardens.  

The shallowest front garden is found on Meersbrook Avenue in Woodseats, 

which measured 1.47 metres, whereas the deepest front gardens of 5.72 

metres is on Melbourne Road, Crookes. Based on the percentage of terraced 

properties in Table 6.1, the Mode in Table 6.2 is a more accurate representation 

of the depths of front gardens of terraced properties on the street. This is 

because terraced property has the highest property count in each street 

surveyed in Table 6.1 on the previous page. 

Table 6.3 helps to identify the general depths of front gardens on each of the 

streets surveyed whilst providing a quick comparison between the four streets.  

Based on the numbers in Table 6.3, there are 97.5% (238 out of 244 properties 

in total) of properties surveyed have front gardens measured between 1 to 3.5 

metres in depth. The general depth of front gardens of the terraced properties 

can be roughly identified through finding the category with the most number of 

properties on each street. More accurate measurements are logged in the 

inserts on the previous pages, but this observation confirms the conclusion that 

front gardens of terraced properties on the same street are equal in depth. The 

small variation in their depths are present because of human error, also where 

terraced properties were found in different sections of the streets. 

Selected photographs taken during the street survey are presented below to 

provide visual clues to front gardens that are approximately 3.11m, 2.71m, 

1.85m, and 1.54m in depth. These correspond to the average depths of front 

gardens encountered during the street survey and are thought to be 

representative to the majority of the front gardens in terms of spatial 

experiences. 
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3. Depths of front gardens can influence the level of maintenance of front 

gardens 

Table 6.4 above provides a general description of the overall physical condition 

of the front gardens at the time of survey. Front gardens are judged based on 

their physical appearances and contents, and the criteria include: overall 

tidiness, structural defect, and condition of plants and features in the front 

garden. Examples are given below with photographs showcasing front gardens 

of appropriate level of maintenance. This should not be confused with the style 

of front gardens listed in the terms of reference at the end of Chapter 1. The 

level of maintenance strictly focuses on the amount of care and attention paid 

by the owners towards front gardens and their contents. Examples are given 

below for each category in Table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 Level of maintenance in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne 
Road

% Salisbury 
Road

% Mitchell 
Road

% Meersbrook 
Ave.

%

Good 25 51% 19 28% 45 55% 10 21%

Average 19 39% 27 40% 24 29% 17 36%

Poor 5 10% 22 32% 13 16% 18 38%

N/A 0 0 0 2 4%

�212



 

  

The numbers in Table 6.4 reveal that the front gardens in Melbourne Road and 

Mitchell Road more often have a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. Both streets have 

more than half of their front gardens displaying a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. 

Looking at the numbers in Table 6.4 is confusing and the information extracted 

is limited in producing further evidence for the research. Graph 6.4 is therefore 

plotted with corresponding data from both Table 6.3 and 6.4. The graph helps to 

further examine the relationship between the average depth of front gardens 

and the level of maintenance of front gardens on the same streets. By 

rearranging the average depths of front garden in ascending order, the 

percentage of front gardens in each level of maintenanceis is then plotted 

against the average depth of front gardens on their corresponding street. 
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Graph 6.4 Average depth of front gardens plotted against level of 
maintenance
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The graph reveals that the level of maintenance is influenced by the average 

depths of front gardens. As the average depths of front gardens on the street 

increase, more tenants pay attention to their front gardens up to a depth of 2.71 

metres. This is reflected through an increasing percentage of front gardens 

categorised as having a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. As the depth continue to 

increase, however, there is a slight drop-off. This suggests a potential threshold 

of depths of front gardens that could prevent tenants from maintaining their 

gardens.  

Decreasing average depths of front gardens on the other hand, have lead to a 

steady increase in the percentage of neglected front gardens categorised as 

‘Poor’ in terms of reference. The smallest front gardens are found on 

Meersbrook Avenue and measured 1.54 metres in average. These front 

gardens provided a minimum amount of usable space. It was also observed that 

the majority of front gardens in Meersbrook Avenue were neglected. Survey 

Photo 6.2 and 6.3 below provided detailed visual evidence. 
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Survey Photo 6.2. Limited usable space in the front garden can discourage active 
maintenance of the front garden. 



The front garden in Survey Photo 6.2 was measured approximately 1.5m in 

depth from the facade of the property to the retaining wall neighbouring the 

street. The protruding bay window further reduced the depth of the front garden 

to about 0.8m. 

Survey Photo 6.3 shows a more common solution to shallow front gardens from 

their owners. These gardens tend to be paved because planting this close to 

the house raises fear of damaging the foundation of the house, at the same 

time, movement is restricted in such small gardens when maintaining. Therefore 

these gardens are neglected even when they have been completely paved. 

4. Shrubs are commonly found in front gardens but hedges are less 

common 
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Survey Photo 6.3. The problem associated with limited usable space in the front 
garden is more apparent. Working in the these gardens becomes difficult because 
movement in them are restricted. So these gardens tend to be neglected even when 
they are paved and all that required for their maintenance is weeding.



Table 6.5 below provides an summary of all the types of plants found in front 

gardens in the streets surveyed. During the survey, it was found that the 

majority of the front gardens housed many different types of plants, including 

species that were weeds like taraxacum officinale and bellis perennis. In the 

context of this research weed had to be included in the survey because their 

presence was used to determine the front gardens’ level of maintenance. In 

addition, the plant species are recorded per front garden, so there is no detailed 

breakdown in terms of how many different types of shrubs or perennials are 

found in each individual front garden. Table 6.6 on the other hand, highlights the 

total number of hedges in all of the front gardens surveyed. Hedges are also 

counted per front garden, that is, a row of privet in a front garden is registered 

as 1 on the survey form. 

Table 6.5 Types of vegetation in front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Tree (>3M) 0 1 1 0

Shrub/Small 
tree (<3M)

36 42 62 14

Evergreen 
shrub

2 3 3 2

Perennials 32 36 58 23

Annuals 1 4 6 2

Ornamental 
grass/Ferns

6 7 6 0

Lawn 7 0 0 0

Climber 1 1 4 3

Creeper 0 2 1 0

Vegetable 0 0 1 0

Bulb 0 2 0 0
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According to Table 6.5, shrubs and trees below 3 metres are the most common 

type of plant found in the front gardens. These appeared to be favoured by 

tenants due to their volume in the front gardens. Shrubs are either planted in 

soil or kept in containers to provide interest in terms of volume and structural 

interest. In Melbourne Road, Salisbury Road, and Mitchell Road, there were 

74%, 62%, and 76% properties with shrubs planted in their front gardens. Even 

in Meersbrook Avenue, there were 30% of the households with shrubs despite 

having significantly less usable space in their front garden. Shrubs in 

Meersbrook Avenue however, were mostly grown in containers. 

Despite shrubs being the most popular plant type, most tenants do not have 

hedges in their front gardens. In contrast to the high percentage of shrubs in the 

front gardens of Melbourne Road, Salisbury Road and Mitchell Road, there 

were only 33%, 38%, and 30% of properties respectively with hedges in their 

front gardens respectively. On Meersbrook Avenue, the figure dropped to 11%, 

where there were only five properties with hedges in their front gardens. 

By cross-referencing with Table 6.2, it is revealed that hedges are more 

frequently observed in front gardens between 2m to 3m in depth. In Salisbury 

Road and Mitchell Road, there were 25 and 26 front gardens with hedges 

planted, yet the number dropped as the front gardens in Melbourne Road 

gained in depth. The understanding of this phenomena so far, is that at 

approximately 2 metres, the front garden was marginal in providing privacy 

protection for the living room. Unlike the front gardens that were deepest at 

1.5m, having a hedge this close to the window would completely block out 

incoming light. Here a breast-height front garden still allowed admittance of light 

Table 6.6 Hedges in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Hedged 16 33% 26 38% 25 30% 5 11%

No hedge 33 67% 42 62% 57 70% 42 89%

Total 49 100% 68 100% 82 100% 47 100%

�217



whilst offering screening to the living room to a certain extent. In comparison, a 

front garden measuring close to 3m provided enough environmental opportunity 

to encourage personalisation of the garden space whilst still providing a 

reasonable amount of privacy. Although hedges were used to conceal the 

features in the front gardens and the living room, there was also no evidence 

that the presence of hedges would lead to a paved or planted front garden. 

The survey also showed that in-situ concrete is the most popular paving used in 

the front gardens, and even those with dedicated plant beds were observed to 

have the rest of the area covered with in-situ concrete. The in-situ concrete 

appeared to have the advantage of reduced maintenance when compared to 

other types of pavings, such as concrete blocks, bricks and gravel because the 

impervious nature of the in-situ concrete prevented most weeds from growing in 

the front gardens. 

5. Hedges in front gardens were mostly kept above eye level to provide 

privacy 

In relation to the previous finding, further details regarding hedges in the front 

gardens are provided in both Table 6.7 and 6.8. Both tables further categorise 

hedges recorded during the survey based on their height and species. Most 

hedges consists of privet, more than 50% of the hedges encountered were 

maintained at or higher than eye-level. Hedges above eye-level are considered 

high in the context of this research. Amongst the four streets surveyed, 75% of 

hedges in Melbourne Road was rated high, followed by Salisbury Road at 66%, 

Meersbrook Avenue at 60%, and finally Mitchell Road at 52%. These figures 

show that hedges function as an effective barrier to screen the private property 

from public realm. 
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6. Depths of front gardens do not influence the function of front gardens as 

storage spaces, nor the physical features in front gardens 

Another important finding suggests that regardless of their depth, the majority of 

the front gardens surveyed were not assigned with specific functions. The total 

number of front gardens with bins or containers in them were not extensively 

influenced by their average depths. A total of 52 front gardens, approximately 

21% of all front gardens surveyed, had bins in them, and 30% of all front 

gardens surveyed (a total of 72) kept plant containers. Details are provided in 

the tables below. 

Table 6.7 Height of hedges

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Low 3 4 3 1

Breast 1 5 9 1

High 12 17 13 3

Table 6.8 Species of hedge

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Holly 1 0 1 0

Privet 8 21 15 5

Buxus 4 0 1 0

Other 3 2 6 0
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Both tables show that the number of front gardens with either bins or containers 

on each street is relatively small compared to the total number of front gardens. 

On the other hand, unlike the previous finding where the average depths of front 

gardens influenced the level of maintenance to an extent, the percentage of 

front gardens with bins or containers on each street is less influenced by their 

average depths. 

Table 6.9 Use of front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Bins 9 12 20 11

Bicycle/
Motocycle

0 0 0 0

Cars 0 0 0 0

Seating 0 0 0 0

Rubble 0 5 1 4

Nothing in 
the front 
garden

40 51 61 32

Total 49 68 82 47

Table 6.10 Features in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Plant 
containers

13 16 31 12

Ornaments 5 1 9 5

Bird feeders 0 0 1 0

Other 0 1 0 0

No features 31 50 41 30

Total 49 68 82 47
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Graph 6.9 and 6.10 provide visual evidences for this finding. In general, both 

graph suggest that the percentage of front gardens with bins or plant containers 

fluctuated slightly across the four streets despite front gardens on these streets 

differing greatly in depth. It was also observed that very few owners tried to 

conceal the bins by means of a hedge or planting. Apart from bins, rubble or 

domestic waste in front gardens was another issue revealed during the street 

survey. Although it was rare to come across rubble being left in the front 

gardens, leaving waste in front gardens posed greater detriment to the image of 

the street and sometimes led to complaints from neighbours. 
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On both Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road, 18% of households in each 

street kept bins in their front gardens. The figure was relatively higher in Mitchell 

Road and Meersbrook Avenue, at approximately 24% and 23% respectively. 

The greater total number of houses in Mitchell Road should be taken into 

consideration regarding the increase in front gardens keeping bins in them. 

Mitchell Road, on the other hand, had the second highest count of bins whilst it 

had the lowest number of total households in the street with the shallowest 

average depths of front garden. 

On the other hand, the figures in the table suggested that more than 50% of the 

owners on each street did not have any form of decorations in their front 

gardens. 

�222

0

9.5

19

28.5

38

1.54 1.85 2.71 3.11
Containers

Graph 6.10 Number of containers in front 
gardens in relation to depths of front gardens

%

(M)

Meersbrook 
Avenue

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell 
Road

Melbourne 
Road



7. Orientation of property does not influence the appearance of front 

gardens 

Front gardens were not affected by their orientation. Based on observation, it 

was discovered that the front gardens on both sides of the roads often 

displayed similar levels of maintenance despite their orientation. For example, 

in Crookes, both Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road ran north-south in 

direction, which meant that properties on one side of each road would be in 

shadows. On the other hand, having a north-facing front garden meant the 

owner had a south-facing, and much bigger back garden. Combined with the 

limited usable space generally associated with front gardens of terraced 

properties, the orientation of the property had little influence on various physical 

aspects of the front gardens, such as its level of maintenance, design, and 

contents in terms of plant species. 
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Findings from the pilot study 

In general, the participants produced similar but skewed responses on a few 

specific questions. For example, they all showed keen interests in gardening, 

and most of them have already know each other through group activities, or 

through friends of groups. They all showed similar behaviour towards their front 

gardens. There were four out of six participants actively maintained their front 

gardens. Their similar level of experience in gardening also meant that they 

were not reliant on popular media, such as books and TV programs, as a 

source of inspiration for the design of their gardens and the choice of plants. All 

participants also acknowledged that they would always choose a property with a 

front garden when moving, and appreciated the aesthetic and calming qualities 

associated with the front gardens. 

Despite close relations amongst some of the participants, they still presented 

opposing opinions on a number of occasions. In general, the front garden was 

considered less important when compared to other features of the house, 

especially the back garden. Opinions were divided regarding the nature of the 

front garden. Participants also expressed different concerns regarding provision 

of front gardens to future developments. Participant information are reproduced 

below with accompanying photographs depicting their corresponding front 

gardens. 
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The following list summarises the findings from the pilot study: 

1. Past experience with front garden invokes memories and hence their 

contents 

Participants often made reference to their past experiences dealing with front 

gardens. Participant No.3 designed her current front garden based on 

memories of the garden she had before moving to England. She chose to have 

tropical plants in her front garden that could remind her of her childhood 

experience. Participant No. 6 also mentioned keeping a specific plant in her 

front garden as a reminder of her previous front garden. 

In comparions, Participant No.4 acknowledged her childhood experience with 

the front garden being not very pleasant; and such experience had thus 

prevented her from having a deep front garden in the future. She specifically 

mentioned that the front garden was deep but narrow. The garden was also 

very open, and so could not be put to good use while requiring constant 

attention from the family in order to keep it tidy. The front garden was therefore 

considered ‘a waste of garden’. The same participant commented that she 

would prefer the same amount of space in the back garden and expected her 

ideal back garden to be ‘at least 25 metres’ in depth. 

On the other hand, it was observed that participants tended to reflect on their 

previous front gardens when formulating their ideal front gardens. This was 

probably because the participants were made aware of the subject prior to the 

interview and had more time comparing their experiences in the previous and 

current front gardens. 

 2. Personal preference can influence the perceived function of the front 

garden 
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There were 67% of the participants in the pilot study, four out of six, denied 

relying for their design inspiration on any form of popular media regardless of 

their varying level of gardening skills. Five of the participants showed various 

level of understanding regarding plant species. These participants had strong 

personal preferences and were confident in selecting plants and cultivating their 

front gardens. For these participants, colour was the most important factor. 

Living in a semi-detached property, Participant No. 2 was self-motivated to 

replace the tarmac in the front garden with a lawn and a few shrubs. On the 

other hand, Participant No. 5, who lived in a detached property, altered the 

planting and layout of her front garden to suit her practical requirement: a tree 

was removed to allow easier access to the front parking for the family car. The 

participant also dedicated part of the garden to fruit-bearing plants, providing 

opportunities for domestic activities with the added benefits of self-sustainability. 

Both participants had more spacious front gardens, and commented that they 

were more likely to engage in gardening activity. 

3. Physical condition does not directly reflect the participant’s attitude and 

understanding towards their front gardens and environmental issues 

It was realised that the physical condition of a particular front garden did not 

accurately portray its owner’s attitude towards the front garden or gardening in 

general. 

For example, Participant No. 3 and 6 displayed similar interests in gardening, 

and were both actively maintaining their front gardens. Their differences in 

design and maintenance approach meant that they were able to create two 

different front gardens. 

When Participant No. 3 moved in to her current property, the front garden was 

neglected and covered by dandelions. She completely replaced the content of 

the front garden. As mentioned previously, specific plants in her garden 
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reflected her exotic experience as a child. The participant also commented that 

in order to attend to her gardens, she often gave up summer trips. 

 

Participant No. 6, on the other hand, did not make any major changes to the 

front garden. The participant argued that the front garden was already well 

established and hence required no further actions. She was also taking care of 

an allotment whilst attending a gardening course at the same time, so it was too 

demanding for the participant to redesign and maintain the front garden 

amongst all the other activities. 

Both participants, however, were aware of local environmental issues despite 

their different approaches in creating and maintaining their front gardens. It 
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Survey Photo 6.4. The front garden of Participant No. 3. She described herself as a 
keen gardener and found the gardening programs rudimentary: ‘aimed for the 
amateurs’ and ‘probably just repeating for themselves’. the garden was laid out to 
invoke a reminiscent feeling. Plants were selected to remind her of her childhood. 
Such design intention was not often encountered during the in-depth interviews later, 
probably because this was a semi-detached house that could afford the owner 
greater flexibility and creativity.



would be incorrect to purely judge the owners’ attitude towards front gardens on 

the physical appearance of their front gardens. There were often other factors 

that influenced the state of the front gardens at the same time. 

4. Front gardens are able to provide benefits to the neighbourhood both 

collectively and individually. 

Responses from the pilot study acknowledged that having planted front gardens  

in the street could be beneficial to the neighbourhood. Participant No.6, living in 
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Survey Photo 6.5. Participant No. 6, being ‘not very good at gardening’, thought TV programmes 
on gardening were interesting to watch but ‘didn’t like doing the work’. The front garden was 
already established when the participant moved in. She managed to maintain the garden in the 
same way, except for replacing a few deceased plants. Similar to Participant No. 3, she also 
found emotional attachment to her front gardens, but found it difficult trying to manage an 
allotment and a back garden all at the same time. The Fuchsia, Forthysia, and hydraingea were 
already planted and she only aded Daffodil and Poppy to the garden. In summary, this garden 
was not created by her and judgments based on the appearance of the front garden would be 
biased.



a terraced property, mentioned that having more planted front gardens helped 

to enhance the sense of neighbourhood. Participant No. 2 also asserted that 

she would want to have a front garden to have something green and lush when 

returning home. 

 

Participants from the pilot study also suggested that front gardens facilitated 

socialisation to a certain extent. Participant No. 3 mentioned handing out splits 

of plants to neighbours while Participants No. 5 mentioned she was approached 

by a neighbour asking to exchange a particular plant in her front garden. 

Participant No.2, on the other hand, mentioned having casual conversations 

over the front garden with neighbours and passerby. The participant also 

mentioned that the front garden helped her to get to know the neighbours 

quickly. She specifically mentioned that neighbours came over and commented 

on the front garden after it was re-planted. The same participant also stressed 

that front gardens ‘do not need to be planted as long as it is kept neat and tidy’, 
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Survey Photo 6.6. The front garden of Participant No. 2. The garden was covered with tarmac but 
the participant replaced it with lawn. A fence was put in for a climber later.



but with more front gardens planted in the street would definitely benefit 

everybody walking past. 

Last but not least, five out of six participants agreed that front gardens formed 

part of their local neighbourhood and their responses expressed a mutual belief 

that planted and maintained front gardens in the neighbourhood contributed 

positively to the image and quality of local environment. It was therefore 

considered that the participants’ treatments, especially physical changes they 

made in their front gardens, were a better indication of attitudes towards their 

front gardens and the local environment in general. Their actions on front 

gardens also helped to reveal to a certain extent their understanding about 

Sheffield-related environmental issues, especially regarding the use of 

permeable paving or planting could ameliorate the flash flood in urbanised 

areas. 
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Survey Photo 6.7. The front garden of Participant No. 5. This was the biggest front garden 
documented during the pilot study yet the participant still considered the garden was less 
effective in providing privacy.



 

5. The front garden is not regarded as an essential element and 

preference on the size of front garden is subjective 

Participants’ responses regarding their preferred sizes of their ideal front 

gardens were very subjective and personal. It was noted during the pilot study 

that compare to the back garden, the front garden was considered a less 

important but nonetheless desirable feature. Front gardens were only 

appreciated if they were able to provide privacy. Despite her unsatisfactory 

experience with her last front garden, Participant No. 4 was able to appreciate 

the additional privacy provided by a front garden of reasonable size. Opposing 
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Survey Photo 6.8. Front garden of Participant No. 5, a bigger front garden offered more 
opportunities and hence more reward in returen: such as design flexibility, garden produce and 
interactions.This photograph showed a corner in the front garden that was less used in the past. 
It had been cultivated to grow fruits. Whilst providing opportunities for outdoor exercises, the 
family also enjoyed the garden produce.



opinions from Participant No. 6 argued that a larger front garden would require 

more time and effort in maintenance. This issue became more apparent when 

participants had to balance between work, leisure and gardening at the same 

time. In comparison, however, Participant No. 5 considered her front garden to 

be less important compared to the other features of the house in general, and 

she also preferred a bigger back garden. She therefore considered the front 

garden mainly as a means of adding privacy to her property. 

It was revealed that personal preferences about the size of the front garden 

were very subjective and varied according to housing types, location of the 

residence and the perceived functions of the front gardens. This was evident in 

the responses of Participants No.s 5 and 6. According to Participant No.5, a 
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Survey Photo 6.9. The front garden of Participant No. 4. In comparison to the semi-detached and 
detached properties, the front garden of a terraced property offered much less opportunities for 
creativity and expression. Their shallow depth also meant the gardens were considered less 
effective at providing privacy and hence they were planted with shrubs of dense and thorny 
foliage to prevent littering and overlooking.



bigger front garden could provide extra privacy to the property, especially during 

peak hours. On the other hand, Participant No.6, did not wish to have a large 

front garden because that would add to her already busy schedule. In addition, 

she insisted that there must be a front garden to provide ‘some spaces’ in front 

of her house. Furthermore, Participant No. 6 stressed that she had never looked 

at houses without a front garden before because that would make her feel 

uncomfortable; and if the front was converted to parking, she would still leave 

space for planting. 

Differing social and environmental contexts for properties and their owners 

would produce contrasting responses to different sizes of front gardens, and a 

front garden was not always preferred. Opinions regarding the desired size of 

front gardens amongst  other participants of the pilot study were also mixed. 
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Survey Photo 6.10. A different perspective showing the front garden of Participant No. 6. The 
mixed colours made the front garden lively.



Findings on the interviews with property agents 

Property agents were randomly interviewed in both Crookes and Woodseats and the 
findings are presented below. Amongst the five agents interviewed in Crookes, 

one was only involved in letting properties to students; two focused entirely on 

property sales to professionals and families; the last two agents covered both 

sales and lettings, although one of them did not accept students. In Woodseats, 

on the other hand, the first two of the agents approached covered both lettings 

and sales to professionals whilst the third provided only letting services. None of 

the property agents in Woodseats had any past experience renting to students 

before the interviews. Due to the fact that these interviews had to be conducted 

during their office hours, conversations were therefore cut to the minimum. 

Based on conversations with local agents, a number of conclusions were drawn 

regarding terraced properties, front gardens and their tenants. 

 1). People do not actively seek front gardens when renting or purchasing 

a terraced property; 

Terraced properties were relatively cheaper to acquire and hence appeared 

attractive to first time buyers. However, many starting young professionals find it 

difficult to balance between work and gardening. In comparison, larger and 

more private back gardens can provide more options for personal interests and 

family activities when compared to the front gardens.  

  

 2). Whilst front gardens could make properties more desirable, front 

parkings were more likely to increase property values 

According to the agents, front gardens can make the properties more appealing 

and hence desirable to potential buyers or tenants, and front parking can 

provide a more practical solution to getting their cars off the streets, so slightly 

increase the value of the properties. Front gardens offered less usable space in 

terms of personalisation when compared to the back gardens. At the same time, 
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the limited parking spaces on most of the streets in Crookes and Woodseats 

also made front parking a more desirable feature amongst tenants of the 

terraced properties. 

 3). People paid less attention to the physical condition of front gardens 

when viewing properties; 

It was revealed that front gardens were regarded as a bonus to properties. 

Whilst their presence could make the properties more desirable, people were 

generally more interested in the back gardens and other features, such as the 

total number of bedrooms. Unless the front garden showed obvious signs of 

neglect or defects, they had less influence over people’s decision making 

process when purchasing or renting a property. 

 4). Front gardens were easily neglected due to lack of use;

The majority of terraced properties in Crookes and Woodseats were entered by 

the back door. Front gardens in both areas therefore quickly fell victim to the 

reduced sense of ownership and lack of engagement in everyday activities.  

In addition, the transcriptions provide a general picture on a series of common 

characteristics of terraced houses in both Crookes and Woodseats: 

a). Terraced properties in both Crookes and Woodseats were generally small 

and hence relatively cheap to acquire. These properties were mostly provided 

with decent sized back gardens and front gardens of varying sizes. With proper 

planning and decoration these houses could become very versatile and 

therefore were very attractive to first time buyers; 
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b). Tenants of the terraced properties tended to move on to bigger properties 

once they could afford better housing or established a family. In addition, 

terraced properties were easily converted and let out to multiple tenants. This 

was especially the case in Crookes where up to four students could be sharing 

one property. Front gardens of shared or rented properties often suffered from a 

lack of sense of ownership and commitment because people would expect 

others to maintain the gardens; 

c). Terraced properties on the opposing sides of the street shared the road in 

the middle as the primary means of getting in and out of the neighbourhood. 

The width of the street was further reduced by street parking, hence front 

parking was more desirable. 
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Findings from in-depth interviews 

Key information was extracted from the transcriptions of the in-depth interviews 

and tabulated to compare the various characteristics of front gardens in 

Crookes and Woodseats. The material is included in Table 6.11 and 6.12 and 

presented below. All inventories in both tables are also compared against each 

other to present a comprehensive study of the front gardens and their owners in 

Crookes and Woodseats. In order to do so, all inventories in Tables 6.11 and 

6.12 are categorised into one of the three groups that focus on: 

1. The physical aspects of front gardens; 

2. The participants’ personal experience with and actions towards front 

gardens; 

3. The participants’ understanding and expectations of front gardens; 

The first groups include: property ownership, type of entrance, vegetation 

density, vegetation diversity, trees in the garden, and bins in the garden. The 

second group focuses on the participants as owners of their front gardens, and 

it includes the following inventories from both tables: past gardening 

experiences, altered front gardens, pay for gardening. The last group looks at 

the interactions between the participants and their front gardens, and also the 

understanding of environmental issues reflected through such interactions: 

types of paving, improve quality of life, perception on front garden, front garden 

as a factor, front garden belong to the local environment, awareness of 

environmental issues with front gardens being paved, and front gardens for new 

houses. 

Findings from the interviews are derived from the transcripts of the recordings, 

so the quantitative discussions do not rely primarily on the numbers like the 

discussions on street surveys. 
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Abstract: 

Front gardens as a unique feature of urban housing, were slowly being paved or 

reduced of planting to provide practical uses for their owners. In general, the 

front gardens in the modern era were valued less for their horticultural 

purposes, or potential benefits in wind speed reduction and flood prevention. 

Instead, front gardens were being valued for providing parking spaces and 

storage facilities to the owners. It became a standard solution for most garden 

owners to pave their front gardens as a means of reducing maintenance. 

Although it was not confirmed through the course of this study that a large front 

garden was more likely to be converted into front parking, findings from the 

street survey revealed that preference of garden size was personal and 

subjective. According to the data from the in-depth interviews, 90% of 

participants in both areas were aware of local environmental issues. However, 

their attitudes towards their front gardens revealed that most of them have a 

biased understanding of these issues because of environmental numbness. 

Whilst participants expressed their concerns about flash floods in Sheffield, 

many of them had front gardens that were covered with impervious materials, 

either completely or partially. The findings also studied the impact of physical 

elements of front gardens, such as its depth and accessibility, on the 

participants’ perception of their front gardens. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

This research aims to investigate the drivers behind the changes in physical 

and social function of front gardens in post Industrial Revolution Sheffield. This 

thesis begins by investigating the contribution of front gardens towards the 

sustainable development and their roles in promoting environmental-friendly 

behaviour. This is followed by an examination of the relationship between 

personal value and the living environment, and the extent to which such a 

relationship can be read through the display in particular front gardens. This 

thesis explores the question: ‘Do residents still consider front gardens as 

important as they have been in the past, and are they essential to promote a 

healthy lifestyle?’. The thesis also collates evidence for the promotion of 

changes in future planning policy.  

Bordering the public domain, the front gardens of terraced properties are 

considered frontiers that reveal the personalities of their owners while providing 

social, environmental and ecological benefits to the living environment. 

Published research to date has argued that the selection of physical features 

and plants in front gardens are reflective of their owners taste,  and it is 1

believed that the layout of front gardens to a certain extent reflects their owners’ 

attitude towards the living environment. 

The potential benefits of keeping a front garden are manifold. Whilst a front 

garden is able to provide physical and mental benefits to their owners by 

encouraging outdoor activities and social interaction, it also helps to promote 

sustainability by ameliorating a wide range of environmental issues, for example 

by reducing the urban heat island effect to cut energy consumption, absorbing 

surface water run off to prevent flash floods in built up areas, and providing 

 Mark Francis and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 1

1993), P. 4
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natural habitats and food sources for wildlife in the urban environment are a few 

examples.  2

On the other hand, keeping a front garden is not without detrimental effects. The 

use of pesticides and fertilisers are two of the unsustainable but common 

practices in these gardens, and there is also the risk of spending too much 

effort in garden makeover, leading to an unsustainable use of water or 

excessive labour input that may result in an increased carbon footprint. 

Looking at Sheffield specifically, the phenomenon of paving over the front 

gardens of terraced properties has become a more pressing issue. As more and 

more front gardens are lost, immediate attention is required to investigate the 

drivers which have caused front gardens to be less valued as spaces for 

gardening. 

Since the mid-twentieth century, garden owners have begun to convert their 

front gardens into parking or storage spaces. There were reasons for this trend, 

which was quickly picked up by garden owners, involving both social and 

physical elements. 

Changing social values and lifestyles have contributed to the disappearance of 

the front gardens. Busier lifestyles have had a profound influence over choices 

regarding the use of front gardens as a place for gardening or car parking. They 

have also resulted in less time being dedicated to gardening, and interest in 

gardening has gradually been lost as cars have become more valued because 

of their increasing importance in modern life. As a result, increased car 

ownership and the desire for off-road parking have combined to exacerbate the 

conversion from gardens to parking. In addition, the promotion of low 

maintenance or minimalist gardens by the mass media seems to have made 

smaller gardens more fashionable. 

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 2

the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (239)
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The conflict between the function of the front garden as a front garden and its 

owner’s need for off-road parking has become particularly acute in residential 

areas, where the fragmented ownership of properties makes it even more 

difficult to prevent the paving of individual front gardens. 

The physical disappearance of front gardens and the environmental 

consequences of that change have recently raised awareness in various 

disciplines whilst drawing the attention of policy makers. An increasing amount 

of research has been carried out to re-evaluate various aspects of front gardens 

and their contribution towards sustainability, particularly the environmental and 

ecological impact of front gardens  on living environments. 

The unique environmental and spatial position of the front garden has also 

attracted attention from environmental psychologists and sociologists, who have 

begun to investigate the value and behaviour-related issues of front gardens. 

Measures to create more sustainable and healthier living environments through 

balancing environmental concerns with a constant need for housing have also 

been specified in the British National Planning Policy Framework. It has been 

stipulated that sufficient green and open space has to be provided for residents 

of future developments.  3

So, the controversial phenomenon of paving front gardens becomes intriguing, 

worthy of a systematic review looking at the drivers of the trend, whilst trying to 

come up with counter-measures which may to encourage the active use of front 

gardens in the urban environment as means of tempering environmental issues. 

Terms of reference 

 BBC, 'Pm Urges 'Garden Suburb Principles' in Future Developments', BBC (2012) 3

<http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-17434001> [accessed 03 March 2012] (para. 1, 
2, 3, and 8 of 23).
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This section defines terms employed frequently in this thesis in relation to its 

research context. The Oxford English Dictionary has helped to provide the basis 

for an accurate understanding of some of the terms. 

 Sustainability / Sustainable Development 

The definition of sustainable development, in the Brundtland Report, widely 

accepted since, says: ‘Sustainable development is development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generation to 

meet their own needs’.  4

Both terms are employed when promoting the benefits of keeping a front garden 

and relieving the detrimental effects of climate change whilst contributing to 

support for local ecological systems. 

 Front Garden 

The literature review found that both ‘front garden’ and ‘front yard’ are used to 

describe the spaces immediately to the front of the house. Garden is defined 

in the Oxford English Dictionary as: ‘a piece of ground adjoining a house, 

used for growing flowers, fruit, or vegetables’,  whereas ‘yard’ is strictly ‘a 5

piece of uncultivated ground adjoining a building, typically one enclosed by 

walls or other buildings’. 

Seminal research carried out by Charles Madge from the University of 

Birmingham, on the other hand, argued that the front space could not be 

referred to as a ‘front garden’ if it had been paved over or converted for other 

 UN, ‘Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our 4

Common Future’, UN (1987) <https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/
documents/5987our-common-future.pdf> [accessed 08 July 2017] (part 1, chapter 2, 
para. 1)

 J. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol VI,5

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), p. 366
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than gardening-related activities.  Consequently, in his 1950 report reflecting 6

on the behaviour and attitudes of residents in the new town of Stevenage, 

Madge specifically separated ‘front garden’ from ‘front yard’ as a different 

type of private outdoor spatial element. At the back of his report, Madge 

attached a table which concluded that most activities taking place in the front 

garden were gardening-related and also confirmed that the front garden is 

often regarded ‘as an outdoor extension of the living space’.  So a front 7

garden must satisfy two criteria: it must be located immediately to the front of 

a house and it must be used for cultivation. 

The definition of front garden in the context of this research, however, has 

been adjusted to cover both planted and unplanted ground in front of the 

property so long as it is enclosed by means of a wall, a fence or is raised 

above ground level. It is believed that the physical aspects of front gardens 

may influence the owners' perception of their front gardens.  

 Property ownership: 

This research focuses on the attitude-behaviour relation between owners and 

their front gardens, and property ownership is considered one of the crucial 

factor influencing the owners’ perception on their front garden. The definition 

of ‘property’ is strongly related to the state of being owned or belonging to 

one or more persons, for example a landed estate owned by a particular 

person or persons.  8

Based on the definition, using ‘property’ to mean houses and their attached 

grounds would be ambiguous in the context of this research, so the term 

‘property’ is limited to describe only a residence that has been purchased by 

 Charles Madge, Planning for People, Town Planning Review, Vol. 21, 1950, p. 6

131-144, (136, 139)

 Charles Madge, Planning for People, Town Planning Review, Vol. 21, 1950, p. 7

131-144, (136)

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd edition, (Oxford: 8

Clarendon Press), 1989, Vol XII, p. 639
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the occupier. Despite literal preference in implying the sense of ownership, 

the term ‘property’ is used by agents dealing with both sales and lettings and 

hence appears frequently in the analysis. 

‘Residence’ on the other hand covers a wider range of households as its 

definition describes a place used as a dwelling, regardless of its ownership. 

Using both terms as alternates could be confusing because they emphasise 

on the different attributes of the same thing, so the term ‘property’ is chosen 

in this thesis to inclusively describe both type of accommodations, either 

owned or rented. Pre-fixes are used in conjunction to specify the type of 

ownership as ‘rented property’ or ‘owner-occupied property’. 

 Owner’s perception of front gardens 

The owner’s perception of a front garden are frequently referred to throughout 

this thesis and form a crucial idea in understanding the arguments presented 

later in the thesis. The phrase refers to the active function assigned to the front 

garden by its owner, rather than the intended function when it was first 

constructed. So, the owner’s perception of a front garden is a personal reaction 

towards the encounters and issues in the living environment rather than a 

harmless display of personal interest. It is in close relation to the notion of 

territorial functioning of the front garden but the later possessed with a stronger 

sense of ownership that is often manifested with physical barrier. 

 Living environment 

Living environment is used to generalise the physical, social and environmental 

aspects of the area where the owners of front gardens live. Terms such as local 

community or neighbourhood belong in a social-related discussion and these 

terms are only used in context-specific situations. Whilst qualitative research 

methods are employed, it is not the intention or within the scope of this thesis to 

focus discussions and findings entirely on social elements. 

 Photographs, paintings and images 
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Visual information is as important as written accounts in investigating the 

design of front gardens and residences of their owners because it offers a 

unique means with which to present information. The prevalence of the digital 

image has blurred the boundaries between ‘traditional’ photographs and 

paintings, and revolutionised the way these images are presented and 

viewed. Rather than being produced using specific techniques and accessible 

only in specific locations, such as galleries or archives, digitised photographs 

and paintings can be examined on electronic devices anywhere. Since all 

visual materials presented in this thesis are in the form of digital images, it is 

important to precisely define each of these terms in the context of this thesis 

to avoid confusion. 

‘Image’ covers a wide range of definitions regarding visual or graphical 

material. Its definition covers both characteristics of photographs and 

paintings: it is ‘an artificial imitation or representation of the external form of 

any object’, or refer to ‘an optical appearance or counterpart of an object, 

such as is produced by rays of light … passing through a small aperture’.  9

Image is therefore used as a general description for visual material employed 

within this thesis. Unlike the previously discussed term ‘property’ that implies 

ownership of the premise, the term ‘image’ does not favour any one particular 

form of visual material over others in any aspect (means of production and 

intended audience).  It is therefore necessary to clearly differentiate 10

‘photograph’ from ‘painting’ with regard to the nature of each type of visual 

material presented within the context of the research in order to avoid 

confusion when visual materials from both categories are presented together. 

In the context of this research, the term ‘photograph’ only refers to visual 

evidence that is produced with a camera (digital or analog), either by the 

researcher or selected participants. Photographs are incorporated into the 

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol VII, 9

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 665

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, 10

(London: Sage, 2012) p. 19-40
�7



research as evidence for discussion on front gardens. Such visual evidence 

is produced with specific requirements regarding composition to include or 

exclude elements into each framing, or captured from a specific position with 

the camera held at eye level. The visual effects thus produced are thought to 

best represent the intended ways of perceiving front gardens from street level 

with regard to the arguments proposed in this thesis. These images are 

referred to as ‘Survey photographs’ within the thesis and ‘Photographic 

inserts’ as an appendix that contains a collection of all photos used in the 

analysis of the in-depth interviews.   

A ‘painting’ in comparison is the ‘result or product of applying paint or colour’ 

and involves different techniques during its production . Images of this 11

category in the thesis are digital versions of the artworks produced by various 

artists. These are downloaded from search engines and presented with the 

original title, name of the original artist and website from which the image is 

obtained. They are incorporated for content analysis and are compared with 

photographs from street survey to better support the argument. 

 Vegetated and planted front gardens 

Both terms refer to the cultivation of plants in the front gardens but they 

distinguish between vegetation which ‘exhibit[s] vegetive faculties or 

functions; to grow’ and where the planting is ‘a growth of something planted 

or sown’.  In this research, the researcher differentiate between a vegetated 12

front garden from a planted one based on the fact that plants in a vegetated 

front garden and a planted one because the plants in a vegetated front 

garden are unintentionally cultivated. Potted plants are not considered as 

planting but decoration in front gardens. 

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XI, 11

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989,  p.72

 J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XI, 12

(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 972
J. A. Simpson, and E. S. C. Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd Edition, Vol XIX, 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press), 1989, p. 476
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A vegetated front garden consists of a high percentage of weeds (normally 

50% and more) with other features in the garden also displaying signs of 

neglect.  A planted front garden, by contrast, receives a decent amount of 

attention from the owner. This can include attention to pruning, trimming and 

the overall orderliness of the garden. Since the analysis focuses on 

comparison and discussion of different aspects of front gardens, it is 

important to provide a categorisation of those front gardens which exhibit 

similar properties. Accompanied with appropriate photographs from the street 

survey, descriptions of front gardens in each category are provided and 

applied consistently throughout the thesis. Following is a list of the five 

categories of front gardens. 
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Manicured front gardens 

Survey Photo 1.1. Manicured front gardens have been extremely well 

maintained and displayed aesthetic quality and ecological function together 

to a certain extent. Planting design will have focused on variety of species 

and structural combinations. Manicured front gardens provide attractive 

visual interest through the combination of colour and plant form and layers. 

Shrubs and trees are more likely to be found in these gardens in addition to 

ground cover. In addition to plants, there are often features like furniture, 

decorations and potted plants. They are properly maintained to present a 

neat and tidy impression. 
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Naturalistic front garden 

Survey Photo 1.2. Naturalist front gardens display a high level of care but 

with fewer artificial features like gnomes or plant containers. These gardens 

may look less tidy compared to manicured front gardens, but they are still 

able to provide similar or more environmental and ecological benefit to the 

local environment. This is possible because of the greater space requirement 

and higher level of plant diversity required to achieve the naturalistic 

presentation 
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Maintained front garden 

Survey Photo 1.3. These are front gardens that displayed a similar level of 

care but lack in structure or a variety of plant species to achieve the same 

level of aesthetic quality as the gardens in the previous category. Front 

gardens in this category often feature vegetation of the same structural or 

visual quality as the previous category. Another prominent feature of a 

maintained front garden is its simple design, aimed at low maintenance. 

Planting design often relies on hard surfacing or built structure in the garden 

to create visual interest. Many owners of such maintained gardens are 
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‘ready-made’ gardeners who mostly purchase their plants from garden 

centres rather than growing them from seeds. 

Overgrown front garden 

Survey Photo 1.4. Front gardens in this category receive much less attention 

from their owners. As the name suggests plants are overgrown and messy. 

Weeds may be present but the garden is generally free of rubbish and 

physical structures and the gardens are in tact. 
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Neglected front garden 

Survey Photo 1.5. Neglected front gardens tend to be mostly empty and 

display signs of neglect. They mostly consist of weed and are covered with 

soil or permeable pavings. In some cases they can be partially covered by 

hard surfaces. Rubble or rubbish maybe sometimes left in a neglected front 

garden, and in some extreme cases physical defects to the garden’s walls 

are visible due to a lack of maintenance. 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Paved front garden 

Survey Photo 1.6. These front gardens are not suitable for horticultural 

purposes since there is no soil or bedding at all. The entire garden area is 

covered with an impermeable hard surface such as concrete, stones or 

bricks. 
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Contemporary studies on domestic gardens and 
front gardens and their findings 

Front gardens have always been an important asset to the streets, contributing 

to local amenities and ecosystem.  According to Kellett, the provision of 13

domestic gardens was one of the key changes in British society during the 

twentieth century . The increased provision of domestic garden space 14

generated a proportionate growth in the number of people picking up gardening 

as a leisure activity: in summary, by 2005 about 84 per cent of households in 

the UK had access to a garden and 52 percent of the adult population took part 

in some form of gardening activity in their back gardens.  15

Domestic gardens contribute significantly towards the urban ecological 

landscape and provide an engaging human-nature experience that creates 

mutually reinforcing benefits to both humans and wildlife in the urban 

environment.  Such a mutual relationship is, from the perspective of the 16

environmental psychologist, established through human actions that transform 

nature with various gardening techniques that purposely sustain biodiversity to 

an extent.  17

Urban domestic gardens are underestimated in terms of their contribution in 

supporting local biodiversity. Until recently there has been a lack of study from a 

 Nigel Dunnett, and Muhammad Qasim, Perceived Benefits to Human Well-being of 13

Urban Gardens, Horticulture Technology, 10 (2000), p. 40-45, (43)

 Jonathan E. Kellett, The Private Garden of England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 14

9, 1982, p.105-123, (105, 106)

 The Horticultural Trade Association, The Great British Gardeners: A Profile of 15

Gardeners and Their Needs from Gardening, (Reading: T.H.T.A, 2011), p. 3  

 Nigel Dunnett, and Muhammad Qasim, Perceived Benefits to Human Well-being of 16

Urban Gardens, Horticulture Technology, 10 (2000), p. 40-45, (43,44)

 Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda Van Heezik, 17

‘“My Garden Is an Expression of Me”: Exploring Householders’ Relationships with Their 
Gardens’, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32, 2012, p. 135-143 (135, 136)
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landscape perspective.  Research on domestic gardens, especially front 18

gardens, has been fragmented and lacking in depth. The benefits of maintaining 

front gardens have been identified and promoted as part of the sustainable 

development agenda, but little has been done to justify the maintenance of 

gardens from the owners’ perception. 

There has also been no in-depth review of the subjective use of front gardens: 

how do owners achieve a balance between their effort and the outcome 

reflected in their front gardens, and what aspects of front gardens do they 

believe are important and necessary? For example, a hedge provides excellent 

privacy yet requires only but regular trimming. In comparison, a combination of 

shrubs and trees can achieve the same level of privacy whilst adding aesthetic 

value to the front garden, but it is more demanding maintenance-wise. Owners 

may regard their front garden as an opportunity for off-street parking, though, 

and have it completely paved. Questions like what features of front gardens are 

desirable, and how could they influence the owners’ perception of their front 

gardens, need to be answered. 

On the national level, the quest to re-evaluate the role of the front garden in the 

urban environment is the result of increasing pressure on the government to 

provide more urban green space, in an attempt to mitigate the detrimental 

effects of climate change.  Studies of the environmental aspects of front 19

gardens estimate that domestic gardens occupy approximately 19 - 27% of the 

 Zoe G. Davis, Richard A. Fuller, Alison Loram, Katharine N. Irvine, Victoria Sims, 18

Kevin J. Gaston, A National Scale Inventory of Resource Provision for Biodiversity 
Within Domestic Gardens, Biological Conservation, 142, 4 (2009), p. 761-771, (768)

 The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 19

Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 5 
Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86 (2008), p. 1-13, (1, 2)
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total urban area.  Domestic gardens in London cover almost one third of the 20

total green space and one fifth of the land area of the city, and collectively they 

are the largest contributor to urban green space in the city.  In particular, the 21

approximately 74,300 front gardens in London cover up to three per cent of the 

geographical area of the city.  22

This allows us to describe some crucial characteristics of the front gardens. 

