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Fig. 1. Difference in percentage of housing
lots with neither fences nor hedges
in the survey areas.
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Table 1. Types of fences appearing in the respective areas
Kinds of fence
Survey area 1) 2) 3) 4) 5) 6) 7 8) 9) Total N
» (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
A. 380 272 254 2.0 5.3 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.0 100.0 150
B. 303 191 315 101 45 1.1 34 0.0 0.0 100.0 89
C. 29.8 75 569 0.0 34 14 0.0 0.6 0.6 100.0 148
D. 389 266 14.1 9.4 49 4.7 0.0 0.0 1.6 100.0 64
E. 272 126 209 290 6.3 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 48
F. 355 104 459 3.1 21 00 0.0 2.1 0.9 100.0 96
G. 265 142 407 116 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.3 3.9 100.0 155
H. 303 113 244 264 1.9 0.0 1.9 1.9 1.9 100.0 53
I. 36.3 50 206 255 2.9 0.9 2.0 2.9 3.9 100.0 102
J. 234 106 17.1 30.0 00 10.6 6.3 0.0 2.0 100.0 47
L. 36.1 120 29.0 157 24 24 0.0 24 0.0 100.0 83
M‘. 275 16.0 404 7.2 44 0.0 1.5 1.5 1.5 100.0 69
Total area 322 146 336 11.2 3.0 1.6 1.2 1.2 14 100.0 1,104

Note. 1) Concrete block fences.

fences. 5) Stone fences.
Banboo fences and others.
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2) Concrete block fences with metal railings. 3) Hedges. 4) Board
6) Metal railings.

7) Wire netting fences. 8) Brick fences. 9)
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Table 2. Frequency of used plants for hedges in the respective survey areas
Survey area Kinds of plants
1) 2 3% 4 5 6 7 8 9 100 11) Total
A, 32 1 1 1 1 38
B. 20 1 1 1 3 1 2 28
C. 80 2 1 1 84
D. 9
E. 1 1 10
. 35 2 1 3 1 44
G. 47 _ 5 7 1 63
H. 4 1 ' 1 7 13
I. 11 1 1 8 21
J. 7 1 8
L. 20 1 24
M, 18 3 1 4 1 1 28
Total area 190 5 4 4 2 28 19 8 370
% 784 1.4 11 1.1 0.5 0.5 75 5.1 2.2 1.1 11 100.0

Note.

1) Ligustrum obtusifolium. 2) Enkianthus perulatus.

3) Berberis Thunbergii.

4) Partheno-

cissus spp. 5) Rosa rugosa. 6) Other decidious trees. 7) Tazxus cuspidata. 8) Thuja occi-

dentalis. 9) Pinus spp. 10) Chamaecyparis spp. 11) Biota oriéntalis.
Table 3. Height composition of fences and hedges and average
height in the respective survey areas
Height of fences and hedges (cm)
-1 21 41 61 81 101 121 141 161 181 Total Ave:rage
Survey area 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 N height
20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 -
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (cm)
A. 07 73 107 227 279 207 87 1.3 00 00 1000 ' 150 .- 914
B. 0.0 1.1 34 9.0 281 36.0 146 56 .22 0.0 100.0 89 109.1
C. 0.7 0.7 14 122 243 357 196 47 00 07 100.0 148 | 1099
D. 0.0 94 94 203 327 172 63 16 31 00 100.0 ! 64 - 90.9
E. 0.0 0.0 2.1 6.3 312 332 146 6.3 21 42 . 1000 48 108.7
F. 3.1 1.OI 6.3 94 198 302 156 83 63 00 100.0 . 96 109.4
G. 0.0 1.3 45 161 239 316 123 45 45 13 100.0 155 109.5.
H. 0.0 0.0 3.8 57 151 320 226 94 38 76 100.0 53 128.2
1. 0.0 1.0 0.0 49 265 264 225 11.8 59 1.0 100.0 102 120.1
J. 2.1 21 21 128 278 170 234 21 64 42 100.0 - 4T 1155
L. 120 4.8 '96 276 182 170 72 12 24 00 . 1000 83 93.6
M. 43 58 58 174 174 261 87 116 14 14 100.0 69 102.5
Total area 1.7 29 51 143 245 278 143 53 29 1.2 1000 1,104 106.7 -
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Note. 1) Housing lots with neither fences nor
hedges.
2) Housing lots with fences or hedges.
3) Housing lots with fences or hedges and
gate poles.
4) Housing lots with fences or hedges, gate
poles and gate doors.
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by housing lot size, living age and fam-

ily income.

Type of fences and hedges appearing in the respective survey

Kinds of fences and hedges

Survey area 1 2 3) 5 5) 6) 7 Total N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
T 28.4 0.6 60.1 8.5 0.0 1.2 1.2 100.0 165
o 58.0 6.4 20.7 6.4 4.3 2.1 2.1 1000 140
L 55.1 7.8 20,7 12.1 1.7 1.7 0.9 100.0 116
w 64.7 15.6 11.6 3.4 2.7 0.0 2.0 100.0 147
v 56.7 17.3 11.8 1.6 79 0.0 4.7 100.0 127
Total area 51.7 9.2 26.5 6.3 3.2 1.0 21 100.0 695
Note. 1) Concrete block fences. 2) Concrete block fences with metal railings. 3) Hedges. 4)

Board fences. 5) Metal railings.