Firstly, although there are a great number of front gardens in total, individual 

front gardens are very limited in size when compared to back gardens, which 

are estimated to be four to five times larger on average. Their contribution is 

therefore limited and likely to be ignored. At the same time, the fragmented 

ownership of individual front gardens makes their collective management 

difficult and dramatically reduces their effectiveness in tackling environmental 

issues collectively. It has been argued that the potential environmental benefits 

of front gardens requires the contribution of as many front gardens as possible 

 Ibid, P. 90 20

Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86, 2008, p. 1-13, (1) 
Susannah E. Gill, John F. Handley, A. Roland Ennos, Stephan Pauleit, Nicolas 
Theuray, Sarah J. Lindley, Characterising the Urban Environment of UK Cities and 
Towns, Landscape and Urban Planning, 87, 2008, p. 210-222, (210, 211)

 Zoe G. Davis, Richard A. Fuller, Alison Loram, Katharine N. Irvine, Victoria Sims, 21

Kevin J. Gaston, A National Scale Inventory of Resource Provision for Biodiversity 
Within Domestic Gardens, Biological Conservation, 142, 4 (2009), p. 761-771, (768)
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p. 
5
Greater London Authority, Connecting with Nature, The Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy, 
(London: Greater London Authority, 2002), p. 7, 14

 The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 22

Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p. 
5. These figures are an estimate of the proportion of front gardens in relation to the 
overall amount of urban green space in London.
David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (239)
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to work together.  This is not to say that individual front gardens make a 23

negligible contribution because they are smaller in size: in fact, it is important to 

present the idea that no matter how small, a front garden can still provide 

environmental and ecological benefits. 

It has also been proven that front gardens can enhance social aspects of the 

owners’ living environment. Personalised front gardens can also further 

contribute to the local identity and visual quality of the neighbourhood.  The 24

domestic garden is also considered to be one of the primary means of human-

nature interaction in the modern day urban environment. Compared to open 

public green spaces, domestic gardens allow for more personal and intimate 

interactions with nature.  25

At the same time, various studies have also shown that owners of domestic 

gardens can receive physical and psychological benefits from their gardens.  26

This conclusion has also encouraged studies to explore various means of 

motivating social life by the provision of private garden spaces, especially front 

gardens. It has been suggested that the provision of such gardens can address 

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 23

Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 25 
(2010), p. 90-98 (90)
Mary Carol R. Hunter, and Daniel G. Brown, Spatial Contagion: Gardening along the 
Street in Residential Neighbourhoods, Landscape and Urban Planning, 105 (2005), p. 
407-416, (407, 408)

 Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda Van Heezik, 24

‘“My Garden is an Expression of Me”: Exploring Householders’ Relationships with Their 
Gardens’, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 32, 2012, p. 135-143 (136)
Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 
1993), p. 2, 14, 160, 161
Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 
Environments 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spoon, 1995), p. 77, 89, 112

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill, Tim G. Benton, Why Garden for Wildlife? Social 25

and Ecological Drivers, Motivations, and Barriers for Biodiversity Management in 
Residential Landscapes, Ecological Economics, 86 (2013), p. 258-273 (259)

 Ibid. p. 25826

Richard A. Fuller, Katherine N. Irvine, Patrick Devine-Wright, Phillip H. Warren and 
Kevin J. Gaston, Psychological Benefits Increase with Biodiversity, Biology Letters, 3 
(2007), p. 390-394 (390-392)
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the alienation of urban residents from their natural environment and their local 

community in densely developed neighbourhoods.  27

The causes of such estrangement arise from a number of social and physical 

aspects of the human environment. Although it is reasonable to argue that the 

surrounding environment has a profound influence over the use of front 

gardens, it should be addressed in the context of this research that the physical 

aspects of the front garden are equally important. It has been argued that social 

activities relied on the presence of other users in the same places at the same 

time and it is influenced to a certain extent by the quality and design of the 

physical environment.  Since privacy is greatly appreciated and valued, 28

especially in the urban environment, it influences the perception and use of 

spaces in the urban environment. In addition, as the modern lifestyle becomes 

increasingly dependent on automobiles, it becomes imperative to take into 

consideration the provision of garden spaces when planning urban spaces.  29

As Whyte pointed out, it is possible to enhance the quality of urban social 

spaces through simple modifications to the physical environments,  so it is 30

therefore reasonable to believe that front gardens could provide a greater 

incentive to their owners through changes made to specific physical aspects. 

Some studies have also found out that some people are spending considerably 

more time in their front gardens than can be justified in terms of their 

 Ibid, p.31-37, 69, 93, 119-12127

Jane Jacobs, Death and Life of Great American Cities, (London: Jonathan Cape, 
1961), p.58, 64
Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 
Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
25(2), (2010) p. 90-98 (90)

 Brian T. Robson (ed), Managing the City: The Aims and Impacts of Urban Policy, 28

(London: Croom Helm, 1987), p.149-152
Jan Gehl, Life Between Buildings: Using Public Spaces, (Washington, DC: Island 
Press), 2008, p.11, 15, 24, 31, 35-37, 77-79

 Ibid, p.37, 77-7929

Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, (New York: Doubleday 
Publishing Group), 1992, p.14, 35

 William H. Whyte, The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces, (New York: Project for 30

Public Spaces, 2001), p. 12-15, 57, 58, 101
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horticultural activity in them.  Although the local economic activeness will have 31

an impact on the use of domestic garden spaces, it must be mentioned that too 

much energy input to domestic gardens, such as frequent garden make-over, or 

using pesticides and chemicals, are considered unsustainable and 

environmental unfriendly. 

The following section provides a summary of studies of front gardens to date, 

including both their benefits in the modern society and the causes of the paving 

over of these domestic garden spaces. The potential negative aspects of 

excessive gardening will also be mentioned. It is also the aim of this section to 

identify limits and gaps of the existing studies on the topic. 

The various implications of maintaining a front garden 

 Improvement of air quality and reducing energy consumption 

Green space in an urban environment is capable of improving air quality 

through the absorption of harmful pollutants and of providing buffer zones that 

screen the residential environment from the elements of pollution. At the same  

time, these green spaces offer a means of reducing energy consumption 

through mitigating urban heat island effects.  32

Common pollutants found in the urban environment include carbon dioxide, 

nitrogen oxide and suspended particulates. They are found in the exhausts of 

 Ibid, p.239-240 31

Jan Gehl, Life Between Buildings: Using Public Space, (Washington DC: Island Press, 
2008), p. 43, 45, 48

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 32

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4, 2006, p.239-244 (240)
Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.58
Jonathan Kellett, The Private Garden in England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 9, 2 
(1982), p.105-123

�21



automobiles and manufacturing processes.  These airborne pollutants may 33

become trapped in extensively built-up areas due to irregular building surfaces 

preventing air movement closest to the ground.  In extensively built-up areas, 34

these stagnated pollutants then further exacerbate the urban heat island effect. 

Urban heat islands are one of the major causes leading to huge energy 

consumption in the urban environment. The ambient temperature is affected by 

the combined factors of solar radiation and heat energy generated from artificial 

sources, such as air conditioning, and office equipment.  The heat energy is 35

then absorbed by and stored in building materials, such as concrete and 

masonry, and continuously released through the night. Such behaviour leaves 

no opportunity for natural cooling to take place in heavily built up areas. As a 

result, more energy is required to cool down the environment, whilst the extra 

energy input could also cancel the cooling effect provided by nearby green 

spaces.  36

Being part of the urban greenery, front gardens can contribute to the cooling of 

the local living environment whilst helping to reduce airborne pollutants from 

reaching the properties at the back. It has been shown that with appropriate 

planting, the buffer zones created by front gardens effectively filter most air born 

pollutant whilst also helping to reduce the level of noise from the street to a 

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 33

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4, 2006, p.239-244 (240)
Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.58
J. A. Cook, Gardens on Housing Estates, A Survey of User Attitudes and Behavior on 
Seven Layouts, Town Planning Review, 39 (1968), p.217-234, (217, 218)
Jonathan Kellett, The Private Garden in England and Wales, Landscape Planning, 9, 2 
(1982), p.105-123

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 34

Energy and Building, 5 (1982), p. 1-10, (4)

 Ervin H. Zube, Environmental Psychology, Global Issues, and Local Landscape 35

Research, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 11 (1991), p.321-334, (321-322)

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 36

Energy and Building, 5 (1982), p. 1-10, (5)
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certain extent . In addition, a planted front garden can also effectively reduce 37

wind speed in winter . Planting in front gardens also contributes in terms of 38

heat absorption, shade provision and evaporation through vegetation, which 

combine to contribute towards reducing the ambient temperature in the 

summer, reducing energy consumption in cooling and heating respectively.  39

 Enhancing storm-water management 

Vegetated front gardens have also been shown to contribute towards storm-

water management compared to completely paved ones. It is said that an 

average domestic garden can absorb up to ten litres of rainwater, equivalent to 

almost 10% of the total rainfall during a storm, on an average rainy day.  Carlo 40

Laurenzi of the London Wildlife Trust says that the surface run-off from a hard 

impervious surface (such as in situ concrete or stone paving) can increase up to 

three times, if compared to the same area covered with permeable surface.  41

So the risk of flash floods is proportionately increased as more front gardens 

are paved over.  Poor storm-water management can also lead to dire 42

consequences such as loss of human life, damage to properties and 

 Richard C. Smardon, Perception and aesthetics of the urban environment: review of 37

the role of vegetation, Landscape and Urban Planning, 15 (1988), p.85-106, (87)

 Aloys Bernatzky, The Contribution of Trees and Green Spaces to a Town Climate, 38

Energy and Building, 5, (1982), p.1-10, (5)

 Ibid, p.539

 Great Britain Parliament House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 40

Committee, Flooding: Fifth Report of Session 2007-08, Vol. II, (London: The Stationary 
Office, 2008),  p.421 
Thomas Perry and Rizwan Nawaz, An Investigation into the Extent and Impact of Hard 
Surfacing of Domestic Gardens in an Area of Leeds, United Kingdom, Landscape and 
Urban Planning, 86 (2008), p. 1-13(2)

 Great Britain Parliament House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 41

Committee, Flooding: Fifth Report of Session 2007-08, Vol. II, (London: The Stationary 
Office, 2008), p.421
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 
6, 7

 Ibid, p 6, 742
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contamination of the local water supply . Increasing the proportion of hard 43

paving in urban environments can easily lead to flash flooding with dire 

consequences. The unprecedented flood in Sheffield in 2007 took three lives 

and left numerous properties and a great deal of  merchandise ruined in its 

aftermath.  44

From reports published by Sheffield City Council on two incidents of flooding in 

2012 and 2013, it appears that both surface water and the combined sewerage 

infrastructure had difficulty in handling the excessive surface run-off, even when 

both were operating as intended. Measures were taken to improve the 

resilience of certain areas in coping with floods, especially in emergencies.  45

 Enhancing the amenity and character of street and townscape 

Studies have shown that planted front gardens can enhance the streetscape 

and make a neighbourhood more appealing to residents and visitors. The 

organic form and colour of plants in front gardens helps to ease the solid and 

intense atmosphere of the built environment by breaking their repeating pattern 

of sharp corners and straight lines.  46

The presence of a planted front garden outside the living room can enhance 

privacy whilst providing visual interest and contributing to the overall amenity. At 

 Ibid, p. 6, 743

 BBC,Three Dead Following Flood Chaos, BBC (2007)  http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/44

england/south_yorkshire/6239000.stm, [accessed 03 March 2012] (para. 1, 2, 3, and 8 
of 23)

 Les Sturch, Flooding Event - North West Sheffield, June 2012, Sheffield City Council, 45

Form 2a, (5, 6)
James Fletcher, Regeneration and Development Services (2735847), Statutory Flood 
Event - Chapeltown, Sheffield on 28 July 2013, Sheffield City Council, Form 2a, (3,4)

 Eamonn Slater, and Michel Peillon, The Suburban Front Garden: A Socio-Spatial 46

Analysis, Working Paper No.41, National Institute for Regional and Spatial Analysis 
(2008), p.1-47, (27-28, 33-35) 
David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p.239-244, (240)
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the same time, a well maintained front garden also contributes to a unique 

identity for the local community, and perhaps increasing the sales value of the 

properties.  Alison et al. says that maintained front gardens are perceived as 47

valuable assets capable of increasing both the ‘economic as well as the 

aesthetic and functional value of a property’.  The statement does not make a 48

clear reference to front gardens in particular, but in the current context, as 

domestic garden spaces provided with new developments become smaller in 

size, the provision of sufficient garden space is crucial, and indeed may 

generate more than financial benefits to the owners. According to Crazy Paving, 

it was found in Birmingham that when the majority of the front gardens on a 

particular street were paved over, the value of all of the houses on the street 

suffered because of the reduced attractiveness of the streetscape to potential 

house buyers.  49

 Increasing biodiversity 

A research project focusing specifically on the back gardens in the city of 

Sheffield revealed that their size has no significant qualitative impact on the 

number and species of invertebrates that inhibit garden plots. This result 

appeared to challenge the statement mentioned earlier, that front gardens can 

contribute to the environment regardless of their sizes. It could be argued that 

the statement was based on the belief that a smaller front garden provides less 

incentive and opportunity for gardening. 

 Ibid. p.24047

 Alison Loram, Philip Warren, Ken Thompson, and Kevin Gaston, Urban Domestic 48

Gardens: The Effects of Human Interventions on Garden Composition, Environmental 
Management (2011), p.808-824, (819)

 David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings 49

of the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p.239-244, (241, 
243)
The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 
Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority), 2005, p.
11
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Dr. Dawson of the GLA environmental team pointed out the shortcoming of 

project carried out by Moya O’Hara, because wildlife forms, for example birds, 

and vertebrate, were omitted from the scope of her research.  It is therefore 50

believe that smaller front gardens are still able to achieve their respective goal 

in supporting plants and insects, if properly managed. In addition, Moya O’Hara 

from the London Wildlife Trust commented on the impact of garden size over 

biodiversity: ‘even very tiny front gardens are vital for wildlife’.  Domestic 51

gardens with mixed planting are able to provide different levels of accessibility 

and visibility for potential prey and predators and hence support a higher level 

of biodiversity.  Reports show a decline of common wildlife species in the 52

countryside but an increase in urban parks and gardens, both in the United 

States and in Britain, due to greater variety in plant species and structure.  53

The ability of front gardens to enrich local biodiversity ties in with the previous 

functions in storm water management and enhancing local amenity. All three 

functions require the front garden to be planted or covered with permeable 

paving at least. 

 Providing means of energy conservation 

As mentioned previously planted front gardens as a form of urban greenery can 

help in energy conservation through the creation of shade and shelter which 

 Ibid, p. 850

 Ibid, p.851

 Steven L. Lima, and Lawrence M. Dill, Behavioural Decisions Made Under the Risk 52

of Predation: A Review and Prospectus, Canadian Journal of Zoology, 68(4), (1990), p.
619-640, (621)

 Tim G. Benton, Juliet A. Vickery, Jeremy D. Wilson, Farmland Biodiversity: is habitat 53

heterogeneity the key?, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 18, 4 (2003), p.182-188, 
(182)
Jo-Anne Carrie, and Trevor J.C. Beebee, Recent, Substantial, and Unexplained 
Decline of the Common Toad Bufo Bufo in Lowland England, Biological Conservation, 
(111), 3 (2003), p.395-399, (395)
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contributes to regulating the local micro climate.  With careful design, plants in 54

front gardens are able to suppress unnecessary heat exchange in the summer 

and reduce wind speed during winter.  Research projects in the United States 55

have argued that a strategically placed tree in its landscape can help the 

occupant save up to 58% on daytime air conditioning because urban trees can 

lower ambient temperature through transpiration and shade provision for 

buildings in the summer. In the winters they act as barriers that help to reduce 

wind speed dramatically.  Although it is not possible to have trees in every front 56

garden, whether for personal preferences or because of physical constraints on 

garden size, there are always other alternatives like shrubs or climbers to help 

achieve the same level of energy consumption as trees.  57

 Improve the health profile and social interaction 

Front gardens provide precious opportunities for human-nature interactions in 

the rapidly expanding urban environment, and offer restorative and therapeutic 

benefits to urban residents.  It is claimed that humans have an ‘innate 58

tendency to focus on life and lifelike processes’ and the well-being of human 

 Yu Joe Huang, et al., The Wind-shielding and Shading Effects of Trees on 54

Residential Heating and Cooling, ASHRAE Journal, (1990), p1403-1411, (1404)

 L. Walker, and S. Newman, ‘Landscape for energy conservation’ Colorado State 55

University, (2014) <http://www.ext.colostate.edu/pubs/garden/07225.html> [accessed 
06 May 2013] (para 3-17, 18-24 of 31)

 Ibid, (para 2 of 31)56

 The London Assembly Environmental Committee, Crazy Paving: The Environmental 57

Importance of London's Front Gardens,  (London: Greater London Authority, 2005), p. 
8, 9 
David A. Alexander, The Environmental Importance of Front Gardens, Proceedings of 
the Institute of Civil Engineers - Municipal Engineer, 159, 4 (2006), p. 239-244 (244) 
Department of Trade and Industry, Energy Review Report 2006, (London: DTI,  2006), 
Cm 6887, p. 12, 13

 Anna Jorgenson, and Paul H. Gobster, Shades of Green: Measuring the Ecology of 58

Urban Green Space in the Context of Human Health and Well-Being, Nature and 
Culture, 5 (2010), p. 338-363 (339) 
Claire Freeman, Katharine J.M. Dickinson, Stefan Porter, and Yolanda van Heezik, "My 
Garden Is an Expression of Me": Exploring Householders' Relationships with Their 
Gardens, Journal of Environmental Psychology (2012), p. 135-143 (135)
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beings is closely related to that of the nature.  There have been a range of 59

studies on the therapeutic effect of natural environment on emotions, and the 

‘Growing Together’ project in the UK concluded that increased contact with 

nature allows better opportunities of self-reflection and relaxation.  A pleasant 60

setting like a relaxing and welcoming front garden may encourage social 

interaction to a certain extent: comments from friends or neighbours have an 

explicit influence on an occupant.  Studies carried out in Stevenage revealed 61

that communications with neighbours in front gardens are valued highly by the 

residents,  and interviews carried out in Sheffield suggest that residents greatly 62

appreciate comments on the their front gardens. 

Apart from providing room for outdoor activities, additional advantages include 

promoting healthy lifestyles, encouraging social interactions in front gardens, 

and local food production that are vital in improving liveability of the local 

neighbourhood whilst supporting sustainability at the same time. These could all 

contribute towards social cohesion of local communities. 

 Gardens in the process of home-making: 

The meaning of domestic gardens to their users and their personal experience 

of nature through gardening activities within are two important aspects of 

 Ibid, p. 13659

Stephen R. Keller, The Biophilia Hyphothesis, (Washington DC: Island Press, 1993), p. 
43

 Harriet Gross, and Nicola Lane, Landscapes of the Lifespan: Explore Accounts of 60

Own Gardens and Gardening, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 27, (2007), p. 
225-241, (226)

 Stephen R. Keller, The Biophilia Hyphothesis, (Washington DC: Island Press, 1993), 61

p. 135, 136
Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 
Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, (1998), p.
295-307, (296, 303, 305)

 Richar MacCormac, and Peter Wilmott, A Radburn Estate Revisited, Housing at 62

Chell, Stevenage, Architect's Journal, 139, (1964), p. 691-695, (694, 695)
Margaret Willis, Designing for Privacy, Architect’s Journal, 137, (1963), p. 1231-1236, 
(1231,1233)
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domestic gardens.  Domestic gardens and the particular way they are tended 63

reflect changes in cultural values and the human-nature relationship.  Studies 64

from this particular perspective have focused on addressing the social and 

cultural values of domestic gardens in everyday life, and in particular the role of 

the domestic garden in fulfilling the meaning of home.  Theories which have 65

been proposed deal with the gender orientated character of domestic gardens 

and the function of domestic gardens in supporting private and family activities 

as well as other issues. 

Domestic gardens play different roles and presents different meanings to their 

owners at different stages of their lives. At the same time, changes to owner’s 

life or family status are also reflected in domestic gardens in various ways.  66

They provide a unique human-nature experience compared to urban green 

spaces in more public settings, such as public parks and gardens. Regarding 

privacy, domestic gardens offer opportunities for intimate and personal 

understanding of nature for their owners. On the other hand, actively 

maintaining a front garden introduces and shapes the owner’s understanding of 

the psycho-social world within and around the home and contributes to the 

owner daily routine.  67

By providing an opportunity for personal creativity and leisure activities, 

domestic gardens help owners to interpret their homes through physical 

interactions with the domestic settings and other family members. As the 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 63

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1 (2004), p. 37-51, (38)

 Mark Bhatti, and Andrew Church, Cultivating Natures; Homes and Gardens in Late 64

Modernity, Sociology, 35 (2001), p. 365-383, (365, 366)

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens (London: MIT Press), 65

1993, p. 110 
Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of Gardens 
in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1, 2004, p. 37-51, (38, 39, 42)

 Mark Bhatti, ‘When I’m in the Garden I Can Create My Own Paradise’: Homes and 66

Gardens in Later Life, The Sociological Review, 54, 2 (2006), p. 318-341, (321-322) 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 67

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1, 2004, p. 37-51, (40) 
Mark Bhatti, ‘When I’m in the Garden I Can Create My Own Paradise’: Homes and 
Gardens in Later Life, The Sociological Review, 54, 2, 2006, p. 318-341, (321)
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owners grow older, their interactions are influenced by memories of previous 

homes, family members and changes in their social status and physical 

conditions.  These influences combine to determine the presentation of 68

domestic gardens during various stages of an owner’s life. There are three 

broad categories of reactions amongst garden owners: data shows that only 

about a quarter of adults in the UK have strong attachments to their gardens, 

and an equal number of adults regard gardening as unrewarding labour. The 

rest of the population enjoys gardening but do not engage with it intensively.  69

This attitude shows that for some, front gardens were not considered important. 

 Imitative activities within neighbourhoods 

People’s behaviours in the front gardens are influenced and supported by 

different factors ranging from physical characteristics to the social environment 

of streets. The assumption that environmental behaviours in front gardens could 

be influenced by immediate settings and behaviours becomes extremely 

important because of their unique ownerships and locations of the front gardens 

make uniform maintenance amongst individual front gardens difficult to achieve. 

The spatial forms and design patterns of both vegetated and paved front 

gardens are subjected to imitation by neighbours, as studies in a Canadian 

community have shown.  It has been suggested that residents in the same 70

community are strongly influenced by the form, colour and pattern of vegetation 

they see in the gardens nearest to their households.  Close neighbours are 71

more likely to produce similar layouts for front gardens than others who 

 Ibid, p. 32268

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 69

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1, 2004, p. 37-51, (37, 38)

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 70

Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, 1998, p. 
295-307, (296, 305, 306)

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Path Analysis of Spatial Predictors of Front-yard 71

Landscape in an Anthropogenic Environment, Landscape Ecology, 15, 4 (2000) p. 
357-371, (357, 370)
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deliberately maintain their front gardens differently to maintain their 

individuality.  72

Three different types of attitude towards front gardens facilitate and ensure the 

spreading of imitative activities within a local living environment. First of all, 

those with a strong relation to their gardens will avoid having the same species 

or layout in their front garden. Such action provides a source of inspirations for 

the second type of garden owners who enjoy gardening but lack motivation. The 

last category of garden owners who are unwilling to maintain their front 

gardens, and these efforts would be unlikely to change their behaviour.  73

Through neighbourly conversations and observations, such imitative activities 

have been proven more successful in promoting environmentally beneficial 

practices in residential landscape design at a local community scale than  

encouraging individual households to carry out similar practices.  Behaviour 74

such as exchanging plants or gardening advice amongst neighbours ensured 

active participation in local social life and environmental-friendly practices 

amongst residents, so it has been argued that the environmental benefits of 

gardens are amplified through collective effort. 

Similar studies in the UK have focused on the meaning of front gardens in 

modern life, and reveal that such activities reflect the changing human-nature 

relation. Kaplan suggests that having the natural environment close by plays an 

important role in contemporary society.  There is a consensus regarding the 75

important role of well maintained front gardens in improving the living 

 Ibid, p. 36972

 Jean Zmyslony, and Daniel Gagnon, Residential Management of Urban Front-yard 73

Landscape: A Random Process?, Landscape and Urban Planning, 40, 1998, p. 
295-307, (296)

 Joan Iverson Nassauer, Zhifang Wang, and Erik Dayrell, ‘What Will the Neighbors 74

Think? Cultural Norms and Ecological Design’, Landscape and Urban Planning, 92 
(2009), p. 282-292, (290)

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 75

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19:1, 2004, p.37-51, (40)
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environment which ultimately facilitate the progress of sustainable development 

on both local and national scale. 

The causes of paving over of front gardens 

Studies of front gardens have identified a number of possible causes of the 

phenomenon of paving over front gardens. 

 Increasing car ownership and dependency                                                              

There is a strong demand for more parking areas due to increasing car 

ownerships, especially multiple car ownerships, and residents compete 

aggressively for available spaces in the urban living environment. According to 

the Department of Transport, private car ownership in the UK has been steadily 

increasing annually across the nation.  Reports on their website claim that 43% 76

of households in England have one car or van, and 32% have two or more cars 

or vans (in 2013). Only a quarter of households have no access to private 

cars.  77

As a result of growing car (including multiple car) ownership, dependency on 

private vehicles as a primary means of commuting is expected to increase. 

Research results show a higher dependency on cars amongst the following 

groups: old and retired people, people with mobility limitations and the young 

working class. Statistics from the Department for Transport show a steady 

increase in people aged 70 and above holding a valid driving licence up to 

 Department for Transport, ‘Table TSGB0901 Licensed Vehicle by Tax Class, Great 76

Britain, Annually 1909 to 2013’, Department for Transport (2013) <https://www.gov.uk/
government/statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] (para. 16 of 
19)

 Department for Transport, 'Table NTS0205 House Hold Car Availability: England 77

1954 to 2013', Department for Transport (2013) < https://www.gov.uk/government/
statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] (para. 13 of 19)
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2013.   On the other hand, private cars offer starting young professionals better 78

accessibility to their work places. Automobiles have become an essential part of 

the modern life that threatens the presence of front gardens. 

Front gardens are directly affected by the increasing car ownership because 

more space is demanded to accommodate the number of automobiles. The 

pressure on space is equally felt in the residential areas and other places in the 

urban environment, such as city centres where most commercial and working 

activities take place. Whilst there are dedicated parking areas designated at 

various locations to relieve the stress of car parking, street parking is often the 

only option in many residential areas. In areas mostly consisting of terraced 

properties, street parking is undesirable because the limited length of the street 

makes it impossible for all residents to park their cars in front of their properties 

as preferred; and because parking on the street reduces its width for passage, 

which poses threats to parked vehicles as a result. The conversion of front 

gardens into parking spaces is therefore mainly driven by the desire for off-

street parking and out of a concern for the safety of personal property. 

 Promotion of minimalist and low-maintenance gardens 

Changes in life style inevitably alter the social interests and values of city 

dwellers. Plenty of evidence shows a shift of interest from a planted front 

garden to a more pressing need of off-street parking and the car that turned a 

much needed tool for daily routine. At the same time, changes in lifestyle are 

associated with the paving over of front gardens as their designated function, 

planting flowers, is replaced by the more urgent need for off-street parking. 

As a result, advertisements focus on minimalist and low-maintenance gardens 

which have conveyed the misleading ideas about gardening to the general 

 Department for Transport, 'Table NST0201 Full Car Driving Licence Holders by Age 78

and Gender: England, 1975/76-2013', Department for Transport (2013) < https://
www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/tsgb09-vehicles> [accessed 23 May 2013] 
(para. 19 of 19)
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public. These advertisements, originally targeted at people who enjoy gardening 

but have a lack of skill or time, may have accidentally promoted minimalist and 

low-maintenance gardens as the most prevalent types of gardens currently. The 

lack of proper understanding of the techniques and technologies involved in low 

maintenance gardens may cause the same detrimental effects as a completely 

paved front garden.  

 Fragmented ownership and the lack of support from local authority 

Another cause leading to the paving of front gardens is the private and 

fragmented ownership of the housing and front gardens. This implies that it 

would be extremely difficult for the local authority to regulate and manage the 

active maintenance and caring of front gardens from individual owners without 

legislations and policies regarding such issues.  79

A report was submitted to the Greater London Authority assessing the feasibility 

of high-density living.  Throughout the document, there are strong emphases 80

on the benefits of high-density living under the increasing pressure of the 

population boom; but the document does not mention the provision or intended 

size of green spaces, and private gardens were also left out. The only 

suggestion relating to green spaces was to utilise the existing urban green 

spaces rather than to provide more or to improve their quality. The document 

shows a rather optimistic view of promoting high-density living and communal 

green spaces. It does not take into account that without imposing restraint on 

the extent of urban development, the proportion of existing urban green spaces 

will decrease. In order to achieve better liveability and sustainability through 

high density living, the green spaces and living spaces should both be 

considered, in parallel. 

 Mark A. Goddard, Andrew J. Dougill and Tim G. Benton, Scaling Up Front Gardens: 79

Biodiversity Conservation in Urban Environments, Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 
25(2), (2010), p. 90-98, (90)

 Mayor of London, The London Plan Spatial Development Strategy for Greater 80

London, (London: Greater London Authority, 2004), p. 6
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The existing regulations dealing with the paving over of a front garden do not 

address the issue effectively. In Sheffield, for instance, although conversions or 

covering of spaces in the front gardens require the owner to apply for planning 

permission if the area is greater than 5 metres square; there could be many 

ways to get around such a legal requirement. It is common practice to have 

most of the front gardens paved with impervious paving, leaving the rest 

covered in gravel. These counter measures have all been described by the City 

Council on its website.  81

According to Planning Portal, planning permission is not required on ‘new or 

replacement of any size’ as long as permeable pavings, such as gravel or 

porous asphalt are used. Planning permission is only required when impervious 

paving materials are used to cover more than five square metres.  These rules 82

only apply to houses, but it can be easily argued that these regulations are 

more effective at reinforcing sustainable measures in front gardens of semi-

detached or detached properties. Terraced properties with front gardens can 

easily get away with almost half of the garden paved due to their limited size. It 

would also be very difficult for the city council to actually implement and 

constantly check on the conditions of all the front gardens in its jurisdiction.  

Users of the planning website were advised to consult their local authority for 

further more detailed regulations or bylaws concerning the paving of front 

gardens. There is limited information on the website of Sheffield City Council 

and various local policies and bylaws lacked specific guidance regarding the 

paving of front gardens and their utilisation. 

 Planning Portal, ’Paving your Front Garden‘ Planning Portal (2013) <http://81

www.planningportal.gov.uk/permission/commonprojects/pavingfrontgarden/> [assessed 
13 May 2013] (para. 1, 2 of 9)

 Planning Portal, ’Paving your Front Garden‘ Planning Portal (2013) <http://82

www.planningportal.gov.uk/permission/commonprojects/pavingfrontgarden/> [assessed 
13 May 2013] (para. 1 of 9).
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On the other hand, Sheffield City Council initiated a short-run scheme called the 

‘eye-sore garden’ in 2006 which was reported in the local newspaper.  There 83

was no information on the city council’s website. According to the report, owners 

of the eyesore front gardens must choose either to clear the gardens 

themselves or pay the council to do it for them. Owners of the eye-sore gardens 

could even face imprisonment if they constantly ignored warnings from the 

council and did not improve the condition of their front gardens.  84

However, apart from a few articles on the local newspaper, there was no further 

update on the few cases where front gardens were deemed to be eye-sore 

gardens, nor was there any formal document or report that could provide any 

more information on the scheme afterwards. 

 Development of high density with shrinking green spaces 

The aftermath of WWII left UK in serious need of suitable housing. The 

government decided to rid of the slums in cities and experimented with various 

housings types. Due to the fact that space in cities have always been precious, 

urban greenspaces within cities have been traded for the higher living density 

despite efforts were made to ensure their sufficiency in communities. With 

greater financial return as economic incentive, patches of existing private 

gardens have also been infilled with housing. 

 The Star, ‘ Prison threat in row over eyesore garden’, The Star (2006), <http://83

www.thestar.co.uk/whats-on/out-and-about/prison-threat-in-row-over-eyesore-
garden-1-268340> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 10 of 21)
The Star, ‘Clear up your eyesore garden’, The Star (2013), <http://www.thestar.co.uk/
news/clear-up-your-eyesore-garden-1-5953882> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 2,3 of 
9)

 The Star, ‘Clear up your eyesore garden’, The Star (2013), <http://www.thestar.co.uk/84

news/clear-up-your-eyesore-garden-1-5953882> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 2,3 of 
9)
The Star, ‘ Prison threat in row over eyesore garden’, The Star (2006), <http://
www.thestar.co.uk/whats-on/out-and-about/prison-threat-in-row-over-eyesore-
garden-1-268340> [accessed 25 Nov 2016] (para 13 of 21)
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Due to the change in living style (or when people could not afford a detached or 

semi-detached house) and the increasing demand on urban spaces for 

domestic construction, high-density flats with diminishing communal gardens 

began to appear. Tower blocks were developed in order to provide dwellings at 

a higher density during 1950s and ’70s, but they soon became new slums due 

to their lack of consideration to planning, layout, internal design and 

maintenance.  Tower blocks also attracted crime as the social community 85

deteriorated when the first generations of dwellers were gone, further 

marginalising their popularity amongst people looking to move. Incidents such 

as at Ronan Point, where a gas explosion caused a corner of the building to 

collapse months after its completion, also raised questions regarding structural 

and safety issues of high-rise.  86

As the town continued to expand, terraced properties with garden spaces 

became prevalent again from the 1970s as a desire to live in rural surroundings 

grew. People preferred terraced properties over flats or tower blocks because 

because they were able to provide each owner ‘a garden of its own’.  87

 Potential drawbacks of keeping a front garden 

Domestic gardens are very versatile in supporting a range of perceived 

functions, with implications for both social and environmental aspects of the 

living environment. In contrast to the previous findings, some literature says that 

being too keen on gardening can also lead to unsustainable results or even 

harm the local environment. The common belief that gardening is an 

environmental friendly leisure activity is thus challenged. Generally, the major 

 Ray Ranson, Healthy Housing: A Practical Guide, (London: E & FN Spon, 2005), p.585

 Norbert J. Delatte, Beyond Failure: Forensic Case Studies for Civil Engineers, 86

(Reston, Virginia, USA: American Society of Civil Engineers Publications, 2009), p. 418

 A. Bernatzky, Garden for stepped terraced housing, Urban Ecology, 1, (1975), p.87

49-62, (49)
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concerns are focused on the excessive energy consumption and various 

chemicals used during the garden make-overs.  88

It has been argued in response that low maintenance gardens with minimum 

soil disturbance, chemical input but supporting a wide range of plant species 

have the least CO2 emission.  The excessive use or misuse of chemicals in the 89

garden can also lead to the pollution of nearby water sources or urban ecology, 

and there is  a very high probability that intensive gardening may lead to severe 

waste of water.  There are also other concerns regarding the planting of non-90

native species in the living environment and their potential impact on local 

ecology.  91

Hypothesis 

Front gardens in urban environments are believed to be able to provide 

ecological and environmental benefits to the living environment and are 

appreciated because of their ability to promote sustainability. They are also 

capable of improving the liveability of local living environment by offering 

physical and psychological benefits whilst encouraging social interaction. In 

addition, front gardens present their owners with a unique opportunity for 

personalisation of their living environment. However, according to the 

comments of local property agents, front gardens are not actively sought 

after and not make a slight increase in terms of property sales or rental. 

 Ross W.F. Cameron, Tijana Blanuša, et al., The domestic garden - Its contribution to 88

urban green infrastructure, Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 11, (2012), p. 129-137 
(131-133) 

 Ibid. p. 13189

R. Pouyat, P. Groffman,  et al. Soil carbon pools and fluxes in urban ecosystems, 
Environmental Pollution, 116 (2002), p. s107-s118 (s115)

 Paul Robbins, Annemarie Polderman, and Trevor Birkenholtz, Lawns and toxins, an 90

ecology of the city, Cities, 18 (2001), p. 369-380 (370, 371)

 Ross W.F. Cameron, Tijana Blanuša, et al., The domestic garden - Its contribution to 91

urban green infrastructure, Urban Forestry & Urban Greening, 11, (2012), p. 129-137 
(130,131) 
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Further observation of local communities has shown that front gardens are 

increasingly being ignored and not valued as a space for gardening. It is thus 

proposed that: 

A). The physical characteristics of front gardens, especially physical size and 

depth, influence the owners’ perception regarding their function; and such 

perception of front gardens is then manifested through the layout of the 

garden. 

B). The owners’ perceived function of the front garden is a personal response 

to the immediate problems encountered in their living environment, such as 

noise, privacy, and vandalism. The presentation of gardens therefore does 

not accurately portray the owners’ understanding of local environmental 

problems. 

C). The progressive development of front gardens over its history facilitated 

the gradual shift of its function from providing opportunities for a personal 

display to fulfilling social and environmental responsibilities. Front gardens 

are able to provide self-induced incentives to encourage active use by their 

owners, hence contributing to environmental friendly behaviours and social 

cohesiveness. 

D). Front gardens are able to alleviate environmental issues both individually 

and collectively.Their ability in promoting sustainable development is neither 

reflected through their aesthetic quality nor related to their physical size. 

Research aims and objectives 

There is a lack of systematic studies regarding the relationship between 

attitude and behaviour of the garden owners carried out from the perspective 

of the landscape architect. As mentioned in the hypothesis that the physical 

size and characteristics of front gardens are able to influence the behaviours 
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of their owners in terms of perceived functions; this research therefore aims 

to examine the ability of front gardens in supporting sustainability with 

respect to these said physical features. The research aims are therefore set 

out as follows; to: 

1. Investigate the influence of physical characteristics of front gardens over 

their perceived functions (how the front gardens are used). 

2. Investigate the potential relationship between the owners’ understanding 

of local environmental problems and the physical aspects of their front 

gardens. 

3. Investigate how physical characteristics can persuade/dissuade 

sustainable gardening practices in front gardens. 

4. Analyse the changing values and  preferences towards front gardens to 

reveal fashion and trend in the gardening culture in post-Industrial 

Revolution Sheffield. 

5. Review policies on space requirements for front garden provision, 

maintenance and alterations; whilst at the same time investigate their 

influences on local community development. 

The following objectives  have been generated with respect  to the specific 

scope of this research and its hypothesis; to: 

• Understand how front gardens have developed and adapted to the rapidly 

changing social and personal values in post-Industrial Revolution 

Sheffield 

• Critically reviews and re-evaluate the environmental function of front 

gardens in local neighbourhood 

• Investigate the role of front garden in everyday life 

• Provide suggestions for the provision of front gardens in urban 

environment for future developments 
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In addition, a series of research questions have been presented in order to 

break the research down into manageable, but inter-related sections: 

a). How to relate the perceived functions of front gardens with respect to their 

physical aspects? 

• Identify changes in the owners’ understanding regarding the function and 

nature of front gardens on personal and community level respectively. 

• How had the provision of front gardens altered over time in Sheffield, and 

how have changes influenced the urban environment in Sheffield? 

• What aspects of their front gardens do people appreciate? 

b). What is the optimum depth for front gardens to best promote sustainable 

gardening practices? 

• How does the size of the front garden affect its ability to provide privacy? 

• How does the depth of the front garden affect its perceived function? 

• How does the front garden influence personal opinions regarding local 

environmental problems? 

c). How effective are existing policies from Sheffield City Council in tackling 

the paving over of front gardens in Sheffield 

• What has the local authority done to promote sustainable gardening 

practices and are these effective? 

• What could be improved and what should be changed to better promote 

the idea of sustainability on a local level? 

Limitations: 

It was intended to carry out the research from the perspective of a foreign 

national. Whilst this would provide a set of different perspectives to the local 

issues in Sheffield, it was also hoped that such approach would help to offer 

counter measures to these environmental problems from a landscape 

architect’s perspective. Being the first research project, there have been lots of 
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setbacks encountered during the research process. It is therefore best to list 

them at the beginning of the thesis. 

First of all, due to the lack of experience the researcher spent 3 month working 

on developing mass survey questionnaire without properly setting out research 

questions and aims and objectives. Later there was a major change in the 

methodology from mass survey to in-depth interviews all the effort and time was 

wasted. This further reduced the amount of time allocated to each specific 

research method. The lack of experience in literature review made the process 

time consuming and ineffective in searching and acquiring proper materials. In 

addition, there had been difficulty in getting access to some of the crucial 

sources of information at the beginning of the research. 

Secondly, the case study in Sheffield encountered a number of setbacks too. 

The planning of the case study in Sheffield went through a number of stages 

and hence three different ways in data collection. The decision was finally made 

to employ in-depth interviews. Due to the lack of experience, some of the 

responses lacked in detail and depth due to the lack of follow-up questions; 

however, best effort was made to avoid leading participants whilst making sure 

every participant understood the questions properly. Re-visit of interview areas 

in order to produce more accurate photographs of the front gardens also further 

delayed the analysis and writing up. To further provide context to the front 

gardens approached during the interviews, a follow-up street survey was 

implemented and took up an extra two weeks in planning survey forms and 

extended the duration of case study. 

It was realised later during the analysis that it could be more strategic in 

recruiting participants by creating control groups for the in-depth interviews. For 

example, on the streets where most of the front gardens were paved and below 

average size of front gardens measured during the survey, interviewing a pair of 

participants with distinctively looking front gardens could help to identify crucial 

differences in participants’ attitude that lead to the distinctive behaviours. 
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Thirdly, during the writing up stage, it was realised that the interpretation of 

recorded conversation was very subjective, and so was reading information 

from the photographs. Since the researcher came from a very different cultural 

background, there would be misinterpretations and misunderstandings. This 

was also applicable in the reading of front gardens through its features and 

presentation. 

Lastly on the use of photography as a means of research methods. It was 

thought to be an effective means of collecting and presenting research 

evidence. However, issues quickly arise regarding the style and presentation of 

survey photographs. It was first proposed by the supervisor to use architectural 

style photographs, however, it was found out during the fieldwork that it requires 

the collaboration of different parties to achieve the style described. Vehicles  

parked in front of the properties created problem for the researcher to produce 

survey photographs in the specific style previously discussed. The time 

allocated to this particular method did not permit making arrangement to 

interview the participants and photographing their front gardens. Therefore a 

street photography style was employed to imitate the viewing position of 

passersby more effectively. 

The researcher would like to stress here that the photo-documentation of the 

front gardens in Sheffield should be regarded as an ongoing process. There is 

very limited information that can be extracted from one set of photographs; 

however, if the same streets and properties are visited in regular time intervals, 

such as every 5 or 10 years, changes in front gardens are then systematically 

documented for thorough comparisons and analysis. These photographs could 

then form a local archive for future references and studies.  
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Chapter 2. Methodology: 

This thesis addresses a wide range of issues associated with changing 

functions and roles of front gardens of terraced properties since the Industrial 

Revolution. As stated previously in the introduction, these issues cover both 

social and physical aspects of front gardens. Therefore a number of methods 

were adopted to provide insights to the cause and potential solutions of such 

issues. 

Both primary and secondary sources were sought and examined to provide 

unbiased opinions on the research topic in order to build a solid basis for 

interrogation. The methods employed include literature review, mapping, in-

depth interviews and street surveys. Each method focused on a specific aspect 

of the research whilst trying to address the various research questions. The 

following discussion justifies each of the methods selected. 

Literature Review 

The literature review presents the historical and social contexts of the front 

gardens of terraced properties. It also reveals functions and roles of these front 

gardens and their owners’ attitude towards these garden spaces. The findings 

of the literature review address the following issues: when did front gardens of 

terraced properties first appear, how their sizes and functions have been 

adapted according to their changing environments; how have the perceived 

functions of front gardens changed as a result of their altered physical size, and 

last but not least, how have people’s attitudes towards their front gardens 

changed over the years and how have such changes affected their attitudes 

towards the living environments? 

Text-based sources reviewed include: travel accounts from which sightings and 

descriptions of front gardens have been garnered; comments and writings of 
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academics and practitioners regarding both the layout and elements found in 

front gardens; and the statements that argue for the capability of front gardens 

in reflecting the personalities and tastes of their owners. Landscape and 

architectural publications were studied for their academic and professional 

insights into the various issues identified as research questions. Publications on 

environmental psychology, planning, and relevant works on medical, sociology 

and material culture were also consulted to provide an inter-disciplinary context 

to front gardens of the terraced properties. 

Details in the written sources were analysed to identify changes in the features 

and functions of front gardens in chronological order. Whilst written accounts 

since the sixteenth century were consulted to provide historical context to front 

gardens, reviews of recent studies from various disciplines have provided a 

basis for understanding the current roles of front gardens. The wide coverage of 

sources reviewed systematically addresses the questions listed at the beginning 

of the section and the research questions.  At the same time, a systematic 

review of historical and up-to-date evidence on front gardens aimed to broaden 

the scope of this research and hence its potential impact when making 

suggestions to existing policies and regulations regarding the provision and 

introduction of front gardens in urban environments. 

These form the foundation for the hypothesis presented, and work as evidence 

for the research questions. The findings from the literature review provide a 

well-informed and progressive overview of the research topic that can form the 

basis for examining and refining the research hypotheses and questions.  

Apart from providing general information on front gardens, findings of the 

literature review are used to critically evaluate and inform the preparations for 

the surveys in Sheffield. At the same time, information on Port Sunlight and 

Stevenage was studied to understand the use of front gardens or similar 

domestic spaces. 
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Mapping 

The aim of mapping is to provide location-specific historical context to the in-

depth interviews, by identifying areas that have experienced extensive 

developments since the industrial revolution. The results from the mapping 

process have helped in the selection of residential areas to carry out the 

interviews. Analysis of the results have revealed valuable information regarding 

the use of front gardens of the terraced properties since the mid nineteenth 

century and has been adopted as a main methodology. 

This method exploited two sets of Ordnance Survey Maps in the Weston Bank 

Library of the University of Sheffield published around mid 1800 (scaled at 1: 

1056) and early 1900 (scaled at 1: 500) respectively. Another collection of maps 

illustrating the expansion of urbanised area in Sheffield from 1850s to 1940s 

was also analysed and incorporated to reveal the pattern of development on 

housing typology and the expansion of urban development in Sheffield. The 

mapping process aimed to establish the presence of frontages (including both 

planted and paved front gardens) with regard to the development of terraced 

housing, whilst identifying their changing functions with respect to their relative 

locations to urban centres if possible. Mapping also helped to consolidate 

evidence gathered from literature review regarding various aspects of front 

gardens of terraced properties. Findings from this process will be used to 

identify the earliest possible establishment of front gardens in Sheffield and their 

intended and perceived functions at the time of emergence. 

The lack of available resources limited the study to focus on the development of 

front gardens set 50 years apart; however, this was used to the advantage of 

the research allowing major changes to areas of housing and public green 

spaces to be identified. These two sets of maps at the Weston Bank library of 

the University of Sheffield were the only ones available to provide a legitimate 

scale and coverage of the area to satisfy the purposes of this particular study. 

Whilst other resources have been consulted, they were of inferior quality and 

unfit for the purpose of this research. 
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During the mapping process, houses were manually colour coded and 

numbered according to their typologies. Houses were then numbered based on 

their colour categorisation. It was decided not to use of software like ArcGIS or 

AutoCAD, to analyse the data collected through mapping. The time and effort 

involved in  becoming familiarising with ArcGIS and sourcing digital versions of 

town maps of Sheffield for AutoCAD could not be justified within in the available 

time scale. Software capable of producing piecharts through tabulated 

information, such as the Microsoft Office Excel or equivalent, was considered 

adequate. 

Housing information on each sheet was charted separately and logged using 

the same numbering system on the original sheet. This practice allowed for 

ease of data management and best accuracy of data recorded through random 

double-checking. Samples of data sheets used during this process were 

included in the appendix. 

The final results were tabulated with corresponding piecharts generated using 

Numbers from iWorks and included both in the thesis and appendix for detailed 

study and reference.  The results from the mapping process contribute as part 92

of the first-hand material for this research in arguing the emergence of front 

garden and its development before the war, especially in Sheffield. 

For the purpose of this study industrial premises and workshops were excluded 

and prior to the mapping process a list of six specific housing types that were of 

particular significance and relevance to front garden was produced and each 

type of housing was assigned a colour for identification during the mapping 

process. In order to determine the six types of housing for analysis, literature 

focusing specifically on housing and its development in Sheffield approximately 

covering the same periods as the maps were consulted to reveal the prevalent 

type housing types of the time. In addition, a number of sheets from each set of 

maps were selected to sample and identify the major types of properties that 

were present on the map. A number of sheets in each set of maps were 

 Numbers is software developed by Apple Inc. for statistical operations that is 92

equivalent to Excel from Microsoft Office
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selected based on their relative locations to the built-up area, ranging from the 

centre of Sheffield to the remote countryside. The graphical representation of 

each type of housing identified for analysis was noted on map for colour coding. 

Such preliminary work aimed to improve the efficiency of data collection by 

focusing on a manageable amount of target housing types each with visual 

reference for easy identification. All 36 sheets from the first set of maps 

published in the mid-1800s were examined. Around 50 sheets of maps in total 

were studied from the second set with particular attention to areas where new 

buildings emerged in the later set of maps. The relative distance to the urban 

centre has a significant impact on the nature of built structures and types of 

housing in such locations: the city centre exhibits the highest level of variance in 

functions of edifices, including houses, workshops, and factories, whereas 

detached and farms houses are often found on the fringes of the city with 

workshops and factories almost non-existent. Such distribution has strong 

social economic relations to the social and political context of the time and 

therefore a possible connection to people’s attitude on the perceived function of 

front gardens and their living environment back then.  This will be looked into 93

with more detail later in the literature review section, and following is the six 

categories of housing typologies that was identified and counted: 

1. Terraced houses: As the key subject of this research, terraced housing 

was considered the housing typology that revolutionised the provision of 

domestic garden space (front and back) to ordinary households in city/

town centres and those in close vicinity to them. As the result of the 

mapping process later revealed, it is statistically the most important 

component amongst all housing typologies mentioned in this case, so 

this category is further refined and subdivided into terraced houses with 

front gardens, terraced houses with frontages and terraced houses with 

no frontal attachment. 

 Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess, and Roderick D. McKenzie, The City, (Chicago: 93

The University of Chicago Press, 1925), p. 50-52, 54-58
Gordon G. Whitney and Stanley D. Adams, Man as A Maker of New Plant 
Communities, Journal of Applied Ecology, Vol. 17, No.2, (1980), p. 431-448, (432, 440, 
442
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2. Back-to-back houses: these were very popular but unhealthy housing 

typically built towards the end of the nineteenth century. They were 

quickly banned, although building of back-to-backs in some cities in 

England continued well into the early twentieth century. They were so 

versatile that some of the terraced houses were converted into back-to-

backs. Statistically speaking, back-to-back housing was the second 

largest housing typology in Sheffield as confirmed from maps produced 

in the early 1900s. 

3. Detached houses: these houses were built for the rising and affluent 

middle class, creating the first wave of suburbanisation in the mid 

nineteenth century, with such properties being constructed on the 

outskirts of urban centres. Detached properties were considered a 

response by the upper classes to the deteriorating living environments in 

urban developments and were therefore built at various times. These 

properties can be found in various locations relatively closer to the city 

centres than the modern suburbs. This is inevitable as urban centres 

expanded and incorporated land that was previously considered to be 

suburbs. They were also more likely to be demolished to provide space 

for more affordable housing. 

4. Semi-detached houses: neither detached or semi-detached houses are 

subjects of this research but as typical housing types in the suburbs they 

stood long before the terraced houses appear and lasted well into the 

current century; therefore they should be identified and marked for 

observation. 

5. Courts: mostly found in the city centre, these were unhygienic and 

crowded groups of housing usually hosting more families than the 

number of buildings present in each court. They began roughly when the 

Industrial Revolution emerged, and vanished altogether after WW II. As 

the maps of 1900 revealed, courts were being built in any available 

space found in the city centre. 
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6. Other: this category includes farmhouses and bungalows located on the 

edges of the city and unidentifiable houses, such as public houses, and 

existing town houses in city centre that contribute to the total number of 

dwellings but do not contribute directly to this research. 

Factories, workshops and other structures that were not destined for living have 

been excluded from the study. 

Visual analysis 

‘A picture says a thousand words’; graphical analysis helps to provide visual 

evidence. This approach therefore took on board a range of different visual 

materials to elaborate on and support the arguments of this thesis. Utilised 

visual material included paintings and photographs produced since the end of 

the eighteenth century. The lack of written accounts of front gardens of terraced 

properties meant that it was necessary to incorporate visual evidence to support 

the various arguments and theories within the thesis. 

The use of visual material aimed to provide a means to compare the changing 

attitude of garden owners towards their front gardens through the differences 

presented in the physical appearance and perceived functions of these 

gardens. They also provide a window through which to show how front gardens 

of terraced properties coped with urbanisation. These could be crucial in 

formulating solutions to the phenomena of disappearing front gardens.

Since visual evidence of different kinds were used, it is necessary to identify 

their respective characteristics in visually presenting details of depicted objects 

in order to utilise such unique form evidence. Paintings and drawings were 

made long before photography appeared and have been employed to record 

gardens since the middle ages. In accompanying texts, they also offered good 

description of early form and features in these gardens. 
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These images provide a means of studying early garden culture. The artistic 

techniques in creating paintings has resulted in critical challenges regarding the 

truthfulness of painting in representing the scenes depicted. Painting is 

determined by the act of making it and the social and political context 

associated.  On the other hand, when photographs was invented around 1839, 94

its ability to accurately render proportion and details was quickly recognised and 

considered to provide visual facts through the provision of descriptive vision.  It 95

was soon widely adopted as a superior means of recording architecture in 

comparison to the traditional manual rendering and a number of other 

applications.  96

With respect to the scientific nature of this research, visual materials that 

displayed artistic expression or manipulation have been excluded from this 

study. Artistic expression and manipulation describes to the display of personal 

value in the visual material through the use of specific techniques during its 

production that reduced the descriptive power of the image as a truthful 

representation of the depicted subject. Such exclusion limited the use of 

paintings in content analysis. 

Norman Bryson argues: ‘the power of painting is there, in the thousands of 

gazes caught by its surface, and the resultant turning, and the shifting, the 

redirecting of the discursive flow’.  Images function as a powerful device in 97

influencing human behaviour, especially when visual is becoming the 

fundamental element in contemporary Western societies that engages and 

 J. Gary Knowls, and Ardra L. Cole, Handbook of the Arts in Qualitative Research: 94

Perspectives, Methodologies, Examples, and Issues, (London: Sage Publications, 
2008), p. 241, 247

 David Bate, Photography, The Key Concepts, (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 95

2009), p. 97
Cervin Robinson and Joel Herschman, Architecture Transformed, A History of Buildings 
From 1839 to the Present, (New York: MIT Press, Architectural League of New York, 
1988), p. 2

 Ibid, p. 296

 Norman Bryson, Visual Theory: Painting and Interpretation, (Cambridge: Polity 97

Press, 1991), p. 71
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influences the behaviour and value judgement of the general public.  People 98

are continuously bombarded with visions fashioned by state-of-the-art visual 

technologies nowadays: videos, film, photographs and digital images in the form 

of TV programmes, magazines, and snapshots on newspapers or webpages. 

Contrary to the common belief, such ‘produced’ images do not present the world 

as innocent snap shots snatched out of their context, rather, they display the 

world as an interpretation through the meticulous ways they are framed and 

thus provoking diverging reactions through the way they are perceived by 

diverse audience. 

Being the most sophisticated primary sense, visual representation plays an 

important role in human being’s recognition of the world because the nervous 

system that deal with vision absorbs and translates information in much greater 

quantity compared to hearing and touching, at a far greater speed,  and 99

therefore as a form of artefact that shows its own interpretation of the world, 

visual materials that are produced in different times of the history would reflect 

on their specific social context and value judgement with respect to depicted 

elements. Visual analysis is needed to provide a way of decoding the 

embedded information.  

Two different categories of image depicting front gardens will be examined in 

various formats during this process, namely paintings and photographs. The 

proper use of content and compositional analysis in these images reveals the 

relationship between the attitudes towards front gardens reflected in them, and 

the display that they present. Cross comparison between images produced in 

various eras offers great insight into changes in the style and content of the 

front gardens over time. Three properties determine the meaning of image, and 

 Martin Jay, The Rise of Hermeneutics and the Crisis of Ocularcentrism, Poetics 98

Today, 9 (1988), p. 307-326, (309, 310, 318, 319)

 Edward T. Hall, The Hidden Dimension: An Anthropologist Examines Humans’ Use of 99

Space in Public and in Private, (New York: Anchor Books, 1969), p. 42, 43, 65
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they have been modified with regard to the context of this thesis and therefore 

images are analysed based on the following elements:  100

The styles of the images; 

This generally concerns the technique that images are produced. It is a truthful 

representation of the scene or does it involve artistic articulation of elements? 

The framing of the images 

Images consist of content, forms, colour and the spatial organisation of these 

elements. Why are elements depicted in such an arrangement or a particular 

view point is taken in producing the images? What does the spatial relationship 

of these features imply? 

The elements in the images 

What is shown in the images? Why are these specific elements selected or 

what do they represent? 

The images are categorised with regard to their initial means of production for 

this research, as explained. Trying to categorise and analyse images according 

to their various formats, as posters, postcards or digital commodity, is confusing 

since images are otherwise analysed with regard to their content. Images 

produced by different means can all be presented on a computer screen in the 

digital era we all live in, so categorisation based on the idea of ‘site and 

modalities for interpreting visual materials’ can include the analysis of visual 

materials.  The original device is reproduced below in figure 2.1. According to 101

Rose that the meanings of an image are made at each of the three ‘sites' and 

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodologies: An Introduction to Researching with Visual 100

Materials, (London: Sage Publications, 2011), p. 19, 20

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodologies: An Introduction to Researching with Visual 101

Materials, (London: Sage Publications, 2011), p. 20
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each of these ‘sites’ further contains three ‘modalities’ that together contribute to 

the critical understanding of the image. 

Taking all aspects in to consideration, it was decided to classify research 

images according to their technological modality regarding their site of 

production. Paintings and photographs are two distinct forms of images 

although both involve human eye to judge for what consists to be a good 

framing and hence in compliance with the ‘taste’ both of the creator as well as 

the audience.The former involves attention to the finest detail and presenting 

them through the brushes and pigments. Blemishes sometimes are overlooked 

or covered up during the making of the image to achieve what the painter would 

consider pleasing to the eye. Photographs often requires the same level of 

attention while framing relies on the perfect combination of aperture and shutter 

speed to produce an optically truthful image. 

The specific means of production differentiate one form of visual materials from 

another and would render unique properties to the either of the images thus 

produced. The technologies involved in the production of an image define its 

form of presentation, meaning and impact on audience.  For instance, oil 102

paintings possess the common feature of rough surfaces and are often 

executed on canvas or wooden panels. Those commissioned during the 

eighteenth century often depict tranquil landscapes and gardens in blossoms, 

yet the truth may be the painting is produced with strict reference to the then 

popular ‘picturesque’ style, where ‘trees, shrubs, and flowers were 

indiscriminately mixed, and crowded together, in shrubberies or other 

plantations’ to create an immense sense of diversity regarding the depicted 

species.  Photographs produced in the nineteenth century are often rendered 103

in the characteristic lightly brown sepia colour as a result of the common 

preserving technique employed at the time to help prolong the photographs, 

and the soft focus on the edges of the image that are considered beautiful by 

 Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, 102

(London: Sage, 2012), p.2, 5, 7-9

 Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger, The Invention of Tradition, (New York: 103

Cambridge University Press, 1983), p.1, 9
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modern artist is actually due to the crude optics in the early history of 

photography.  104

 Marita Sturken and Lisa Cartwright, Practices of Looking: An Introduction to Visual 104

Culture, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009), p. 144
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Fig. 2.1 The site and modalities for 

interpreting visual materials 
Reproduced from:  Gillian Rose, Visual Methodology: A 

Introduction to Research with Visual Materials, (London: Sage, 
2012), p.21



Survey 

With increased interest in environmental psychological issues that relate human 

attitudes to value, such concerns quickly became recognised in western culture. 

The relationship have gradually be recognised for their impact and importance  

on the everyday life. The majority of these research in this field, however, tends 

to detach the role of localities despite their influences on attitudes and 

behaviours that are often typical to particular regions.  A case study in 105

Sheffield was therefore conceived to provide a local context for environmental 

issues relating to the front gardens of terraced properties in Sheffield. 

Recently there has been a growing concern over the plausibility of generalising 

such human-environment reactions in the form of environmental concern in the 

global context by removing locality related background information from studies 

of attitudes and values.  Evidence has shown that in order to acquire an 106

accurate and thorough understanding of a particular global phenomena, it is 

necessary to start by looking from a local perspective.  Further study later 107

summarised the necessity to address both global and local elements in 

examining human-environment relationships on a theoretical basis, and has 

provided solid ground for the argument which puts the well-known ideology of 

resolving global issues through tackling issues in specific local areas into action 

especially when investigating the associated attitudes and behaviour.  108

 Marino Bonaiuto, Giuseppe Carrus, Helga Martorella, and Mirilia Bonnes, Local 105

Identity Processes and Environmental Attitudes in Land Use Changes: The Case of 
Natural Protected Areas, Journal of Economic Psychology, 23 (2002), p. 631-653. 
(633-635, 657)

 Clive Seligman, Geoffrey J. Syme, and Rae Gilchrist, The Role of Values and 106

Ethical Principles in Judgments of Environmental Dilemmas, Journal of Social Issues, 
50 (1994), p. 105-119. (106, 113, 117-118) 
Ervin H. Zube, Environmental Psychology, Global Issues, and Local Landscape 
Research, Journal of Environmental Psychology, 11 (1991), p. 321-334, (323-326)

 Ibid, p. 330107

 Ibid, p. 330-331108

Marino Bonaiuto, Giuseppe Carrus, Helga Martorella, and Mirilia Bonnes, Local Identity 
Processes and Environmental Attitudes in Land Use Changes: The Case of Natural 
Protected Areas, Journal of Economic Psychology, 23 (2002), p. 631-653, (633, 634, 
657)
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With respect to these arguments, the case study in Sheffield was aimed to 

provide a better understanding of local attitudes and environmental behaviours 

that may have far-reaching global consequences. Due to the unique socio-

economic context of each city, however, differences are inevitable in local 

attitudes and activities amongst different cities. So the transferability of the 

research methods employed and the types of material reviewed in this project 

are stressed rather than the conclusions drawn from the in-depth interviews of 

this particular case study. It is vital to develop and carry out interviews that 

respect the local context and culture in order to facilitate future comparison and 

analysis of differences in attitudes and behaviour in different locations. 

The survey comprised of three different phases carried out amongst terraced 

properties with front gardens in Sheffield. The primary objective of the survey 

was to explore the attitudes of local residents to their front gardens and their 

living environment. The three phases of the survey included a pilot study, an in-

depth interview and a street survey. The pilot study was used to test the 

interview questions whilst gathering information on various areas of Sheffield 

with terraced properties. The in-depth interviews involved randomly approached 

local residents, asking them to take part in a session of 15 questionnaires, plus 

another set of 8 questionnaires designed for local property agents. More than 

60 local residents and 9 property agents were recruited. Last but not least, there 

was a street survey carried out in four of the streets where local residents were 

recruited for the in-depth interview. With the physical dimensions of every front 

garden on the street measured and their features noted, this helped to place the 

individual interview participants and their front gardens back into their living 

environments whilst providing a sense of average size of the front gardens 

involved in this research. 

Pilot study 

Six interviews were conducted during the pilot study. The purpose of the pilot 

study was to test the questions developed for the in-depth interviews whilst 
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taking the opportunity to gain first person experience in conducting the 

interviews. 

The questions were designed to reveal how people value their front gardens by 

looking into the way ordinary people use and talk about their front gardens and 

living environment. The primary objective of this pilot study was to examine from 

a number of points of view the effectiveness of using an in-depth interview as a 

means of evoking responses and collecting data. The points examined were the 

proper understanding of the questions by the participants, the effectiveness of 

in-depth interview at addressing research hypothesis and questions and the 

benefits of using photograph documentation for post interview analysis. Analysis 

of the transcriptions of the pilot study was mainly focused on the understanding 

of the wording and purpose of the questions by the participants, and this was 

later used to change amend the interview questions. Responses from the pilot 

study were also evaluated and incorporated to support the findings of the 

research. 

Recruitment of participants for this pilot study did not follow random selection 

because nobody responded to the invitation of interviews for three consecutive 

days. In order to have a reasonable number of participants to begin the process 

without delaying the pilot study any further, the researcher opted for a family 

member of one of his colleagues. Request and instructions were given to the 

that particular participant in order to further recruit friends and relatives as 

potential participants. It was also specifically requested to recruit friends or 

relatives that lived in terraced properties in different parts of Sheffield. Five more 

participants dwelling in different houses were recruited as a result. Details of 

each of the participants are listed below: 
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Participant No. 2

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 19.10.2012

Employment Status Fulltime Age group 30-40

Housing Type Semi-detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• The participant asked to anonymous

• Self-described as “keen gardener”

Participant No. 1

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 01.10.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Detached

Garden visited No

Garden photographed No

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Note pad

Further information on participant

• The participant asked to anonymous

• Self-described as “keen gardener”

• Photographs are provided by the participant but do not show garden viewed 
from outside
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Participant No. 4

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 10.11.2012

Employment Status Partime Age group 40-50

Housing Type Terraced

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Complained about littering due to the fish and chip shop around the corner

Participant No. 3

Name of Participant Anonymous Date of interview 19.10.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Semi-detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “very keen gardener” and active member of various 
“friends of” groups and the botanical garden

• Photographs provided by participant showing part of the garden and details 
of structure and plants



�61

Participant No. 5

Name of Participant Caroline Egglestone Date of interview 17.11.2012

Employment Status Retired Age group 50+

Housing Type Detached

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “active gardener”, member of “Friend of Potter Valley”, 
local artist painter

Participant No. 6

Name of Participant Polly Carroll Date of interview 19.11.2012

Employment Status Retired but 
working part time

Age group 50+

Housing Type Terraced

Garden visited Yes

Garden photographed Yes

Interview recorded Yes

Means of recording Voice recorder

Further information on participant

• Self-described as “not a great gardener”

• Working part time as a teacher



The first pilot interview was carried out in the Arts Tower of the University of 

Sheffield and the rest were conducted at the residences of each participant. 

Some participants were able to provide photographs of their front gardens taken 

in the past but permissions was sought to document their front gardens again, 

regardless. 

Regarding the local property agents, a survey consisted of eight questions was 

specifically developed in an effort to identify: 

a). The potential influence of front gardens versus front parking on rental and 

sale prices on terraced houses; 

b). Preferences of both tenants and owners for front garden or front parking; 

c). Whether people pay attention to the state of their front garden;

In-depth interview 

Both voice recorders and cameras were used during the in-depth interviews. 

Whilst the selection of recording device was relatively straightforward, 

photographs were taken with a 35-millimetre lens mounted on a digital camera. 

Photography has been widely employed in other disciplines either as technique 

in recording and presenting evidence or as a method for documenting social or 

historical changes. It offered an accurate means of recording and presenting 

evidences, allowing careful study of fine details. 

Photographs taken during the process of interview will be used later to compare 

with images presented in magazines and online resources to provide a realistic 

view of the front gardens. On the other hand, transcriptions from the in-depth 

interviews were critically analysed in terms of theories on human behaviour and 

environmental psychology. Photographs were also incorporated as crucial 

supporting evidence of the analysis. The results from both transcription and 
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photo analysis have helped to further the understanding of the social and 

environmental functions of front gardens in contemporary urban contexts. 

The photographs of front gardens produced during the in-depth interviews and 

street survey form a visual archive. The gardens were photographed from a 

number of positions to provide fine detail and accuracy. It is hoped that this 

archive can be updated by revisiting the locations at regular time intervals so 

that they can be composed as a visual documentary, to reflect the changes in 

social values and how such changes can impact on the layout and features in 

the front gardens. These photographs were compared with historical ones 

(whenever possible) to reveal changes in front gardens as well as their 

perceived functions over time. 

The total number of participants for the in-depth interview was a major issue 

that had to be determined before the process could be initiated. There was no 

decisive advice available regarding the appropriate number of participants to be 

recruited for qualitative research employing in-depth interviews. The figures 

used in earlier research ranged from 12 to 60, with 30 being the medium and a 

reasonable number for a PhD project because of their short time span and the 

practicability of data collection and analysis. Others argued with grounded 

theory that interviews should continue to be carried out as long as data 

saturation is not achieved. 

Data saturation refers to the point when a certain pattern in participants’ 

answers can be observed.  Achieving this can be a challenging task, since 109

researching whilst constantly checking for data saturation would compel the 

researcher to treat data collection and analysis as a single procedure and 

constantly reviewing the data gathered. Taking this into consideration, a 

questionnaire with 18 questions was developed with the intention of creating 

fluent and straightforward ask-and-answer sessions that would facilitate data 

 Sarah Elsie Baker, and Rosalind Edwards, How many qualitative interviews is 109

enough? Expert Voices and Early Career Reflection on Sampling and Cases in 
Qualitative Research, National Centre for Research Methods Review Paper, National 
Centre for Research Methods, p. 5
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collection from approximately 60 local residents with 30 participants in each 

area selected for the survey. This particular case study only targets local 

residents who lives in terraced houses with a front space at the time of visit, so 

terraced houses that face straight onto the road, semi-detached, detached 

houses as well as flats were ruled out. 

This case study aims to find out, based on the close examination of the 

characteristics reflected through the recorded conversations with local residents 

coupled with photographs of their front gardens, their attitudes towards their 

front gardens and their living environment, as well as their resultant behaviours 

and preferences in using their front gardens. In addition, a number of short 

interviews were also conducted with a number of willing property agents who 

were randomly approached in or around the areas where in-depth interviews 

were carried out. Conversations focused on the influences on the preference for 

either front gardens or front parking on the buying and letting preferences of 

residents in those areas. 

In Crookes only, estate agents were also asked to comment on the impact of 

the student population on the use and maintenance of front gardens in the area. 

There could be a range of factors that influenced the attitude of local residents 

to their front gardens and to their unique way of using the spaces. The presence 

of a significant student population should be included with other factors in 

providing advices for policy making in local planning policies regarding the 

maintenance and management of privately owned urban green spaces and 

domestic gardens, including front gardens. 

Front gardens attached to terraced houses were generally small in size 

compared to those of semi-detached or detached houses. The size of front 

garden was therefore considered to be an important factor affecting the 

attitudes of owners, and it was taken into consideration when designing the 

questionnaire. The research aimed to study the differences in attitude of garden 

owners through their perceptions of their gardens. It was not the intention of this 

research to examine the frequency of garden owners in using the front gardens 

for specific activities, for which a quantitative approach with a much greater 
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number of participants was required. The aim of the in-depth interview was as 

follows: 

1. Test the validity of the common view of the use of the front gardens as 

statements for self-expression or barriers for added privacy through the 

comparison between written accounts from documents and statements 

collected during in-depth interviews; 

2. Identify the general trend in attitudes amongst local residents towards 

their front gardens and their living environments;  

3. Identify possible drivers that could influence personal use of the front 

gardens, such as lifestyle, size of front gardens, and location and 

orientation of properties; 

4. Find out what lies behind the paving over of front gardens; 

It was helpful to have some established ideas and assumptions regarding the 

nature of front gardens and their local context, so that even though interviewees 

were the product of a random selection process, there could a certain level of 

control in order to collect data that could facilitate analysis in the later stage. I 

was aimed to involve an equal number of participants in terraced houses with 

vegetated and non-vegetated front gardens during the interview process. While 

the selection of households for participation was still random, this was intended 

to help produce comparable data regarding differences in terms of attitude and 

activities involved. Due to the random nature of the interview process as well as 

the unpredictable response rate from local residents, all clusters of suitable 

terraced houses in both targeted areas were identified and the appropriate 

number of participants from that cluster was planned to ensure an even 

distribution and optimal coverage of the area. 

The researcher began the initial stage of participant selection using a 

combination of historical maps and satellite images in order to satisfy the aims 

of this study. With the results from the previous process of mapping, the 

researcher was able to identify areas where extensive development of terraced 

houses had taken place since the early nineteenth century. Satellite images on 

Google Earth were consulted to identify major clusters of terraced houses with 
�65



front gardens in various wards in the city of Sheffield, because major alterations 

to the cityscape have taken place in recent years, redeveloping the 

infrastructures, clearing slums for new developments and overtaking garden 

plots with in-fill housing. 

Demographic information of a number of wards in Sheffield was consulted on 

the city council’s website with respect to the population of both local residents 

and students from both universities.  It was soon realised that the presence of 110

a large student population in Crookes ward could be crucial in forming one of 

the control groups to explore the local phenomenon and the role of indigenous 

factors such as population composition and lifestyle, together with other factors 

such as closeness to nearby businesses and amenities, revealing the drivers 

behind various issues concerning front gardens in Sheffield. 

Apart from the presence of the student population and their geographic 

differences, Crookes and Woodseats are similar in many other aspects in term 

of economic and environmental context. Both host their own shopping street 

rather than relying on nearby neighbourhoods, and both areas are blessed with 

green open spaces, each having at least three public parks. Paying particular 

attention to the literature review and report on pilot study, the researcher wanted 

to test the hypothesis that the presence of short tenancies amongst 

communities may influence the attitudes of local residents, and hence their 

ways of using and treating their front gardens, quite apart from the other aims 

set out previously. 

This idea was developed based on the assumption that ownership of the 

property determined the sense of belonging and responsibility over properties 

and adjoining premises to a great extent. In casual conversation with 

neighbours in Crookes, many complained the fact that landlords often preferred 

to pave over the front garden for ease of maintenance because tenants, 

especially students, tended not to pay much attention to the state of their 

 Sheffield City Council, ‘About Education and learning in Sheffield’, Sheffield City 110

Council, (2012) <https://www.sheffield.gov.uk/your-city-council/sheffield-profile/
education-and-learning.html> [accessed 26. November 2013] (para. 4 of 5)
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gardens; they thought this had effectively caused the lack of sense of 

community in the area. The local population composition along with other 

factors such as the orientation and size of front gardens, distance to the main 

road and access to nearby green spaces formed a series of criteria in selection 

of target areas for in-depth interview. 

Participants in this case study will be approached randomly and presented with 

the information sheet together with the participant consent form once they 

agreed to take part in the research. Recordings of the conversations were taken 

only with permissions from the participants. All terraced houses with front 

gardens present in both targeted areas were considered as potential 

participants and approached with the following restrictions: 

1. Many of the terraced houses with front gardens are let as student 

properties in Crookes and were therefore avoided, greatly reducing the 

number of potential participants; 

2. The number of terraced houses with front gardens identified from Google 

earth in Woodseats is considerably smaller than that in Crookes; 

3. Given the unpredictable response rate and the lack of previous 

experience in conducting in-depth interviews, the researcher would 

require as many responses as possible in order to achieve 30 valid 

participants in each of the targeted area for statistical significance. 

Many of the terraced houses in Sheffield are constructed in such a way that 

they form a visually continuing unit along the road. These properties are often 

grouped in fours or twos and accessed by the entrances located at the back of 

each property. Each group of houses’ back doors are accessed through an alley 

situated in the centre of the group (Survey Photo 2.1 and 2.2 on the following 

pages). Many of the terraced houses have individual front gardens but 

communal or openly accessed back gardens. The properties were approached 

from the left-most property in the group (while facing the group) and start 

recruiting residents towards the right. Door number and street name were noted 

when a successful interview had been conducted and the researcher moved on 

to the next location at least two groups away. Having more than two participants 
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in the same street was also avoided. Immediate neighbours were interviewed if 

their front gardens were of distinct characters, for example if there was a paved 

front garden next to one that was meticulously maintained, to observe the peer 

pressure between neighbours. 

Consent form was handed out and signed and dated by the participants prior to 

the interviews. Personal information in terms of housing ownership and past 

garden related experiences of the participants were obtained immediately. 

Conversations were recorded on a digital recording device after permission was 

given by the participant. The recorded conversations were transcribed for 

analysis. In case that the recording of the conversation was not permitted, the 

participants were asked wether they would allow notes to be taken regarding 

the conversation. All data collected during the in-depth interviews was stored on 

a password protected computer to comply with the rules of research ethics set 

out by the university. 
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Survey Photo 2.1. A row of terraced houses in Crookes that shares a passage in every 

group of four

Entrance to Group 2

Group 1 Group 2



 

At the end of the in-depth interviews, photographs of the front gardens were 

taken with the consent of their owners. The photographs were taken from a 

number of positions with regard to the following objectives: 

1. Front view of the front gardens showing the gardens in relation to the 

facades of the houses; 

2. Elements in each front garden in the households interviewed, including 

bedding or containers for plants, hard structures, ornaments, paving or 

waste materials in the garden; 

3. Particular elements that the participant mentioned during the interview; 

4. View of the front garden and the street from inside the property (if 

permitted by the participant) 

5. Street scenes of the households interviewed 
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Survey Photo 2.2. A row of terraced houses in Woodseats that shares a passage in every 

group of two

Entrance to 
Group 1

Entrance to 
Group 2



Photographs of these front gardens were employed to visually support and 

display research findings. 

Street survey to provide local context 

In support of the interviews carried out amongst local residents, two streets 

were selected in each target area and thoroughly surveyed to provide a 

social and physical context for the front gardens. Front gardens along the 

entire street were also documented. The in-depth interview focused on the 

influence of various physical aspects of front gardens on their respective 

owners’ perceptions. The scattered distribution of interview participants in 

Crookes and Woodseats meant their responses were not representative of 

either of the areas selected for this case study. The introduction of the street 

survey at this point aimed at providing a general context for the physical 

characteristics of front gardens in four of the streets where in-depth 

interviews were carried out. 

To support the in-depth interviews, a quantitative approach was adopted for this 

street survey with a list of inventory. Photography was again employed as a 

secondary means of recording front gardens. The process involved taking the 

key measurements of front gardens, especially their depths, and taking note of 

ornaments or plants in the front gardens. 

The measurements gathered through street survey provided statistical data and 

were crucial in categorising front gardens with respect to their common physical 

attributes. This facilitated the examination and comparison of behaviours as the 

result of different attitudes towards front gardens. It is also crucial to compare 

the statistics with other factors like property ownership, geo-location and 

orientation of the properties to reveal owners’ perception of their front gardens. 

For the purpose of the street survey, a 21mm wide-angle lens was used to 

include more context in finer details from the same subject distance. 
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Measurements were taken to ensure best sharpness in the final images. In 

general, photographs in this thesis were produced to resemble the view of a 

passerby, hence the slightly downward tilt of the framing. 

The streets thus surveyed were selected from those visited during the interview 

process and contained at least one household interviewed. The physical 

attributes of every front garden in the street were documented to provide 

statistical evidence on average depths and the mode of depths of front gardens 

in each street. Along with photographs taken on location, the aim was to identify 

the potential influence of individual front gardens on the streetscape collectively. 

The following three sets of features were considered during the selection of 

streets: their orientation; the depth of the front gardens in the streets; and the 

streets’ topographical profile. These three factors would provide the foundations 

for the comparison of behaviour among front garden owners with regard to a 

range of different physical conditions. Each set of features challenged the 

owners of front gardens on varying levels. The orientation of the streets exerted 

a critical influence on front gardens as a result of the amount of exposure to 

sunlight; the various depths of front garden present inconsistent opportunities in 

terms of varying usable spaces; and lastly, the topographical profile of the 

streets, articulated as the gradient of the street, would reflect to a certain degree 

the problems faced by many properties in hilly parts of Sheffield. In 

combination, these elements could reveal potential relationships between the 

physical conditions of the front gardens and the attitudes  towards front gardens 

reflected in the actions of the owners. 

Street surveys were conducted along Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road in 

Crookes, Mitchell Road and Meersbrook Avenue in Woodseats and Norton. A 

series of measurements and notes was taken regarding physical aspects of 

the streets in general as well as each individual front garden in the street. 

The width of the road and the adjoining pavements on either side were 

measured and recorded at both ends of the road. Features in the street such 

as trees and the like were also logged. Dimensions were then taken for each 

front garden in the street, including the widths and depths of individual front 
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gardens and the height of the garden enclosures including fences (if 

present). Materials used for garden enclosures and paving were identified 

and charted. Finally, items or features in the front gardens like plant 

containers, decorations, bins and waste, were also recorded for detailed 

analysis and comparison. Remarks on garden conversions or joined front 

gardens were made in the comment section at the end of the survey form. A 

sample of the survey form used during the street survey is included in the 

Appendix II. All information was tabulated to produce pie charts for 

comprehensive study and reference. 
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Chapter 3. Theories on and context of front 
gardens 

Various theories in sociology, environmental psychology, material culture and 

visual analysis are relevant to this project. Some of the major ones employed 

throughout this research work are presented and analysed with reference to 

results from the interviews. 

Usable space in front gardens and personal space 
bubbles 

Front gardens of varying depths impose 

critical restraints on the functions of 

front gardens with respect to the amount 

of usable space they provide as well as 

the provision of privacy. Figure P2 is a 

schematic sketch plan that shows a 

series of common depths of front 

gardens identified during street surveys. 

Each sketch was drawn to scale. Three 

front gardens with different depths are 

presented with photographs to help with 

arguments related to this concept. Next 

to the front gardens lie pedestrian 

pavements of approximately 2 metres 

wide. The scale of the sketch was 

de termined by the length o f 5 

continuous units in a straight line to 

represent the linear distance of 2 metres 

(therefore 0.4m per unit). The drawing 

put into perspective the reduction of 

usable space as the depth of front gradually scales down from 5 to 1.5 

metres. An average person could be represented by two consecutive squares 
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Fig P1. Personal Space Bubbles 
Reproduced from: Edward T. Hall, The Hidden 

Dimension: An Anthropologist Examines Humans’ 
Use of Space in Public and in Private, (New York: 

Anchor Books, 1969), p. 116

Intimate distance (0-0.45m)

Personal distance (0.45-1.2m)

Social distance (1.2-3.5m)

Public distance (>3.5m)



on the same drawing. By introducing the element of human scale and the 

respective personal space on the same scale, Figures P3 to P7 provide a 

means to evaluate the effectiveness of different depths at providing privacy to 

properties. 
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Fig P2. Plans of front gardens measured at different depth
Drawn: Jingjing Liu

CK-23

CK-11
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Figure P5. Front garden at 
2m deep

Please refer to 
photographs of CK-11 and 

CK-23.

Figure P4. Front garden 
at 3m deep

   
   

Figure P3. Front garden 
at 5m deep

Please refer to 
photographs of CK-15.

   
   

Intimate distance (0-0.45m)

Personal distance (0.45-1.2m)

Scale:

Drawn: Jingjing Liu

Figure P7. Front garden 
at 1.5m deep with bay 

window
Please refer to 

photograph of WS-10

   
   

Figure P6. Front garden 
at 1.5m deep
Please refer to 

photograph of WS-25.

   
   

The impact of depth of front gardens on usable 

garden space and privacy provision



Figures P3 to P7 employ the concept of personal space bubbles and show 

the owners’ sense of territoriality. Proposed by Edward Hall, the space 

immediately surrounding a human being is categorised into four groups of 

distance relationships: intimate distance (0 - 0.45m), personal distance (0.45 

- 1.2m), social distance (1.2 - 3.5m), and public distance (3.5m or greater).   111

These are visualised at the beginning of the chapter in Fig.P1 and colour 

coded for each distance. 

Each distance triggers distinct emotional or physical reactions when they are 

invaded on corresponding levels, and depending on the depth, location and 

subject of invasion, these reactions are further diversified.  For example, 112

distance kept from a stranger would differ from that from a close friend or 

family member, depending on the specific social conditions and scenario. 

Closely related is the concept of territoriality, but the distance is generally 

more location specific, such as one's abode or office space. Whilst personal 

space could be manifested as a sphere of intangible bubble, territoriality can 

often be reinforced through physical form like fences or decorations, in order 

to emphasis the established presence. Territoriality will be dealt with later in 

greater detail as it presents material from both the street surveys and the 

interviews as examples. The following sketches and photographs will provide 

visual evidence of the potential influence of the depth of front gardens in 

determining the usable space of individual front gardens, and the attitude and 

behaviours thus directed at respective front gardens.  

 Edward T. Hall, The Hidden Dimension, (Garden City, New York, Anchor Books, 111

1969), P.116
Tony Cassidy, Environmental Psychology, Behaviour and Experience in Context, 
(Hove: Psychology Press, 1997), P.127-128

 Ibid. P.3, 49112

Bruce J. Biddle, Role Theory, Expectations, Identities, and Behaviours, (London: 
Academic Press, 1979), P.282

�76



The featured depths of front gardens in the photographs are appropriately 

representative of the range of common depths of front gardens measured 

during the street survey, and of those areas visited during the in-depth 

interviews. Observation revealed that the widths of front gardens attached to 

terraced properties are generally determined by the facades of houses and 

usually remain homogenous throughout the street. There are small variations 

in the widths of properties but the difference is negligible along the same 

street unless the housing type changes from terraced to semi-detached or 

detached. 

The depth of the individual front garden is the most important factor in 

determining the amount of usable space in respective front gardens. In order 

to present the reduction in usable space proportionately so that it can be 

easily compared, all front gardens were sketched with the standard width of 4 

metres. The table above summarises the average widths of front gardens in 

the four streets surveyed. The first row of figures described the average 

widths of front gardens in all four streets, taking all types of properties that 

had a front garden into consideration. The second row of figures refer 

specifically to the average width of front gardens of terraced properties in 

each street. The overall average for both categories is provided in the last 

column (for a more detailed statistical breakdown regarding key aspects of 

front gardens surveyed in the four streets, please refer to Appendix I). The 

circles of dotted lines in Figure P3 through P7 represent intimate and 

personal spaces respectively, complying with the same colour coding system 

denoted in Figure P1. 

Table 3.1 Average width of front gardens in metres

Produced by Jingjing Liu with information extracted from the interview analysis.

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell 
Road

Meersbrook 
Avenue

Average

All 
properties

4.42 4.69 4.23 4.00 4.34

Terraced 
Properties

4.29 4.69 3.90 3.36 4.06
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The plans on the pages 74 and 75 put the reduction of usable space in front 

gardens into perspective. The introduction of human elements with their 

respective personal space bubbles at the same scales of these front gardens 

graphically manifest the proportionate reduction regarding the effectiveness 

of front gardens in providing privacy. The value of usable space over the 

effectiveness of plantings in providing privacy and their drawbacks will be 

reviewed using survey photographs after the current discussion. 

The gradual reduction in the depths of these front gardens resulted in the 

personal spaces of both the owner (coloured light green behind the window, 

and in a horizontal position) and that of the passer-by (coloured dark blue just 

outside the garden, and in vertical position) being brought closer to each 

other. Figure P3 represents a front garden that measures 5 metres in depth 

and is matched with photographs of the front garden belonged to participant 

CK-15 page 81; whilst Figure P5 is roughly representative to front gardens 

belonging to participants CK-11 or CK-23 on page 84 and 87 respectively. It 

should be noted , however, that the categorisation includes all housing types 

surveyed, and the 5-metre tier is mostly associated with front gardens of 

semi-detached and detached properties. There were very few front gardens 

of terraced properties measured which were deeper than 4 metres. One of 

the few, the front garden at CK-15, is used as an example to compare and 

contrast the potential of front gardens measured at different depths. 

Photographs of corresponding front gardens are presented later in the 

section along with appropriate arguments. 

As can be seen, a front garden that is 5 meters in depth, as sketched in 

Figure P3, creates an effective buffer zone to provide privacy for both owners 

and passer-by (although it is the privacy of the property owner that is more of 

concerned in this case). Judging from the plan, there is still sufficient room for 

the owner to move relatively freely in the front garden before their personal 

space overlaps with that of the passer-by. By comparison, the front garden in 

Figure P.5 affords much less privacy. Depicted at half the size of the front 

garden in Figure P3, photographs of  CK-11 and CK-23 show in detail the 

loss of usable space and the visual impact, both looking into and out of the 
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living room. Visually evident, the front garden depicted in Figure P5. is at half 

the size when compared to the one drawn in Figure P.3. It cannot provide 

sufficient private space to prevent an invasion of personal space as soon as 

the owner steps into the front garden at such shallow depth. The level of 

privacy has therefore been dramatically reduced. 

Reducing the depth of front gardens not only decreases the amount of usable 

space in front gardens, but also limits the ability of front gardens to provide 

privacy in the process. The influence of reduced depth of front garden over 

its usable space can be elaborated further by examine the numbers listed in 

Figures P3 and P5. Both sketches are produced at the same scale, so the 

amount of usable space in both front gardens can be represented by the 

number of complete squares. A front garden 5 metre deep, as in Figure P3, 

consists of 96.75 squares compared to 37.25 squares in a front garden of 2 

metre in depth (Figure 5).  A 3 metre reduction in the depth of front garden 113

results in a 61.5% of usable space in the front garden. 

At the very extreme were front gardens of approximately 1.5 metres in depth 

as shown in Figure P6 and P7. These front gardens were mostly 

encountered during the final stage of the interview process in Norton. 

Photographs taken at WS-10, on page 117, correspond with the situation 

drawn in Figure P7 where the depth of the front garden was further eroded by 

a protruding bay window. The extremely shallow depth of front gardens 

reduces the usable space in the garden to a minimum, whilst greatly 

impeding cultivation. At the same times, such front gardens are so inefficient 

at providing privacy that the personal space of the owner is invaded even 

inside the home. 

 Both numbers take into consideration of complete squares inside the front gardens 113

and the quarter squares along the edge of the garden walls. The area of a complete 
square in the sketch is approximately 0.4*0.4=0.16m2.The calculation assumes an 
average thickness of a garden wall to be 0.3m (one brick) which is represented by a 
third quarter of a unit. The usable space in Figure P3-2 therefore consists of 8*11+1 
complete unites and 12*2+7 quarter squares. This gives the total of 96.75 complete 
squares, which converts into 15.48m2 approximately.
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As pointed out by Kevin Lynch, the outdoor space becomes hardly used 

when it is smaller than 4.5 by 3.5 metres fencing of any smaller space would 

lead to a sense of claustrophobia . Although the social norm of the British 114

culture confines most of the domestic activities to back gardens, enclosing a 

small front garden (2 metres or less in depth) with a hedge for example, can 

severely reduce light coming into the garden and living room, further limiting 

the function of the front garden while causing a depressing view. A selection 

of photographs are presented below to visualise the influence of the depth of 

front gardens over the various uses and functions of the corresponding 

garden spaces. Photographs from inside the living room that provide view out 

onto the streets are used whenever possible to offer comparison between the 

view of the owner and the passerby. It is intended to slightly tilt the camera 

down so that personal displays on window sills can be incorporated to create 

a contrast between domestic and street view. 

 Kevin Lynch, Site Planning, (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1996), P.269114
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A front garden approximately 4 metres in depth. The amount of usable space 

allows for an arrangement that exploits the structure as well as colour in the 

garden. The use of medium height shrubs and herbaceous plants is very 

effective at directing the attention of passerby away from the living room. The 

Hebe planted close to the window also provide shielding to the living room to a 

certain extent.

CK-15
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CK-15. Living room view and garden feature



The first image presents a view from inside the living room looking out on to the 

same front garden. There are no tall structural plants in the garden so the view 

is uninterrupted. The open design of the garden allows ample sunlight into the 

living room, and is balanced by the depth of the front garden. The distance 

provided by the front garden physically removes the owner from directly 

engaging with the activities in the street yet offers opportunities to closely 

observe the environment immediately beyond the garden. The greater depth 

ensured a higher level of privacy and security, and allows the owner to lay a 

footpath with designed feature to direct sunlight into the basement. The garden 

was made visually attractive and contributed towards local biodiversity. This is 

documented in the bottom photograph on the previous page. 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CK-11

This front garden measured 2 metres in depth and the hedge is slightly higher 

than breast level. This combination provided reasonable screening to the living 

room. The owners used the front garden solely to store the scooter and the 

garden was designed to suit this purpose. It was paved with tarmac and was 

planted with the row of hedge only. The hedge showed sign of maintenance 

but garden trimmings were left on the pavement and inside the garden. 
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CK-11. Living room view and garden feature



At 2 metres, the hedge that separated the public realm appears much closer to 

the window because it is only about half the depth compared to the front garden 

at CK-11. Instead of vegetation, the scooter by the window is the focus of the 

view since the majority of the garden space has been paved to provide space 

for it. The paving of the garden space was also a way of cutting down on 

maintenance. The hedge was cut just below eye level to allow full concealment 

of the scooter whilst enabling the owner to remain vigilant and survey activity on 

the road. The garden appeared mundane and unattractive. 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Another front garden of approximately 2 meters in depth at CK-23. It was 

screened by a tall and dense hedge that completely concealed the property. 

The owner intended to use the hedge to stop noise and dust from the street 

while hiding the bins behind the hedge. The top of the hedge was slightly 

overgrown and had not been neatly cut. The closeness of the hedge to the 

property meant the garden was always shaded as was the living room. The 

garden was covered in gravel and did not contain other planting.

CK-23
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CK-23. Living room view and garden feature



The first photograph shows the view from inside the living room, and was taken 

with the camera slightly raised because a child was playing near the window sill. 

It was thought best not to include the child without asking permissions from the 

participant. As shown in the above photographs, the hedge completely blocked 

the view from the living room and therefore offered a stronger sense of privacy 

than the front garden at CK-11. The owner also used the garden space for 

storage but the use of permeable paving reflects higher environmental 

awareness. This option ensured greater privacy and relatively low maintenance 

compared to the garden at CK-15, but created a slightly darker living room and 

garden that are boring both visually and ecologically with limited diversity. 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A front garden measuring 1.5 metres in depth and was similar in design and 

function to the front gardens at CK-11 and CK-23. Whilst the living room was 

completely concealed by the hedge, the limited amount of usable space in the 

garden meant that little space could be used for storage. Bins left in the 

garden would become visually intrusive to the living room. The visual impact of 

such shallow depth is evident in the following images.