6) Wire netting fences.

7) Other fences.
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Table 5. Reasons of necessity for fences or hedges by the cities, sex and age

Sapporo  Hirosaki Sapporo city

Reasons of city city Sex Age
necessity  Total Total m £ ~20  33~39  40~49  50~59 60~
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
1) 63.2 705 64.0 63.6 497 63.3 64.6 68.5 71.1
2) 22.1 36.2 17.1 256 26.8 27.1 195 16.7 17.4
3) 27.4 335 29.5 26.0 32.9 247 25.2 279 30.0
4) 9.2 9.0 10.6 8.3 10.1 8.4 10.2 86 9.3
5) 159 11.1 18.5 14.8 14.8 16.9 15.7 16.4 16.3
6) 16.9 15.0 17.6 16.5 11.7 17.6 17.3 15.0 21.9
7) 26.2 18.0 24.0 279 29.2 28.5 287 256 15.2
8) 18.2 19.3 17.4 18.7 17.1 20.0 19.0 164 174
9) 134 13.0 13.6 13.0 15.8 147 14.0 11.7 8.1
10) 12.1 7.8 13.2 115 13.4 95 10.9 114 185
11) 184 247 179 18.2 14.1 16.0 20.2 20.3 222
12) 1.0 3.6 1.4 0.7 0.7 1.5 14 0.0 1.1
13) 0.8 2.4 14 0.5 1.3 1.1 0.0 1.4 04
14) 6.5 1.8 7.2 6.1 9.1 5.8 6.2 6.7 52
N 1,927 860 726 1,150 298 550 421 359 270

(Percentage of respondents in Sapporo city, including residents living in not individual houses.)

Note. 1) Clarify the border of housing lot. 2) Prevent outsiders from looking inside. 3) Keep
off uninvited intruders. 4) Keep out burglars. 5} Make a better landscaping for walkers.
6) Make a better view from inside of the house. 7) Characterize or decorate a house. 8)
Feeling of nature and seasonal change. 9) Noise, wind, snow and fire prevention. 10) Dust
prevention and air purification. 11) To prevent falling snow from roof to neighboring lots.
12) Do as the neighbors do. 13) Other response. 14) Not necessary.
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Fig. 11. Reasons of necessity for fences or hedges by respondents having

hedges or concrete block fences.

Note. 1) to 14) are corresponding to those in Table 5, but 4), 12) and 13) are omitted.
Including residents living in not individual houses.
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Fig. 12. Reasons of necessity for fences or hedges by respondents having

Note.

fences or hedges or not, and their height.
1) to 14) are corresponding to those in Table 5, but 4), 12) and 13) are omitted.
Including residents living in not individual houses.
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Summary

The present survey was conducted to investigate
appropriate plans and designs of fences and hedges
of urban housing lots in Hokkaido. Firstry, in or-
der to know the true state of fences and hedges
in Sapporo city, 12 typical residential areas were
selected in this survey. The percentage of housing
lots with neither fences nor hedges, types of fences
hedges and the height were investigated. The
result obtained were as follows;

1) Within the limits of lots under survey, 49%
of them were housing lots having neither fences
nor hedges.

2) The average height of fences and hedges was
107 cm.

3) About 30 % of the total were hedges and
concrete block fences respectively. Although the
concrete block fences were commonly found in the

most survey areas, many houses with hedges were

found in several areas. Many concrete block fences
with metal railings were found in new residential
areas and many board fences were found in old
areas.

4) As to the kinds of plants used for hedges,
Ligustrum obtusifolium was found most commonly.

The second object of the present report was
clarify the state of openness and the characteris-
tics of the fences and hedges in comparison with
Hirosaki city. For this purpose, twenty typical
residential areas, fifteen areas in Sapporo city and
five in Hirosaki city were selected. The reason
why Hirosaki city was selected is because, it is a
snowy area like Sapporo city, but is different in
historical and cultural background. The results
obtained were as follows;

1) Compared with housing lots in Sapporo city,
a larger propotion of housing lots in Hirosaki city
were fenced in or had hedges and gates. In addi-
tion, more housing lots with relatively high fences
or hedges were found in Hirosaki city. Thus, we
can easily point out that the housing lots in Sap-
poro city are more open than Hirosaki city.

2) Although a great number of the residents in
both cities replied that fences or hedges were
necessary to make clear the boundary of their
housing lots, many more of the residents in Hiro-
saki city replied that the fences or hedges were
built to keep outsiders out and to insure a measure
of privacy.

3) The findings were discussed along with the
differences of house style, the influence of tradi-
tional samurai’s resident and differences in people’s
attitude to living in other words the Hirosaki style
was a closed society and the Sapporo style was
relatively open.

Because the borders of housing lots in Sapporo
city are relatively open, we can easily see the front
yards and the large parts of private gardens. Since
the openness is good for public landscaping in
residential areas, when we plan and design fences,
hedges and front yards, it is important to take
into consideration the characteristics of the area
in such a way the overall pictures blends with the

surroundings.