WS-25
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WS-25. Living room view and garden feature



The particular arrangement of a tall and wide hedge creates an effect that is 

almost claustrophobic. As reflected in the second photograph depicting the view 

from the living room, the hedge appeared much closer to the window compared 

to the previous photographs with similar framing. Regarding the features in the 

front garden, the garden is covered with gravel but the owner positioned a 

single potted Hosta for decoration. A rose emerging at the base of the hedge 

was not intentionally planted. The participant expressed his concern that 

extensive planting in a front garden this size or smaller could damage the 

damp-proof course or the foundation of the property. Such concern was also 

voiced by a number of other participants but was not considered a major 

deterrent that kept participants from cultivating their front gardens. 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Front garden with territorial functioning 

Territoriality is an important aspect of environmental psychology that relates 

human perception and cognition of the environment to specific behaviours. The 

concept of territoriality was therefore considered helpful in analysing the 

materials from different stages of the street surveys.  115

As awareness of the potential impact of human behaviour on environmental 

problems has became more widely recognised, a number of studies have been 

carried out addressing these concerns. Some have suggested that human 

action is at the core of environmental degradation, while other studies have 

argued that differentiated behaviour towards the environment was a result of 

contrasting environmental concerns and attitudes.  It ha therefore been 116

assumed for the purposes of this research that by providing people with 

necessary information regarding the benefits of specific environmental-friendly 

and responsible behaviour, their attitude towards the environment could be 

influenced as well as their behaviour.  Instructions would need to be provided 117

to show people how specific actions are carried out. For example, studies of 

energy conservation have suggested that signs become more effective in 

promoting energy conservation when they carry behaviour-specific messages 

like ‘please turn off when not in use’.  118

Others have argued that environmental concerns and the attitudes of any 

particular individual have little influence over behaviour. Studies supporting such 

claims have argued that environmental related behaviour was instead affected 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 115

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22, 150

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 116

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-157 (145,146)

 Alexander Grob, ‘A structural model of environmental attitudes and behaviour’, 117

Journal of Environmental Psychology, 15 (1995), P. 209-220, (213-215)
Michael P. Maloney, and Michael P. Ward, ‘Ecology: let’s hear from the people: an 
objective scale for the measurement of ecological attitudes and knowledge’, American 
Psychologist, 28 (1973), P. 583-586, (585)

 Nickolaus R. Feimer, and E. Scott Geller (Editors), Environmental Psychology, 118

Directions and Perspectives, (New York, Praeger, 1983), P. 265, 275, 276
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by direct experience, according to the past actions and self-monitoring of the 

individual.  According to Tanner, despite the wide variety of research methods 119

employed in studying the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, the 

neglect of the cultural context in which the behaviour has been observed 

constitutes a major drawback and limits the value of these studies.  120

Various studies have attempted to address and refine the theoretical 

understanding of the relationship between attitude and behaviour, and the 

Schwartz model has been gradually recognised as a predictor of attitude and 

behaviour.  The test which established the model looked at how the Ascription 121

of Responsibility (AR) and the Awareness of Consequences (AC) of groups of 

individuals combined to affect their behaviour towards supposed victims under 

two distinct social conditions: personal norms, where either the participant or a 

peer in the group was to make a decision on a given situation; and interpersonal 

behaviour, where each peer was to receive the decision made by the participant 

in turn. The model is plausible and asserts that when people begin to or are 

made to realise the consequences of their actions, they tend to develop a sense 

of moral obligations towards those who have been affected by their chosen 

actions.  But the author has since argued that decisions were often made with 122

a keen awareness of other parallel events and relations, and that the causal 

 David Scott, and Fern K. Willits, ‘Environmental attitudes and behavior: a 119

Pennsylvania survey’, Environment and Behaviour, 26 (1994), P.239-260, (250-254)
Mark Snyder, and William B. Swann, ‘When actions reflect attitudes: the politics of 
impression management’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34 (1976), P.
1034-1042, (1040, 1041)
Russell H. Fazio, and Mark P. Zanna, ‘On the predictive validity of attitudes: the roles of 
direct experience and confidence 1’, Journal of Personality, 46 (1978), P.228-243, (241, 
242)

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 120

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-57 (145,146)
Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), p. 27-31

 Shalom H. Schwartz, 'Words, deeds, and perception of consequences and 121

responsibility in action situations’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, (1968) 
p.232-242 (240)

 Ibid, p. 240122
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relation revealed by the AR and AC formula was not always accurate.  Further 123

studies haverevealed that greater intimacy or unbalanced power-relations tend 

to make individuals ‘ascribe responsibility for their actions away from 

themselves’, meaning that they feel less responsible for their actions.  124

Seeing front gardens in terms of their neighbourhood helps to remedy 

theabsence of a cultural context in earlier studies, while helping to balance the 

effect of interpersonal interactions as dealt with in some attitude-behaviour 

studies. Territoriality is a socially and culturally determined behaviour that is 

highly place-specific.  The concept of human territorial functioning addresses 125

individuals’ management of various locations ‘based on perceived, attempted or 

actual control of a definable physical space’ to display their values and 

personalities.  Such behaviour in managing locations, interpreted as 126

ownership, involves the temporary display of one’s territorial intentions through 

marking or personalising places during the time of occupation. Examples 

include erecting fences around properties and decorating office desks with 

photos of family members.  The concept of territoriality (or territorial 127

functioning of a space) proposes a number of ways to study the attitude-

 Ibid, p.241123

 Stanley Milgram, ‘Some conditions of obedience and disobedience to authority’, 124

Human Relations, 18, (1965), p.57-75, (74)
Schopler, J. & Matthews, M. W, ‘The influence of the perceived locus of partner’s 
dependence on the use of interpersonal power’, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 2, (1965), p.609-612, (611)
Lerner, M. J., and Matthews, G. ‘Reactions to suffering of others under conditions of 
indirect responsibility’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 5, (1967), p.
319-325, (324)

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 125

(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P150

 Oscar Newman, Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent City, (London, 126

Architectural Press, 1973), P.51
Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P150
Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary Perspective 
on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and Consequences, 
(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 1, 158

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 127

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P.150
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behaviour relation through the specific treatment of individual front gardens. It 

also helps to identify the role of individual front gardens in relation to their 

neighbourhood and environment, and how the local environment may influence 

the front garden in exchange. 

Territoriality is manifested physically or psychologically by means of markers or 

behaviour.  A sign that reads ‘Keep Out’ is a powerful territorial marker and a 128

manicured front garden conveys the same level of territoriality through 

behaviour but is less defensive. Gardening requires the owner to prolong the 

time spent in the outdoor space, subconsciously reinforcing territoriality while 

carrying out such activities. A less defensive marker also conveys a different set 

of messages to neighbours than to strangers. Whilst neighbours will think of an 

owner as someone actively taking care of their residence, a stranger will be 

reminded that the owner is vigilant and always on the look out for any 

unwelcome behaviour around their property. 

Such signs are perceived as the foundation of mutual trust amongst neighbours, 

a crucial part of their collective contribution to the effective functioning of local 

social control. The presence of markers in a street also reveals the attitude of 

residents to local involvement and to people from outside the neighbourhood. A 

street where more than 80% of its households are well kept with well 

maintained frontages shows better local involvement from its residents than a 

street with fewer than 5% of the households upholding territorial markers of 

similar quality.  Residents in lower-class neighbourhoods generally feel less in 129

control of their outdoor spaces than those in a middle-class neighbourhood, and 

it seems that a maintained outdoor space helps to enhance the sense of 

ownership whilst extending the owners' control over local streets, and vice 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 128

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1988), P. 176-80 (179)

 Ibid, P. 179129
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versa.  In certain cases the presence of territorial markers may alter the 130

original intention of the resident. These ideas will be elaborated by the following 

photos. 

 Ibid, P. 183, 184130

Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology, Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 
(Colville, WA, Optimal Books, 2002), P. 156

�97



�98

Survey Photo 3.1. A carefully trimmed hedge screens the entire front garden and the 
property behind it. This arrangement indicates the strong desire for privacy. The 
hedge is a physical marker and the flowers in the front garden act as a psychological 
marker of territoriality.
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Survey Photo 3.2. A note on the window says: ‘Beware German Shepherd on Duty’ 
and acts as a defensive marker for territoriality. Upon approaching the front door the 
presence of a large animal was clearly acknowledged. The owner refused a formal 
interview but agreed to make comments and briefly discussed his front garden, but 
he struggled to keep the animal under control during the conversation. To outsiders 
this is a strong deterrent and the thick hedge conceals the manicured front garden 
that only allowed a glimpse of the garden interior. This combination of territorial 
markers offers a strong sense of the privacy imposed by the owner.
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Survey Photo 3.3. The front garden is meticulously maintained and decorated but almost everything is 
concealed behind a thick hedge.

Survey Photo 3.4. The level of care reflected in this front garden shows a strong sense of territoriality 
from the owner as well as care.
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Survey Photo 3.5. A front garden that is less defensive in marking territoriality. Mostly consisting of 
psychological markers for territoriality, the planting indicates frequent use by the owner and provides a 
more welcoming approach compared to the front garden in the previous photograph. At the time this 
photograph was taken the family was selling homemade cookies to raise fund for a local charity. Such 
activities in the front garden testify to the strong sense of ownership and recognition that the front 
garden is an outdoor extension of the property.
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Survey Photo 3.6. Another less defensive front garden like the one showed in Survey Photo 3.5. The 
owner used the extended territory for a campaign aimed at a wide audience both in the local 
neighbourhoods as well as passers-by. The presence of railings reflected a stronger sense of 
ownership. The plants looked slightly overgrown but showed signs of activity in the front garden. This 
showed the owner is probably more concerned to maintain the sense of ownership rather than the 
plants in the front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.7. Many properties in Sheffield are accessed at the rear of the property, making the 
alley that leads to the back an important gateway between public and private realm. Defensive 
territorial markers such as fences or gateways are installed as a warning to intruders. It is clearly visible 
from the colour scheme that this resident took control of the alley and that his sense of territoriality 
extends from the front garden to include the alley way. The front garden with missing railing and gate 
was in strong contrast to the alley and the arrangement of potted plants in the front garden indicated 
that the front door, like most in this kind of housing in Sheffield, was probably never used. Such 
arrangement of access, however may also lead to the dysfunction of a front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.8. A note on the post warned dog-walkers to keep the street clean, suggesting a high 
level of local social control from residents in the street. Most of the properties in the street had territorial 
markers such as a neatly trimmed hedge or well maintained front garden. This note is clearly the result 
of a strong mutual trust between residents and a defensive social control imposed by a collective sense 
of territoriality.
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Survey Photo 3.9. A front garden filled with trinkets and plants. The participant claims that these are 
free for anybody to take home but the collection only seemed to be growing.

Survey Photo 3.10. These decorations were collected from skips and left in the garden. Their presence 
demarcated strong territoriality to outsiders who would not venture inside the front garden to select 
anything they liked.



Survey Photos 3.9 and 3.10 showcase the front garden of a gentleman who 

collected small decorations as well as plants thrown out by others, putting them 

in his own front garden. He had been doing this for a long time and really 

enjoyed it, commenting, ‘I rescue the plants and then they rescue me’. The 

owner claimed that he hardly ever visited the nearby green spaces but became 

very enthusiastic when introducing his collection, especially the ornaments in 

the front gardens. 

The participant insisted that all decorations in the garden were ‘free for anybody 

to take’ because ‘I like to see people smile’. He repeatedly mentioned this 

phrase throughout the interview and emphasised that he would be happy to see 

people take the decorations from his garden. His intentions were 

countermanded by the perceived territoriality. Without any form of instructions or 

verbal conformation strangers would see these decorations as markers of 

territoriality and that the participant probably had a strong sense of ownership of 

the garden. These decorations would rather serve as a reminder for passer by 

to behave accordingly, especially the sign that said ‘Private’ (see the bottom left 

corner of Survey Photo 3.9). The fact that many of the participants, despite 

perceiving their front gardens as a ‘semi-private’ or even ‘public’ space, still 

confessed that they would get very upset if they found a stranger in their front 

garden: it would only be a natural reaction for them to refrain out of mutual 

respect from becoming such a ‘stranger’ in other people’s front gardens. 

In contrast, the territoriality of outdoor spaces can also be affected by their 

immediate settings. According to Taylor, territorial functioning is shared 

throughout neighbourhoods between individual residents, and spread to others 

in the same local community.  Taylor suggests that pedestrians drawn to a 131

nearby corner shop, or heavy vehicular traffic in the vicinity, both reduce the 

sense of territoriality and hence the use of front gardens.  Heavy traffic and 132

strangers close to households tend to reduce the sense of ownership over the 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 131

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 189

 Ibid, P. 187132
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outdoor spaces and drive residents indoors. This is also confirmed by 

participants from the interview who saw their front gardens as too public for 

domestic activities. Noise and dust from the street also prevents residents from 

engaging in prolonged activity in their front gardens. The Participatn at CK-23 

on page 87 deliberately cultivated a tall thick hedge to cut off air and noise 

pollution, neither of which are very effective, so the hedge merely offers 

psychological benefits. 

It has been argued that territorial cognition and behaviour are often closely 

related to an enclosed location. Research in the U.S. looking at the use of 

physical boundaries found that fences and railings increase a sense of 

ownership and encourage the active control and use of outdoor spaces.  133

Territoriality can be further imposed by local social cohesiveness, reassuring 

those who live close by with similar perceptions regarding the control and 

maintenance of outdoor spaces. The territorial functioning of local domestic 

spaces is a consensus whose foundation and consequences are determined by 

people who live and use these outdoor spaces  134

Territoriality helps to reveal the drivers that cause a difference in behaviour 

relating to the actual function of front gardens and their residents’ perceptions of 

them. Homes extend beyond the front door and the house is related to its 

settings physically as well as psychologically. Study of these transitional spaces 

is necessary in order to understand the attitude-behaviour relationship. Front 

gardens embody both physical and behavioural aspects of territorial functioning. 

 Sidney Brower, Kathleen Dockett, and Ralph B. Taylor, ‘Residents’ perception of 133

territorial features and perceived local threat’, Environment and Behaviour, (1983), 15 
pp. 419-37 (433).

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 134

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 171-174
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Front garden and environmental opportunity 

Environmental opportunity is a term derived from the literature focused on 

exploring various aspects of the physical environments which provides or works 

as an incentive to environmental friendly behaviour using ipsative theory. The 

term is adopted in this thesis to describe the ability of front gardens to persuade 

their owners to carry out such activities. It is an important factor affecting the 

attitude and actions of the owners of front gardens. 

The ipsative theory of behaviour focuses on the causes of ‘nonactions’ and 

implies that human behaviour ‘may be constrained or hindered by a lack of real 

or imaginary opportunities, imposed by the individuals' internal as well as 

external conditions’.  The causes of ‘nonactions’ are highly subjective, and the 135

lack of opportunity perceived by an individual can prevent them from getting 

involved in certain behaviour ‘even though they may maintain a positive attitude 

and intention to act’. Blaikie argued that, ‘It is useful to distinguish between 136

theories proposing that behaviour and attitudes are determined by changes in 

political, economic, and social structures, and phenomenological approaches 

examining the emergence of consciousness in everyday life’. This statement 137

was made in a different context, about ageing, but its implication for the idea 

that behaviour could be examined by looking at the constraints surrounding 

each individual, including their ‘nonactions’, is of vital importance. The unique 

perspective provided by the ipsative theory inspired a new approach to the 

study of the disfunction, especially the paving over, of front gardens for this 

research: rather than taking a social and anthropological approach to the ways 

different groups of people think about their front gardens, all having different 

physical attributes, this research focuses on identifying the major physical 

attributes of front gardens that affect the provision of environmental 

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 135

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-157, (146)

 Ibid, P. 146136

 Andre Blaikie, Ageing and Popular Culture, (Cambridge, Cambridge University 137

Press, 1999), P. 3
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opportunities, and the consequences of these physical attributes for the 

behaviour of the residents. 

This research has adopted the ipsative concept of environmental opportunity so 

as to examine attitude-behaviour relations and investigate the selective use of 

front gardens by their owners from a landscape architect’s perspective. Instead 

of focusing on human aspects that are hard to predict, the concept of 

environmental opportunity shifts the emphasis to the actual physical attributes 

of front gardens that can be categorised, studied and hopefully altered (by 

means of national or local planning policies) to encourage their active use. 

Human attitude and perception can be altered during the course of life as one 

moves through different financial and social stages . This is evident from the 138

trend that more people became more active with their hobbies, including 

gardening , after retirement . By contrast, geographical location and physical 139

features of a particular front garden, such as orientation, elevation relative to 

street level and size, are resistant to change, regardless of the number of its 

owners. By identifying corresponding physical or geographical features of 

specific front gardens that promote or demote existing environmental 

opportunities, it is possible to try resolve the lack of use of front gardens through 

promoting awareness of better planting design amongst locals and implement 

national policies to facilitate the sustainable development through better use of 

front gardens. 

Relevant research has also revealed that environmental opportunities provided 

by domestic gardens encourage participation in environmental friendly 

behaviour by residents within the same neighbourhood.  It is reasonable to 140

 Bruce J. Biddle, Role Theory, Expectation, Identities, and Behaviour, (London, 138

Academic Prese, 1979), P. 23

 Mark Bhatti, ‘‘When I’m in the garden I can create my own paradise’: Homes and 139

gardens in later life’, The Sociological Review, Vol. 54, 2, (2006), P. 318-41, (324)
Andre Blaikie, Ageing and Popular Culture, (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 
1999), P.4

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 140

Psychology, 19 (1999), pp. 145-57 (145,146).
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argue that when a front garden can fulfil a series of criteria while providing 

environmental opportunity, residents might be more willing to put their front 

garden to more effective use. 

�110

Survey Photo 3.11. Having a front garden offers greater environmental opportunity, in terms of 
available and usable garden space, compared to properties that face straight onto pavements. The 
front garden is always there to support functions that suit the personal preferences of the resident at 
any time.

WS-07



In order to place the notion of environmental opportunity into the context of this 

research, we can identify a number of major elements that can influence them. 

These are the geographical location of a front garden, the presence of a front 

garden when the resident first moved to the property, the original condition of 

front garden when the resident moved to the property, the ease of access to the 

front garden, and the previously discussed usable space in the front gardens. It 

is believed that the environmental opportunity provided by front gardens can be 

changed dramatically by the slightest difference in these physical attributes, so 

properties without a front garden have been excluded from the comparison. The 

following account compares environmental opportunities presented by front 

gardens of contrasting physical attributes and their impact on the treatment of 

respective front gardens. These front gardens are selected on the criteria 

mentioned in the previous paragraph. 

 The presence of a front garden and the initial condition:  

As seen in Survey Photo 3.12 and 3.13 on the following pages, the presence of 

a front garden is a fundamental factor in providing environmental opportunities 

to local residents. The original condition of the front gardens has an impact on 

the diversity of the reactions to these opportunities. The reason for removing 

properties without front gardens from the discussion is that they lack the 

fundamental element, a front garden, to provide an environmental opportunity in 

the first place. The empty frontage of these properties rules them out of this 

particular study. 

The presence of a front garden presents environmental opportunities compared 

to properties without one. It invites residents to take active control of the space 

in front of their property. The result of such control is more likely to represent the 

perceptions of the residents, though not necessarily their personalities (a 

distinction which will be considered in more detail from page 139 onwards). 

Results from the interview analysis revealed that the front garden was not 

regarded as an important factor when they selected their current property by 

most interviewed participants. Participants were more likely to engage in 
�111



gardening activity if the front gardens were already planted, when cutting 

hedges or replacing plants was required. This was reflected in the statistical 

analysis of interview material. These activities were carried out in order to keep 

their front gardens in the same condition as when they first moved in. It is also 

worth mentioning that although many participants did not pay attention to the 

presence or state of the front garden, they began to realise their importance and 

the potential benefits after they had been interviewed. Some mentioned that 

they would pay attention to the front garden when they move next. 

Where front gardens had already been paved when the owner moved in, nearly 

all participants were involved in activities such as weeding, repairing damaged 
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Survey Photo 3.12. Without front gardens, properties will provide less environmental opportunities 
compared to those that do. Residents on the to the left of the street will have less incentive to 
participate in environmental friendly behaviours in front of their houses even if they wanted to. 
Residents on the left will have less control over the spaces in front of their properties.



garden walls or introducing potted plants to claim their control over the territory. 

It can be argued that the presence of front gardens promotes a sense of 

ownership to a certain extent but the actions taken to establish territoriality differ 

greatly amongst individuals. 

 The impact of geographical location of front gardens: 

The immediate setting of a front garden profoundly influences the level of 

environmental opportunity presented to the owner. The following comparison 

between the front gardens at CK-23 and WS-10 helps to illustrate the 
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Survey Photo 3.13. The participant only recently started gardening after reading gardening magazines. 
The family preferred the back garden to be kept as a lawn for family activities so the availability of the 
front garden offered an important environmental opportunity for her to start gardening.



relationship between the immediate setting and the environmental opportunities 

provided by each front garden (for photos of front garden at CK-23 please refer 

to photos on page 87 and 88). Their respective locations are marked on the 

Google images on the following page. The images also show their locations 

relative to the nearby major ‘A’ roads. According to the colour coding of Google 

Earth, major ‘A’ roads in the UK are yellow if they are trunk roads, and grey or 

white if otherwise. The front garden at CK-23 is about 3 metres in depth (an 

average figure for the front gardens surveyed), compared to the other at WS-10 

that measured only about 1.5 metres. More description and analysis will follow 

after the maps and photos. 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CK-23 is situated on the A57, a major road cutting through Crookes with heavy traffic during 

peak hours. (Google© earth)

CK-23
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WS-10 in Woodseats is just off the major trunk road of A61 and is relatively well protected from 

the heavy traffic on the A61. (Google© earth)

WS-10
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Survey Photo 3.14. The front garden at No.WS-10 is well decorated with potted 
plants on wooden decking although it only measures 1.5 metres at deepest. 
According to the resident, he purposely planted the Euonymus to the left of the 
window in order to cover up the stains along the drainage pipe. The Euonymus was 
also not actively maintained and it was left overgrown.

WS-10
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Survey Photo 3.15. Two different types of paving materials were applied in this front 
garden. The variation in paving materials in the front garden reveals the taste for 
garden fashion of the owner. It also displays his level of attention to details, and 
hence the level of care and control over the outdoor space. The owner mentioned 
that he would like his front garden to stand out from the rest of the street and 
therefore has changed the layout of his front garden roughly every a few years.



The front garden at CK-23 (see P.87 and 88 for photographs) was exposed to a 

more public environment and this setting reduced the resident’s desire to fully 

control his front gardens as both the front garden and the property behind are 

frequently under the scrutiny of strangers.  The participant complained that 141

the dust and noise from the road made it very difficult for him to put the front 

garden to proper use. The participant also mentioned his intention to restore the 

railings on the boundary wall, but said that he did not intend to plant the front 

garden. According to the participant, the hedge was essential in screening the 

noise and pollutants but restricted growing in the garden at the same time. 

Overall, the geographical setting of the front garden at CK-23 limited the 

environmental opportunity it could offer to encourage a more active use of the 

space. 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 141

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1988), P.183, 184
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Survey Photo 3.16. Two potted Buxus plants were placed in the front garden as decoration to best 
utilise the limited amount of usable space in the front garden.



In comparison, the front garden at WS-10 received more attention from its 

owner even with its limited amount of usable space, attention was paid to 

various aspects of the front garden. Traffic in the street was reduced because 

access was restricted to neighbours and residents. A stronger sense of 

community was reinforced when visitors were known to the participant and lived 

nearby. This combined to encourage a more active use of the front garden and 

self-expression. The sheltered location made noise and pollution less of a 

concern allowing greater flexibility to the resident in creating a front garden that 

stood out in the street. 

 Environmental opportunity and the ease of access to front gardens 

Studies in the U.S. have shown that easily accessed outdoor spaces 

immediately adjoining properties receive more attention.  It is therefore 142

assumed that the easily accessed front garden provides more environmental 

opportunity. There are other issues, however, to be taken into account in the 

context of this research. Researchers had already shown significant differences 

between the U.S. and the British in their approach to the design and perception 

of front gardens. Observation during the interview process in Sheffield revealed 

that most front gardens received less attention than back gardens, regardless of 

accessibility. Different design criteria were applied in the front and back 

gardens. There were a number of residents who refused to be interviewed 

about their front gardens but insisted on talking about their back gardens, which 

suggested to the researcher that these were more important to them. 

Another key factor, as mentioned previously, was that terraced properties in 

Sheffield normally use the back door. These include some properties built 

without a front entrance (the entrance to some of these is on the side, within the 

alley, rather than at the back). Please refer to photograph of CK-11 on P. 84 and 

Survey Photo 15 on P.81). Such housing disallowed the accessibility factor from 

 Carmen Tanner, ‘Constraints on environmental behaviour’, Journal of Environmental 142

Psychology, 19 (1999), P. 145-57 (145,146)
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consideration because one has to leave the property in order to get to the front 

garden. There were also split views amongst participants: those who gardened 

viewed getting to and from the front garden as part of their outdoor exercise and 

welcomed it; others did not feel influenced them, since they hardly used the 

front gardens. 

It seems reasonable to argue that the accessibility of front gardens is less 

effective at providing environmental opportunities compared to the other factors.

Front garden and environmental numbness 

Environmental numbness is another important theory that relates to the attitude-

behaviour aspect of environmental psychology. As Gifford suggests, people 

actively evaluate certain aspects of their surrounding environment whilst also 

becoming sufficiently adapted to other environmental problems that they choose 

to ignore them.  For example, people tend to critically assess the various 143

environmental issues related to a place where their future home will be, but they 

tend to ignore them on the street that they drive along every day. So numbness 

is one of the criteria in investigating the objective of this thesis regarding 

general attitude towards front gardens and local environment. 

Based on the Weber-Fechner law, a principle of psychophysics, Robert 

Sommer explained environmental numbness using the recognition of, and 

adaptation to air pollution in Los Angeles. Sommer observed that as the smog 

situation in Los Angeles got worse over time, people actually discussed the 

problems it caused less.  He argued that when people first began to 144

experience smog as an environmental problem, air pollution quickly gained 

attention and was recognised as a severe problem because of its detrimental 

effects to health and the environment in general. It took much longer for the 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 143

(Colville, WA: Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22

 Ibid, P. 22144

Robert Sommer, Design Awareness, (San Francisco, Rinehart Press, 1972), P. 28
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same group of people to realise that the smog situation was getting worse 

because of the lack of in-depth understanding and knowledge of the smog and 

its effects. The general public was aware of the situation, but they were less 

aware that new pollutants were being generated and released into the 

atmosphere. 

Environmental numbness can cause residents to overlook particular issues in 

everyday life because of their lack of awareness of the environment beyond 

their current location, and the absence of a proper understanding of related 

environmental problems.  As mentioned previously, regardless of the state of 145

the front gardens, residents were very vigilant of activity around them. When 

participants were asked whether their front garden belongs to the local 

environment, some answered ‘No, it belongs to me’. There is a very strong 

sense of ownership in this particular response but it does not necessarily 

translate into environmental awareness or friendly behaviour. Such differences 

in environmental attitude and behaviour are destructive of sustainable 

development in urban areas and are most clearly seen when someone aware of 

the frequent flash floods in the city still chooses to cover their own front garden 

with impermeable paving. 

In adopting the concept of environmental numbness, specific attention is 

required in examining interview materials that relate participants’ opinions on 

the role of their front gardens in relation to their understanding of environmental 

problems within their neighbourhood. Analysis of transcriptions helps to 

investigate the drivers of the differences in participants’ attitude and behaviour 

whilst photographs are used to consolidate participants’ responses. Many 

responses from participants regarding their preferences relating to their front 

gardens revealed that their front garden was generally regarded as a bonus to 

the living environment, but most participants also believed that their front 

gardens did not improve their quality of life. It is contradictory that the 

participants were not satisfied with properties that did not have a front garden, 

 Robert Gifford, Environmental Psychology Principles and Practices, 3rd Edition, 145

(Colville, WA, Optimal Bookes, 2002), P. 22
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yet were unwilling to dedicate much effort or time to engage in environmental-

friendly activities in them. 

Many participants are aware of the severe environmental problems but deemed 

their actions in the front gardens too meagre in fighting them. This attitude may 

be have been encouraged by the absence of proper planning or local by-laws 

enforcing the maintenance of front gardens. The private and fragmented 

ownership of front gardens also forms a barrier to the execution of such 

policies. The eye-sore garden scheme which aimed to tackle unkept front 

gardens is an example a failed attempt to enforce such ideas through statutory 

actions. Environmental numbness is an important psychological factor to be 

taken into consideration when promoting sustainable and environmental-friendly 

behaviour to the general public, especially when the venue of such activities 

affects their domestic environment and it is very easy to overlook the front 

garden. 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Perception versus personal display 

The perceptions of the owners determine the way that their front gardens are 

laid out in order to meet their personal need. It differs fundamentally from 

arguments regarding front gardens reflecting the personalities of their owners. 
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Survey Photo 3.17. The participant was aware of the 2007 flash flood in Sheffield, yet the front garden 
was completely paved over with impermeable material. Many of these terraced properties in Sheffield 
have been constructed in such a way that the front door no longer functions as the primary access. In 
extreme cases, the front doors are sealed or absent (see also Survey Photo 14 on page 130). Such 
practice reduces the accessibility to the front garden and hence the reduce environmental opportunities 
provided by front gardens. This coupled with other factors, such as limited usable spaces and busy 
traffic, would eventually lead to numbness and a less used front gardens.



As already noted, there are social and cultural differences which explain the 

differences in personalisation and use of front gardens between the U.S. and 

Britain. Observation and evidence from interviews conducted for this study 

support the proposition that most front gardens were laid out to fulfil the specific 

needs of their owners. Domestic gardens have been said to be capable of 

reflecting personal values because they have a sense of ‘imbued notions of 

privacy’, but this idea tends to remove the domestic garden from its context, 

encouraging the owner to assume total control over the garden space.  This is 146

explained by the differences between the behaviour exhibited in human-nature 

interactions in private gardens, and that seen in public parks. Total privacy in 

terms of ownership and experience is granted to, and enjoyed only by its owner 

when they take complete control over the activities occurring within the garden, 

regardless of the social context or contract that the domestic garden is bound 

by (social contract here refers to the role of the gardens as a contribution to the 

visual aspects or the sustainable development of the neighbourhood). The 

domestic garden is used to develop a personalised image of nature.  147

There is insufficient evidence from observation or the interview material to 

directly relate personalised front gardens to the personalities of their respective 

owners, at least from this researcher’s perspective. Both processes revealed 

that front gardens are more often related to the immediate needs of their 

respective owners, hence the perceived functions of front gardens, using 

hedges to ensure privacy, using the space to grow plants from the back garden, 

or using the front garden as storage space. It is visually evident in all the Survey 

Photos presented in this thesis so far that front gardens were put to different 

uses in order to satisfy the needs of their owners. Interview transcripts show 

that many participants hardly ever or never use their front gardens, whose most 

common uses are screening and storage. Only a few of the front garden owners 

approached evidenced signs of dedication and maintenance, and the level of 

 Mark Bhatti, and Andre Church, Home, the Culture of Nature and Meanings of 146

Gardens in Late Modernity, Housing Studies, 19, 1 (2004), p. 37-51, (38)

 Ibid, P. 39-40147

Mark Bhatti, and Andrew Church, Cultivating Natures; Homes and Gardens in Late 
Modernity, Sociology, 35 (2001), p. 365-383, (379-381)
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care reflected through various details in these front gardens did not instantly 

reveal the personalities of their owners to the researcher. Survey Photo 3.4 and 

3.18 (on the following pages) formed an interesting pair, reflecting the 

differences in level of care through the distinctive attitude of their respective 

owners. 
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Survey Photo 3.4. Previously presented on page 100 to help reflect the owner’s 
sense of territoriality. The front view of this front garden is presented on page 114. 
The participant was trained as a farmer and decorating his front garden with plants 
that he grew from seeds was natural and easy for him. But he chose to conceal most 
of the display behind a thick hedge and did not sound too excited talking about the 
front garden.
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Survey Photo 3.18. The owner of this front garden was not as skilled, but still 
managed to put up a decent display with plants purchased from garden centres. Her 
husband worked as a plumber and there was a spare toilet which was used to 
provide bedding plants. There is another in the upper right corner of the photograph, 
blocked by the Hydrangea. In comparison, this front garden was left completely open 
and the owner was very proud of her work.



Both front gardens were maintained to be aesthetically pleasing and were 

designed to display the interests of their respective owners. Referring back to 

the beginning of the chapter, a manicured front garden proclaims strong 

territoriality and a strong sense of ownership even when physical markers like a 

fence or a hedge are absent, as in Survey Photo 3.18. Their owners regarded 

the displays in their front gardens very differently, despite their similar 

perceptions of the display function of their front gardens. This leads to the next 

theory regarding the perception of personal displays in front gardens. 

The argument that front gardens can reflect the personality of their owners is 

embedded in studies which claim that the presentation of front gardens is more 

likely to be a public feature for the local community than a private display for the 

household.  The unique location of front gardens puts the owners’ choice of 148

behaviour under public scrutiny. An eyesore garden might lead to complaints 

and legal action, but a manicured front garden might also be too elaborate in 

expressing its owners’ tastes.  At the two extremes, an unkept front garden 149

filled with rubble and rubbish is as effective at manifesting its owner’s 

personality as a extremely manicured front garden: the interest of the first 

garden owner lies elsewhere, while the owner of the manicured front garden 

risks turning their front garden into a place which demands too much serious 

work.

In this research, it is argued that the display in the front garden may not provide 

a direct link to the personality of the owner. It is only a physical representation of 

the owner’s perception of their front garden’s function which also requires taking 

other context-specific aspects into consideration, like their distinctive cultural 

backgrounds, the availability of front gardens, and locally acceptable 

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 148

1993), P. 178, 181, 182
Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet, 1986), P. 24, 35, 44

 Mark Francis, and Randolph Hester, The Meaning of Gardens, (London: MIT Press, 149

1993), P. 4
The Star, Sheffield garden ‘eyesore’ legal action threat, The Star (2013) <http://
www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397> 
[accessed 09 September 2014] (para 1 of 9)
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behaviours. Personal preferences may play an important role in shaping the 

display of front gardens, but they operate within the limitations set by wider 

social and physical contexts. 

Different attitudes towards front gardens between developers in private housing 

sectors of both the US and the UK have led to distinctive physical designs and 

function in their front gardens. As the developers in the United States pushed 

for unified, monotonous and open grass front lawns,  English developers 150

strived to promote individuality and privacy through individually enclosed front 

gardens.  Cultural background and local behaviour also combine to influence 151

the choices garden owners could make: everyone in the same street is obliged 

to maintain a tidy front lawn in the U.S., but front gardens in the UK vary in size 

and are generally more varied in terms of plant growth. And of course the 

availability of front gardens is another important factor to be taken into account, 

as there could be no personalisation if there are no front gardens in the 

neighbourhood. Survey Photo 3.12 on page 153 shows that the presence of 

front gardens is a limiting factor in providing opportunities for personal display. 

Properties on both sides of the road were constructed around the same time, 

but those on the left side had all been removed in order to widen the road. 

The following photographs document three front gardens in Crookes and 

address the arguments described in this section. 

 Fred Schroeder, Front Yard America, The Evolution and Meanings of a Vernacular 150

Domestic Landscape, (Bowling Green, OH, Popular Press, 1993), P. 81, 102

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 151

Environments, 1914-2000, (London, E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 182
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Survey Photo 3.19. A paved front garden with container plants and raised beds to grow herbaceous 
and woody plants. Planters are also used to provide more colour and variety in the garden. The garden 
was built after the participant moved in and was paved to cut down weeding. The owner has lived here 
for more than 20 years. Now retired, he grew all his plants from seed at a nearby allotment. He took 
pride in the front garden and his sense of ownership and responsibility extend beyond the garden 
walls. He took care of the garden as well as the pavement in front keeping both free of litter.
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Survey Photo 3.20. The garden wall is due for repair but according to the owner, plants need to be 
carefully selected in order to thrive in such a shady place. He only used the front garden to house 
excess plants from the back garden. As the go-to person on gardening in the neighbourhood, this 
participant had also spent a very long time at this address. In contrast to the front garden, his back 
garden was filled with Primula, Digitalis and Hydrangea.
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Survey Photo 3.21. Front gardens are designed to express personal preferences, but how far can they 
reveal anything about their owners? Are they just a physical representation of their owner’s 
understanding and need regarding the space? This garden belongs to a younger couple who finds it 
difficult to balance working and gardening. Their approach to the front garden was minimum 
maintenance and fashionable. The impervious paving is likely to contribute more to flash flooding in 
Sheffield but their response in describing ideal front gardens and the role of their front gardens in the 
local neighbourhood begs further analysis of the relationship between their front gardens and what the 
garden reflects.



All three front gardens are very distinct from each other in their design and level 

of maintenance. The owners of front gardens in Survey Photos 3.19 and 3.20 

are keen gardeners who grow their own plants in their allotments and are 

known amongst neighbours as experts. Both owners, however, took completely 

different approaches regarding the display in their front gardens; both were 

north-facing. The owner of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.19 tried to create 

a manicured front garden with a combination of herbaceous plants and woody 

shrubs in containers and raised beds, but paved the garden completely with 

artificial stones. All herbaceous plants were cultivated from seed in his 

allotment. According to the him, none of the terraced properties along his street 

had front gardens when he first moved in. Others began to follow when he first 

walled-off the plot and made it his front garden. He does not use the front door, 

but he keeps the area and part of the pavement around his property clean. The 

front garden was considered private property. 

The owner of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.20 also regarded the front 

garden as a private space, but wanted to make the space ‘representative of the 

inner house’. Based on conversation, the bay window was removed in order to 

make room for the bedding area. The bedding was covered with Primula and a 

fern. This participant stressed that he wanted to rebuild the garden wall, but he 

did not wish to alter the plantings in the front garden. He also emphasised that 

the front garden was mainly used to house extra plants from the back garden 

and plants in his front gardens were carefully selected to be able to survive in 

shady conditions. 

According to owners of the front garden in Survey Photo 3.21 their front garden 

was already paved when they moved in, and that although they did not like the 

way it was presented, they had no intention of changing it. They selected the 

containers to match the colour of the front door. They also mentioned that they 

did not wish to copy their neighbours, but looking closely at the photograph one 

can just about to get a glimpse of their neighbour’s front garden, which was of 

similar design but with just four containers. The garden wall was poorly pointed. 

Further conversation revealed that the back garden was preferred and received 
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much more attention. The front garden was too public to them and therefore 

they did not use it often. 

These examples show that the layout and features in the front gardens are 

influenced by the functionality preferred by their respective owners. 
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Chapter 4. Historical context of front 
gardens and terraced properties 

This chapter provides a general overview of the social and historical function of 

domestic gardens and front gardens of terraced properties both before and after 

the Industrial Revolution. It forms the first of two chapters which together serve 

as the literature review. The next chapter provides more contextual information 

for the case study in Sheffield, providing insights on various stages of the local 

surveys and an introduction to the survey of front gardens of terraced properties 

in Sheffield. 

According to Edward Hyams, early cottage gardens ‘are usually represented as 

being entirely disorderly, simply a meadow of plants all ground together in a sort 

of artificial ecological community’ until the end of the fifteenth century and early 

sixteenth century.  It is, however, believed that the rustic quality of these early 152

domestic gardens later became the key characteristic of cottage gardens and 

the main reason for their popularity during the Industrial Revolution. Cottage 

gardens were therefore often referred to as a source of inspiration for later 

garden designs. 

During the two hundred years between 1500 and 1700, dramatic 

transformations occurred all over England so this period is regarded as the 

dawn of the modern era.  Later in the eighteenth century, this transformation 153

is associated with the Industrial Revolution. Advances in technologies helped to 

spread the horticultural knowledge to a wider audience, diversifying the 

functions and layouts of domestic gardens of the working class. At the same 

time, the garden culture in the eighteenth century England also underwent 

dramatic improvements alongside advances in technology. Despite increasing 

contact with the continent, Britain has retained its unique characteristics and 

 Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet Books), 1970, p. 2, 11152

 Ibid p. 1153
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approaches to urban green spaces. Instead of improving the quality of the 

visual and physical environment by upgrading civic infrastructure and municipal 

structures, England focused on the creation of domestic gardens. Residential 

square gardens, front gardens and royal parks were created around London 

rather than tree-lined boulevards . 154

Examining the changes in the functions and layouts of front gardens both before 

and after the Industrial Revolution may reveal evidence relevant to the research 

question. The domestic gardens of the general public were hardly documented 

before the eighteenth century,  so it was decided to compare the changes in 155

various elements as mentioned in the research hypothesis and questions before 

and after the Industrial Revolution. 

Early form and function of gardens of ordinary people 

Evidences shows that frontages appeared as early as the medieval period. 

Surveys carried out on the remains of a medieval town in the 1960s revealed 

that frontages of ’20 to 27 feet and a depth of about twice these dimensions’ 

were found.  As houses were still built with strong a sense of defence before 156

the sixteenth century, ornaments and decorations were not found in the 

domestic dwellings before this time.   157

The modern perception of ‘home’ was conceived during the Elizabethan Era. 

Houses were built to provide comfort and enjoyment for the residents rather 

 Henry W. Lawrence, City Trees : A Historical Geography from the Renaissance 154

through the Nineteenth Century, (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2008), p. 
76, 77

 Edward Hyams, English Cottage Gardens, (London: Whittet Books), 1970, p. 1155

 Maurice Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages, Town Plantation in England, 156

Wales and Gascony, (London: Lutterworth, 1967), p. 33 
Brian Paul Hindle, Medieval Town Plans, (Aylesbury: Shire Archaeology), 1990, p. 11, 
27

 Brian Paul Hindle, Medieval Town Plans, (Aylesbury: Shire Archaeology, 1990), p. 6157

Maurice Beresford, New Towns of the Middle Ages, Town Plantation in England, Wales 
and Gascony, (London: Lutterworth, 1967), p. 327
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than as defensive places.  During the period between 1500 and 1700, 158

ornamental gardens were mostly found in the countryside and they did not 

become accessible to the working class until the eighteenth century.  The 159

gardens of the social elites and their estates were better recorded but they were 

also limited in numbers.  Literatures prior to the eighteenth century mostly 160

concerned the sighting of front gardens in various locations, and hardly touched 

on the social and environmental functions front gardens.  161

Decorative gardens remained the privilege of social elites for a prolonged 

period, until John Claudius Loudon proposed that elaborate gardens should be 

provided for every household. This idea was gradually accepted by the general 

public.  Other reasons have been identified for the lack of descriptions of 162

domestic gardens prior to the Industrial Revolution include the poor level of 

literacy amongst the general public, the limited availability of printed materials 

for the general public and the cost of  producing them for purchase by the 

general public.  163

 John Alfred Gotch, The English Home from Charles I to George Iv: Its Architecture, 158

Decoration and Garden Design (London: Basford, 1918), p. 1

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 159

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 8, 9

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 160

London: Yale University Press), 2014, p. 1

 L. G. Wickham Legg (Editor), A Relation of a Short Survey of the Western Counties 161

made by a Lieutenant of the Military Company of Norwich, XVI, (Camden Misc, 1936), 
p. 43
William Harrison, The Description of England, (New York: Cornell University Press for 
the Folger Shakespeare Library, 1968), p. 2
T. Bernard, An Account of a Cottage and Garden near Tadcaster, (printed for T. Becket, 
1797), p. 3

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 162

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 2002, p. 53

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 163

London: Yale University Press, 2014), p. 198
William Harrison, The Description of England, (New York: Cornell University Press for 
the Folger Shakespeare Library, 1968), p. 2
L. G. Wickham Legg (Editor), A Relation of a Short Survey of the Western Counties 
made by a Lieutenant of the Military Company of Norwich, XVI, (Camden Misc, 1936), 
p. 43
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Findings on cottage gardens and mansions suggest that the front gardens of 

terraced properties were provided to imitate the appearance of their bigger and 

more expensive counterparts; however front gardens could also be sacrificed in 

exchange for profit by the speculative builders.  The smaller front gardens 164

were often provided for the ‘rising’ middle class of the late seventeenth and 

early eighteenth century. At the same time, literature after the seventeenth 

century showed that people began to enjoy both looking at and working in 

gardens.  The term ‘front garden’ also began to appear in writings, although 165

these early front gardens differed in both form and function from those being 

studied in this thesis. This suggested that gardens were being appreciated for 

their aesthetic qualities rather than for their function as a simple means of food 

provision.  166

On the other hand, literature revealed that the flemish weavers who settled 

around London from the 1570s brought exotic plants such as carnations, 

anemone, and ranunculus with them. From these weavers, a group of garden 

specialists later formed, who were recognised for their gardening skills around 

the 1770s when they were won numerous floral competitions.  It is believed 167

that early ornamental gardens started as patches for flowers in pots; and by 

having these plants in pots made their properties more ornamental compared to 

the utilitarian cottage gardens.  The contents of the weavers’ gardens offer a 168

valuable insights into the early gardens of the working class. Cottage gardens 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 164

1982)

 T. Bernard, An Account of a Cottage and Garden near Tadcaster, (printed for T. 165

Becket, 1797), p. 3 
The Christian Spectator, (New Heaven: Howe & Spalding), V.8, (1826), p. 238

 T. Bernard, An Account of a Cottage and Garden near Tadcaster, (printed for T. 166

Becket, 1797), p. 3 
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were recognised for their aesthetic qualities, and served as an increasingly 

important source of inspiration for landscape gardeners in the late eighteenth 

century.  169

This suggested that early domestic gardens were able to provide aesthetic 

values to their owners apart from supporting their livelihood through the produce 

from the gardens.  The landed gentry living in town houses also began to pay 170

more attention to their gardens, and it has been suggested that the rear facades 

of properties with a back garden became more architecturally important since 

front gardens were only associated with grand houses or new developments 

near borders of the town.  171

The enclosure movement of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 

affected the planting and design of cottage gardens to a certain extent, because 

it gradually deprived cottagers of their land and access to subsistence 

cultivation, primary means of income and forced them to utilise their gardens to 

offset the devastating consequences.  The enclosure movement contributed 172

directly to the preference for culinary produce over flowers in the gardens at the 

time.  

Post-Industrial Revolution studies on front gardens 

Based on the literature reviewed so far, it is reasonable to argue that front 

gardens began to appear during the Georgian period and mostly belonged to 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 169

1982), p. 74, 76

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 170

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 8, 9
John Woolridge, Systema Horti-culturae or The Art of Gardening, Book I, (London, 
Inner-temple-gate, Fleetstreet,1677), p. 4-5

 John T. Smith and Royal Commission on Historical Monuments, English Houses 171

1200-1800: The Hertfordshire Evidence, (London: HMSO, 1992), p. 166

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 172

London: Yale University Press), 2014, p. 115
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middle or upper classes.  The majority of terraced houses built before the 173

eighteenth century had no front gardens. The fear that individual front gardens 

allowing personal expression would conflict with the sense of unity generated by 

terraced houses in an urban environment was considered the major 

objection.  This terraced housing later became typical of working class 174

dwellings in city centres. 

Gardening became more popular amongst the working class during the 

eighteenth century but were still less frequently documented.  By 1850, most 175

houses for the upper class were built with an enclosed back garden, while the 

frontage was a more accessible feature of the houses to a wider range of social 

classes.  It was also mentioned that these front gardens were mainly provided 176

to offset terraced properties from the carriage access . In addition, the nature 177

of these working class domestic gardens were still very utilitarian in concept in 

the nineteenth century when compared to the gardens of the upper class and 

social elites.  178

Whilst trying to spread horticultural knowledge and skills to the general public, 

public figures such as Loudon became aware of the importance of the physical 

characteristics of domestic gardens, including their size and orientation in 

relation to their surrounding environment. These features were also discussed 

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Have an and 173

London, Yale University Press, 2014), p. 90, 92
Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 1982), 
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1982, p. 4, 14, 74

 Henry W. Lawrence, City Trees : A Historical Geography from the Renaissance 175

through the Nineteenth Century, (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press), 2008, p. 
77
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in relation to their functions in providing pleasure and privacy.  The importance 179

of having a garden immediately alongside the property was stressed by Loudon, 

though the potential negative impact on ventilation and light to the house that 

had planting too close to its windows was also emphasised, as was setting the 

property at the centre of the garden to provide a sense of tranquility whilst 

maximising the provision for privacy . Not a luxury accessible to working class 180

people, Loudon’s writings gave some insight into the contents of these gardens: 

gardens, which were to consist of  shrubs and fruit-bearing plants, such as holly, 

thorn, apple, plum, and pear trees.  181

The advances in technology during the Industrial Revolution made affordable 

publications more readily available to a much wider audience. Whilst these 

publications helped to improve the literacy of the general public, they also 

allowed people to become better informed on topics such as instructions and 

treaties on gardening.  Copying specific features or decorations on houses of 182

the upper class had become widespread.  183

Anne Scott-James says that records of cottage gardens before the mid 

eighteenth century are extremely scarce, and that the popular images of 

 John Claudius Loudon, Encyclopaedia of Cottage, Farm, and Villa Architecture and 179
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 John Claudius Loudon, First Additional Supplement to the Encyclopaedia of 180
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cottages with a great range of flowers in blossom on display was ‘largely a 

Regency and Victorian conception’.  However, sources revealed that there 184

had also been vigorous promotion of the moral benefits in gardens and 

gardening during the Victorian era . John Ruskin praised the beauty and 185

moral value of nature, and induced the idea of aesthetically pleasing works 

created through physical hard labour of an individual.  186

In Ruskin’s time cottages were recognised for their quality that ‘signified an 

unsophisticated rusticity admired by the more cultured outsider’, and writers like 

Oliver Goldsmith and William Wordsworth expressed their admirations for this 

simple yet enduring form of architecture and gardening.  Domestic gardens 187

and front gardens in the urban environment were still relatively few; according to 

Stephen Constantine cottage gardens in late nineteenth century England were 

still mostly cultivated as an alternative source for food with little intention of 

being decorative; few flowering species could be found in them.  This was 188

partly because domestic gardens in town or urban environment were largely 

regarded as being not practical or economically viable as most towns of the 

time were very crowded . Most of the writings on gardens around the same 189

period still focused on large estates and mansions in the countryside. 

The significant influence of the cottage garden on the design of English garden 

was first documented towards the end of the nineteenth century. The cottage 

 Anne Scott-James, The Cottage Garden, (London: Allen Lane, 1981), p. 9,10184
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Environments, 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spon), 1995, p. 176
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garden was seen as a the remnant of authentic English culture, free from the 

influence of the continent or the modern technology. Although most of the 

cottage gardens were not designed by professional landscape gardeners, 

Loudon included them in his encyclopaedia as a specific form of garden. Its 

significance in the course of development of English garden practices was 

described in the 1907 article ‘English Ideals of Gardening’.  190

AJohn Claudius Loudon offers an insight to the suburban and amateur gardens 

of his time.  Despite his preference for exotic plants, his writing on cottage and 191

farm houses provided detailed descriptions of contemporary decoration and 

plantings.  192

Around the same time as Loudon, another prominent figure, John Ruskin, was 

able to provide insight to the attitude held towards urban domestic gardens.  He 

firmly believed that good art was a reflection of beautiful environment and 

society, and that all creations of art require the working of one’s hands with the 

material. Gardens and open spaces were promoted for the well being of urban 

dwellers and the upkeep of good taste in art.  His tireless effort in social and 193

housing reform, with William Morris and others, later inspired a series of 

movements including the celebrated green belt and the Garden City 

Movements.  194

 ‘English Ideals of Gardening’, The Times, 16 November 1907, p. 3190
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Other evidence of people’s attitudes to gardening include writings, drawings and 

photography, and are more numerous since the nineteenth century: ‘…let us not 

forget that reading about gardening and garden is no real substitute for working 

in the garden, or visiting other people’s gardens’, ‘…I considered gardeners to 

be being of a peculiarly poetic and gentle mind, who cultivate perfumes of 

flowers listening to the birds singing’.  These writings show that physical 195

labour in gardening and the aesthetic quality of the regulating gardens was 

enjoyed equally. 

Landscape architects began to explore the social aspects of urban domestic 

gardens during the twentieth century, and in the early twenty first century, 

experiments have been conducted on various connections between front 

gardens and their owners’ attitude to their environmental and social context. 

This has been led by researchers from a number of different disciplines, 

predominantly with a social science background, placing front gardens into their 

social context and scrutinising the emotional connections between front gardens 

and their owners, both as an extension of the house and as a basis for self-

expression. These investigations form a network of information that provides 

preliminary insights on the topic from a range of different perspectives. 

The researcher believed that having gardens attached to housing means more 

than just offering visual interest and improve aesthetic quality to the living 

environment. Studies of issues related to domestic gardens have became more 

systematic and subject oriented since the 1960s, when the functions of 

landscape and architecture were considered together under evolving planning 

theories proposing a rational approach.  Studies of the environmental and 196

social aspects of front gardens have been examined in relation to the scope of 

this thesis to study their ideas on the attitudes of owners of front gardens. The 

 Peter Hunt, The Garden Lover's Companion, (London: Eyre Methuen, 1974), p. 75195

Karel Capek, The Gardener’s Year, (Wisconsin: The University of Wisconsin Press, 
1984), p. 34

 Nigel Taylor, Urban Planning Theory Since 1945, (London: Sage Publications), p. 196

23, 66
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literature review revealed under-researched elements in terms of the attitude-

behaviour relationship reflected in individual front gardens. 

Recent studies in Australia have concluded that preferred landscape 

characteristics and existing gardening styles found in local communities act 

together as magnets to draw people into neighbourhoods that best fit their 

preferences and values.  At the same time, similar researches in the United 197

States suggested that the lifestyle behaviours of households serve as the most 

important predictor of vegetation cover on private lands amongst other factors. 

Social stratification, which was previously thought to be a prominent influence 

on such household behaviour, is supposed to apple only to a lesser degree, 

thought this study refers to the US, where conditions differ greatly from the 

situation in the UK.  Such evidence promoted research on possible influence 198

of migrating populations with different lifestyles on the local communities. These 

findings influenced the design of interview questions well as the selection of 

Crookes and Woodseats for surveys. 

Front gardens typically associated with low-rise housing in cities and suburbs 

are relatively recent additions to the built environment. They have provided a 

more pleasant and healthier living environment for urban dwellers since the late 

nineteenth century. Widely viewed as characteristic of terraced housing, they 

were constructed mostly by the speculative builders in higher value locations. 

As land diminishes in value further from premium locations, there is a smaller 

return if the gardens are kept at the same size.  Therefore the depth of the front 

 Tim Kurz, and Catherine Baudains, Biodiversity in the Front Yard: An Investigation 197

of Landscape Preference in a Domestic Urban Context, Environment and Behavior, 44 
(2012), p. 166-196, (168, 169)

 J. M. Grove, A. R. Troy, J. P. M. O'Neil-Dunne, W. R. Burch, Jr., M. L. Cadenasso, 198
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Vegetation of Urban Ecosystems, Ecosystems, 9 (2006), p. 578-597, (579, 580, 588) 
Neely Law, Lawrence Band, and Morgan Grove, Nitrogen Input Form Residential Lawn 
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garden was often sacrificed in the process of providing an imitation of these, to 

make the greatest possible profit for the speculative builders.  199

More recently, a series of reports have claimed that domestic gardens, both 

front and back, can provide ordinary people with interactions with, knowledge 

and personal understandings of nature. According to these reports, front 

gardens were specifically said to showcased personal and emotional 

connection of the owner to a certain degree.  200

Example of front garden provision in urban 
environments 

The Industrial Revolution fundamentally challenged many previous values of 

English society and the functions of various social elements, including the 

provision and use of domestic gardens and green spaces in the urban 

environment.  

Literature reviewed claimed large formal squares were laid out by housing 

developments as early as the seventeenth century. Later these squares were 

turned into miniature landscape gardens and the surrounding developments 

were replaced by the fashionable terraced properties during the Georgian 

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press, 199
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period.  Ornamental gardens were provided for terraced properties built later 201

as an alternative, when there was insufficient space for the large squares. All of 

these squares or gardens were accessible only with keys held by the owners of 

the nearby properties.  Although the styles of these gardens gradually 202

changed from the formal and regular patterns of the 17th century to more 

naturalistic landscaped gardens by the nineteenth century, only the the middle 

or upper class living nearby would have access to them. 

Gardening culture began to spread by the combined effort of early gardening 

professionals and terraced housing. During the 1860s employers began to 

provide housing, including sometimes, in the form of model villages, for their 

workers. These villages were designed to attract skilled labour to factories, 

offering the convenience of shorter travel distances to work places and various 

amount of space for the domestic gardens made mandatory by some of the 

estates’ management.  Social development during this period saw the middle 203

class demanding better housing of better quality in healthier settings to imitate 

the lifestyles of the social elite, with the provision of domestic gardens matching 

their affluence with garden plots to suggest the social status of the garden 

owner.   204

These model villages usually included semi-detached, terraced houses and 

cottages. Whilst cottages and semi-detached houses were more generous in 

terms of garden provision, terraced properties were given small back gardens 

and even smaller front gardens. These houses were constructed as smaller 

  Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 201 201

1982), p. 76

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 202

1982), p. 76

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London, A. Rivers,  203

1909), p. 62

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London, Yale University Press, 204

1982), p.49
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versions of those for the upper class, and their gardens also partly inherited the 

role of being an status symbol to reflect the affluence of the owners.  205

As a pioneer in welfare provision for the working class, Port Sunlight was one of 

first model villages and sought to incorporate concern for the welfare of its 

dwellers into the planning and design of the estate. Set in a 130 acres of 

parkland, it was observed that front gardens had been provided to each 

individual house hold.  It was said to be ‘impossible to traverse Port Sunlight 206

without encountering the gardeners perpetually clipping and trimming’.  207

Tenants were initially given the freedom to manage their own garden spaces, 

but later the gardens had to be managed collectively by the estate, as freedom 

in garden management had resulted in ‘the exterior aspect of the village was 

being ruined’, with tenants deliberately using their garden spaces for other 

activities, such as drying clothes or neglecting them completely.  208

Mostly consisting of cottages, Port Sunlight was built with a density of 12 

cottages to an acre in order to ensure sufficient provision for gardens and 

recreational spaces.  Allotments were also provided to the tenants as a means 209

of getting exercise whilst reaping the rewards of one’s own effort.  Communal 210

green spaces were also provided and managed to ensure healthy and beautiful 
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living environments for all. The cottages in Port Sunlight were built to a variety 

of architectural styles to provide interest to the tenants.  211

 

 Amanda Rees, Nineteenth-century Planned Industrial Communities and the Role of 211

Aesthetics in Spatial Practices: the Visual Ideologies of Pullman and Port Sunlight, 
Journal of Cultural Geography, (May, 2012), p. 185, 186
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Image 4.1. An old image showing a house in Port Sunlight that was set within a 
garden.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.3
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Image 4.3. A detailed look at the houses and their gardens in Port Sunlight. All of the 
gardens have the same plants and appear to be managed in the same manner.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.5
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Image 4.2. Another old image showing houses in Port Sunlight. Here the gardens 
have been enclosed with railings giving the notion that they belonged to the specific 
house.
E.W. Beeson, Port Sunlight The Model Village of England A Collection of 
Photographs, (New York City, N.Y, 1911), p.5



George Cadbury later founded Bournville based on similar ideas. Whilst trying 

to provide affordable housing for his workers, it was hoped that tenants ‘may 

have at least some of the attributes of an ideal garden city’ in ‘alleviating the 

evils which arise from the insanitary and insufficient housing accommodation 

supplied to large numbers of the working classes, and of securing workers in 

factories some of the advantages of outdoor village life, with opportunities for 

the natural and healthful occupation of cultivating the soil’.  212

Most of the houses in Bournville had lawn or flower beds to accommodate ‘eight 

apple and pear trees…twelve gooseberry bushes, one Victoria plum, six 

creepers for the house, including Gloire de Dijon and Willian Allen Richardson 

roses, wistaria, honeysuckle, clematis, ivy in a number of varieties, Ampelopsis 

veitchii, white and yellow jasmine, etc…one or two forest trees, so placed as to 

frame the building. Hedges of thorn divided the houses, and from road 

boundaries’.  Garden provision for households at Bournville was more 213

generous than at Port Sunlight, because gardens were considered ‘a feature of 

such importance in the model village, or garden city, should have no less care 

and attention in the planning than the house itself’.  Margaret Willes says that 214

gardening in model villages became compulsory.  According to the description 215

there were kitchen gardens for each household dedicated to the fruit trees and 

a lawn. In addition, tenants were discouraged from having curved path in their 

gardens to make the most economical use of the garden space. Curves in any 

man-made structures were not the way cottages were laid out in the village, but 

they were employed in flower beds and trees because ‘curves in colour being 

 William Alexander Harvey, The Model Village and Its Cottages: Bournville, (London: 212

B. T. Batsford, 1906), p. 3, 9

 Ibid, p. 23213

 Ibid, p. 23214

Alison Ravetz, Council Housing and Culture: The History of a Social Experiment, 
(London: Rutledge, 2001), p. 35

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 215

London: Yale University Press, 2014), p. 85
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more pleasing’.  In general, plant species were more varied and had a mix of 216

more plant species to best imitate a natural environment whilst allowing 

opportunities for physical labour. However, the influence of formal gardens and 

squares could still be sensed in the linear and formal layout of these model 

villages. 

Whilst garden suburbs and model villages were being developed on the fringes 

of towns and cities, living conditions in the urban centres continued to 

deteriorate. Land was parcelled out to speculative builders in order to create 

streets of terraced houses and semi-detached villas for middle class. These 

houses were built in uniform rows with small back gardens and even smaller 

front gardens. They were also built on land that had previously beenopen 

spaces or gardens.  217

For the majority of the working class who lived in privately rented terraced 

properties access to garden spaces was still rare and considered a luxury.  218

Industrialisation caused urban gardens to quickly disappear. Steam powered 

machines put tradesmen out of business and they became less capable of 

tending to their ornamental gardens. At the same time, the pollution caused by 

burning of coal made it more and more difficult for plants to thrive. As the social 

segregation deepened and the living conditions for the working class 

deteriorated in towns and cities as the Industrial Revolution progressed, social 

elites felt obliged to contribute towards the alleviation of the problems. Loudon 

proposed the idea of improving the quality of life in urban areas through the 

creation of common spaces, and by educating the general public with 

necessary horticultural knowledge, he showed that an improvement to the 

 William Alexander Harvey, The Model Village and Its Cottages: Bournville, (London: 216

B. T. Batsford, 1906), p. 24, 5

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 217

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 218

Environments, 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 177
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urban living environment to be a democratic act instead of a privilege of the 

upper class and the professional landscape gardeners.  219

Rapid urban expansion made access to nature under deteriorating living 

conditions a pressing issue in urban centres. The literature of the time often 

criticised the individual’s lost connection with nature.  Terraced housing 220

became popular again around the 1870s: despite being criticised for lacking in 

individuality, these houses offered the middle class easy access to their work 

places whilst providing them with limited garden spaces. With a tall and narrow 

front facade and a deep plan, terraced houses became the most prevalent type 

of housing for the middle class in the 1870s.  For example, it was described 221

that terraced properties in Hackney, during the 1850s, had small front gardens 

with wooden fences and back gardens of 90 by 14.5 feet.  House building and 222

urban expansion during the period also forced plant nurseries further out into 

the suburbs leaving the city centre even more deprived of greenery.  223

Urban gardens then became a fashionable decoration allowing the new middle 

class to show off their affluence. This was also supported by vegetated front 

gardens starting to appear on the 1853 Ordnance Survey Maps of Sheffield and 

the 1871 Ordnance Survey Maps of London. There were only limited 

publications aimed at non-professional gardeners and the pollution in the cities 

made it difficult to garden under unfavourable conditions. Shirley Hibberd then 

began writing his own guidance for people of like mind living in similar 

 ‘English Ideals of Gardening’, The Times, 16 November 1907, p. 3219

 Anne Helmreich, The English Garden and National Identity: The Competing Styles 220

of Garden Design, 1870-1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 10

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 221

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 45
Helen Long, The Edwardian House: The Middle-class House in Britain 1880-1914, 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1958), p. 9

 Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Haven and 222

London: Yale University Press, 2014), p. 162

 Hermann Muthesius, The English House, (London: Crosby Lockwood Staples, 223

1979), p.138, 140
Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and Works 
1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48
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conditions.  He was also influenced by other writers and works of the time, 224

including the Handbook of Town Gardening by an anonymous author and Jane 

Loudon, the spouse of John Claudius Loudon.  In his own work on gardening 225

in town, Hibberd specifically advised readers to keep the front garden simple 

with either lawn or gravel and a few dominant shrubs. The purpose of the shrub 

was to shield the houses from the airborne pollutant and provide privacy. 

A scrubby patch of neglected chrysanthemums trailing over a sour and 

ragged grass plot, or a sooty shrubbery of untrimmed, worm-eaten, and 

flowerless lilac tree, does much to disgrace a house and its occupants. as 

a string of pewter pots dangling from the garden railings, and half-a-

dozen broken windows.  226

In summary, keeping an ornamental garden in rapidly developing urban centres 

became more difficult due to the detrimental effects generated by heavy 

industrialisation. First of all, the population boom in major cities as people 

rushed in looking for better paid jobs caused severe shortages in housing. 

Houses were let out to accommodate many, to house as many workers as 

possible whilst maximising the revenue for the landlord. Secondly, gardens 

were neglected as the sense of ownership of the gardens space became 

ambiguous within the crowded community and finally lost by a working class 

struggling for their livelihood. In addition, new houses began to be built on 

garden plots in order to lodge the extra industrial workers. Lastly, it became 

more and more unsustainable for nurseries to keep operating in or near urban 

centres, as the air had become too polluted for plants to thrive because of the 

coal-burning by the industry. Land values increased dramatically because of the 

 Shirley Hibberd, The Town Garden, (London: Groombridge & sons, 1855), p. 29224

 Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and 225

Works 1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design, 2012), p. 48

 Shirley Hibberd, The Town Garden, (London: Groombridge & sons, 1855), p. 29226
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steep demands to create more workshops in cities. Nurseries were also forced 

to move further away from the cities.  227

The tranquil image of town life presented both by Port Sunlight and Bournville 

was dramatically changed by the mid-19th century. Two prints from early wood 

carvings (on page 196) produced by Samuel Hadden Parkes in 1864 reflect the 

distinctive appearance of the domestic gardens in Coram Place, Bloomsbury, 

between 1800 and 1864. Garden spaces in front of the houses became 

neglected because all the houses were let out as multiple apartments, whilst the 

fences in the second illustration appear dilapidated, and some of the window 

boxes on the second and third floor were also replaced by drying rods. 

Accompanying the illustrations was the description by Mayhew on gardens of 

the poor in London: 

formerly…it was no uncommon sight to see the little gardens in front of 

the houses of the poor carefully cultivated. But now, since the houses 

have passed into other hands, and been let out in single apartments, the 

gardens have been altogether neglected, and are used as yards merely 

to dry clothes. The only green thing which remains in some of these 

gardens is horse-radish, a root which it is difficult to extirpate. ‘And it’s 

just the sort of thing’ said one man, ‘that poor people hasn’t no call for…

you see, they ain’t not overdone with joints of beef, nor rump steaks.  228

 Ibid, p. 29227

Anne Wilkinson, Shirley Hibberd,The Father of Amateur Gardening: His Life and Works 
1825-1890, (Birmingham: Cortex Design), 2012, p.48

 Henry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor, (London: Griffin, Bohn, and 228

Company, Stationer’s Hall Court, 1861), Vol. I, p.140
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Image 4.4. Window Gardens for the People 

Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Heavent and 
London: Yale University Press), 2014, p.158



The first figure, on the previous page, provided an insight to the urban 

ornamental gardens in the early 1800s. In it, most of the gardens contained 

shrubs and trees that were roughly at eye level or higher planted towards the far 

end of the garden. The shrubs gradually reduce in height as they were planted 

closer to the windows. Also there appeared to be a certain degree of 

landscaping such as circular beds for low shrubs and border plants inside the 

grass lawn. Fences were carefully maintained reflecting commitment of 

individual owners to their gardens and that they took pride in managing their 

garden spaces. 

The layout and plantings in the gardens also suggested that the owners wished 

to enjoy their gardens without being overlooked; hence the planting of taller  

shrubs or trees were planted away from the window. Such practice was to 
�158

Historic Figure 4.5. Window Gardens for the People 
Margaret Willes, The Gardens of the British Working Class, (New Heavent and 
London: Yale University Press), 2014, p.159



provide screening for privacy and allowing air and sunlight through the window. 

In addition, the view to the gardens would not be impeded. Annuals and 

perennials were hard to identify but were possibly planted in pots or as borders. 

Coupled with window boxes, the overall impression of the illustration reflected a 

strong sense of ownership and community from these residents. 

The second figure depicted the same court 50 years later. As observed, the 

gardens became completely dilapidated and used for drying instead of planting.  

The fences suggested the deteriorating living condition over the years. It was 

also obvious from the figure that the function of these fences functioned more 

as symbolic rather than physical markers of territoriality within the 

neighbourhood. It was argued that in a less orderly neighbourhood the 

presence of territorial markers must be backed up by the presence of the 

resident . 229

Comparing between the two figures, the court provided the same level of 

environmental opportunity because non of the physical aspects of the gardens, 

such as orientation and size, changed between the 64 years. The disappearing 

of these ornamental gardens therefore were the results of the inability of the 

tenants in maintaining these gardens. The descriptions provided by Mayhew 

revealed the causes to such ‘nonaction’ in a Victorian industrial city was mainly 

due to the lack of livelihood of the poor . In addition, it was argued that 230

residents in lower-class neighbourhood generally felt less in control over the 

outdoor extension to their properties, such as front garden . It was therefore 231

inevitable that the gardens fell into disuse as more properties were let out to the 

poor looking for work in cities. 

 Sidney Brower, Kathleen Dockett and Ralph B. Taylor, Residents’ receptions of 229

territorial features and perceived local threat, Environment and Behavior, Jun, (1983), 
p. 419-437, (430-432)

 Henry Mayhew, London Labour and the London Poor, (London: Griffin, Bohn, and 230

Company, Stationer’s Hall Court) 1861, Vol. I, p. 6, 26, 61

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 231

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), P. 183, 184
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The adverse conditions in early urban centres were considered a sacrifice for 

the sake of the technological advancement brought by the Industrial Revolution. 

Therefore the concerns over the living environment and the contribution of 

available urban green space eventually gave rise to the Garden City Movement. 

The idea of garden cities was conceived to address the social environmental 

issues created by industrialisation.  Garden City Movement emphasised that 232

garden provision was necessary and essential to urban dwellers, but the 

dimensions of the gardens were not specifically mentioned. Since the first 

appearance of the garden city, various layouts in towns or industrial estates 

have been tried and they all aim to provide as much private and communal 

garden spaces as possible to their tenants. 

In both Letchworth and Port Sunlight front gardens were generously provided to 

tenants for leisure purposes. According to sources, every house in Port Sunlight 

was provided with a front garden; though not directly attached these were 

thought to beautify the environment of the industrial village.  The management 233

and maintenance of these gardens was originally granted to the tenants. 

Records regarding the operation of Port Sunlight, however, confirmed that front 

gardens were often repurposed or completely neglected by their owners. This 

finally lead to the estate office of Port Sunlight taking control of the management 

and maintenance of the front gardens.  It was also suggested that ‘central 234

management was more suitable’ when managing such green spaces in similar 

estates since unkempt or deliberately decorated front gardens could serve to 

destroy the unified image.  At Letchworth, on the other hand, affordable 235

 Mervyn Miller, English Garden Cities: An Introduction, (Swindon: English Heritage, 232

2010) p. 37

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London: A. Rivers, 233

1909), p. 62

 Edward Hubband, Michael Shippobottom, A Guide to Port Sunlight Village Including 234

Two Tours of the Village, p. 20

 George, Walter Lionel, Labour and Housing at Port Sunlight, (London, A. Rivers,  235

1909) p. 62
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housing was provided working with small contractors whilst allowing 

development to take places plot by plot.  236

Terraced houses and their front gardens 

Terraced housing first emerged as one of the most popular housing types in the 

UK in the middle of the seventeenth century. It still constitutes as much as 31% 

of the UK housing stock in 2010.  The idea of joining houses in a long row to 237

achieve visual unity was first introduced in the 1630s.  Terraced housing was 238

designed to satisfy the desire for grandeur and order. During the Georgian 

period it was improved with the use of more durable building materials to ‘bind 

together a row of houses as tightly as possible, to give an impression, an 

illusion, of unity’  They were built in long rows without any frontages imposing 239

a sense of order as personalised frontages could be very disruptive against the 

unifying visual effect a terrace was trying to achieve. Later, the updated Building 

Regulations after Great Fire of London in 1666 made the use of non-flammable 

building material a legal requirement, which triggered a new era of housing 

construction that facilitated the popularisation of terraced houses amongst the 

speculative builders for their easily transferable plans and construction 

techniques. 
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2010) p. 37

 Hermann Muthesius, The English House, (London: Crosby Lockwood Staples, 237

1979), p. 138
Sefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House, (London: Yale University Press), 1982, 
p. 1
Department for Communities and Local Government, Private Landlord Survey 2010, 
October, 2011, p. 19 <https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/private-landlords-
survey-2010> [accessed 09 September 2013]

 Stefan Muthesius, The English Terraced House (London: Yale University Press), 238

1982, p. 12 
Andrew Saint, London Suburbs, (London: Merrell Holberton in Association with English 
Heritage, 1999), p. 35,36

 Jacqueline Yallop, Dreamstreets: A Journey Through Britain’s Village Utopias, 239

(London, Penguin Random House UK, 2013), p.122
�161

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/private-landlords-survey-2010
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/private-landlords-survey-2010


Survey Photo 4.1 and 4.2 on the following pages depicts these early terraced 

properties where front gardens were not provided to individual households. 

Figure 4.1  provides a birdseye view of the setting of these properties. In lieu of 

individual front gardens, a collectively owned private garden is provided for the 

residents in the centre of the enclosed space in the centre. A key was required 

to gain access to the garden which was inaccessible to the general public. 

Survey Photo 4.3 shows another form of private garden in a public setting 

where properties were sheltered from the road by the thick foliage. Both types 

of garden requiresprofessional gardeners for maintenance, but the residents in 

Survey Photo 4.3 enjoys slightly more freedom in terms of personalisation. 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Figure. 4.1  Plan of Bedford Square in London 
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!
3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24

https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bedford+Square,+London+WC1B,+UK/@51.518585,-0.1296453,630m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x48761b2d93337405:0x86afe2114a2cda24
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Survey Photo 4.1. Private garden in London 
Where individual front gardens were not provided (right), other forms of communal green spaces were 

provided such as the small urban park inside the iron railings (left).

Survey Photo 4.2. Private garden in London 
Instead of individual front gardens, communal amenity space was provided for the use of nearby residents. 



The transformation of English gardens from the traditional style that stressed 

formal and symmetrical design patterns towards the picturesque style in the 

1730s had a profound impact on the characteristics of the English housing and 

gardens.  Drawing inspiration from paintings and trying to recreate gardens 240

with views and planting that could represent an idealised image of nature, the 

altered attitude towards nature encouraged more intimate layout of housing in 

relation to the surrounding environment and the bay window was appreciated 

for having such quality.  During the eighteenth century private gardens and 241

open spaces both gained in number and size and while the naturalistic style of 

 Nicholas Taylor, The Village in The City, Towards a New Society, (London: Maurice 240

Temple Smith Ltd.), 1974, p.32

 Ibid, p. 35241

Chip Sullivan, and Elizabeth Boults, Illustrated History of Landscape Design, 
(Chichester: John Wiley, 2010), p.175
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Survey Photo 4.3. Communal garden in London 
There lacked defined boundaries but the residents had no problem in marking their front gardens whilst the 

bigger plot to the right of the footpath was maintained collectively or contracted to professional gardeners.



gardening was first applied to country estates, and aesthetic qualities also 

influenced urban green spaces.  242

During the Industrial Revolution, the notion of single-family house set in the 

private garden became popular amongst the middle class. This particular type 

of housing was named ‘villa’, and most of these houses constructed during the 

eighteen century were detached properties; whilst a small fraction of them were 

semi-detached around the cities . 243

Built for specific clients, these houses were modelled on the country estates of 

the aristocrats and the gentry; the bespoke nature of these houses ensured 

similar quality. Therefore as more similar properties began to be constructed 

close to each other, they formed the early estates.  However, the deteriorating 244

living conditions in Victorian and Edwardian cities began to raise serious 

concerns amongst pioneers of social reformation, such as Ebenezer Howard 

and John Ruskin. The garden city proposed by Howard envisaged a self-

sustained community with open spaces, public parks and domestic gardens 

connected to a series of smaller garden cities in its vicinity.  Later estates 245

supported by Ruskin also featured domestic gardens for private households and 

shared communal green spaces.  246

An example of garden suburb is that constructed by the Calthorpe family at 

Edgbaston near Birmingham: the estate consisted of detached and semi-

 Henry W. Lawrence, City Trees : A Historical Geography from the Renaissance 242

through the Nineteenth Century (Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press), 2008, p. 
77

 Richard Harris, and Peter J. Larkham, Changing Suburbs, Fundation, Form and 243

Function, (London: E & FN Spon, 1999), p. 77

 Ibid, p. 77244

 Ebenezer Howard, To-morrow: A Peaceful Path to Real Reform, (London: 245

Routledge, 2003), p. 6, 7

 Michael H. Lang, Designing Utopia: John Ruskin's Urban Vision for Britain and 246

America, (Montreal: Black Rose Books, 1999), p. 56, 86
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detached properties that formed a strong contrast to the terraced houses or row 

houses that had been the homes for the middle-class.  247

The garden suburb finally became the standard housing for the middle-class 

from the 1870s and around the same time, housing experiments were 

conducted to provide garden suburbs for the working class, such as the 

Bournville garden suburb by the Cadbury Brothers. 

Following the two wars planning policy began to shift towards high density living 

in order to accommodate more households on the same plot of land. Existing 

gardens were therefore divided to allow for a greater number of dwellings. The 

increasing pressure on land in cities and neighbouring areas meant that houses 

on large plots had to be demolished to make way for redevelopment.  The 248

form and function of front gardens of terraced properties continued to evolve 

during the modern era. 

 Richard Harris, and Peter J. Larkham, Changing Suburbs, Fundation, Form and 247

Function, (London: E & FN Spon), 1999, p. 77

 Ibid, p. 85, 86248
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Chapter 5. General information and local 

context to survey areas and front gardens  

This chapter provides a context for the terraced properties in Sheffield. The 

expansion of the city is analysed using a series of historic maps of Sheffield. 

Changes in housing typology, especially terraced properties, are also 

analysed with data gathered through the mapping process. A similar 

comparison is also conducted on Crookes and Woodseats, employing 

photographs to identify changes to the front gardens. 

This study aims to provide back ground information and visual evidence for 

the analysis and findings in the next chapter, and clues to changing 

perspective regarding the use of front gardens in the urban environment. In 

addition, local policies regarding the use of front gardens are also reviewed in 

order to provide further evidence on changes in the perceived functions of 

front gardens. 

General information on Sheffield 

Compared to its current status, Sheffield was still a village when John Harrison 

conducted his survey in 1637. The city centre was set around the old castle and 

reached as far as Fargate in the modern city.  The city maintained most of its 249

medieval infrastructure and boundary up to the beginning of the nineteenth 

century.  Sheffield experienced its greatest urban expansion between 1830s 250

and early 1900s, as can be seen in the series of maps that chronologically 

documented the development of the city. 

 Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 249

1984), p. 31

 Ibid, p.70250
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Maps 1 through to 8 below summarise the urban expansion of Sheffield over 

the two centuries from 1736 to 1940. With the expanded territories marked in 

red, Maps 5 and 6 provide visual evidence of the great urban expansion 

experienced by the city. The core of the city doubled in size between 1832-1851 

(Map 5) and 1851-1907 (Map 6). The library of Sheffield University also holds 

two complete sets of O.S. Maps of the city in 1853 and 1901 respectively, so a 

study of the historical context and its relationship to housing typologies 

regarding urban domestic front garden has been possible. 
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Map 2 Sheffield Expansion 1736-1771 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 1 Sheffield Expansion 1736 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps
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Map 3 Sheffield Expansion 1771-1808 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 4 Sheffield Expansion 1808-1832 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 5 Sheffield Expansion 1832-1851 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 6 Sheffield Expansion 1851-1907 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 

Ordnance Survey Maps



It is believed that the urban expansion between 1850s and 1900s saw a rapid 

increase in the number of industrial premises and houses in Sheffield, inevitably 

leading to the disappearance of urban green spaces and gardens. 

Due to the hilly nature of most parts of Sheffield, commuting in and out of the 

city and its neighbouring areas was difficult up to the middle of the eighteenth 

century. The introduction of the turn pike roads facilitated the connections 

between Sheffield and its neighbouring towns and cities. 

The importance of turn-pike roads facilitated the technological advances of 

Industrial Revolution, which relied on local resources like the presence of rapid 

streams to drive water wheels, used by the long established cutlery indusrty. 

Urban development was able to spread to previously difficult or inaccessible 

areas. The ancient passage from Sheffield to Derby (through Woodseats) was 

the first highway to be improved in 1756, and the stretch through Woodseats 
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Map 7 Sheffield Expansion 1907-1921 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps

Map 8 Sheffield Expansion 1921-1940 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and 
Ordnance Survey Maps



became part of Chesterfield Road, now known as the A61.  The railway 251

system later replaced some of the turn-pike roads, offering superior 

functionality. Whilst further improving the speed and comfort when travelling 

long distances, the improved mobility allowed the urban centre to thrive as the 

direct result of greater economic activity.  252

The urban centre of Sheffield was well established by 1841, when 

decentralisation was first observed, a combined result of congestion and poor 

housing conditions.  When the slums in the city were cleared to accommodate 253

more warehouses, offices, and retail premises, the city’s population began to 

gradually move towards the western and northern part of the urban centre.  A 254

comparison of Ordnance Survey Maps of Sheffield between 1805 and 1850 

provides evidence of numbers of back-to-backs and courtyard housing 

increasing greatly, taking up most of the available space in Sheffield. It was also 

recorded that after the 1830s, the wealthier inhabitants of the city began to 

migrate towards the west and further away from the city centre.  255

The detrimental effects of over-crowding can be deduced from Maps 9 to 11,  

which show the rapid urban expansion resulting from industrialisation in 

Sheffield. Both Map 9 and 10 show the same area surrounding St. Phillip’s 

Terrace, marked in red, in 1853 and 1907 respectively. Together they show the 

adverse result of rapid and uncontrolled local development. As a result, 

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 251

1971), p. 62
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Books, 1997), p. 206
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Local Executive Committee, 1956), 146, 147
Hey, David, A History of Sheffield, (Preston: Carnegie PUblishing, 2005), p. 185

 Hey, David, A History of Sheffield, (Preston: Carnegie PUblishing, 2005), p. 186255
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allotments, gardens and open spaces depicted in Map 9 have been replaced by 

more workshops and in-fill housings to accommodate their workers in Map 10. 

 

Although the area already shows signs of industrialisation in Map 4.9, about half 

of the area depicted in the map still consists of open spaces and allotments. 

With Globe Works taking up a considerable amount of space on the river bank, 

there were mostly open spaces across River Don. Further study of Map 4.9 

shows that St. Phillip’s Terrace consisted of 15 terraced properties in 1853 of 

which seven had planted front gardens. These are marked red on the bottom 

left corner of the map. 

In sharp contrast, most of the urban gardens and open spaces were replaced 

by court housing that consisting of back-to-backs by 1907. As can be observed 

in Map 10 on the next page, the most prominent change to the local landscape 
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Map 9 A part of Sheffield on the1850s O.S. map showing workshops between St. Philips 
Church and River Don. St. Phillip’s Terrace was located to the bottom left of the map. 

Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



was the disappearance of open spaces and allotments. The open spaces to the 

left of St. Phillip's Terrace were converted into semi-detached houses with tiny 

frontages. The rest of the area also experienced extensive redevelopment; 

more factories appeared on the other side of River Don, with back-to-backs 

filling in smaller pockets of available land on both sides. At St. Phillips Terrace 

however, all properties had front gardens that were planted at this point. 

Although creating new front gardens appeared to be an effort from the local 

residents in fighting back the industrial development, such action was not widely 

observed elsewhere on the maps. 
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Map 10 The same section of Sheffield on O.S. maps of 1907. Land that used to be gardens 
and allotments had been built on, mostly with back-to-backs and terraced properties in order  

to house the massive population of workers in the nearby workshops. 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



 

In addition to the urban expansion, conversion of existing housing to 

accommodate a greater population in the city was also a major cause of the 

loss of urban gardens. Many of the back-to-backs in Map 11 have empty 

frontages marked in red. Judging by their footprint, these had been terraced 

properties with front gardens previously. By converting terraced properties into 

back-to-backs, landlords were able to accommodate multiple tenants in one 

house. Multiple-tenancy and low income both restricted the tenants from taking 

full responsibility for maintaining their front gardens. 

On the other hand, based on the observations made during the mapping 

process, converting terraced properties into back-to-backs was already a 

common practice by 1901. Because built structures were already established, 

converting existing housing to accommodate more working population near the 
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Map 11 This part of the O.S. map in 1907 showcased a series of court housing consisted of 
back-to-backs. Their empty frontages (marked red on the map) suggested that these might 

had been converted from terraced properties with front gardens, or they were constructed to 
provide in this particular manner. The extensive urban expansion between the 1850s and 
1907 meant a lot of the later properties were built on green site that were not incorporate or 

surveyed on the 1850s’ O.S. maps making comparison of maps particularly difficult. 
Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



workshops was the most efficient solution. As local industries grew in size, 

workshops finally began to appear in the suburbs and places that offered 

geological advantages. Areas surrounding these workshops were soon filled 

with housing, mostly back-to-backs, to house the workers. An improved  

infrastructure and transport system offered people greater access to the 

countryside, thus allowing the middle class to move even further away from the 

urban centres. 

Development of terraced properties in Sheffield 

Based on the two sets of Ordnance Survey Maps produced in 1835 and 1901 

respectively, the urban expansion of Sheffield had a great impact on both the its 

core and the neighbouring rural areas. The following account presents findings 

from studying both sets of maps in a series of tables and graphs on the 

following pages. Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present the total number of properties of 

each housing type accounted for in both sets of O.S. Maps. The pie-charts 

visualise the composition of housing typologies in both eras. 

Since terraced properties with front gardens were the most important typology, 

they are compared to the other housing types, including terraced properties that 

were built without front gardens. Table 5.3 compares the inventories from both 

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 side by side. Tables 5.4 and 5.5, on the other hand, focus on 

a detailed break-down of terraced properties in the city in their respective 

periods. Finally, up-to-date information regarding the housing composition of 

Sheffield in 2011 is presented and compared to the historical figures in Table 

5.7. This helps to project the growth of terraced properties over the years and 

can be used to formulate a solution to implementing sustainable measures for 

the legacy of terraced properties. Detailed information could not be uncovered 

regarding the presence of front gardens in 2011.  
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Table 5.1 Housing Overview in 1850s
Types of 
Housing

Total number 
of residence

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses

7309 38.5%

Back-to-backs 3864 20.4%
Detached 
Houses

543 2.9%

Semi-detached 
Houses

311 1.6%

Court/Yard 973 5.1%
Other 5981 31.5%
TOTAL 18981 100.0%

Table 5.1.1 Break-down of Terraced and Back-to-backs
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses 7309

With Front 
Gardens

405 5.5% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

545 7.5% 2.9%

Back-to-
backs 3864 X2 3831 99.1% 20.2%

X3 34 0.9% 0.2%

Terraced Houses Back-to-backs Detached Houses
Semi-detached Houses Court/Yard Other



Based on the numbers in the tables above, terraced property was the most 

prevalent housing type from 1850s to early 1900s followed by back-to-backs, 

which were the second most popular typology, gradually incorporated into court 

housing by 1907. There was a sharp decrease in the percentage of individual 

back-to-backs in the city as a result of this change. 

In 1853, there were a total number of 18,981 properties in all areas covered by 

Ordnance Survey Maps in Sheffield. In 1907, however, the total number of 
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Table 5.2 Housing Overview with Court in 1900s
Types of 
Housing

Total number 
of residence

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses

25830 60.1%

Back-to-backs 566 1.3%
Detached 
Houses

885 2.1%

Semi-detached 
Houses

981 2.3%

Court/Yard 11698 27.2%
Other 3024 7.0%
TOTAL 42984 100.0%

Table 5.2.1 Break-down of Terraced and Back-to-backs / with Courts
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage in 
Total

Terraced 
Houses 25830

With Front 
Gardens

2505 9.7% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

8337 32.3% 2.9%

Back-to-
backs 566 X2 539 95.2% 20.2%

X3 27 4.8% 0.2%

Terraced Houses Back-to-backs Detached Houses
Semi-detached Houses Court/Yard Other

Pie Chart 5.2 Housing 
Composition with Courts in 

1900s



properties in the city rapidly increased to 42,984. This suggests a greater 

increase in total population in the city because the back-to-backs often had 

multi-tenancies. On both sets of maps reviewed, terraced property contributed 

to 39% and 60% of all housing types in 1853 and 1907 respectively. Reflected 

in Table 5.3 below, the total number of terraced properties increased by 2.5 

times within the 50 years, out-growing all other types of housing during the 

same period: there were 7,309 terraced properties in 1853 and the number 

quickly jumped to 25,830 in 1907. At the same time, terraced properties 

contributed to 77% of the total increase in the number of houses between 1850s 

and 1900s. The total number of terraced properties increased by 18,521, almost 

2/3 of the total increased in housing of 24,003 during the same period. The 

evidence shows that terraced properties had a dominating proportion of the 

housing market up to the beginning of the twentieth century. 

Despite terraced property being the most prevalent housing type, those that 

have a front garden contribute a small fraction in both era. Looking specifically 

at terraced properties with front gardens in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 on the next page, 

they were able to double the growth rate of all other types of terraced properties 

combined. However, they still represented a relatively smaller fraction. There 

Table 5.3 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s and 1900s, Sheffield
1850s 1900s

Types of 
Housing

Total 
number of 
residence

Percentage 
in Total

Types of 
Housing

Total 
number of 
residence

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses

7309 38.5% Terraced 
Houses

25830 60.1%

Back-to-
backs

3864 20.4% Back-to-
backs

566 1.3%

Detached 
Houses

543 2.9% Detached 
Houses

885 2.1%

Semi-
detached 
Houses

311 1.6% Semi-
detached 
Houses

981 2.3%

Court/Yard 973 5.1% Court/Yard 11698 27.2%
Other 5981 31.5% Other 3024 7.0%
TOTAL 18981 100.0% TOTAL 42984 100.00%
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were only 405 out of 7,309 terraced properties (5.5%) in 1853 that had front 

gardens; and although the number increased about 6 times to 2,505 in 1907, 

terraced properties with front gardens still remained a minority contributing to a 

mere 9.7% within its own category of terraced properties. 

Based on observation during mapping, front gardens were mostly found in 

named terraces, such as the St. Phillips Terrace presented previously as an 

example. Numbers in all the tables so far revealed the following two facts 

regarding terraced properties and their front gardens in Sheffield between 

1850s and 1900s : 

1). Front gardens attached to terraced properties were still not widely adopted 

during the period; 

2). Terraced properties with front gardens mostly belong to middle class people 

and were managed collectively as an estate; 

Table 5.4 Terraced Houses in 1850s
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses 7309

With Front 
Gardens

405 5.5% 2.1%

With 
Frontages

545 7.5% 2.9%

Without 
Frontages

6359 87.00% 33.50%

Table 5.5 Terraced Houses in 1900s
Types of 
Housing

Total Number 
of residence

Specific 
Feature

Total number 
of residence 

within 
category

Percentage 
within own 
category

Percentage 
in Total

Terraced 
Houses 25830

With Front 
Gardens

2505 9.7% 5.8%

With 
Frontages

8337 32.3% 19.4%

Without 
Frontages

14988 58.03% 34.87%
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The typology and composition of housing in modern Sheffield has changed 

dramatically since the mid-twentieth century. Whilst legacy housing types, such 

as the detached, semi-detached and terraced properties remained, high-rise 

residence appeared to revolutionise people’s way of living in the urban 

environment. According to The Sheffield Plan published by the Sheffield City 

Council, there were a total of 236,865 households in the city by November, 

2015.  In addition, it was also mentioned that up to 2015, the city had been 256

building 1,674 new homes each year for the past decade; although no specific 

information was given regarding the locations and types of houses 

constructed.  257

There is also limited up-to-date information on the front gardens of terraced 

properties in Sheffield. Census Briefing Note from 2011 is the most up-to-date 

source that providing a general break down of the Sheffield housing market. 

The following table and graph are reproduced from the 2011 Census Briefing 

Note 1.4 on housing and accommodation of Sheffield.  258

Table 5.6 Housing composition of Sheffield in 2011

Property types Number of household spaces

House or Bungalow: Detached 33,910

House or Bungalow: Semi-detached 86,386

House or Bungalow: Terraced 64,830

Flat, maisonette apartment: Purpose-built 
block

44,925

Flat, maisonette apartment: Part of a 
converted or shared house

4,912

Flat, maisonette apartment: In a commercial 
building

2,370

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 256

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 11

 Ibid, p. 12257

 Sheffield City Council, ‘2011 Census Briefing Note 1.4 - Housing and 258

Accommodation’, <https://www.sheffield.gov.uk/content/dam/sheffield/docs/your-city-
council/facts-figures/2011%20Census%20Briefing%20Note%201.4> [accessed 08 July 
2017]
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Sheffield City Council employed a slightly different system in categorising 

housing types; fortunately, the total number of households for each of the three 

relevant housing types are still available. Table 5.7 is therefore compiled with 

data drawn from previous tables to reveal the general trend of development of 

the three major types of houses. Numbers in Table 7.5 have been used to 

compose the line graph on the next page. 

Caravan or other mobile or temporary 
structure

63

Table 5.6 Housing composition of Sheffield in 2011

Property types Number of household spaces

Table 5.7 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s, 1900s and 2010s, Sheffield

Types of property
Total number of residence

1850s 1900s 2010s

Terraced Houses 7,309 25,830 64,380
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The numbers in Table 5.7 show the terraced properties remained in popular 

demand and increased steadily throughout the years studied. Whilst dominating 

in both 1850s and 1900s as the most prevalent housing type, the popularity of 

terraced properties has carried on well into the twenty first century. The growth 

of Sheffield was briefly impeded by the War in the mid twentieth century. Hence 

new housing stock was urgently required to replace existing squalid and 

decaying properties. The city council saw this as an opportunity to improve the 

crowded condition of the city centre. Therefore, municipal housing estates were 

erected on high ground to the north and south, while at the same time 

speculative builders exploited the western part of Sheffield.  Terraced houses 259

Detached Houses 543 885 33,901

Semi-detached 
Houses

311 981 83,386

Table 5.7 Key Figures on Housing in 1850s, 1900s and 2010s, Sheffield

Types of property
Total number of residence

1850s 1900s 2010s

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 259

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 237
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had occupied most of the available plots and the area immediately to the north 

of the university, and the area achieved the highest population density during 

mid twentieth century.  Population density began to decrease towards the 260

western suburbs where properties achieved a much lower density with larger 

gardens.  In modern Sheffield, where the city had roughly 60,000 students 261

from both universities in 2015, the city centre remains a densely populated area 

even today.  262

The streetscape of modern Sheffield has dramatically changed and most of the 

terraced properties have been replaced by flats and business premises. With a 

total of 64,380 properties, terraced properties still contributed 27% of the total 

number of properties in Sheffield in 2011. The terraced properties had been 

constantly in demand compared to both the detached and semi-detached 

properties. This is partly because terraced properties have been more 

accessible to a wide range of tenants since the 1850s, and their easy-to-copy 

floor plan has allowed for quick construction of similar properties in large 

quantity. 

It can therefore be concluded that terraced property has been the most popular 

housing types in Sheffield since the nineteenth century. Unfortunately more 

specific information on front gardens of the terraced properties in modern 

Sheffield could not be obtained, so a comparison is not possible. 

General information on surveyed areas 

 David Hey, A History of Sheffield, (Lancaster: Carnegie Publishing, 1998), p.198260

Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 
1984), p. 239

 David Hey, A History of Sheffield, (Lancaster: Carnegie Publishing, 1998), p.198261

Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 
1984), p. 239

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 262

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 6, 9, 10
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Following the general study of terraced properties and their front gardens in 

Sheffield, the next section is dedicated to Crookes and Woodseats 

specifically. This section begins with a brief introduction on both Crookes and 

Woodseats, providing relevant background information crucial to the 

understanding of the analysis. Findings from the street surveys were then 

analysed, and a photographic analysis focusing on the contents of front 

gardens and their environmental context is provided, employing early 

photographs obtained from Picture Sheffield online archive. Some of the 

photos have also been produced by the researcher during the street surveys 

to produce a comprehensive comparison between the two sets of images. 

Both Crookes and Woodseats are now suburbs of Sheffield. Crookes is 

located approximately 1.5 miles to the west of the city centre, whereas 

Woodseats is further to the south. Both suburbs started as meagre 

settlements near Sheffield but later grew considerablely in size during the 

Industrial Revolution.  According to the Plan of Sheffield in 1823 below, 263

neither Crookes nor Woodseats was incorporated as a part of Sheffield. 

Located on the hilly side of Sheffield, Crookes started as a sparsely 

populated agricultural village. It managed to retain most of its medieval 

infrastructure up to the beginning of the nineteenth century.  Woodseats on 264

the other hand had been an agricultural village since the medieval period.  265

Located on the lowlands to the south, Woodseats had very distinct terrain 

from Crookes. Both areas remained comparable in size until the beginning of 

the Industrial Revolution. As stressed in the previous section, the Industrial 

 Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press, 263

1984), p. 31

 John Leather, ‘1832 Sheffield by John Leather’, John Leather Land Surveyor (1832) 264

<http://www.picturesheffield.com/maps.php?file=024> [accessed 30 June 2014]
Mary Walton, Sheffield: Its Story and Its Achievements, (Otley: The Amethyst Press), 
1984, p. 70

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 265

1971), p. 62
British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and its 
region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p.146

�184

http://www.picturesheffield.com/maps.php?file=024


Revolution greatly improved accessibility to local and neighbouring areas 

around Sheffield whilst increasing their level of economic activeness, 

including both Crookes and Woodseats.  266

During the 1850s, urban dwellers began to appreciate the natural 

environment in Crookes and the area soon became a popular holiday 

retreat.  As observed in Map 13, there are still villas with decorative 267

 Ibid, p. 146266

 J. Edward Vickers, Ancient Suburbs of Sheffield, (Sheffield: JEV publications, 267

1971), p. 62
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Map 12. Plan of Sheffield produced in 1823. Crookes only appeared as a caption towards the left edge 
of the map. Woodseats on the other hand was further to the north and hence not mentioned on this 
particular map. 


Map courtesy of University of Sheffield



gardens that were constructed on sites of higher value or south-facing 

slopes. These large properties often took up large plots of land and leaving 

the lower northern slopes for the smaller houses of artisans.  268

Eventually the installation of the electric tram system to the infrastructure 

made commuting between distant parts of towns possible and comfortable.  269

Middle and upper classes, therefore, began to move further away from the 

city centre towards the western and northern part of the city. Villas and 

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 268

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 237
Melvyn Jones, Aspects of Sheffield 1: Discovering Local History, (Barnsley: Wharncliffe 
Books, 1997), p. 207

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 269

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956),  p.174

�186

Map 13. Ordnance Survey Map of Sheffield produced in 1853. Most part of Crookes still 
consisted of open moorlands and gardens. A handful of estates could be found taking up 
vast amount of land. These were soon filled houses by the turn of the century.


Map courtesy of University of Sheffield and Ordnance Survey Maps



estates on previous farmlands and moorlands whilst enclosing large plots of 

land as their private gardens at the same time.  270

On the other hand, Norton Woodseats was finally incorporated into Sheffield 

around around 1900. In an effort to address the issues of living in the city 

centre, Sheffield began to clear out its slums towards the end of the 

nineteenth century. This clearance resulted in extensive alterations to the 

landscape and layouts of both Crookes and Woodseats. Suburban 

developments became not only acceptable but also desirable to the working 

class that were used to living in crowded up to this point. As a result, large 

scale house building took place in the west and south of the town, namely 

Crookes, Upper Hallam, and Heeley.  271

At the end of the twentieth century, development occurred mostly outside 

central Sheffield, as the city council was determined to provide housing with 

lower density than terraced properties. Many of the cottages in Woodseats 

built in the early times were therefore demolished, leaving only a few along 

Chesterfield Road. In summary, the density of terraced properties began to 

reduce as the distance to city centre increased:  

The residential areas forming the remainder of Sheffield offer 

much variety according to altitude and age. Only the western and 

south western sectors show an orderly progression…: first a few 

early stone houses surviving amid Georgian brick terraces and 

mansions; then the Victorian terraces and villas forming a wide 

inner belt…along the lower slopes of the valleys, this zone now 

carrying some of the highest population densities in the city;…

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 270

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956),  p.174, 175

 Ibid, p.174, 237271
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and finally, the outer zone of interwar and post war dwellings 

interspersed with any fine stretches of park and woodland.  272

Front gardens of Crookes in photographs 

Crookes today is densely populated with students from all over the world. 

Despite the hilly terrains, the terraced properties in the area are favoured by 

students. Whilst offering reasonably priced rooms in convenient locations, the 

sheer quantity of terraced properties in the areas also helps to promote itself 

amongst students. By contrast, consisting mostly of local population, 

Woodseats has no students at the time of survey due to its location, remote 

from the university campus. It was also noticed during the case study that 

terraced properties only existed in particular areas of Woodseats and were 

smaller in number compared to Crookes. 

Photographs on Picture Sheffield have provided visual evidence of front 

gardens of the terraced properties in Crookes around 1966. A number of 

such photographs were selected for the study. Unfortunately, no historic 

photographs of front gardens in Woodseats could be found. The following 

comparison, therefore, will mainly focus on the front gardens in Crookes.   

Photographs were selected for their locations and relevance to surveyed 

roads in Crookes. Therefore four monochrome photographs produced in 

1966 (according to their caption) are presented. In comparison, the coloured 

photographs were produced during the street surveys. The earliest 

photographs showing the exact streets surveyed in Crookes for this research 

date from 1966 onwards. No images of Woodseats could be found in the 

archive at the time of research. 

 British Association for the Advancement of Science, David L. Linton, Sheffield and 272

its region: a scientific and historical survey, (Published for the British Association by the 
Local Executive Committee, 1956), p. 240

�188



 

�189

Image 5.1. Crookes, Salisbury Road, 1967

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s19245&pos=16&action=zoom&id=21794

Survey Photo 5.1. Crookes, Salisbury Road, 2017
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Image 5.2. Crookes, Melbourne Road, 1966

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s17895&pos=1&action=zoom&id=20491

Survey Photo 5.2. Crookes, Melbourne Road, 2017
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Image 5.3. Crookes, Northfield Road, 1955-1960

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s26236&pos=1&action=zoom&id=28663

Survey Photo 5.3. Crookes, Northfield Road, 2017
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Image 5.4. Crookes, Conduit Road, 1966

http://www.picturesheffield.com/frontend.php?keywords=Ref_No_increment;EQUALS;s14535&pos=1&action=zoom&id=17347

Survey Photo 5.4. Crookes, Conduit Road, 2017



In comparison, no major differences can be identified visually between the 

two sets of photographs. The overall condition of the retaining walls have 

remained similar, and whilst the plants in the front gardens may have 

changed overtime, many of them displayed similar level of maintenance and 

care, especially when comparing the photographs of Conduit Road and 

Salisbury Road. Specific species in monochrome photographs can be difficult 

to identify but it is clearly visible that many of the front gardens in 1966 were 

planted. This can still be observed in the front garden on Conduit Road and 

Salisbury Road today. 

Local authority and front gardens in Sheffield 

Regulations regarding minimum space provision for terraced properties existed 

as early as 1858. The 1858 Local Government Act said that any streets 

containing terraced properties must be at least 11 metre wide. Houses in the 

street should also be provided with at least 14 square metre of open space at 

the back. It also stated that the distance between properties should not exceed 

the height of the properties on each side.  273

In The Sheffield Plan, the city was presented as ‘a forerunner in tackling climate 

change’ through the creation and maintenance of Green Infrastructure, that 

includes both urban and rural green spaces.  According to Sheffield City 274

Council, however, planning permission is not required at all when permeable 

pavings, like gravel and porous asphalt, are used in front gardens. Planning 

permission is only required when more than 5 square metre of garden space is 

going to be covered by impervious materials. It also appeared that the 

regulation only apply to houses and there was no mention of whether the same 

regulation apply to the front gardens of terraced properties. 

 Alison Ravetz, and Richard Turkington, The Place of Home: English Domestic 273

Environments, 1914-2000, (London: E & Fn Spon, 1995), p. 61

 Sheffield City Council, The Sheffield Plan Our City, Our Future, Citywide Options for 274

Growth to 2034, (Sheffield: Sheffield City Council, 2015), p. 14
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In addition, research showed Sheffield City Council also initiated a scheme that 

aimed at dealing with untidy gardens in the neighbourhood in 2013. When a 

unkempt front garden was reported or discovered by the local authority, the 

owners were given two weeks notice to tidy up their front gardens. Failing to 

comply with the requirement set by the city council have lead to one local 

resident facing prosecution from the city council.  Unfortunately no further 275

details regarding the incident were mentioned in the local newspaper. 

Graphic representation of depths of front gardens in context

The following discussion applies two levels of content analysis to the photos 

presented and serves to provide a sense of distance by using content analysis 

on photographs taken during the street survey. This will help to visualise and 

understand the statistics presented later. Common depths of front gardens 

observed during the street survey were identified prior to the analysis and 

photographs of front gardens were measured at 1.5m, 2m, 3m and 6m in depth 

respectively are presented on the following pages. For a comparative plan view 

of these depths of front gardens, please refer to Figure P2 on page 74 of 

Chapter 3. Features of each front garden were also documented and grouped 

accordingly. 

The first photograph in each set was captured at roughly the same subject 

distance from the retaining wall of the front garden. The successive photos in 

each group were taken at a closer distance. Whilst trying to capture as many 

features found in the gardens as possible, the framing also tried to produce 

similar viewing positions of a passerby. In some situations, such as when there 

is a a tall hedge or hidden features in the garden, photographs were taken from 

the side where the views were less obstructed. The depth of front gardens were 

annotated on the photographs, illustrating both greatest and shortest distance of 

the respective front gardens. Photographs depicting the front elevation were 

 The Star, Sheffield garden ‘eyesore’ legal action threat, The Star (2013) <http://275

www.thestar.co.uk/news/sheffield-garden-eyesore-legal-action-threat-1-5944397> 
[accessed 09 September 2014] (para 1 of 9)
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taken from a standard distance of approximately 3 metres to incorporate the 

entire front garden and the window/bay window immediately behind. This 

distance was established by trial and error in order to include the domestic 

context of the front garden whilst producing a satisfactory level of fine details in 

the image for graphic analysis. 

The subsequent photos in the four groups on the other hand aim to represent 

the proportionate gain in the amount of usable space with respect to the 

successive increase in the depth of front gardens. The boundary of each 

specific front garden is outlined by the red frame and respective depth marked 

on the images. Together this collection of photographs offers a comprehensive 

selection of comparable visual evidence on the expanding functions of front 

gardens as the result of the gradually increasing amount of usable space. The 

personalisation of front gardens varied greatly from one to another. For 

instance, as depicted in Survey Photos 5.3-1 and 5.3-2 where two neighbouring 

front gardens had completely different approaches towards decorating their 

front gardens. Deeper front gardens, however, can generally afford greater 

flexibility in terms of personalisation and offer greater individuality in return. 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Survey Photo 5.5. A front garden measured approximately 1.5m in depth

Survey Photo 5.5-1. A front garden approximately 1.5m in depth

1.5m

0.8m
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Survey Photo 5.5-2. Details of the same front garden approximately 1.5m in depth

Survey Photo 5.6. A front garden approximately 2.00m in depth with vegetation
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Survey Photo 5.6-1. Detail of front garden of 2.00m in depth

1.5m

2m

Survey Photo 5.7. A planted front garden approximately 3.30m in depth
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Survey Photo 5.7-1. Details of planting in front garden measured at 3.30m on the left

Survey Photo 5.7-2. Details of the front garden next to the one depicted above 

3m
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Survey Photo 5.8. A planted front garden approximately 5.70m in depth

Survey Photo 5.8-1. Details of the front garden of 5.70m in depth

5.7 m



 

These annotated photographs provided an opportunity to analyse the impact of 

depth of front gardens on its ability in providing privacy through analysis of their 

contents. Three 100% crops from their respective full size original images (at 

5212 X 3468 pixels) showing details in Survey Photos 5.5, 5.7 and 5.8 are 

placed next to one another below to demonstrate the effectiveness of front 

gardens of various depth in terms of privacy provision. 100% crops of these 

images are employed to eliminate human errors in resizing the photographs for 

detailed comparisons by relying the magnification of images on the mapping of 

each pixel of the image on to that of the computer screen. This is achieved with 

the ‘Actual Pixel’ command in Adobe Photoshop, and a crop of 10cm by 10cm 

was then taken from the desired area in each image depicting the details 

suitable for analysis. Notice how the window frames in each successive photo 

gradually recede further into the photographs and away from the viewer as the 

front gardens in respective photos gain in depth (captioned below each image). 

As the features in these three cropped images fade into greater distance, the 
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Survey Photo 5.8-2 Details of the neighbouring front garden in the previous survey photo



reader constantly regains a refined sense of scale on their sizes in relation to 

the surrounding objects or structures. 

 

Crop 1 from Survey Photo 5.5 retains an immense amount of details overall on 

all of the subject in the frame. Details on the wooden ornament and the candle 

stool are clearly visible. In sharp contrast is the white statue in Crop 3 from 

Survey Photo 5.8. Set back by a front garden of roughly 5.6 metres in depth, the 

amount of refined details that could be made out by merely looking at the 

photograph is severely reduced due to the greatly increase subject distance. 

Few features can be clearly identified other than its colour and a hat and details 

of clothing are vaguely identified. The bunch of flowers immediately to the left of 

the statue lacks definition around the edges of the petals and stems, and 

therefore accurate identification of its species is very difficult. In addition, the 

last that house’s flowers appears to be vaguely visible. In Crop 2 from Survey 

Photo 5.7 features the same set of flowers in a flask, both decorations on 

behind window exhibit slightly richer details due to the reduction of depth of 

front gardens to 3 metres. Petals and leaves of the flowers are better defined 

and the texture on the case is preserved at relatively higher resolution 

compared to the same elements in Crop 3. Evidently, the further the property is 
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Crop 2 Crop 3

Front garden at 3m in depth Front garden at 6m in depth

Crop 1

Front garden at 1.5m in depth

All three photographs were taken with the same camera set up at roughly the same distance away 
from the front wall of the garden.



set back by the front garden, the less facial features would be recognised 

between both parties, removing one another from each others human reaction 

bubbles and hence an increased level of privacy is ensured. 

In a front garden of approximately 1.5m in depth the choice for potted plants is 

restricted by the specific dimensions or even the shape of the container; whilst 

at the same time, the limited space could impose restrictions on vegetation 

density and diversity due to minimum spacing requirements or competition 

amongst various species (see Survey Photo 5.3). In contrast the owner of the 

front garden in Survey Photo 5.8-1 is much more flexible in allocating different 

species using concrete tiles as a means of division and getting around within 

the garden. 

The above content analysis of the photographs from street surveys provides an  

effective means of judging the effectiveness of each category of depth in privacy 

provision and spatial provision individually. Whilst front gardens small than 3 

metres in depth are limited in every aspect, front gardens at 3 metres deep are 

able to provide sufficient space to create a naturalistic looking front garden. In 

addition, the 5-meter-deep front garden was able to provide greater freedom in 

personalisation with sufficient room to sustain a naturalistic and diverse plant 

community with provision for hard surfaces in the garden. 

On the other hand, Survey Photos 5.7-2 and 5.8-2 are used as examples to 

argue that the preference for garden size can be subjective. With 90% of their 

space paved, both gardens depicted are in strong contrast to their immediate 

neighbours in Survey Photo 5.7-1 and 5.8-1 who appeared to take good care of 

their front gardens. It appears to be contradictory to the hypothesis that the size 

of the front garden is a decisive factor that influences the perceived function of 

the garden space, because the size does not matter if the owner is not 

interested in gardening. Taking other factors such as income and time- and 

effort-dedication of owners of terraced properties into the equation, the 

researcher would like to argue that by providing a front garden about 2 to 3 

metres in depth could provide sufficient incentive to enable personal expression 

whilst preventing the owner from spending too much time in the front garden. 
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Chapter 6. Findings 

Findings from street surveys and in-depths interviews will be presented in the 

following discussion.  
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Map 14. Image displaying participant distribution in relation to city centre
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!
1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.365034,-1.5001201,5496m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04


Map 14 on the previous page shows areas where street survey and in-depth 

interviews took place, in relation to the centre of the city. Crookes is relatively 

more hilly compared to Woodseats and it also has a significant amount of 

students. Yellow circles denotes the general areas visited in Crookes whilst 

the blue ones represent areas visited in Woodseats. 

Map 15 to 17 below shows the distribution of interviewed households marked 

by pins with colours matching the respective survey areas. 
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Map 15. Image showing participant distribution in Crookes
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/
data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Crookes,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S10/@53.3831448,-1.507641,687m/data=!3m2!1e3!4b1!4m2!3m1!1s0x487978a0e2b87ffd:0x13f49c11167d1b04
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Map 16. Image showing participant distribution in Woodseats 
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!
4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
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Map 17. Image showing participant distribution in Norton 
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!
1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161

https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Graves+Park/@53.3530087,-1.4763779,1374m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982fb1322b8c7:0x23c706071eb42161
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/place/Woodseats,+Sheffield,+South+Yorkshire+S8/@53.3418558,-1.4821887,1375m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m2!3m1!1s0x487982ff578bc6e7:0x83079f8e8254a172


A sample of the survey forms and questionnaire used during the street 

survey and in-depth interviews are provided in the appendix. The following 

discussion utilises information gathered through street surveys that have 

been processed and tabulated. 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Findings on street survey 

The following list presents findings from the street surveys carried out in 

Crookes and Woodseats. The front gardens on the streets surveyed are 

representative of those on the streets nearby in terms of physical condition 

and size. In addition, the tables used in the following discussion was 

produced by summarising data from each of the inventory from the previous 

inserts. 

1. There are more terraced properties in Crookes and every property 

surveyed had a front garden. 

Table 6.1 above provides an insight into the composition of properties in the four 

streets surveyed, and streets in their immediate vicinity. The street survey 

focused primarily on the study of terraced properties and their front gardens, 

though there were a number of other housing types, such as detached and 

semi-detached properties, on the same street. As mentioned in the previous 

chapter, terraced properties were often constructed by speculative builders in 

close imitation of estates on south-facing plots or sites of higher economic 

value. This was observed on both Melbourne Road and Meersbrook Avenue. 

Detached properties were located at the top, overlooking both streets. 

Table 6.1 Housing types encountered in street survey

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell Road Meersbrook 
Avenue

Terraced 40 82% 66 97% 69 84% 24 51%

Semi-
detached

6 12% 0 0% 8 10% 18 38%

Detached 3 6% 0 0% 4 5% 5 11%

Flat 0 0% 2 3% 1 1% 0 0%

Total 49 100% 68 100% 82 100% 47 100%
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As reflected by the numbers, terraced properties are the most numerous 

housing type in both Crookes and Woodseats, but Woodseats has a slightly 

greater diversity in terms of housing composition. In Melbourne Road and 

Salisbury Road in Crookes and Mitchell Road in Woodseats, terraced properties 

contributed 82%, 97% and 84% of all housing types respectively. In addition, it 

was noted that the two streets in Crookes mainly consisted of terraced property, 

whilst the streets in Woodseats had much greater diversity in housing types. In 

summary, 91% (106 out of 117) of all properties surveyed in Crookes were 

terraced properties, whereas only 72% (93 out of 129) of all properties surveyed 

in Woodseats were terraced. This is an accurate representation of the streets 

approached during the survey, and those in the immediate vicinity in both 

Crookes and Woodseatas.. 

  

2. Front gardens on the same street are equal in depth, but their depth may 

vary from street to street.  
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Survey Photo 6.1. This photo shows a row of terraced properties typically found in 
Crookes. The blue bins placed in front of the front gardens help to outline the front 
wall of these front gardens. As can be clearly observed, the blue bins are lined up 
perfectly; hence it can be argued that front gardens of terraced properties are equal in 
depth on the same street.



It was already revealed that terraced properties were built with the aim of 

achieving a unifying visual quality, so front gardens on the same street were 

also built equal in depth. This is confirmed by measurements taken during the 

street survey. Referring to the inserts on the previous pages, front gardens of 

terraced properties on the same street usually are identical in depth, but differs 

from street to street. The following photograph taken during the street survey on 

Mitchell Road is also presented as a visual evidence. 

  

Tables 6.2 and 6.3 below provide a summary of the depth of all the front 

gardens measured during the survey. Table 6.2 presents the four most 

important aspects of front gardens on each street. Front gardens are then 

categorised according to their depths in Table Table 6.3. 

 

Table 6.2 Depth of front gardens in metres

Depth of 
Front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Average 3.11 1.85 2.71 1.54

Max 5.72 2.20 5.20 3.40

Min 1.70 1.68 1.55 1.47

Mode 3.02 1.81 2.70 1.50

�210* Two of the properties on Meersbrook Avenue had no front gardens at the time of survey, 
and this is reflected in the reduced total number of properties in this table.

Table 6.3 Categories of depth of front gardens

Depth of 
Front 

garden

Crookes Woodseats Total

Melbourne 
Road

Salisbury 
Road

Mitchell 
Road

Meersbrook 
Ave.

<0.5m 0 0 0 0 0

0.5-2.0m 2 55 6 44 107

2.0-3.5m 45 13 72 1 131

>3.5m 2 0 4 0 6

Total 49 68 82 45* 244



Numbers in Table 6.2 reveal that whilst the average depths of front gardens 

fluctuate greatly across the four streets surveyed, the depths of front gardens 

on the same street can differ greatly. All four streets shows this. Front gardens 

on Melbourne Road displayed the greatest gap between its deepest and 

shallowest front gardens.  

The shallowest front garden is found on Meersbrook Avenue in Woodseats, 

which measured 1.47 metres, whereas the deepest front gardens of 5.72 

metres is on Melbourne Road, Crookes. Based on the percentage of terraced 

properties in Table 6.1, the Mode in Table 6.2 is a more accurate representation 

of the depths of front gardens of terraced properties on the street. This is 

because terraced property has the highest property count in each street 

surveyed in Table 6.1 on the previous page. 

Table 6.3 helps to identify the general depths of front gardens on each of the 

streets surveyed whilst providing a quick comparison between the four streets.  

Based on the numbers in Table 6.3, there are 97.5% (238 out of 244 properties 

in total) of properties surveyed have front gardens measured between 1 to 3.5 

metres in depth. The general depth of front gardens of the terraced properties 

can be roughly identified through finding the category with the most number of 

properties on each street. More accurate measurements are logged in the 

inserts on the previous pages, but this observation confirms the conclusion that 

front gardens of terraced properties on the same street are equal in depth. The 

small variation in their depths are present because of human error, also where 

terraced properties were found in different sections of the streets. 

Selected photographs taken during the street survey are presented below to 

provide visual clues to front gardens that are approximately 3.11m, 2.71m, 

1.85m, and 1.54m in depth. These correspond to the average depths of front 

gardens encountered during the street survey and are thought to be 

representative to the majority of the front gardens in terms of spatial 

experiences. 
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3. Depths of front gardens can influence the level of maintenance of front 

gardens 

Table 6.4 above provides a general description of the overall physical condition 

of the front gardens at the time of survey. Front gardens are judged based on 

their physical appearances and contents, and the criteria include: overall 

tidiness, structural defect, and condition of plants and features in the front 

garden. Examples are given below with photographs showcasing front gardens 

of appropriate level of maintenance. This should not be confused with the style 

of front gardens listed in the terms of reference at the end of Chapter 1. The 

level of maintenance strictly focuses on the amount of care and attention paid 

by the owners towards front gardens and their contents. Examples are given 

below for each category in Table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 Level of maintenance in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne 
Road

% Salisbury 
Road

% Mitchell 
Road

% Meersbrook 
Ave.

%

Good 25 51% 19 28% 45 55% 10 21%

Average 19 39% 27 40% 24 29% 17 36%

Poor 5 10% 22 32% 13 16% 18 38%

N/A 0 0 0 2 4%
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The numbers in Table 6.4 reveal that the front gardens in Melbourne Road and 

Mitchell Road more often have a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. Both streets have 

more than half of their front gardens displaying a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. 

Looking at the numbers in Table 6.4 is confusing and the information extracted 

is limited in producing further evidence for the research. Graph 6.4 is therefore 

plotted with corresponding data from both Table 6.3 and 6.4. The graph helps to 

further examine the relationship between the average depth of front gardens 

and the level of maintenance of front gardens on the same streets. By 

rearranging the average depths of front garden in ascending order, the 

percentage of front gardens in each level of maintenanceis is then plotted 

against the average depth of front gardens on their corresponding street. 
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Graph 6.4 Average depth of front gardens plotted against level of 
maintenance
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The graph reveals that the level of maintenance is influenced by the average 

depths of front gardens. As the average depths of front gardens on the street 

increase, more tenants pay attention to their front gardens up to a depth of 2.71 

metres. This is reflected through an increasing percentage of front gardens 

categorised as having a ‘Good’ level of maintenance. As the depth continue to 

increase, however, there is a slight drop-off. This suggests a potential threshold 

of depths of front gardens that could prevent tenants from maintaining their 

gardens.  

Decreasing average depths of front gardens on the other hand, have lead to a 

steady increase in the percentage of neglected front gardens categorised as 

‘Poor’ in terms of reference. The smallest front gardens are found on 

Meersbrook Avenue and measured 1.54 metres in average. These front 

gardens provided a minimum amount of usable space. It was also observed that 

the majority of front gardens in Meersbrook Avenue were neglected. Survey 

Photo 6.2 and 6.3 below provided detailed visual evidence. 
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Survey Photo 6.2. Limited usable space in the front garden can discourage active 
maintenance of the front garden. 



The front garden in Survey Photo 6.2 was measured approximately 1.5m in 

depth from the facade of the property to the retaining wall neighbouring the 

street. The protruding bay window further reduced the depth of the front garden 

to about 0.8m. 

Survey Photo 6.3 shows a more common solution to shallow front gardens from 

their owners. These gardens tend to be paved because planting this close to 

the house raises fear of damaging the foundation of the house, at the same 

time, movement is restricted in such small gardens when maintaining. Therefore 

these gardens are neglected even when they have been completely paved. 

4. Shrubs are commonly found in front gardens but hedges are less 

common 
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Survey Photo 6.3. The problem associated with limited usable space in the front 
garden is more apparent. Working in the these gardens becomes difficult because 
movement in them are restricted. So these gardens tend to be neglected even when 
they are paved and all that required for their maintenance is weeding.



Table 6.5 below provides an summary of all the types of plants found in front 

gardens in the streets surveyed. During the survey, it was found that the 

majority of the front gardens housed many different types of plants, including 

species that were weeds like taraxacum officinale and bellis perennis. In the 

context of this research weed had to be included in the survey because their 

presence was used to determine the front gardens’ level of maintenance. In 

addition, the plant species are recorded per front garden, so there is no detailed 

breakdown in terms of how many different types of shrubs or perennials are 

found in each individual front garden. Table 6.6 on the other hand, highlights the 

total number of hedges in all of the front gardens surveyed. Hedges are also 

counted per front garden, that is, a row of privet in a front garden is registered 

as 1 on the survey form. 

Table 6.5 Types of vegetation in front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Tree (>3M) 0 1 1 0

Shrub/Small 
tree (<3M)

36 42 62 14

Evergreen 
shrub

2 3 3 2

Perennials 32 36 58 23

Annuals 1 4 6 2

Ornamental 
grass/Ferns

6 7 6 0

Lawn 7 0 0 0

Climber 1 1 4 3

Creeper 0 2 1 0

Vegetable 0 0 1 0

Bulb 0 2 0 0
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According to Table 6.5, shrubs and trees below 3 metres are the most common 

type of plant found in the front gardens. These appeared to be favoured by 

tenants due to their volume in the front gardens. Shrubs are either planted in 

soil or kept in containers to provide interest in terms of volume and structural 

interest. In Melbourne Road, Salisbury Road, and Mitchell Road, there were 

74%, 62%, and 76% properties with shrubs planted in their front gardens. Even 

in Meersbrook Avenue, there were 30% of the households with shrubs despite 

having significantly less usable space in their front garden. Shrubs in 

Meersbrook Avenue however, were mostly grown in containers. 

Despite shrubs being the most popular plant type, most tenants do not have 

hedges in their front gardens. In contrast to the high percentage of shrubs in the 

front gardens of Melbourne Road, Salisbury Road and Mitchell Road, there 

were only 33%, 38%, and 30% of properties respectively with hedges in their 

front gardens respectively. On Meersbrook Avenue, the figure dropped to 11%, 

where there were only five properties with hedges in their front gardens. 

By cross-referencing with Table 6.2, it is revealed that hedges are more 

frequently observed in front gardens between 2m to 3m in depth. In Salisbury 

Road and Mitchell Road, there were 25 and 26 front gardens with hedges 

planted, yet the number dropped as the front gardens in Melbourne Road 

gained in depth. The understanding of this phenomena so far, is that at 

approximately 2 metres, the front garden was marginal in providing privacy 

protection for the living room. Unlike the front gardens that were deepest at 

1.5m, having a hedge this close to the window would completely block out 

incoming light. Here a breast-height front garden still allowed admittance of light 

Table 6.6 Hedges in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Hedged 16 33% 26 38% 25 30% 5 11%

No hedge 33 67% 42 62% 57 70% 42 89%

Total 49 100% 68 100% 82 100% 47 100%
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whilst offering screening to the living room to a certain extent. In comparison, a 

front garden measuring close to 3m provided enough environmental opportunity 

to encourage personalisation of the garden space whilst still providing a 

reasonable amount of privacy. Although hedges were used to conceal the 

features in the front gardens and the living room, there was also no evidence 

that the presence of hedges would lead to a paved or planted front garden. 

The survey also showed that in-situ concrete is the most popular paving used in 

the front gardens, and even those with dedicated plant beds were observed to 

have the rest of the area covered with in-situ concrete. The in-situ concrete 

appeared to have the advantage of reduced maintenance when compared to 

other types of pavings, such as concrete blocks, bricks and gravel because the 

impervious nature of the in-situ concrete prevented most weeds from growing in 

the front gardens. 

5. Hedges in front gardens were mostly kept above eye level to provide 

privacy 

In relation to the previous finding, further details regarding hedges in the front 

gardens are provided in both Table 6.7 and 6.8. Both tables further categorise 

hedges recorded during the survey based on their height and species. Most 

hedges consists of privet, more than 50% of the hedges encountered were 

maintained at or higher than eye-level. Hedges above eye-level are considered 

high in the context of this research. Amongst the four streets surveyed, 75% of 

hedges in Melbourne Road was rated high, followed by Salisbury Road at 66%, 

Meersbrook Avenue at 60%, and finally Mitchell Road at 52%. These figures 

show that hedges function as an effective barrier to screen the private property 

from public realm. 
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6. Depths of front gardens do not influence the function of front gardens as 

storage spaces, nor the physical features in front gardens 

Another important finding suggests that regardless of their depth, the majority of 

the front gardens surveyed were not assigned with specific functions. The total 

number of front gardens with bins or containers in them were not extensively 

influenced by their average depths. A total of 52 front gardens, approximately 

21% of all front gardens surveyed, had bins in them, and 30% of all front 

gardens surveyed (a total of 72) kept plant containers. Details are provided in 

the tables below. 

Table 6.7 Height of hedges

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Low 3 4 3 1

Breast 1 5 9 1

High 12 17 13 3

Table 6.8 Species of hedge

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Holly 1 0 1 0

Privet 8 21 15 5

Buxus 4 0 1 0

Other 3 2 6 0
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Both tables show that the number of front gardens with either bins or containers 

on each street is relatively small compared to the total number of front gardens. 

On the other hand, unlike the previous finding where the average depths of front 

gardens influenced the level of maintenance to an extent, the percentage of 

front gardens with bins or containers on each street is less influenced by their 

average depths. 

Table 6.9 Use of front garden

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Bins 9 12 20 11

Bicycle/
Motocycle

0 0 0 0

Cars 0 0 0 0

Seating 0 0 0 0

Rubble 0 5 1 4

Nothing in 
the front 
garden

40 51 61 32

Total 49 68 82 47

Table 6.10 Features in front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

Melbourne Road Salisbury Road Mitchell Road Meersbrook Ave.

Plant 
containers

13 16 31 12

Ornaments 5 1 9 5

Bird feeders 0 0 1 0

Other 0 1 0 0

No features 31 50 41 30

Total 49 68 82 47
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Graph 6.9 and 6.10 provide visual evidences for this finding. In general, both 

graph suggest that the percentage of front gardens with bins or plant containers 

fluctuated slightly across the four streets despite front gardens on these streets 

differing greatly in depth. It was also observed that very few owners tried to 

conceal the bins by means of a hedge or planting. Apart from bins, rubble or 

domestic waste in front gardens was another issue revealed during the street 

survey. Although it was rare to come across rubble being left in the front 

gardens, leaving waste in front gardens posed greater detriment to the image of 

the street and sometimes led to complaints from neighbours. 
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Graph 6.9 Number of bins in front gardens 
in relation to depths of front gardens
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On both Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road, 18% of households in each 

street kept bins in their front gardens. The figure was relatively higher in Mitchell 

Road and Meersbrook Avenue, at approximately 24% and 23% respectively. 

The greater total number of houses in Mitchell Road should be taken into 

consideration regarding the increase in front gardens keeping bins in them. 

Mitchell Road, on the other hand, had the second highest count of bins whilst it 

had the lowest number of total households in the street with the shallowest 

average depths of front garden. 

On the other hand, the figures in the table suggested that more than 50% of the 

owners on each street did not have any form of decorations in their front 

gardens. 
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7. Orientation of property does not influence the appearance of front 

gardens 

Front gardens were not affected by their orientation. Based on observation, it 

was discovered that the front gardens on both sides of the roads often 

displayed similar levels of maintenance despite their orientation. For example, 

in Crookes, both Melbourne Road and Salisbury Road ran north-south in 

direction, which meant that properties on one side of each road would be in 

shadows. On the other hand, having a north-facing front garden meant the 

owner had a south-facing, and much bigger back garden. Combined with the 

limited usable space generally associated with front gardens of terraced 

properties, the orientation of the property had little influence on various physical 

aspects of the front gardens, such as its level of maintenance, design, and 

contents in terms of plant species. 
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Findings from the pilot study 

In general, the participants produced similar but skewed responses on a few 

specific questions. For example, they all showed keen interests in gardening, 

and most of them have already know each other through group activities, or 

through friends of groups. They all showed similar behaviour towards their front 

gardens. There were four out of six participants actively maintained their front 

gardens. Their similar level of experience in gardening also meant that they 

were not reliant on popular media, such as books and TV programs, as a 

source of inspiration for the design of their gardens and the choice of plants. All 

participants also acknowledged that they would always choose a property with a 

front garden when moving, and appreciated the aesthetic and calming qualities 

associated with the front gardens. 

Despite close relations amongst some of the participants, they still presented 

opposing opinions on a number of occasions. In general, the front garden was 

considered less important when compared to other features of the house, 

especially the back garden. Opinions were divided regarding the nature of the 

front garden. Participants also expressed different concerns regarding provision 

of front gardens to future developments. Participant information are reproduced 

below with accompanying photographs depicting their corresponding front 

gardens. 
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The following list summarises the findings from the pilot study: 

1. Past experience with front garden invokes memories and hence their 

contents 

Participants often made reference to their past experiences dealing with front 

gardens. Participant No.3 designed her current front garden based on 

memories of the garden she had before moving to England. She chose to have 

tropical plants in her front garden that could remind her of her childhood 

experience. Participant No. 6 also mentioned keeping a specific plant in her 

front garden as a reminder of her previous front garden. 

In comparions, Participant No.4 acknowledged her childhood experience with 

the front garden being not very pleasant; and such experience had thus 

prevented her from having a deep front garden in the future. She specifically 

mentioned that the front garden was deep but narrow. The garden was also 

very open, and so could not be put to good use while requiring constant 

attention from the family in order to keep it tidy. The front garden was therefore 

considered ‘a waste of garden’. The same participant commented that she 

would prefer the same amount of space in the back garden and expected her 

ideal back garden to be ‘at least 25 metres’ in depth. 

On the other hand, it was observed that participants tended to reflect on their 

previous front gardens when formulating their ideal front gardens. This was 

probably because the participants were made aware of the subject prior to the 

interview and had more time comparing their experiences in the previous and 

current front gardens. 

 2. Personal preference can influence the perceived function of the front 

garden 
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There were 67% of the participants in the pilot study, four out of six, denied 

relying for their design inspiration on any form of popular media regardless of 

their varying level of gardening skills. Five of the participants showed various 

level of understanding regarding plant species. These participants had strong 

personal preferences and were confident in selecting plants and cultivating their 

front gardens. For these participants, colour was the most important factor. 

Living in a semi-detached property, Participant No. 2 was self-motivated to 

replace the tarmac in the front garden with a lawn and a few shrubs. On the 

other hand, Participant No. 5, who lived in a detached property, altered the 

planting and layout of her front garden to suit her practical requirement: a tree 

was removed to allow easier access to the front parking for the family car. The 

participant also dedicated part of the garden to fruit-bearing plants, providing 

opportunities for domestic activities with the added benefits of self-sustainability. 

Both participants had more spacious front gardens, and commented that they 

were more likely to engage in gardening activity. 

3. Physical condition does not directly reflect the participant’s attitude and 

understanding towards their front gardens and environmental issues 

It was realised that the physical condition of a particular front garden did not 

accurately portray its owner’s attitude towards the front garden or gardening in 

general. 

For example, Participant No. 3 and 6 displayed similar interests in gardening, 

and were both actively maintaining their front gardens. Their differences in 

design and maintenance approach meant that they were able to create two 

different front gardens. 

When Participant No. 3 moved in to her current property, the front garden was 

neglected and covered by dandelions. She completely replaced the content of 

the front garden. As mentioned previously, specific plants in her garden 
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reflected her exotic experience as a child. The participant also commented that 

in order to attend to her gardens, she often gave up summer trips. 

 

Participant No. 6, on the other hand, did not make any major changes to the 

front garden. The participant argued that the front garden was already well 

established and hence required no further actions. She was also taking care of 

an allotment whilst attending a gardening course at the same time, so it was too 

demanding for the participant to redesign and maintain the front garden 

amongst all the other activities. 

Both participants, however, were aware of local environmental issues despite 

their different approaches in creating and maintaining their front gardens. It 
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Survey Photo 6.4. The front garden of Participant No. 3. She described herself as a 
keen gardener and found the gardening programs rudimentary: ‘aimed for the 
amateurs’ and ‘probably just repeating for themselves’. the garden was laid out to 
invoke a reminiscent feeling. Plants were selected to remind her of her childhood. 
Such design intention was not often encountered during the in-depth interviews later, 
probably because this was a semi-detached house that could afford the owner 
greater flexibility and creativity.



would be incorrect to purely judge the owners’ attitude towards front gardens on 

the physical appearance of their front gardens. There were often other factors 

that influenced the state of the front gardens at the same time. 

4. Front gardens are able to provide benefits to the neighbourhood both 

collectively and individually. 

Responses from the pilot study acknowledged that having planted front gardens  

in the street could be beneficial to the neighbourhood. Participant No.6, living in 
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Survey Photo 6.5. Participant No. 6, being ‘not very good at gardening’, thought TV programmes 
on gardening were interesting to watch but ‘didn’t like doing the work’. The front garden was 
already established when the participant moved in. She managed to maintain the garden in the 
same way, except for replacing a few deceased plants. Similar to Participant No. 3, she also 
found emotional attachment to her front gardens, but found it difficult trying to manage an 
allotment and a back garden all at the same time. The Fuchsia, Forthysia, and hydraingea were 
already planted and she only aded Daffodil and Poppy to the garden. In summary, this garden 
was not created by her and judgments based on the appearance of the front garden would be 
biased.



a terraced property, mentioned that having more planted front gardens helped 

to enhance the sense of neighbourhood. Participant No. 2 also asserted that 

she would want to have a front garden to have something green and lush when 

returning home. 

 

Participants from the pilot study also suggested that front gardens facilitated 

socialisation to a certain extent. Participant No. 3 mentioned handing out splits 

of plants to neighbours while Participants No. 5 mentioned she was approached 

by a neighbour asking to exchange a particular plant in her front garden. 

Participant No.2, on the other hand, mentioned having casual conversations 

over the front garden with neighbours and passerby. The participant also 

mentioned that the front garden helped her to get to know the neighbours 

quickly. She specifically mentioned that neighbours came over and commented 

on the front garden after it was re-planted. The same participant also stressed 

that front gardens ‘do not need to be planted as long as it is kept neat and tidy’, 
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Survey Photo 6.6. The front garden of Participant No. 2. The garden was covered with tarmac but 
the participant replaced it with lawn. A fence was put in for a climber later.



but with more front gardens planted in the street would definitely benefit 

everybody walking past. 

Last but not least, five out of six participants agreed that front gardens formed 

part of their local neighbourhood and their responses expressed a mutual belief 

that planted and maintained front gardens in the neighbourhood contributed 

positively to the image and quality of local environment. It was therefore 

considered that the participants’ treatments, especially physical changes they 

made in their front gardens, were a better indication of attitudes towards their 

front gardens and the local environment in general. Their actions on front 

gardens also helped to reveal to a certain extent their understanding about 

Sheffield-related environmental issues, especially regarding the use of 

permeable paving or planting could ameliorate the flash flood in urbanised 

areas. 
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Survey Photo 6.7. The front garden of Participant No. 5. This was the biggest front garden 
documented during the pilot study yet the participant still considered the garden was less 
effective in providing privacy.



 

5. The front garden is not regarded as an essential element and 

preference on the size of front garden is subjective 

Participants’ responses regarding their preferred sizes of their ideal front 

gardens were very subjective and personal. It was noted during the pilot study 

that compare to the back garden, the front garden was considered a less 

important but nonetheless desirable feature. Front gardens were only 

appreciated if they were able to provide privacy. Despite her unsatisfactory 

experience with her last front garden, Participant No. 4 was able to appreciate 

the additional privacy provided by a front garden of reasonable size. Opposing 
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Survey Photo 6.8. Front garden of Participant No. 5, a bigger front garden offered more 
opportunities and hence more reward in returen: such as design flexibility, garden produce and 
interactions.This photograph showed a corner in the front garden that was less used in the past. 
It had been cultivated to grow fruits. Whilst providing opportunities for outdoor exercises, the 
family also enjoyed the garden produce.



opinions from Participant No. 6 argued that a larger front garden would require 

more time and effort in maintenance. This issue became more apparent when 

participants had to balance between work, leisure and gardening at the same 

time. In comparison, however, Participant No. 5 considered her front garden to 

be less important compared to the other features of the house in general, and 

she also preferred a bigger back garden. She therefore considered the front 

garden mainly as a means of adding privacy to her property. 

It was revealed that personal preferences about the size of the front garden 

were very subjective and varied according to housing types, location of the 

residence and the perceived functions of the front gardens. This was evident in 

the responses of Participants No.s 5 and 6. According to Participant No.5, a 
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Survey Photo 6.9. The front garden of Participant No. 4. In comparison to the semi-detached and 
detached properties, the front garden of a terraced property offered much less opportunities for 
creativity and expression. Their shallow depth also meant the gardens were considered less 
effective at providing privacy and hence they were planted with shrubs of dense and thorny 
foliage to prevent littering and overlooking.



bigger front garden could provide extra privacy to the property, especially during 

peak hours. On the other hand, Participant No.6, did not wish to have a large 

front garden because that would add to her already busy schedule. In addition, 

she insisted that there must be a front garden to provide ‘some spaces’ in front 

of her house. Furthermore, Participant No. 6 stressed that she had never looked 

at houses without a front garden before because that would make her feel 

uncomfortable; and if the front was converted to parking, she would still leave 

space for planting. 

Differing social and environmental contexts for properties and their owners 

would produce contrasting responses to different sizes of front gardens, and a 

front garden was not always preferred. Opinions regarding the desired size of 

front gardens amongst  other participants of the pilot study were also mixed. 
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Survey Photo 6.10. A different perspective showing the front garden of Participant No. 6. The 
mixed colours made the front garden lively.



Findings on the interviews with property agents 

Property agents were randomly interviewed in both Crookes and Woodseats and the 
findings are presented below. Amongst the five agents interviewed in Crookes, 

one was only involved in letting properties to students; two focused entirely on 

property sales to professionals and families; the last two agents covered both 

sales and lettings, although one of them did not accept students. In Woodseats, 

on the other hand, the first two of the agents approached covered both lettings 

and sales to professionals whilst the third provided only letting services. None of 

the property agents in Woodseats had any past experience renting to students 

before the interviews. Due to the fact that these interviews had to be conducted 

during their office hours, conversations were therefore cut to the minimum. 

Based on conversations with local agents, a number of conclusions were drawn 

regarding terraced properties, front gardens and their tenants. 

 1). People do not actively seek front gardens when renting or purchasing 

a terraced property; 

Terraced properties were relatively cheaper to acquire and hence appeared 

attractive to first time buyers. However, many starting young professionals find it 

difficult to balance between work and gardening. In comparison, larger and 

more private back gardens can provide more options for personal interests and 

family activities when compared to the front gardens.  

  

 2). Whilst front gardens could make properties more desirable, front 

parkings were more likely to increase property values 

According to the agents, front gardens can make the properties more appealing 

and hence desirable to potential buyers or tenants, and front parking can 

provide a more practical solution to getting their cars off the streets, so slightly 

increase the value of the properties. Front gardens offered less usable space in 

terms of personalisation when compared to the back gardens. At the same time, 
�234



the limited parking spaces on most of the streets in Crookes and Woodseats 

also made front parking a more desirable feature amongst tenants of the 

terraced properties. 

 3). People paid less attention to the physical condition of front gardens 

when viewing properties; 

It was revealed that front gardens were regarded as a bonus to properties. 

Whilst their presence could make the properties more desirable, people were 

generally more interested in the back gardens and other features, such as the 

total number of bedrooms. Unless the front garden showed obvious signs of 

neglect or defects, they had less influence over people’s decision making 

process when purchasing or renting a property. 

 4). Front gardens were easily neglected due to lack of use;

The majority of terraced properties in Crookes and Woodseats were entered by 

the back door. Front gardens in both areas therefore quickly fell victim to the 

reduced sense of ownership and lack of engagement in everyday activities.  

In addition, the transcriptions provide a general picture on a series of common 

characteristics of terraced houses in both Crookes and Woodseats: 

a). Terraced properties in both Crookes and Woodseats were generally small 

and hence relatively cheap to acquire. These properties were mostly provided 

with decent sized back gardens and front gardens of varying sizes. With proper 

planning and decoration these houses could become very versatile and 

therefore were very attractive to first time buyers; 
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b). Tenants of the terraced properties tended to move on to bigger properties 

once they could afford better housing or established a family. In addition, 

terraced properties were easily converted and let out to multiple tenants. This 

was especially the case in Crookes where up to four students could be sharing 

one property. Front gardens of shared or rented properties often suffered from a 

lack of sense of ownership and commitment because people would expect 

others to maintain the gardens; 

c). Terraced properties on the opposing sides of the street shared the road in 

the middle as the primary means of getting in and out of the neighbourhood. 

The width of the street was further reduced by street parking, hence front 

parking was more desirable. 
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Findings from in-depth interviews 

Key information was extracted from the transcriptions of the in-depth interviews 

and tabulated to compare the various characteristics of front gardens in 

Crookes and Woodseats. The material is included in Table 6.11 and 6.12 and 

presented below. All inventories in both tables are also compared against each 

other to present a comprehensive study of the front gardens and their owners in 

Crookes and Woodseats. In order to do so, all inventories in Tables 6.11 and 

6.12 are categorised into one of the three groups that focus on: 

1. The physical aspects of front gardens; 

2. The participants’ personal experience with and actions towards front 

gardens; 

3. The participants’ understanding and expectations of front gardens; 

The first groups include: property ownership, type of entrance, vegetation 

density, vegetation diversity, trees in the garden, and bins in the garden. The 

second group focuses on the participants as owners of their front gardens, and 

it includes the following inventories from both tables: past gardening 

experiences, altered front gardens, pay for gardening. The last group looks at 

the interactions between the participants and their front gardens, and also the 

understanding of environmental issues reflected through such interactions: 

types of paving, improve quality of life, perception on front garden, front garden 

as a factor, front garden belong to the local environment, awareness of 

environmental issues with front gardens being paved, and front gardens for new 

houses. 

Findings from the interviews are derived from the transcripts of the recordings, 

so the quantitative discussions do not rely primarily on the numbers like the 

discussions on street surveys. 

�237



 

�239

Replace this sheet with 
Table 6.12 @


A3, in Landscape



�240

Table 6.13-1 Physical aspects of front gardens approached for interviews

Crookes Woodseats

No. of 
participants

% No. of 
participants

%

Property 
ownership

Owned 26 87% 26 87%

Rented 4 13% 4 13%

Types of entrance

Front 6 20% 9 30%

Back 22 73% 15 50%

Side 2 7% 6 20%

Vegetation 
density

Scarce 11 37% 8 27%

Thin 8 27% 9 30%

Medium 7 23% 8 27%

Dense 4 13% 5 17%

Vegetation 
diversity

High 13 43% 9 30%

Medium 7 23% 5 17%

Low 10 33% 16 53%

Trees in front 
gardens

Yes 9 30% 10 33%

No 21 70% 20 67%

Bins in front 
gardens

Yes 4 13% 5 17%

No 26 87% 25 83%

Table 6.13-2 Personal involvement with their front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

No. of 
participants

% No. of 
participants

%

Past gardening 
experiences

Yes 16 53% 22 73%

No 14 47% 8 27%

Altered front 
gardens

Yes 23 77% 25 83%

No 7 23% 5 17%

Paying for 
gardening

Yes 14 47% 12 40%

No 16 53% 18 60%

Front garden as a 
factor

Yes 9 30% 8 27%

No 21 70% 22 73%



   

Inventories in Tables 6.11 and 6.12 are summarised in Tables 6.13-1 to 6.13-3 

above. Categorising results from the in-depth interviews made scrutinising 

relations amongst various aspects of front gardens straightforward and 

systematic. The following is a list of findings based on the numbers presented in 

these tables and transcripts from the in-depths interviews. 

1. The student population had little effect on the behaviours of local 

residents towards their front gardens; 
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Table 6.13-3 Personal understanding and expectation of front gardens

Crookes Woodseats

No. of 
participant

s

% No. of 
participants

%

Types of paving

Permeable 7 23% 4 13%

Impermeable 19 63% 21 70%

Mixed 4 13% 5 17%

Improve quality 
of life

Yes 21 70% 13 43%

No 6 20% 11 37%

Other* 3 10% 6 20%

Perception on 
front garden

Private 10 33% 12 40%

In-between 16 53% 16 53%

Public 4 13% 2 7%

Front garden 
belong to local 

environment

Yes 26 87% 17 57%

No 2 7% 13 43%

Not sure 2 7% 0 0%

Aware of front 
garden being 

paved

Yes 25 83% 29 97%

No 5 17% 1 3%

Front garden for 
new builds

Yes 27 90% 27 90%

No 3 10% 3 10%



The level of similarities among the front gardens approached for interviews in 

Crookes and Woodseats was extremely high. This is clearly reflected in Tables 

6.13s above. Inventories such as the number of trees and bins in front gardens, 

as well as types of paving showed almost identical distribution of participant 

numbers in both Crookes and Woodseats. The distribution of different types of 

pavings in all of the front gardens was also very similar. Based on such 

observation, it was revealed that the presence of student population had limited 

influences over the local residents in terms of attitude and behaviour towards 

their front gardens. 

Despite the fact that many participants complained about students leaving bins 

on the pavement, making street parking more difficult, it was generally agreed 

that students made the local neighbourhood more lively. There were no obvious 

signs showing front gardens in Crookes have been treated differently to those in 

Woodseats due to the presence of the student population. It was mentioned by 

a number of participants in Crookes that landlords paved their front gardens 

before letting the properties to students. This was contradicted by the results 

showing types of pavings in front gardens. 

Whilst properties targeted at student populations were identified by specific 

signposts, these properties were often observed to have paved fronts. This was 

a cost cutting mechanism implemented by the landlords, but did not apply to all 

properties rented by students. The images below were taken when the ‘Red 

Sack Scheme’ put forward by the Sheffield City Council was active in summer 

2013. Whilst helping students to recycle their household equipments, it also 

made student rented properties easily identifiable. Photos showed varying level 

of care and degree of vegetation cover in front gardens. 

On the other hand, it was possible that after letting the property our for a period 

of time, the landlord decided to move back. Hence the front garden would be 

used again. One particular participant in Crookes, CK-19, recently decided to 

move back into her property after letting it out to students for many years. 

Although she did not pave the front garden, it was the first time that it was 

planted since it was let out. So far there was no evidence that front gardens in 
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either Crookes or Woodseats receiving better treatment from the respective 

owners according to both in-depth interviews and street surveyed. 

Paving front gardens was not limited to properties rented to students. This 

phenomenon was also observed in Woodseats where terraced houses were let 
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CK-19

Survey Photo 6.11. The front garden of Participant CK-19. The house was let to 
students for years and now the participant decided to move back. The garden had 
been deserted for years and now the participant began to garden in it.



out to starting professionals. The researcher therefore believes that although 

the student population has had an influence on the formation of a unique 

streetscape in certain parts of Crookes, properties let out for short tenancies 

generally are faced with the same problem. This conclusion is based on 

personal observation during the street surveys coupled with information offered 

by local property agents. However, such unique streetscapes, if not tackled in 

time, would eventually lead to a lack of sense of community. This is likely to 

become more apparent as territorial markers began to disappear in the street 

due to the lack of commitment. 
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Survey Photo 6.12. With the red sacks provided by the city council, this photograph 
shows that front gardens rented by students are not always rid off all vegetation to 
reduce maintenance. 
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Survey Photo 6.13. This is an exaggerated example of a neglected front garden 
belonging to a property rented by students in Crookes. The front garden was used 
as a storage space for all the items ready to be picked up by the city council and 
recycled. These front gardens were usually kept clean and empty during term 
times as required by tenancy agreements.

Survey Photo 6.14. In comparison, this is a front garden on Mitchell Road in 
Woodseats. Garden trimmings in black bin bags are stored in the corner with the 
remains of an office chair. This is example is to show that local residents do use front 
garden as short term storage spaces as well.



2. Physical condition of a front garden is not an accurate indicator of 

property ownership 

This was realised toward the end of the in-depth interviews in Crookes and later 

confirmed when numbers from Tables 6.11 and 6.12 are compiled. Results 

regarding property ownership are presented in Table 6.13-1. Both Crookes and 

Woodeats have an identical proportion of owner-occupied properties versus 

rented properties. Amongst the thirty participants approached for interview, 

there were exactly twenty six owner-occupied properties and four rented 

properties. Within the group of twenty six owner-occupied properties in each of 

the surveyed areas, there were six and eight completely paved front gardens or 

front gardens with little vegetation in Crookes and Woodseats respectively. In 

contrast, there were a total of five rented properties with front gardens that 

appeared to be maintained by their respective tenants in Crookes and 

Woodseats. Three of such front gardens were found in Crookes, whilst the other 

two were in Woodseats. 

The front gardens belonging to owner-occupied properties in both Crookes and 

Woodseats were more diverse in terms of their maintenance and other qualities. 

In contrast to common belief, front gardens of owner-occupied properties were 

inconsistent in aesthetic quality and the number of features present. The 

majority of the owner occupiers interviewed had few plants or ornaments in their 

front gardens. Out of the twenty six owner occupied properties in Crookes, there 

were only ten which showed equal or similar plant diversity and coverage in 

their front gardens comparing to CK-13, which is rented. In Woodseats, on the 

other hand, eight were observed to have a front garden of similar aesthetic 

quality or maintenance level. Such figures became more alarming when 

considered together with the fact that twenty and sixteen of owner occupied 

properties had dedicated planting beds in Crookes and Woodseats respectively 

at the time of interview. This meant that only about half of the participants were 

willing to actively carry out gardening activities in their front gardens even when 

there were opportunities readily available. 
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Survey Photo 6.15. The front garden of Participant CK-13. The garden is neatly 
managed with various shrubs and a lawn.

CK-13



 

As shown in the photographs, a variety of shrubs and herbaceous plants in front 

garden CK-13 were distributed along the edges of a small patch of grass. On 

the other hand, what front garden CK-24 lacked in variety of plant species, the 

tenant made interesting arrangement of flowerbeds and slate that covered an 
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Survey Photo 6.16. The front garden of Participant CK-24. The participant started 
gardening recently. There is less area for planting in the garden overall.

CK-24



otherwise mundane front garden. The same could be argued for front garden 

CK-18 where the tenant added a very personal touch to the flowerbeds in the 

front gardens. The participant at CK-11 had a paved front garden behind a 

hedge to provide privacy for the tenant as well as concealing the scooter parked 

therein. 
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Survey Photo 6.17. The front garden of Participant No. 11. The garden was covered 
with concrete. Its primary function was to provide privacy for the participant and 
storage for her scooter.

CK-11
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Survey Photo 6.18. The front garden of participant CK-18. The front garden is similar 
in size compared to the one belonged to CK-11, but the garden was more vibrant and 
interesting with more plants. 

CK-18



In comparison, front gardens of rented properties in Woodseats displayed a 

similar level of commitment except for one. In this instance, all front gardens of 

the rented properties at WS-02, 07, 13 and 28 were approximately 3 metres in 

depth. All participants displayed very distinct attitudes towards their front 

gardens compared to each other. 

�251

WS-02

Survey Photo 6.19. This front garden belonged to participant WS-02 in Woodseats. 
He was not able to make much changes to the garden because his contract did not 
allow him.



The tenant at WS-07 extensively personalised the front garden and filled it with 

a wide selection of plants. It appeared that personal attitude towards the 

gardening activity played a more important role than the sense of ownership to 

the front garden. In comparison, tenant at WS-02 held a very passive view 
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WS-07

Survey Photo 6.20. The front garden belonged to participant WS-07. The garden was 
clean and free of rubbish. With the plant containers it also showed the participant took 
care of her front garden to an extent. But she preferred to spend her time and effort in 
the back garden.



regarding maintaining the garden. According to the participant, the garden was 

created by the previous tenant. The participant said he was willing to maintain 

the garden, but he also confirmed that there was no further plan to either 

improve or alter the garden in any way. His explanation to such decision was 

because the choices in terms of personalising the garden were restricted by the 

tenancy agreement. Front gardens at WS13 and 28 were managed completely 

differently. Whilst the front garden at WS13 had hanging baskets and plant 

containers, WS-28 was completely ignored by comparison.  

3. Owners’ attitude towards their front gardens do not reflect their 

understanding of and concern for local environmental issues 

Similar to the previous point, the display of a front garden does not reflect their 

owner’s understanding of and concern for the local environmental issues. For 

example, the participants at WS-13 and WS-28 in Woodseats held strongly 

differing views towards their front gardens, and this was reflected in their 

particular approaches in taking care of their front gardens. Although both front 

gardens at WS-13 and twenty eight were paved, the design approach to WS-28 

was completely different from other gardens. Providing much more 

environmental opportunity and usable space, the front garden at WS-28 was 

mostly covered with gravel and weed. The gravel was also unevenly applied 

and failed to completely cover the soil in the front garden, leading to a 

dilapidated feeling in the front garden and the property behind. 

On the other hand, the front garden at WS-13 showed a much higher level of 

care from its owner through the the neatly presented hanging basket and flower 

shelf. The paved front garden at WS-13 offered few options for the particular 

tenant to personalise the space. Since the tenant moved in more than 18 

months earlier, hanging basket and potted plants were used to make the front 

more presentable. The tenant at WS-28 covered the front garden with gravel. 

The soil towards the front suggested that there used to be plant containers or 

other materials occupying the corner which had been removed later. According 
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to the participant no effort was put into the front garden and it stayed the same 

since they first moved into the property.  
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WS-13

Survey Photo 6.21. Front garden of participant WS-13. The front garden was covered 
with concrete but the participant kept the garden space relatively clean whilst 
decorating the garden with plant containers. However, such action does little to help 
improving sustainability in the community. The majority paved area in the front garden 
will continue to contribute to surface water runoff during long periods of rainfall.



In this instance, both participants says that they are aware of the local 

environmental issues and their attitudes have led to very different display in 

their front gardens. Whilst participant at WS-13 keeps her front gardens neat 
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WS-28

Survey Photo 6.22. This front garden belongs to participant WS-28 in Woodseats. 
The front garden is mostly covered in gravel. With the amount of weed in the garden, 
it reflects a very low level of care from the participant. However, because it is covered 
in permeable paving, this garden could better alleviate surface water runoff better 
than the previous garden of WS-13.



and clean, her paved front garden will contribute to the local environmental 

issue she has been experiencing. On the other hand, participant at WS-28 

covers her font garden with permeable pavings, the ability of front garden in 

promoting sustainability to the local environment is greatly reduced.  

4. Unique physical attributes of front gardens can affect their owners’ 

behaviour 

The unique physical attributes of front gardens, such as their relative location to 

major roads, the depth of front garden, direct access to the front garden, and 

their initial physical condition when the tenants first moved in, could influence 

the behaviour of their owners. 

Heavy traffic and frequent passers-by could cause the tenant to feel invaded 

and hence changing his behaviour accordingly. A thick hedge was grown at 

CK-23specifically to provide screening from the passing traffic, because it was 

located next to the major road leading in and out of the area. Whilst not many 

participants interviewed were located next to busy roads, privacy was generally 

a concern amongst participants interviewed. In addition, Participant CK-11 also 

expressed her concern regarding people overlooking into her front garden 

where she kept her scooter. 
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CK-11

Survey Photo 6.23. This front garden belonged to participant CK-11. The hedge was 
slightly higher than breast level. Whilst using the front garden to store her scooter, the 
participant enjoyed the extra privacy provided by the combination of her front garden 
and the hedge. 



 

By comparison, the owner of the front garden at WS-07 (on page 248) tried to 

personalise the stone pavings with three flower boxes whilst WS-25 used the 

hedge to cover up the gravels in the front garden. It was noticed that front 

gardens on Meersbrook Avenue in Woodseats had the smallest front gardens. 

These were often paved because of a fear of causing damp to the properties or 

because the owners could hardly fit in anything. Front gardens at WS-09, 

WS-22, and WS-23 measured 1.5 metres at deepest and 0.8 metres at 

shallowest respectively. These front gardens were extremely user unfriendly 

with there being almost no usable space. Therefore, whilst some participants 

find it challenging to plant anything, others find their choices of potted plants 

limited. 
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Survey Photo 6.24. The front garden of participant at CK-23. The property was located next to a 
main road, so the traffic would get busy during peak hours. The hedge was used to prevent noise 
and dust from the street while concealing the bins behind the hedge.

CK-23
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WS-09

Survey Photo 6.25. Front garden of participant WS-09. The extremely limited amount of usable 
space in this front garden made personalisation difficult.

WS-22

Survey Photo 6.26. Front garden of participant WS-22 suffered from the same issue.



 

What was available to the participant when they first moved into the property 

was another influential factor. Responses from participants revealed that it was 

often easier for them to maintain or remove existing features from the garden 

than to create new additions to it. It can therefore be argued that a front garden 

tends to receive better attention if it is already established when the participant 

first moves in. 
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Survey Photo 6.27. A detailed look at front garden of WS-23. Wit such limited amount of usable 
space, even maintaining the garden became very tricky.

WS-23



In Woodseats Participant WS-01 had the front garden neatly paved with stone 

slabs but left the entire space empty. According to the participant the front 

garden was already paved when she first moved into the property. Even though 

paving the front garden completely was not her preferred approach to cut down 

maintenance on the front gardens, the participant did not wish to take further 
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Survey Photo 6.28. Front garden of participant WS-01. Although the participant did 
not like her garden being paved, she did not want to spend time in the front garden. 
To her, the private back garden is more rewarding the enjoyable.

WS-01



action since because the huge back garden presented more incentive to her. A 

distinctive feature of this particular property was that the front garden at WS-01 

did not have any conventional means of access. As shown on the photograph 

there was no front door linking the front garden with the living room. WS-01 was 

one of the few properties that did not have any provision for front access to the 

properties and the potential implication of this aspect will be discussed shortly. 

According to the findings of the street survey, the physical size of front gardens 

could influence the owner’s behaviour to a certain extent. The size of both front 

gardens at CK-11 (Page 257), 13 (Page 247), 18 (Page 250) and 24 (Page 248) 

all provide similar level of environmental opportunities in comparison to other 

rented properties. The lack of recognition of gardening as social norm in the 

street led to the dilapidated front gardens, that quickly became the new socially 

normal level of activity. This inevitably led to a general lack of territorial markers 

on the street and further reduction in the sense of neighbourhood and 

involvement of the local community.  The lack of mutual support from other 276

residents in the same area further discouraged action from garden owners. 

All four gardens of rented properties in Crookes were similar in depth and 

therefore presented similar amounts of usable space. Three of the front 

gardens, CK-13, 18 and 24 were used for planting; whilst the owner of front 

garden CK-11 had most of its space paved to provide storage for the scooter. 

Front gardens CK-13 and CK-24 both appeared to have received reasonable 

amount of attention in the course of creating and maintaining. 

There were sixteen and eighteen owner-occupied properties which had very 

lightly planted front gardens in Crookes and Woodseats respectively. Amongst 

the remaining owner occupied properties that had few plants in their front 

gardens, there was one participant in each area that had a front garden with no 

plants at all. Front garden CK-02 in Crookes had a hedge when the owners first 

 Ralph B. Taylor, Human Territorial Functioning An Empirical, Evolutionary 276

Perspective on Individual and Small Group Territorial Cognitions, Behaviours, and 
Consequences, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, (1988), P. 176-80 (179)

�262



moved in but it was removed recently, around the time of the interview, because 

the owners wished to have a more open approach towards the outside and to 

admit more sunlight into the living room. The garden was covered with gravel 

and weeds but the participant showed a strong interest in turning it into a 

presentable space with plants representative of the household. Unfortunately no 

actual plant species or name was mentioned to further elaborate their plans. It 

would be interesting to re-visit CK-02 in the next few years for a follow-up study 

on the participant’s attitude towards the front garden and changes made during 

the course. 

On the other hand, direct access to the front garden was also considered an 

important factor. When participants could not gain direct access to their front 

gardens, it became very easy for them to ignore it. With entrances located at 

the back of their properties, front gardens became neglected due to lack of use. 

Participants commented that they felt the front garden was not connected to 
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CK-02

Survey Photo 6.29. The participants at CK-02 recently removed the hedge in their front garden 
and was planning on utilising the space for gardening.



their houses: most of them hardly used their front gardens for personal 

activities. There were only two participants, WS-06 and 30 both in Woodseats, 

who mentioned they would sit in the front garden reading or relaxing. The rest of 

the participants hardly visited their front gardens. Generally, the majority of the 

participants felt the front garden too open to the public, even with the presence 

of the hedge. 
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WS-30

Survey Photo 6.30. Front garden of participant WS-30. A bench was placed in the 
front garden so that the participant could sit in her front garden. She was one to the 
two participants that would use the front garden for sitting in.



As shown in Table 7.3-1, the majority of properties approached for interviews 

had their entrances located at the back of the house. In Crookes, 22 properties 

(73%) had back entrances, whilst 15 (50%) of the properties in Woodseats had 

back entrances. Whilst six and nine properties still kept their front doors 

functioning in Crookes and Woodseats respectively, nearly all of these front 

gardens had scarce or thin planting. Amongst those front accessed properties, 

there was one properties each in Crookes and Woodseats that had the front 

garden converted to allow parking. 

Front entrances did not promote the level of care received by front gardens. 

Front gardens of such properties had similar level of vegetation density 

compare to properties entered by the back or the side. In addition, front access 

did not emphasise the importance of the front garden, and the majority of the 

participants living in front-access properties did not consider front garden to be 

a decisive factor when choosing their current properties. In conclusion, it was 
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WS-06

Survey Photo 6.31. Whilst using the front garden as a kitchen garden, the participant at WS-06 
also mentioned sitting in the front garden and enjoying herself.



very difficult to tell if a property was front-accessed by looking at the features of 

the front gardens alone. All photographs of properties with front access were 

included in Photographic Insert 5 for detailed inspection. 

Lastly, participants always complained that their front gardens were too small to 

take seriously, so many of them did not see opportunities for future 

improvements. Participant at WS-12, for example, mentioned they would spend 

much more time and effort if the garden was bigger. The front garden at WS-22 

was another example that received a limited amount of attention due to its size, 

as mentioned previously. These examples confirm that the size of front gardens 

was important in providing environmental opportunities to encourage gardening 

activities from their owners. 
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WS-12

Survey Photo 6.32. Although the front garden was approximately 3 metres in depth, the 
participant at WS-12 did not feel her effort in the front garden would be rewarding enough for her 
to start gardening.



5. Most participants made changes to the planting in their front gardens 

but not structural change 

There were twenty three and twenty five participants in Crookes and Woodseats 

respectively who commented that they had made changes to their front 

gardens. These consisted of participants living in rented properties. In additon, 

most of these participants were only involved with removing or replacing dead 

plants and no works were carried out on the physical structures of the front 

gardens.

Further study revealed that four participants in Woodseats, WS-04, 05, 08 and 

17, removed an existing tree or hedge for various reasons before putting in new 

planting. Participant at WS-04 and 05 removed the hedges in their front gardens 

because they blocked sunlight. The participant at WS-08 did not give any 

specific reason for removing the hedge, but participant at WS-17 had a 

basement conversion and most of the shrubs in the front garden, including 

rosemary and lavender had to be removed to allow work in the basement. They 

are, however, intending to replant the shrubs. Both participants at WS-04 and 

05 believed that having a front garden could improve their quality of life and 

regarded their front gardens as private space. Both participants were using their 

front gardens as a form of physical territorial marker, so they appeared better 

maintained than the other 2. In contrast, the participants at WS-09, 15 and 22 

decorated their front gardens with yew and other shrubs in containers, and the 

participant at WS-22, despite having a front garden measured only at 0.8 

metres managed to squeeze in five plant containers.  

Participants in Crookes showed similar behaviour with two of them having to 

remove existing trees or hedges in their front gardens to make way for new 

planting at CK-02 (Page 259) and CK-13 (Page 243). Three more participants 

decided to pave their front gardens over for various purposes. In CK-06, the 

front garden was converted to provide parking whilst still maintaining beds on 

both sides of the drive. All five participants agreed that front gardens were able 

to improve their quality of lives but in strong contrast, their views on the nature 

of front garden was less unified when compared to participants in Woodseats. 
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Most of the participants in Crookes regarded front gardens as in-between space 

(CK-06, 12 and 13), but participant at CK-02 and 30 regarded the front garden 

as  private and public spaces respectively. These conflicting results showed that 

personal attitude towards front gardens combined with a strong self-motivation 

could equally produce a well-maintained front garden. 

Two participants in Crookes removed the paving in their front gardens to start 

gardening. Although this was not encountered amongst participants in 

Woodseats, during the street survey two properties on Melbourne Road 

completely removed their front gardens and converted them into garages. Such 

differences however would not indicate an dramatic difference in participants 

attitude towards front gardens in the two areas surveyed. One of the possible 

explanations could have been that there were generally more terraced houses 

with front gardens in Crookes leading to more front gardens in a wider range of 

�268

CK-06

Survey Photo 6.33. The front garden at CK-06 was considered as an in-between space and 
partly converted into front parking. The participant retained part of the space for plants. 



conditions and so greater flexibility in terms of available and affordable actions 

to these front gardens. 
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CK12

Survey Photo 6.34. This front garden was also considered to be an in-between by the participant 
at CK-12.
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CK-30

Survey Photo 6.35. The participant at CK-30 considered her front garden a private 
space. The front garden, however, appeared to be less well managed. 



6. Front gardens are generally less appreciated compared to other 

features of the properties, hence less influential towards buying and 

renting decision 

In general, 71% of all participant in Crookes and Woodseats did not consider 

their front garden a decisive factor when they were choosing their current 

properties. Twenty one participants in Crookes and twenty two in Woodseats 

stated that their decisions on property selection were not affected by the 

presence of front gardens. These figures indirectly pointed out the fact that less 

than 30% of the participants appreciated the fact that their properties had front 

gardens. The fact that most of the participants did not consider front garden as 

a factor during the decision-making process in property selection concurred with 

responses from property agents interviewed prior to the in-depth interviews. 

It was believed that rather than being ignored, front gardens were only 

neglected in the presence of the back garden or other features of the house. 

This claim was backed up by the fact that all of the 17 front gardens were 

vegetated and showed sign of attention and effort in upkeep as can be 

observed from the photos taken. In comparison, participants in the other group, 

who considered other aspects related to their properties over the presence of a 

front garden, showed diverse behaviour towards their front gardens, ranging 

from lavishe display to manicured or completely barren. A wide range of 

different reasons were provided by participants when asked to explain what 

other features of the property they placed higher than the front gardens. 

Amongst those who responded with their choices of features, 12 participants in 

both areas considered the presence of a back garden was more appealing and 

important. Taking into consideration the cultural norms of British society, of 

relaxing and organising family activities in the back garden, it was not difficult to 

understand their choices. On the other hand, back gardens were also able to 

provide much more environmental opportunities to support gardening interests, 

thus providing more incentives to their owners. 

The second most mentioned reason amongst this group of participants was 

personal preference over the local area. The environment and appearance of a 
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neighbourhood was considered a more influential factor for participants 

regarding their decisions on purchasing or renting properties. There were four 

participants who brought up the issue of choosing a property because they 

preferred the general living environment. All four participants had planted front 

gardens and these although slightly overgrown, generally showed higher than 

average level of care comparing to the rest of the participants. The four 

participants in this group, CK-04, CK-07, CK-14 and WS-13, showed the best 

consistency in behaviour compared to previous groupings. The level of care 

received by each of their front gardens was most similar. In addition, their front 

gardens were also comparable in terms of maintenance to most of other front 

gardens in their respective streets. 
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CK-04

Survey Photo 6.36. The participant at CK-04 enjoyed the general experience living in the area. 
He was also going to repair the retaining wall of his front garden.
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Survey Photo 6.37. The participant at CK-07 created a path using gravel so that it would be 
easier to maintain the garden. She also enjoyed the general environment of the area.

CK-07



It can be argued that although the front gardens were not considered by these 

participants during their selection of the properties, by choosing to live in a area 

where properties in the street had front gardens meant that choosing a property 

with front garden already became a default choice. They were unwittingly 
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CK-14

Survey Photo 6.38. Another participant favoured the environment of his property over 
the presence of the front garden. But the front garden was considered a bonus to the 
property.



subject to the presence of front gardens. On the other hand, living in the area 

also meant that they were very likely to become accustomed to having their 

front gardens maintained to a similar standard compared to others in the area. 

The effect of the wider living environment in conforming residents to comply 

with the social norms within the community has already been explained by the 

ipsative theory described previously. 

The price of property also appeared to be a more influential factor in the 

decision making process. Three participants mentioned price as a factor. 

Property agents mentioned that terraced properties were less financially 

demanding, and two participants bought their current houses because they had 

a (relatively speaking) better offer from the original owner. One of them in 

Crookes (CK-03) bought the house from a relative while the other participant in 

Woodseats (WS-14) took over the terraced property when the then owner was 

moving to a bigger house. Although both of their front gardens were paved (by 

concrete and blocks) and similar in size, their owners took completely different 

approaches in personalising. 

Whilst the participant at CK-03 did little to maintain the garden whilst allowing 

the ivy to take over, the participant at WS-14 kept the garden neat and tidy, and 

decorated the garden with hanging baskets and potted plants. A similar contrast 

in attitude towards front gardens could be observed amongst the rest of the 

participants within the group. One particularly interesting observation made 

during the interview was that the younger participants tend to spend less time 

and effort on their front gardens compared to elder participants, especially 

retired participants. It was believed that financial power could also affect the 

participants’ attitude towards gardening, especially when they were already 

living on a tight budget and engaged in a busy lifestyle. However, further 

discussion requires access to social science related skills and theories, and has 

not been taken into account in this research. 

Although regarded as less important, the front garden was still considered a 

necessary attachment to the property. The participants in this particular group, 

CK-01, CK-15, CK-25, WS-04, and WS-18, offered various reasons for their 
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conflicting statements. The most frequently given answer was that they wished 

to have at least a small amount of distance to separate their properties from the 

public road. The front garden was the best option in providing such distance, 

although none of them described the exact amount in numerical terms. The 

owners’ perception of front gardens differed from one participant to another, but 

could be summarised as firstly to provide extra privacy to the house and; 

secondly to have something nice to look out to. Using the front garden as a 

space for personal expression or gardening, however, was not mentioned. 
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CK-01

Survey Photo 6.39. Detail of front garden at CK-01. Although less valued, the participant showed 
great care decorating it. The use of impermeable paving may be a maintenance-cutting measure 
by the participant because it was less valued, but it added to local environmental issues.



 

7. Participants in both Crookes and Woodseats held similar views 

regarding the nature and function of their front gardens 

Ten participants regarded front gardens as private spaces, 15 of them consider 

that as in-between, spaces because they were usually open to the public. Whilst 

only five participants regarded their front gardens as public spaces, they did not 

like strangers in their front gardens. A similar set of answers was observed 

amongst the responses of participants from Woodseats. Twelve participants 

from Woodseats said the front gardens were private spaces, sixteen of them 

agreed that front gardens were in-between and the remaining two participants 

concluded front garden as public. However, when participants were asked 

whether their front gardens belonged to the local environment, almost all 

�277

WS-04

Survey Photo 6.40. Detail of front garden at WS-04. A garden similar in size to CK-01. The 
participant held a similar attitude towards the front garden as the previous participant, but took a 
very different approach in garden design. The use of planting made the garden more sustainable 
both in terms of tackling local environmental issues, whilst improving aesthetic value of the street.



participants in Crookes, twenty six out of thirty, considered their front gardens 

as doing so. Whereas in Woodseats, there were an as equal number of 

participants holding each opinion, with seventeen participants agreeing on the 

fact that front gardens contribute towards the local environment, and thirteen 

participants not. 

In relation to the discussion whether the front garden was able to improve the 

quality of life, the majority of participants in both areas surveyed responded 

positively by confirming their belief in front gardens being able to improve the 

quality of life. In Crookes, a total of twenty three participants believed front 

gardens could improve their quality of life, and there were nineteen participants 

in Woodseats expressing the same opinion. The majority of front gardens in 

Crookes displayed a higher plant diversity compared to Woodseats. Participants 

also commented positively regarding the benefits of maintaining front gardens, 

such as it allowed them to engage with outdoor activities, whilst also providing 

colourful and soothing effects when looking out of their windows. In contrast, 

participants who held opposing views in Crookes mostly complained about their 

front gardens being too small to have any possible effect on their quality of life.  

There were more paved front gardens in Woodseats belonging to participants 

who believed front gardens’ contribution to improving their quality of live. 

Although these front gardens displayed a similar level of care as their 

counterparts in Crookes. There were also slightly more participants, a total of 

elven out of thirty participants interviewed, with opposing views in Woodseats. 

Reasons offered by participants in Woodseats, however, were the same as 

participants holding the same opinions in Crookes. It was revealed that the state 

of the front gardens was the result of a combination of factors, including 

personal attitude, self-motivation and the general physical context of the front 

gardens. The last included the size of front garden, condition of front gardens in 

the surrounding environment. Self-motivation was by far the most influential 

factor amongst all of the factors identified so fat. Based solely on observation, 

there were front gardens with much smaller depth but higher level of 

maintenance, such as front gardens at CK-01, 07, WS-04, 10 and 14. On the 
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contrary, when the owner lacked self-motivation, front gardens that provide 

much more environmental opportunities were left paved or neglected. 

There were six participants in total, two in Crookes and four in Woodseats, 

described their current front gardens as ideal. By contrast, there were a total of 

twenty one participants who wanted bigger front gardens, eight of them in 

Crookes and thirteen in Woodseats. The main reason for having bigger front 

gardens was to have more privacy and also to allow conversion into driveways 

for car parking. Both Crookes and Woodseats had three participants who 

mentioned that they wanted a front garden so that they could have their cars 

parked in their front gardens. In addition, there were three participants in 

Woodseats who responded that they preferred low maintenance gardens but 

this was not mentioned in Crookes. 

However, due to financial, physical or experience limitations, many are often left 

with a less ideal front garden. One of the interviewees comment: ‘Ideally I would 

prefer a larger front garden, but that would mean more work for me’, and 

another said: ‘I don’t know, I am not very good at plants at all, so I think this is 

my ideal front garden, much colour and without me paying much attention to it’. 

Knowledge of plants also plays an important role in the process of self-

expression through front gardens. People put in plants with specific properties 

that they have affections for, including textures, and colours. 

All participants mentioned the colour and structure of plants in their front 

gardens but none of them named any specific species. There were also only 

two participants who mentioned the idea of having different plants in the front 

gardens to provide seasonal interest. The explanations given for this were 

identical: they would rather spend more time in their back garden because it 

was more private. The front garden was considered by participants too small or 

open to the public. It appeared that participants regarded the actual function of 

front gardens less important in comparison to meeting their own needs. 

  

 Last but not least, the participants were aware of the environmental issues that 

were specific to Sheffield. Flash flooding was brought up as a major concern 
�279



amongst the participants. However, the majority of them still thought that their 

front gardens were too small to make a difference in tackling the environmental 

issues. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion 

Front gardens are significant environmentally and socially. In comparison to 

paved ones, planted front gardens offer a wide range of benefits to people and 

the community. Whilst improving the visual quality of streets, front gardens can 

prevent the penetration of air-born pollutant and noise from reaching the 

properties. They provide more than visual improvement to the environment. 

Front gardens can contribute to the local environment in a number of ways, for 

example providing natural habitat for wildlife, and reducing surface water run-

off. They also provide unique characteristics to the streets and community, 

whilst forming the threshold between public street and private properties at the 

same time. In addition, front gardens function collectively and individually in the 

context of their local environment. Individual front garden is a place of social 

and personal significance. It allows people to socialise with others, and offers 

incentives to participate in outdoor activities. Despite their apparent 

significance, however, front gardens are threatened by the misunderstood 

notion of low maintenance gardening and the major emphasis on off-street 

parking. 

There lacks specific percentage regarding the presence of front gardens in 

Sheffield; in London, however, front gardens contribute to 3% of its 

geographical area. Their importance in tackling environmental issues and 

climate changes have been emphasised in various studies and reports. Whilst 

the promotion of sustainability have become one of the pressing agendas of 

local authorities, front gardens are constantly being ignored for various reasons. 

This thesis sets out to: 

1. Investigate the influence of physical characteristics of front gardens over 

the owners’ perception of their front gardens. 
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2. Investigate the potential relationship between the owners’ understanding 

of local environmental problems and the physical aspects of their front 

gardens. 

3. Investigate how physical characteristics can persuade/dissuade 

sustainable gardening practices in front gardens. 

4. Analyse the changing values and  preferences towards front gardens to 

reveal fashion and trend in the gardening culture in post-Industrial 

Revolution Sheffield. 

5. Review policies on space requirements for front garden provision, 

maintenance and alterations; whilst at the same time investigate their 

influences on local community development. 

This thesis is able to identify the physical constraints, in terms of the depth of 

front garden, that influence the owners’ perception of their front gardens. 

Whilst the size of front garden is important, the occupant’s perception on 

front garden is also influence by accessibly and the environment. The thesis 

also look into the inconsistent relationship between the participants’ 

behaviour in front gardens versus their attitudes towards issues in the local 

environment. It is revealed that the back garden received more attention from 

the occupants. The front garden is generally overlooked by occupants. Whilst 

analysing the impact of different types of paving in the front garden on 

sustainability, this thesis also reviews the current policy in Sheffield dealing 

with the paving over of front gardens. The researcher, however, can not 

provide in-depth study on the changing values towards front gardens 

because of the lack of understanding of the English garden culture. 

This research is able to reach the following conclusions: 

1. The depths of front gardens in Sheffield vary greatly 
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Front gardens in the same street are uniform in depth, but they different from 

street to street. There is no standard depth for the front gardens of terraced 

properties in Sheffield. There is small variation in terms of depth of front 

gardens in the same street, but the majority of them are equal in depth. 

According to the results from the street survey, majority of the front gardens 

are measured between 2 to 3 metres in depth. 

2. The occupant’s perception is influenced by the depth of the front garden 

The depth of a front garden is able to influence the contents in it. In general, 

a deeper front garden provides greater opportunity to personalise. However, 

findings of pilot study and in-depth interview reveal that preference for the 

idea size of a front garden is subjective. Many participants expressed their 

concern for having a large front garden because they have to spend more 

time and effort in its maintenance. In contrast, a front garden too shallow 

severely reduces the environmental opportunity and discourages the 

occupants from actively using it. 

It is revealed that front gardens of 2.7 metres in depth are generally best 

cared for and maintained compared to the other depths.  

3. Front garden is less valued when comparing to the back garden and front 

parking 

People generally prefer their back gardens for their bigger sizes that allowed 

for more creative opportunities. More importantly back garden offers a 

greater sense of privacy, allowing more intimate activities, for example family 

gathering, to take place. People also tend to over look front gardens when 

they can find other features of the property enticing, for example, the number 

of bedrooms and convenience of location relative to urban centres or 

shopping district. 

�283



Front parking is also preferred over front garden because off-street parking is 

considered an issue in parts of Sheffield. Front parking ensures the occupant 

to safely keep the car in a relatively safe environment. 

4. The level of maintenance of a front garden does not indicate property 

ownership, and it does not reflect the occupant’s gardening experiences  

It is discovered that many front gardens approached during the survey were 

already established when their current owners moved in. It is also revealed 

that participants tend to keep their input to the front gardens at a minimum. 

None of the participant decide to replace the impervious pavings in their front 

gardens with plantings. However, they all have different expectations for their 

ideal front gardens. On the other hand, participants with gardening 

experiences also prefer to apply their gardening skill in their back gardens. 

These front gardens therefore do not reflect the personal preference of their 

owners. 

5. The level of care displayed in the front garden does not reflect the 

occupant’s attitude towards local environmental issues 

Almost all participants from the in-depth interview are aware of the 

environmental problems in Sheffield, however, some of the front gardens 

belong to the participants are completely paved. Whilst this can be attributed 

to environmental numbness, it also shows that these participants are more 

concerned about keeping their own front gardens neat and tidy with little 

regard to the greater environment. 

6. Access to front garden is important in maintaining the sense of ownership 

Many terraced properties in Sheffield have been converted have their 

entrances to the back of the properties. This severely reduces the opportunity 
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for interactions between the participants and their front gardens. Such 

arrangement further reduced the participants’ willingness to work in the front 

garden.  

7. Participants regard their front gardens as in-between spaces, but expect 

the front garden to be respected as private spaces 

Participants from the in-depth review mostly regard their front gardens as a 

transitional space, but they also displayed a strong sense of ownership by 

asserting that the front gardens are privately owned. This reaction implies 

that the participants have total control over their front gardens and despite 

the fact that the front garden borders the public realm the participant can 

decide to leave it paved, should he finds that preferable. More effort is 

required in  

8. There is a lack of consistent policy from the City Council to help 

preventing front gardens being paved over 

Lastly, it must be emphasised that even individual front garden is able to 

contribute towards alleviating local environmental issues. It is imperative that 

the benefit of maintaining a planted front garden be promoted. In addition, the 

City Council should also incorporate front gardens into their management 

plans for local green infrastructure, through offering incentive and hosting 

front-garden-themed events to spread their importance. 
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3.02

4.5
1

1.02
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
32

1
3.02

4.1
1

0.57
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

34
1

3.02
4.4

1
0.97

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
Tarm

ac
1

Clim
ber

1
1

1
36

1
3.02

4.2
1

0.67
1

1
1

1
Tarm

ac
1

1
1

38
1

3.02
4.4

1
0.65

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
40

1
3.02

4.4
1

0.7
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

42
1

3.02
4.4

1
0.7

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
44

1
3.02

4.7
1

1
0.75

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
46

1
3.02

4.7
1

0.8
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

48
1

3.02
4

1
0.8

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

50
1

3.02
4.5

1
1

0.77
0.38

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
52

1
3.02

4.5
1

0.84
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

54
1

3.02
4.5

1
1

0.73
0.60

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
1

56
1

3.02
4.5

1
1

0.73
0.45

1
1

1
1

1
1

58
1

3.02
4.3

1
1.00

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
60

1
3.02

4.3
1

1.00
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

62
1

3.02
4.5

1
1.00

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

64
1

3.02
4.5

1
1.00

1
Cotenester

1
1

1
1

1

9
1

3.13
4.82

1
1

0.83
0.50

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
1

11
1

1.98
3.75

1
0.87

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
13

1
3.11

4.99
1

0.72
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

15
1

3.11
4.79

1
0.75

1
1

1
1

1
17

1
3.03

3.83
1

0.62
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

19
1

3.03
4.49

1
0.72

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

21
1

3.03
4.3

1
1.77

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

23
1

3.03
4.05

1
1.39

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
25

1
3.03

4.05
1

1.66
-

-
-

-
-

1
M

ulch
1

1
1

27
1

3.03
4.05

1
1.66

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

1
29

1
3.05

4.52
1

1.66
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
31

1
3.05

4.27
1

1.53
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
1

33
1

3.26
4.1

1
1.23

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
Concrete


slab
1

1
1

1
1

35
1

1.7
3.95

1
1.04

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
1

37
1

3.17
4.89

1
1.11

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
Artificial stone

1
1

1
41

1
3.17

4.89
1

1
1.81

0.66
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
43

1
3

5.8
1

1.45
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
45

1
5.72

5.21
1

1.77
-

-
-

-
-

-
1

1
1

1
1

1
47

1
5.72

5.84
1

1.38
1

Yew
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

49
1

3.04
5.21

1
1.29

-
-

-
-

-
-

1
1

1
1

1
TO

TAL
40

6
3

0
2

45
2

216.4
47

2
0

0
0

7
49

6
3

1
12

1
8

4
3

8
4

13
4

22
1

17
1

5
0

36
2

32
1

6
7

1
5

19
25

13
5

0
0

9
0

0
0

AVER
AG

E
3.11

4.42
2

M
AX

5.72
1

M
IN

1.70
171.45

M
ED

IAN
3.02

4.29
M

O
D

E
3.02

24
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N
AM

E O
F 

STR
EET

M
itchell Road

O
rientation of 

street
W

est - East

W
idth of street

6.17 - 2.30m
W

idth of 
pavem

ent
L: 2.42 - 2.45

R: 2.44 - 2.44m

Trees in street
3

N
o. of 

properties in the 
street

Property N
o.

Types of property
Depth of


front garden
W

idth of

front garden


/m

G
arden enclosure

Types of paving
Types of


vegetation
Level of


m
aintenance

Feature in the

front garden

use of

front garden

Terraced
Sem

i-detached
Detached

O
ther

<1m
1-3m

3-5m
>5m

Stone w
all

Brick w
allConcrete block

Artificial Stone
W

ooden fence
M

etal railing
Height


/m
Hedge

G
ravel

Slate
Soil

Concrete

paving

In-situ

concrete

Indian

sandstone

York

stone

Brick
O

ther
Tree (>3M

)
Shrub/Sm

all tree

(<3M

)
Evergreen

shrubs

Herbaceous
O

rnam
ental grass


/Ferns
Law

n
O

ther
Poor

Average
G

ood
Containers

O
rnam

ents
Bird feeders

O
ther

Bins
Bicycle


/M
otorcycle

Cars
Seatings

O
ther

Low
Breast

High
Holly

Privet
Buxus

O
ther

Perennials
Annuals

2
1

2.7
7.14

3.57
1

0.4
1

1
1

1
1

1
4

1
2.7

3.57
1

1
0.3

0.92
1

1
1

1
1

1
6

1
2.7

11.04
3.68

1
1

0.99
1

1
1

1
1

8
1

2.7
3.68

1
0.4

1
1

Aucuba Japonica
1

1
1

1
1

10
1

2.7
3.68

1
0.4

1
Aucuba Japonica

1
1

1
1

Clim
ber

1
1

12
1

2.81
4

4
1

0.67
1

1
1

1
1

14
1

2.81
4

4
1

0.67
1

Yew
1

Artificial stone
1

1
1

1
Rubbish in the front garden

16
1

2.7
4

4
1

0.85
1

1
1

1
1

1
18

1
2.7

4.02
4.02

1
0.83

1
Buxus

1
1

1
1

1
20

1
2.7

8
4

1
0.64

1
1

1
1

Clim
ber

1
1

1
22

1
2.7

4
1

0.64
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

24
1

2.7
5

5
1

1
0.67

0.38
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

26
1

2.7
4.47

4.47
1

0.68
1

1
1

1
1

1
Breast-level privet

betw

een 24 & 26
28

1
2.7

4.3
4.3

1
0.71

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
30

1
2.7

4.47
4.47

1
0.72

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

40
1

2.86
4.12

4.12
1

0.52
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
42

1
2.86

4.12
4.12

1
0.56

1
1

1
Clim

ber
1

1
44

1
2.86

3.86
3.86

1
0.59

1
Tarm

ac
1

1
46

1
2.86

3.86
3.86

1
0.42

1
1

1
1

1
48

1
2.71

3.86
3.86

1
0.65

1
1

50
1

2.71
3.86

3.86
1

0.86
1

1
1

52
1

2.71
3.86

3.86
1

0.65
1

1
1

1
54

1
2.71

3.86
3.86

1
0.7

1
1

1
1

1
1

56
1

2.71
3.86

3.86
1

0.65
1

1
58

1
2.67

3.8
3.8

1
0.65

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
60a

1
2.67

3.8
3.8

1
0.65

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

60
1

2.67
3.8

3.8
1

0.65
Artificial stone

1
1

62
1

2.67
3.8

3.8
1

0.65
1

1
1

1
1

64
1

2.67
3.8

3.8
1

0.65
1

1
1

1
1

66
1

2.67
3.8

3.8
1

0.65
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
68

1
2.89

3.2
3.2

1
0.65

1
1

1
1

1
76

Flat
3.97

9.09
9.09

1
0.9

1
1

1
1

1
1

78
1

3.4
6.48

6.48
1

0.71
1

1
1

1
80

1
3.4

6.48
6.48

1
0.71

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
86

1
3.4

5.38
5.38

1
0.85

1
Artificial stone

1
1

1
88

1
3.4

4.5
4.5

1
0.86

1
1

1
1

1
90

1
2.7

4.1
4.1

1
0.67

1
1

1
1

1
92

1
2.7

4.1
4.1

1
0.78

1
1

1
1

1
1

94
1

2.7
3.71

3.71
1

0.78
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

5
1

2.7
6

6
1

1
0.66

0.64
1

1
1

1
Clim

ber
1

1
1

7
1

2.7
4.2

4.2
1

0.77
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

9
1

2.7
4.2

4.2
1

0.77
1

1
1

1
1

1
11

1
2.7

6
6

1
1.18

1
Yew

1
1

1
1

1
1

17
1

2.63
2.8

2.8
1

0.7
1

1
1

1
1

1
19

1
2.7

2.8
2.8

1
0.7

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
21

1
2.7

2.9
2.9

1
0.7

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
23

1
2.7

2.8
2.8

1
0.7

1
1

1
1

1
25

1
2.7

2.81
2.81

1
0.71

1
Artificial stone

1
1

1
1

27
1

2.7
2.81

2.81
1

1
0.53

0.45
1

1
1

1
31

1
2.7

8
8

1
0.67

1
1

1
33

1
2.7

3
3

1
0.46

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
35

1
2.7

2.9
2.9

1
0.43

1
1

1
1

1
37

1
2.7

2.9
2.9

1
0.82

1
1

1
1

1
1

Vegetable
1

1
39

1
2.7

3
3

1
0.82

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
41

1
2.7

3
3

1
0.6

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

43
1

2.68
2.85

2.85
1

0.61
1

1
1

1
1

1
45

1
2.68

2.85
2.85

1
0.5

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

47
1

2.7
3

3
1

0.61
Artificial stone

1
1

1
49

1
2.83

9.1
9.1

1
0.67

1
1

1
1

1
1

51
1

2.67
4

4
1

0.7
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
53

1
2.67

4.1
4.1

1
0.71

1
1

1
1

55
1

2.67
4.1

4.1
1

0.84
1

M
ulch

1
1

1
1

57
1

2.4
4.1

4.1
1

0.94
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

57A
1

2.4
4.54

4.54
1

0.94
1

1
1

1
W

ooden fence betw
een


57 & 57A
59

1
1.63

4
4

1
0.6

1
Artificial stone

1
61

1
1.75

4.1
4.1

1
0.56

1
1

1
1

63
1

1.75
4

4
1

1
0.55

0.51
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

65
1

1.77
4.4

4.4
1

0.4
1

1
1

1
67

1
1.77

4.45
4.45

1
1

0.71
0.61

Artificial stone
1

1
1

69
1

2.4
4.4

4.4
1

0.7
1

Yew
1

1
1

1
71

1
2.37

4.45
4.45

1
0.91

1
1

1
1

1
73

1
2.37

4.45
4.45

1
1

0.71
0.31

1
1

1
1

1
75

1
2.37

4.45
4.45

1
0.82

1
1

1
1

77
1

2.3
4.4

4.4
1

0.89
1

1
1

1
1

79
1

2.3
4.27

4.27
1

0.8
1

1
1

1
1

1
81

1
1.55

4.18
4.18

1
1.18

1
1

1
1

Converted to garage
83

1
2.3

7.14
3.57

1
1.12

1
1

1
1

1
85

1
2.29

3.57
1

1.29
1

1
1

1
1

1
87

1
2.29

3.89
3.89

1
1.44

1
1

1
1

89
1

4.21
5.2

5.2
1

1.18
1

Yew
1

1
1

1
Creeper

1
Front garden on the


terrace
91

1
5.2

5.19
5.19

1
1.41

1
1

1
1

Front garden on the

terrace

93
1

4.21
5.19

5.19
1

1.23
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
Front garden on the


terrace
TO

TAL
69

8
4

1
0

74
7

1
342.46

4
77

0
6

3
82

7
3

9
13

1
15

0
7

22
2

50
14

40
0

5
6

9
1

62
3

58
6

6
0

6
13

24
45

31
9

1
0

20
0

0
0

AVER
AG

E
2.71

4.23
0.73

0.55
1

4
M

AX
5.20

269.19
1.44

1.44
7

1
M

IN
1.55

3.90
0.30

0.31
1

1
M

ED
IAN

2.70
0.70

0.51
M

O
D

E
2.70

32
0.65
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N
AM
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STR
EET

M
EERSBRO

O
K AVENUE

O
rientation of 

street
North - South

W
idth of street

5.74
W

idth of 
pavem

ent
L: 1.72m



R: 1.70m

Trees in street
None

N
o. of 

properties in the 
street

Property N
o.

Types of property
Depth of


front garden
W

idth of

front garden


/m

G
arden enclosure

Types of paving
Types of


vegetation
Level of


m
aintenance

Feature in the

front garden

use of

front garden

Terraced
Sem

i-detached
Detached

<1m
1-3m

3-5m
>5m

Stone w
allBrick w

all
Concrete block

Artificial Stone
W

ooden fence
M

etal railing
Height


/m
Hedge

G
ravel

Slate
Soil

Concrete

paving

In-situ

concrete

Indian

sandstone

York

stone

Brick
O

ther
Tree (>3M

)
Shrub/Sm

all tree

(<3M

)
Evergreen

shrubs

Herbaceous
O

rnam
ental grass


/Ferns
Law

n
O

ther
Poor

Average
G

ood
Containers

O
rnam

ents
Bird feeders

O
ther

Bins
Bicycle


/M
otorcycle

Cars
Seatings

O
ther

Low
Breast

High
Holly

Privet
Buxus

O
ther

Perennials
Annuals

2A24
1.50

4
0.6

6
1.50

4
0.6

8
1.50

4
0.6

Clim
ber

10
1.50

4
1.1

12
1.50

4
0.9

Rubbish in the 
front garden

14
1.50

4
0.4

Plank in the 
front garden

16
1.50

4
0,90

Clim
ber

18
1.50

4
0.7

22A
1.50

6
0.8

22
1.50

3.2
0.8

24
1.50

3.2
0.4

0.6
26

1.50
2.58

1.09
28

1.50
2.58

0.68
Tarm

ac
30

1.50
2.25

0.68
32

1.50
2.25

1
0.46

34
1.50

2.81
1

36
1.50

2.81
1.1

1
1.50

3.8
0.32

3
1.50

3.8
0.59

5
1.52

3.8
0.25

0.7
7

1.52
3.8

0.32
9

1.52
3.8

0.28
11

1.50
3.8

0.28
13

1.50
3.8

0.4
15

1.50
4.5

0.54
17

1.50
3.49

0.64
19

1.50
3.49

0.6
21

1.50
3.49

0.54
23

1.50
3.49

0.54
25

1.50
3.49

0.56
27A

1.50
3.49

0.56
29

1.50
3.49

0.62
Traffi

c cone and 
building 

m
aterials in the 
front garden

31
1.50

3.49
0.52

Artificial 
stone

33
1.50

6.41
1.08

35
1.50

6.41
1.09

Clim
ber

37
1.50

5
1.09

Rubbish in the 
front garden

39
1.50

5
0.8

41
1.50

5
1.2

G
arden on the 
side of the 
property

43
1.50

4.23
0.8

45
1.50

4.23
0.9

47
1.50

4.23
0.9

49
1.50

4.23
0.92

0.43
51

1.47
4.66

1.1
53

1.50
5

0.9
55

3.40
7

0.75
0.6

TO
TAL

24
18

5
0

44
1

0
45

1
44

0
0

2
3

1
1

3
0

5
0

0
12

1
4

3
30

0
2

4
2

0
14

2
23

2
0

0
3

18
17

10
12

5
0

0
11

0
0

0
4

AVER
AG

E
1.54

4.00
0.72

0.56
M

AX
3.40

40
7

1.20
0.7

M
IN

1.47
2.25

80.7
0.25

0.43
M

ED
IAN

1.50
3.8

3.36
0.68

0.6
M

O
D

E
1.50

40
4

0.60



Appendix II. Notes from survey 
Samples of street survey form 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t

I
Name of street dltf$-& l--,^l
Orientation of
street: '.*$ i,

r
./1n

7'7f t t ,
Width of
Street: f}?;FL
Width of
pavement: #i?,114T
Trees in
street: Jrfr

Species

No. of
properties in
the street:
Types of
propertv:

Terraced
\,/

Semi-
detached

Detached

Depth of front
garden

>.0{

>5M
3-5M
1 -3M
<1M

Width of front
garden {#(*
MGarden
enclosure:

Stone wall \/ Height ,[t*
Brick wall Heiqht
Concrete block Hesht
Artificial stone Heqht
Wooden fence Hesht
Metal railins f Heght ,3 "Yvl
Hedge
Type

Low Breast Hish
Hollv Privet Other:

Types of
paving:

Gravel
Slate
Soil
Concrete Pavi
In-situ Concrete {
Indian Sandstone
York Stone
Brick

Types of
vegetation in
front garden:

Tree (>3M)
Shrub/Small Tree (<3M)
Everqreen shrubs
Herbaceous V Perennials

Annuals
Ornamental grass/Ferns
Lawn V

Level of
maintenance
of front

Good ir
Averaqe t t
Poor

t:
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w
Name of street:
Orientation of
street:
Width of
Street.
Width of
pavement:
Trees in
street:

Species

No. of
properties in
the street:
Types of
propertv:

Terraced Semi-
detached

Detached

Depth of front
garden\ \ t

>5M
3-5M
1 -3M
<1M

Width of front
garden 4,,Y
MGarden
enclosure:

Stone wall Heisht
Brick wall V Heisht \. \
Concrete block Heisht
Artificial stone Heiqht
Wooden fence Heisht
Metal rail inq Heiqht
Hedge
Tvpe

Low Breast Hish
Hol ly Privet Other:

Types of
paving:

Gravel
Slate
Soil v
Concrete Paving
In-situ Concrete
Indian Sandstone
York Stone
Brick

Types of
vegetation in
front garden:

Tree (>3ltlt;
Shrub/Small Tree (<3M) v
Evergreen shrubs
Herbaceous Perennials r i

Annuals
Ornamental g rass/Ferns
Lawn

Level of
maintenance
of front

Good v
Averaqe
Poor
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garden:
Features in
the front
garden:

Containers Ornaments Birdfeeders Other

Use of front
garden:

Bins Bicycle/motorcycleCars Seating Other

Comment:

Page _ of
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(t\ Name of street:
Orientation of
street:
Width of
Street:
Width of
pavement:
Trees in
street:

Species

No. of
properties in
the street:
Types of
propertv:

Terrag/d Semi-
detached

Detached

Depth of front
garden

s1\
>5M
3-5M
1 -3M
<1M

Width of front
garden ).#
MGarden
enclosure:

Stone wall Heiqht
Brick wall Heoht
Concrete block Hesht
Artificial stone Heqht
Wooden fence V Hesht l),1/ kj
Metal rail inq Heqht
Hedge
Type

Low Breast Hiqh
Hol lv Privet Other:

Types of
paving:

Gravel r /
Slate
Soil
Concrete Paving
ln-situ Concrete
lndian Sandstone
York Stone
Brick

Types of
vegetation in
front garden:

Tree (>3lVt;
Shrub/Small Tree (<3M)
Evergreen shrubs
Herbaceous Perennials r-/

Annuals
Ornamental q rass/Ferns
Lawn

Level of
maintenance
of front

Good
Averaqe
Poor v
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garden:
Features in
the front
garden:

Containers
('/

Ornaments Birdfeeders Other

Use of front
garden:

Bins
/

Bicycle/motorrycle Cars Seating Other

Comment:

Page _ of
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\L\

Name of street:
Orientation of
street:
Width of
Street:
Width of
pavement:
Trees in
street:

Species

No. of
properties in
the street:
Types of
propertv:

,*,i"7 Semi-
detached

Detached

Depth of front
garden-.

.Y\
L--

>5M
3-5M
1 -3M
<1M

Width of front
qarden L
MGarden
enclosure:

Stone wall Hesht
Brick wall  \ / Hesht tt. fil
Concrete block Hesht
Artificial stone Heiqht
Wooden fence Heisht
Metal rail inq Heiqht
Hedge
Tvpe

Low Breast Hish r  /
Hollv Privet Other:- Y?o,

Types of
paving:

A\
9ro{

Gravel
Slate
Soil
Concrete Paving
ln-situ Concrete v
Indian Sandstone
York Stone
Brick

Types of
vegetation in
front garden:

Tree (>3M)
Shrub/Small Tree (<3M) \ /
Everqreen shrubs
Herbaceous Perennials \ /

Annuals
Ornamenta I g rass/Ferns
Lawn

Level of
maintenance
of front

Good
Averaqe
Poor v
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garden:
Features in
the front
garden:

Containers Ornaments Birdfeeders Other

Use of front
garden:

Bins
/

Bicycle/motorcycle Cars Seat*ng Other

Comment:
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I
--

O-,l,rroL &,.q<uo/Aa *^-"! # fk ry
Please provide short answers to the following questions:

1 . Are you aware of any public open spaces / green spaces near where
you live? Which one do you like the best? And why is that? Which one
is your least preferred? And why is that?

2. Do you remember any recent major changes to the nearby public open
spaces? What do you think of these changes?

3. Are you content with your current living environment? (Living
environment means your street and neighbourhood. Please give a list
of adjectives to describe. Lively, vibrant, noisy, quite, messy...)

4. ls there a front garden when you first moved in? is front garden a factor
when you decided to move to your current house? And would you
always choose a house with front garden given the opportunity?

5. Have you changed your front gardens when you lived at your current
house? What inspired you to alter your garden, and could you explain
how please?

6. How did you come up with your design / choice of plants? Any
influence? (TV? Books? Magazines?)

7. What woOld your ideal front garden look like and what would it contain?
What would your ideal rear garden look like and what would it contain?
Would you pay someone to do the gardening in order to achieve what
you have in mind?

8. Do you consider your front garden as part of your living environment
(i.e. street and local area)? Why do you think so? And do you think
your living environment could be improved?

9. Do you think it is necessary to put in a front garden when building a
new house?
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Please provide short answers to the following questions: 

1. Are you aware of any public open spaces / green spaces near where 
you live? 

2. What do you like and dislike about theses open / green spaces? 

3. When was the last time you visited one of these open / green spaces? 
And how often do you visit them? 

4. Do ou remember any recent changes to the nearby open / green 
spaces? What do you think of these changes? 

5. What do you like and dislike about the environment of your house? 

6. Was there a front garden when you fist moved in? Was it a factor when 
you moved? 

7. Do you use your front garden and what do you do in it? How often do 
you visit your front garden? 

8. Do you think front garden could improve your quality of life? 

9. Have you changed your front gardens when you lived here? If yes, 
how? If no, why? 

10.How did you come up with your design of garden and choice of pants? 
Any influence? (TV? Books? Magazines?) 

11. What would your ideal front garden look like and what would it contain? 

12.What would your ideal rear garden look like and what would it contain? 

13.Would you pay someone to do the gardening in order to achieve what 
you have in mind? 

14.Do you consider your front garden as a private, public or in-between 
space? Does it form part of your local environment? 

15.Do you think it is necessary to put in a front garden when building a 
new house?



Participant Information Sheet  

�313

Participant Information Sheet:

Dear Sir/Madam:

I am a current PhD student from the university of Sheffield, Landscape
department under the supervision of Dr. Jan Woudstra. I would like to ask for
your patience and cooperation to participate in this participatory photographic
research prepared by the depadment.

This research aims to:
1. Investigate whether there is a link between people's behaviour and attitude
in their front gardens and that in their living environment.
2. Explain the relationship between the popular garden culture and the fact
that front gardens are disappearing from the cities of England.
3. ldentify some of the issues in local community design and planning with a
series of case studies and comment on their causes and possible solutions

As part of a research project into the value of front gardens you will be asked
a few questions regarding the buying preferences of people in Sheffield. This
would hope to reveal the awareness and preferences over front garden when
purchasing their properties. Your contribution would provide vital information
in consolidating results from literature review and provide solid evidences
against people's attitude towards front gardens and their living environments.

Your participation is completely voluntary and you have the right to stop/leave
the interview that follows at any point; and any information you have provided
(including your personal details) will be stored on a passcode protected
personal computer and used only for academic purposes. Please be assured
that no third parties will get access to any of the information regarding this
interview in any form.

Thank you very'much

Jingjing Liu
Registration No: 1 00250512
Department of Landscape
The University of Sheffield

ln case of any query and complains, please contact:

Supervisor: Jan Woudstra

Reader in Landscape History and Theory

Telephone: 01L4 222 0609 Room 4.18

emai l  :  j .woudstra@sheff ie ld.ac.uk
Registrar and Secretary:

Firth Court Western
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Bank Sheffield

S1O 2TN

Tefephone: 01 L4 2221100 Fax: 01 L4 2221103

email : registrar@sheffield.ac.uk
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U nivensity of $heffi*ld

Fmrt*mfr pmt*ffi ffi ffimffisffi m* ffmffiY?

TitEe sf ffiesear*h Fr*ject: Front Gandens as Mirrers sf AttEte*de - T*re potential cf
frsnt gardens &s fim indicator or attEtudes t* the envirsnmerrt and its pCIssible
Inf*uence

fl{mme *f R*s*mrchen: J*ngjing l-iu

FantE*frpamt trdentfrfieation Natrnber fsr thEs pn*je*t:
F$ease $n*tEaE hox

"l . N confirm that I have r*nd and und*rstand the c*ver l*tter
dated { 2V. k 2@fffiaining the ahcve re$e&rch pr*.}e*t
and I hsve llad the op-porturiity to ask questi*ns about the pr*ject.

2" I understand that my participatian is voluntary ar:d that I anr fre* t* withdraw
at any tirns withrout giving any r*es*n and wlthcut there being ffny n#sative
frfinsequence$. In mdditicn, shculd I rrot wish to answsr eny paffiiculan
questi*n *r question$, I am free t* de*line. Ffeass coruf*cf res*arcfter af
#rss4s87s3s.

3. I under"stsnd that nry respsn$es will be kept stri*tly c*nfidential.
. I give perrnisslon fcn n"renrb*rs *f the resemr*h teanr tCI have &c**$$ to my

trnsnyrnised respCIfi$e$. I understand that my nffrne will not he linksd with
the research material$, and I will nmt be identitied or identifiable in th*
repc* cr repo*s that resu|t frory"l the research.

4. I agree f*r the data collected fr*rn m* including thoss fr*nr the interview tc
be used in future reseancfl

S. E egree tc take part in the ah*ve resssrch prcject.
lCffiflztt-t1rv l'tq O €

u
m

x kStftu4,e-:
ldarne nf Farti*ipant
{or /egral repres*n f*five}

Name cf perscn tmking *nnsent Date
{if drfrer* nt {r*rw f*a# r#sstrrsftsr}

Eate
Is he srgned amd rJafed rn presence cf ffte par#crp*nf

Copies.

X 2l ' ' *  tS
ffiate $ign*ture

$ignature

Ic ^ s signed *nqdafd rn prosen** of ffie p*#rcipant

f,.+i,*t /; z+ oE. tu 13
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U niversity of Sheffield

Fartlci patiorl #onssnt fcrm

Title of Research Froject: Front Gardens as Minrors of Attitude - The potential of
front gardens as an indicat$r or attitudes to the environment and its possible
lnfiuence

N*me sf Researcher: Jingjing Liu

Farticipant ldentification Nunnber for tfiis project:
Fleaee initlal box

1. I confirm that I have read and undenstand the cnv*r letter
dated { 2-\r( \r l2o t}*xplaining the above research project
and I have had the oppofiunity to ask questiCIns about the project.

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
at any time without giving any rea$rn and without there being any negative
csnsequenc*$. ln additiCIn, shnuld I nst wish to answer any parti*ular
question or questions, I affi free to de*lin*. F/ease contast researcfi*r at
0789498763S.

3. I understsnd that my re'sponses will be kept strictly confidential.
I give permission for rrrernbers of the research team to have acces$ to my
ansnyrnised rs$pollses. I understand that my name will not be linked with
the research nnaterials, and I will not be identified or identifiable in the
repoft or reports that result frorn the research.

4. I agnee for the data collected from me including those frorn the interview to
be used in future research

S. I agree to take part in the above re$earch project.

H
m

um
$ r.-f.Sar-* C\o-5r'Jl [^)

/)
,{---,{ liaP: [-z-:-g-::--q K X . Cr\c.,t-o.^)

Signature

$ignature

fdarne of Farticipant
{ ar /egla/ represen fa ffve}

ffiate

Name of person taking cnnsent Date
{if diff*rent frarn lead re$effrsher}
Io be srgned and dated rn prese n*e sf the participant

,(+.01 - ?,pts
Date

Io be signed and dafed in presence of th* participant

Copies:

4)4)b
SignatureLead R6searcher
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U n iversity of Sheffield

Partici pation Gonsent form

1.

2.

3.

4.

Title of Research Project: Front Gardens as Mirrors of Attitude - The potential of
front gardens as an indicator or attitudes to the environment and its possible
inf luence

Name of Researcher: Jingjing Liu

Participant ldentification Number for this project:
Please initial box

I confirm that I have read and understand the cover letter
dated [d/o+l ]a, / explaining the above research project
and I have had thfopportunity to ask questions about the project.

r understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
at any time without giving any reason and without there being any negative
consequences. In addition, should I not wish to answer any particular
question or questions, I am free to decline. Please contact researcher at
07894987636.

I understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential.
I give permission for members of the research team to have access to my
anonymised responses. I understand that my name wil l not be l inked with
the research materials, and I wil l  not be identif ied or identif iable in the
report or reports that result from the research.

I agree for the data collected from me including those from the interview to
be used in future research

5. I agree to take part in the above research project.

6 /o7/ r \
Date Signature

Name of person taking consent Date
(if different from lead researcher)
To be signed and dated in presence of the participant

Signature

n
n
a
g
w

Nre{L .tnsg. t
Name of Participant
(or leg al rep re sentative)

To be signed 
"rf .dated 

in presence of the participant
jrqi.^l l; 06 01 zgt3 dbb

Date
To be signed and dated in presence of the participant

Copies:

Signature
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U niversity of Sheffield

Partici pation Consent form

Title of Research Project: Front Gardens as Mirrors of Attitude - The potential of
front gardens as an indicator or attitudes to the environment and its possible
inf luence

Name of Researcher: Jingjing Liu

Participant ldentification Number for this project:
Please initial box

1 . I confirm that I have read and understand the cover letter
dated / U / t / G /explaining the above research pr:oject
and I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the project.

2. I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw
at any time without giving any reason and without there being any negative
consequences. In addition, should I not wish to answer any particular
question or questions, I am free to decline. Please contact researcher at
07894987636.

3. I understand that my responses will be kept strictly confidential.
I give permission for members of the research team to have access to my
anonymised responses. I understand that my name wil l  not be l inked with
the research materials, and I wil l  not be identif ied or identif iable in the
report or reports that result from the research.

4. I agree for the data collected from me including those from the interview to
be used in future research

5. I agree to take part in the above research project.

w
a
V
Vn

A (*\LL\fS
Name of Participant
(or legal re p resentative)

N,?atwt6
Name of person taking consent Date
(if different from lead researcher)
To be signed and dated in presence of the participant

Szq1q L o6 o7 ?ots
Date

To be signed and dated in presence of the participant

Copies:

Signature^s,-fr-S
z--*r $

k3:tui^A
Signature

Signature

Date
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Interview Transcriptions

PROPERTY AGENT NO.03 — CROOKES

I n t e r v i e w e r / 
Interviewee Conversation

Interviewer

So would people consider front garden as a priority when they 

are renting a property? What about it is paved over for a car 

parking?

Interviewee

Em…Yes, po..possibly, if there’s off-road parking, yes, but no, as 

a front garden,  no , it’s not something people tend to ask for 

specifically

Interviewer
Ok. And does front garden or front parking affect the rates of  

the rent?

Interviewee Yes, yes, if there is the parking, yes the rent will slightly increase.

Interviewer Ok. So but the front garden doesn’t really help?

Interviewee No.

Interviewer

Ok. And when it comes to students, is there a pattern of a way 

that they are actually looking for property, say, I want particularly 

this area because my friends are at, living close by?

Interviewee

Yes, it sensibly, in this year, there’s lot of students, and it is 

sensible to be close to the universities, so yes, literally within 5 to 

10 minutes walk, they said.

Interviewer

Ok. And, do people, when people went to view a property, 

would they make comments of the front garden or would they 

pay attention to the state of the front garden?

Interviewee

No, not really, I think the reason is because, especially the 

students properties, they tend to use the back door. So we don’t 

always look at the fronts anyway.
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I n t e r v i e w e r / 
Interviewee Conversation

Interviewer Oh ok.

Interviewee

And obviously the majority of the property we rent out are 

terraces so they do look very small, so there isn’t a fronts, so, so 

that I don’t think so, obviously if it is filled with rubbish, i think i 

will say people will say have issue with it, but as a general I’ve 

had this job for 7 years and never had anybody asking for a front 

garden.

Interviewer
Ah ok. And is there any, are you aware of any regulations that 

oblige the tenants to take care for front gardens?

Interviewee

I mean there will be a clause within the tenancy agreements that 

says maintain the garden, but it’s just not specific to the front 

garden. Obviously it’s to make sure everything’s clean and tidy, 

but it’s not specific to the front gardens.

Interviewer Ah ok. Thank you very much.

Interviewee Alright?

Interviewer Cheers.

Interviewee Ok.
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I n t e r v i e w e r / 
Interviewee Conversation

Interviewer So you were only doing lettings in terms of properties.

Interviewee Yes, we only do lettings, yes.

Interviewer
Ah ok. So is front garden an important fact when people are 

letting or renting a property?

Interviewee

Front garden…Em…Yes and no. It very much depends on 

whether or not that person is a gardener. Ok? Obviously a lot of 

people do enjoy , er, looking after and, em,  spending time in 

the garden. But the difference is they are actually renting the 

property so they don't actually own it. So most are reluctant to 

put, em, a large amount of effort into the front garden itself. Em, 

so i would, yes, em……it is not as important as you may think, 

front garden, ok?

Interviewer
Ok., thank you. And is property prices influenced by front 

gardens?

Interviewee Em…

Interviewer The lettings. Say rentals…

Interviewee

Yes. ..Er…probably slightly it will have an influence on it, yes. 

Because the property with a front garden will look nicer than one 

without. So it will have a slight effect on the price of the property 

in terms of the rents. It will command slightly higher rent. Yes.

Interviewer
So what about a front parking? Would it have a bigger influence 

than garden?

Interviewee On parking?

Interviewer Yes.

Interviewee

Em…More so, yes. Because a lot of people do own cars, 

obviously. And, em, i think most people these day do want to get 

their car off the road onto their private bit of the parking.
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Interviewer Yes.

Interviewee
Especially if their car is, em, important to them or their pride and 

joy. Yes, yes.

Interviewer
So which type of front garden do people prefer? Vegetated or 

paved over?

Interviewee

Em……I think from a looks point of view, it is better if it is 

actually what you called vegetated, yes, as oppose to paved 

over. Em, it does make the overall look of the house prettier if it 

is lawn or has strawberries borders. Even though, obviously if it 

is paver over, it is what they would call, or what we would call, a 

low maintenance garden. But it is, em, they probably pay more 

attention to a vegetated garden,yes, yes. 

(Call rings)

Interviewer Em…do you want to take the call?

Interviewee Yes, yes.

Interviewer

And…so…does it occur quite often, does it occur often that 

landlords tend to pave all the front gardens in terms of easy 

maintenance?

Interviewee

Not really, no. Because in the vast majority of cases, if there is a 

garden at the property, em, it is actually the tenants’ 

responsibility to all look after and maintain that garden. Em…so 

the job of looking after it and doing the hard work on it doesn’t 

really fall back to the landlord.

Interviewer It is more on the…
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Interviewee On parking?

Interviewer Yes.

Interviewee

Em…More so, yes. Because a lot of people do own cars, 

obviously. And, em, i think most people these day do want to get 

their car off the road onto their private bit of the parking.

Interviewer Yes.

Interviewee
Especially if their car is, em, important to them or their pride and 

joy. Yes, yes.

Interviewer
So which type of front garden do people prefer? Vegetated or 

paved over?

Interviewee

Em……I think from a looks point of view, it is better if it is actually 

what you called vegetated, yes, as oppose to paved over. Em, it 

does make the overall look of the house prettier if it is lawn or 

has strawberries borders. Even though, obviously if it is paver 

over, it is what they would call, or what we would call, a low 

maintenance garden. But it is, em, they probably pay more 

attention to a vegetated garden,yes, yes. 

(Call rings)

Interviewer Em…do you want to take the call?

Interviewee Yes, yes.

Interviewer

And…so…does it occur quite often, does it occur often that 

landlords tend to pay all the front gardens in terms of easy 

maintenance?

Interviewee

Not really, no. Because in the vast majority of cases, if there is a 

garden at the property, em, it is actually the tenants’ 

responsibility to all look after and maintain that garden. Em…so 

the job of looking after it and doing the hard work on it doesn’t 

really fall that to the landlord.
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Interviewer It is more on the…

Interviewee Yes it falls to the tenants to look after, ok?

Interviewer
Yes, thank you. And, so do people pay attention to the state of 

the front garden when they first view the property?

Interviewee

Yes, they do, yes. Because they obviously, em, will be 

responsible for the condition of the front garden when they 

leave the property. So if the front garden is widely over grown,  

invariably, them as the tenants would want it to be put into some 

sort of neat order before they physically move ito the house. And 

that is how they will be expected to leave it when they move out. 

Em…Yes.

Interviewer

Ok. And is there a connection between the types of rental, the 

people looking for houses to rent and types of properties that 

they are looking after?

Interviewee

Em….Sorry i was trying to read that upside down that question. 

Em…yes but only in so much as…  Obviously most people look 

to rent a house with a specific number of bedrooms depending 

on whether or not they are going live in it by themselves or with 

family, er, with children. And also obviously depend on what 

budget it is, as in how much they want to spend on a monthly 

basis. Em, and also in terms of what areas of the city they are 

actually looking in, probably dependant upon where they work 

and what links they need to various points. So there is a 

connection but it is more a connection to the actual house itself.

Interviewer Rather than the font garden…

Interviewee
Yes, rather than the garden itself. The garden is probably more 

of a second or third issue to them.
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Interviewer Like a small bonus if there’s a front garden.

Interviewee

Yes, yes. In terms of renting a property, they are more concerned 

about in what area it is in and what price it is and how many 

bedrooms it has got. Er, if it is got a garden, it is more of a four 

four fifth consideration I would guess depending on whether 

they are keen gardener or not. If they are not a keen gardener, 

than it is probably a ten for a twelve consideration to them if you 

see what I mean, Ok?

Interviewer Ok, thank you very much.
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I n t e r v i e w e r / 
Interviewee Conversation

Interviewer
So er just a couple of questions before I start. Do you own this 

property

Interviewee Yes.

Interviewer Ok, and did you had any garden related experience in the past?

Interviewee
Erm, I’ve… It’s not the first garden I had. We had gardens in 

previous properties.

Interviewer Ok, so you’ve worked in a garden before

Interviewee Yes

Interviewer
Ok, so are you aware of any nearby public green spaces, and 

open spaces?

Interviewee
Yes, the, erm, the Bowhills, on the top of Crookes is where we 

take our grand daughter.

Interviewer ok, and what do you like and dislike about these green spaces?

Interviewee

Well it’s a good space for young children, and it’s a nice view, 

over and into the hills. Erm, I don’t think there’s anything I dislike 

like about it.

Interviewer
Ok, thank you. And when was the last time you visited one of 

those places?

Interviewee I think last week with the grand daughter.

Interviewer Ok, do you remember any recent changes to the green space?

Interviewee No, I don’t.

Interviewer
Ok, thank you. And what do you like and dislike about the 

environment of your house?

Interviewee
Erm, the back garden is not big enough, I’d like a bigger garden 

at the back.
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Interviewer Ok, erm,what do you call the space in front of your house?

Interviewee Front garden.

Interviewer Front garden. Yeah, ok. What was there when you first moved in?

Interviewee There was a… It was a enclosed front garden, with a little gate.

Interviewer So you’ve open it up?

Interviewee Yes, I opened it up for parking space.

Interviewer
Ok, erm, was the front garden a factor when you moved here? As 

in choosing this house?

Interviewee

Erm, probably not I mean, I think most of the houses we looked 

at had got front gardens. So I think we wanted a front garden. I 

think what attracted us to the house was more the view at the 

back, and the size of the house.

Interviewer Ok. What do you normally do in your front garden?

Interviewee
I’ve got some flowers and shrubs in the two areas by the parking 

space. 

Interviewer And so how often do you go over to the front garden?

Interviewee

Erm, I’ve been out today actually. Doing some tidying up. 

Probably about every two to three weeks I do something in it. No 

actually it’s more frequent than that. About weekly because we 

get a lot of rubbish blown in. So I sweep or tidy it up probably 

twice a week. And tidy the bit where the plants are probably 

about once every two or three weeks.

Interviewer
ok, thank you. Do you consider your front garden as a public, 

private or in-between space?

Interviewee Er, in-between. 
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Interviewer As a transitional space?

Interviewee

Yes,  I mean obviously it is mine to maintain, so it’s private from 

that point of view. But also it’s an area you engage with your 

neighbours in them, and theres people coming down the street 

who talk to you if you’re in the front garden. So it’s a point of 

contact for between me and my neighbours.

Interviewer So you do have a brief conversation …

Interviewee

Yes, some times a longer conversation. I tend to talk to the 

neighbours either side when I’m on the back, when they are on 

the back. But other people on the street I’ll talk to them on the 

front garden.

Interviewer
Ok, do you think your front garden could improve your quality of 

life?

Interviewee
A bit I think my quality of life is mainly through the back garden. 

Thats where I spent most of my time gardening.

Interviewer
Erm, apart from opening it up, have you changed it in any way 

whilst you stayed here?

Interviewee
No, I mean I have altered the planting, but the main change it’s 

been open it up for the car parking space. 

Interviewer
So you do, you still wanted a bit of planting to go with the car 

park?

Interviewee

Yes, I wouldn’t want it all paved, rem, I mean I think it is nice 

when you are walking down the street people’s gardens are 

attractive, it’s, it’s kind of gives you a spirit, a life. 

Interviewer And softening up the edges of the buildings.

Interviewee Yes.
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Interviewer
Ok, and how did you come up with the design of your front 

garden and the choice of your plants?

Interviewee

Erm, when I came, there were hydrangea nyrises on the right as 

you came in and i’ve left those. I got some carrier from my 

mother-in-las and used that to create a bit of a screen between 

this house and that house. This area on the left is near, I mean all 

this planting I’ve chosen. I bought more Hydrangea to balanced 

it up. I bought pienes in because I cleared a lot pienes from the 

back. So  I bought pienes in and I’ve also used some of the 

plants from the back. I bought a small magnolia in the corner 

because I kind of like magnolia as a plant. And I moved a couple 

of plants I have from the back. 

Interviewer So, it’s mostly what you have in the back garden.

Interviewee
Yes, the plants I bought new are a couple of hydrangeas on this 

side and the magnolia.

Interviewer
Ok, do you have any influences from TV shows and 

programmes?

Interviewee

No, well I, not, not. I mean I do some times watch TV gardening 

shows. Erm, but it hasn’t really affected the front garden. It’s 

affected what I do at the back garden. Because at the back what I 

do is combine flowers fruits and vegetables, which is an idea that 

came off, there was a women gardner called Alice Fallow on the 

television also done that and that kind of, I tended to gardening 

that sort of  way anyway but seeing what she did with it has been 

quite influential.

Interviewer So it’s mainly on the back garden

Interviewee
Mainly on the back garden, I’ve tried to stay with plants I already 

had and create this sort of consistency.
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Interviewer Ok. What would your ideal front garden to look like?

Interviewee

Ideal front garden, I mean I kind of like it as it is. I mean I don’t, I 

wouldn’t want a bigger front garden. I’m quite happy with the 

size of it and I’m quite happy with the planting. I mean I messed 

around with it maybe, but I haven’t got, I’m quite, could do with a 

bit tidier, maybe I put another hydrangea in, but it really is 

tinkering with it.

Interviewer Ok, and what would your ideal back garden to be like?

Interviewee Erm, oh about twice the size

Interviewer Much bigger?

Interviewee

Yeah, and I’d use the additional size to develop planting, to 

develop vegetable for the garden. Maybe have a similar sized 

lawn, but, yeah

Interviewer Ok, and would you pay someone to do the gardening?

Interviewee No

Interviewer You prefer to do it yourself

Interviewee Yes

Interviewer
And do you think your front garden belong to the local 

environment?

Interviewee

I kinda think you got the responsibility to keep it tidy and 

reasonable attractive really. You know if it was, because people 

don't want them to look like mess.
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Interviewer
Are you aware that the front gardens are slowly disappearing, 

slowly being turn into car parks?

Interviewee

That’s, that’s, that’s surprises me. But, I didn’t know that but I 

suppose it’s the pressure on space. It’s something that could 

easily go.

Interviewer
And what do you think of this trend of paving the front gardens 

into car parks? 

Interviewee
 I think it’s sad at one level but if you live in a terraced house, the 

pressure on parking.

Interviewer You don’t have much choice

Interviewee
No, I mean I’m glad we did it. But you know, it’s it’s obviously you 

wouldn’t want to walk down the street and it be solid paving.

Interviewer
And do you think it’s necessary to put in a front garden when 

building a new house?

Interviewee

Yes, I mean I think I mean children need some contact with 

nature I think. Certainly for small children, that first contact is a 

garden really and I think kid that don't have the experience are 

deprived, their lives are not as rich as it could be.

Interviewer Ok, Thank you very much.

Interviewee Thank you.

�335



PARTICIPANT NO. WS-07 — WOODSEATS (1 OF 6)

I n t e r v i e w e r / 
Interviewee Conversation

Interviewer
Just a couple of questions before I start, so do you own this 

property?

Interviewee Do I own it? Yes.

Interviewer
And did you have any gardening related experiences in the 

past?

Interviewee
Erm, well I grew up in a family that, yes we are interested in 

gardening. Yes.

Interviewer
Ok, and are you aware of any public open green spaces around 

this area?

Interviewee Sorry have I what?

Interviewer Erm, are you aware of any public green open spaces around

Interviewee You mean like Graves Park?

Interviewer Yes, do you know others?

Interviewee Yes, Millhouses, and erm, Eccessal Woods,

Interviewer
Ok, so what do you like and dislike about these open green 

spaces?

Interviewee
What do I like? Erm, I like to go walking and going to, you know, 

the fresh air. I go into Derbyshire a lot.

Interviewer
So what do you dislike? Is there anything you would avoid when 

you go into these open green spaces?

Interviewee
Erm, no not really. Unless if I’m on me own and it’t too quiet a 

place. I’d feel that I was being threatened in some way.

Interviewer So, when was the last time you visited one of those places?

Interviewee
Do you mean just in the local area? Not outside this sort of local 

area?
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Interviewer Any green spaces.

Interviewee Well restored I went out to Edale, which is about 15 miles away

Interviewer So what about these spaces?

Interviewee About a week ago.

Interviewer
Ok, so do you remember any recent changes to these green 

spaces?

Interviewee
Erm, they’ve improved Graves Park quite a lot regards children’s 

facilities. I would say yes.

Interviewer And what do you think of that?

Interviewee I think it’s good.

Interviewer
And what do you like and dislike about the environment of your 

house?

Interviewee I’m quite happy with it, yes. The general, the road and the area.

Interviewer So how would describe your neighbourhood?

Interviewee

Nice and peaceful the road, but within easy access to local 

facilities and the shops. Very good because it’s close to the town 

centres and near amenities. And also very good because if 

you’ve got a car it’s only 10 or 15 minutes into Derbyshire, which 

I like.

Interviewer Ok, so what do you call the space in front of your house?

Interviewee In the front garden, erm, a forecourt, yes.

Interviewer
Ok. And what was there when you first moved in to this 

property?

Interviewee

What was there? Erm, something similar. probably, just fears 

around with just a central square of earth, that was I think 

probably like the original, what it was like. But the wall was very 

badly damaged back a couple of years ago. It was not very good 

I had it all rebuilt, flagged, yes.
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Interviewer So was there any plants when you moved in?

Interviewee Only another one or two. It was mainly, mainly flagged.

Interviewer
Ok. So was the front garden a factor for you to choose this 

house?

Interviewee No.

Interviewer It’s more to the back, the back garden

Interviewee
Yes, it was more of the back garden that made me chose the 

house.

Interviewer Ok, so what do you normally do in your front garden?

Interviewee

Erm, I just, I’ve had it flagged to make it, so tidy it up. I really had 

that done to make it tidy and then just put plants in pots to 

brighten it up. And make it look more attractive.

Interviewer
Ok, erm, so how often would you visit, would you say you visit 

the front garden?

Interviewee Erm, every couple of days, just to water the plants.

Interviewer
And do you consider your front garden as a private, public or a 

in-between space?

Interviewee More private really.

Interviewer
Thank you. And do you think your front garden could improve 

your quality of life?

Interviewee No.

Interviewer Ok, and have you changed the front garden while you live here?

Interviewee Yes. Because I have the wall rebuilt. 
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Interviewer
So apart from that, do you, can you recall any other major 

changes you’ve made to the garden?

Interviewee

Erm, well not on the garden but actually on the bay window on 

the front had been taken off. Probably because over the years it 

subsided and it was a flat wall. When I came I had it rebuilt to the 

original more in line with the rest of the road.

Interviewer

So, in terms of your design of your front garden, how, were you 

influenced by any TV programmes or magazines? In terms of 

design and the choice of plants?

Interviewee Not really. 

Interviewer
So it’s basically over the years, you had your own experiences 

and your own choices of plants?

Interviewee Yes, yes,

Interviewer

So when you go around your neighbourhood do you notice 

other people’s font gardens and say, make comments, and say 

that’s pretty and I want that in my front garden?

Interviewee Yes, I probably say that looked horrible. (laughed)

Interviewer
There been quite a few front gardens been paved over in this 

neighbourhood.

Interviewee Yes.

Interviewer And what would your ideal front garden to look like?

Interviewee
Erm, well, at the moment, something which is fairly easy to 

manage I would say as I get older.

Interviewer Low maintenance

Interviewee Yes, low maintenance.
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Interviewer And what would your ideal back garden to look like?

Interviewee

Well, colourful throughout the year, the seasons. I quite like 

spending time in it, seeing time sitting in it as I get older. I’m not 

interested in actually doing it but i do like it to look nice.

Interviewer
It is very colourful at the moment now. So you don’t normally sit 

in the front, you’d rather sit in the back garden?

Interviewee No, I would never sit in the front.

Interviewer It’s much more private here isn’t it (the back garden)

Interviewee
Yes. I think unless somebody has not got a back garden you 

won’t find them sit in the front mainly. Not in England.

Interviewer
Ok, would you pay someone to do the gardening in order to 

achieve what you have in mind?

Interviewee
Do you mean with respect to the garden, the whole of the 

garden?

Interviewer Yes.

Interviewee Yes, I would. I would rather than it looking a mess.

Interviewer
And do you think your front garden belong to the local 

environment?

Interviewee Well, not really, no.

Interviewer
And are you aware that front gardens are slowly disappearing, 

being paved over.

Interviewee Yes.
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Interviewer And what do you think of this issue?

Interviewee

Well, I think mainly people, like in a bigger house, have it for 

vehicle parking. They’ve probably got two or three cars. They do 

it for that reason, as a practical reason. And as a time saving 

reason. But I think they can do it better than what they do now. I 

mean some of them are quite nice, I quite like when they paved 

and they perhaps have a border down it, to just brighten it up or 

some hanging basket. Something to make it, but some look I 

think the spoiled whole frontage of the house by having it all 

flagged.

Interviewer
So do you think it is necessary to put in a front garden when 

building a new house.

Interviewee Yes, probably so.

Interviewer Ok, thank you very much.

Interviewee Alright.
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