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Drivers, Barriers, and Consumer Preferences in Urban Gardening: A Case Study of Hyderabad, India 
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ABSTRACT 

	Urban gardening is as varied and creative activity for the people who find joy in growing their own food. It has emerged as a powerful tool to address critical challenges such as food security and environmental sustainability in urban regions. This research aimed to examine the key drivers motivating urban residents, identify the major challenges they face, and assess how pricing, usability, and support services influence consumer preferences for urban gardening in Hyderabad. Purposive sampling was used with 80 respondents, and data were collected via structured questionnaires using 5-point semantic differential scales. The results were analyzed using simple statistical methods like mean ranking and multiple linear regression. Most of the respondents were female, educated, middle-aged, and married individuals living in nuclear families. Both working professionals and homemakers are actively participating in gardening activities. Challenges such as adverse weather conditions and pest problems were commonly reported. Among the various features of gardening packages, people gave the highest importance to the quality of materials, followed by price and ease of use. For many, gardening was both a hobby and a way to relax, with health benefits being an additional motivation. Pricing, usability, and support services were found to significantly influence consumer preferences (p < 0.01). The findings highlight the need for targeted interventions to address key challenges, enhance product offerings, and improve support systems to sustain and expand urban gardening practices in the Hyderabad region.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Urban gardening is rapidly gaining its attention as an individual and community-driven approach to address the concerns related to food security, environmental degradation, and urban resilience. According to the reports, the population dwelling in urban areas was 11.4 % according to 1901 census. This count has increased to 28.53 % according to 2001 census, even crossing 30 % as per 2011 census. It is also expected that by 2030, 40.76 % of the country’s population will be residing in urban areas [1]. Due to this rapid urbanization and decreasing availability of cultivable land particularly in growing cities of India the dependence on urban gardening has grown considerably. Urban gardening can be defined as the cultivation of fruits, vegetables, and other plants in limited urban spaces such as rooftops, balconies, and community plots and it is emerging as a practical alternative to conventional farming in city environments. The COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated urban gardening because of disrupted food supply chains and leisure due to lockdown, encouraging households to explore self-reliant methods of food production. In many cities across the Globe, gardens helped fill the gap when markets could not supply enough fresh food. In India, government schemes and community efforts supported rooftop and balcony gardening to reduce shortages and make households more self-reliant. [2]
Hyderabad, a rapidly growing city in Telangana state is experiencing improvement in urban gardening practices which is primarily driven by personal interest and it is offering a green response to urbanization and pollution [3-4]. . Increased access to information and extension advisory services of the Urban Farming Division (UFD) of Horticulture Department, Hyderabad have induced most of the urbanities to practice agriculture [5]. Although the interest in growing their own food has increased, urban gardening remains in its early stages and is constrained by various challenges. Study reported that time constraints and a lack of technical guidance hindered the ability to maintain gardens effectively [6]. Additionally, constraints regarding pest attack, seed shortages, and limited space were also reported [3]. These constraints shows that there is market gap and emphasize the need for inclusive and innovative business models to make urban gardening more accessible, scalable, and sustainable. Space constraints are a defining challenge for urban agriculture in dense cities because land availability is reducing due to residential, commercial or industrial propose[7]. Innovative solutions such as vertical gardening, hydroponics, and rooftop farming have emerged to optimize production within limited areas [8]. The scarcity of resource for agriculture is land. 
Several global and regional studies underscore the multiple dimensions of urban gardening. For example, urban gardening activities like primarily crop cultivation and livestock rearing were influenced by factors such as education, employment, food insecurity, and access to extension services. Similarly, researchers found that personal satisfaction and community participation were more important motivation drivers than economic returns. In some regions rooftop gardening has been promoted not only for its role in enhancing food security but also as a means to improve urban sustainability and aesthetics. Examples from developed countries include rooftop greenhouses and community farms in New York and Chicago such as Gotham Greens and Bushwick City Farm focusing on local food production and education. In the United Kingdom, initiatives like Grow Up in London utilize vertical farming in urban spaces, while countries such as Singapore, Japan, and Milan have integrated urban gardening into city planning, converting vacant lots and rooftops into productive gardens [9-11]. Urban gardening is also viewed as a valuable tool for enhancing dietary quality. Studies have shown that families engaged in gardening tend to consume more vegetables and enjoy improved nutritional intake [12]. Urbanization has intensified issues like the Urban Heat Island (UHI) effect and nutritional insecurity. Kitchen gardening offers a practical, sustainable solution by cooling urban spaces, reducing transport-related emissions, and providing fresh, healthy produce. It supports key Sustainable Development Goals while fostering community engagement and economic opportunities [13]. The potager scheme in Coimbatore, though discontinued after a year, created significant awareness and shifted demand to online sellers. Its experience highlights the need for scientific planning, precise input management, and institutional support to make urban gardening sustainable and scalable [14]. This study focuses on understanding consumer preferences based on affordability, ease of use, and support services related to urban gardening. 

2. material and methods 

Hyderabad is chosen for this study due to its rapid urbanization, diverse consumer base, and growing interest in sustainable living but the findings of the study may be extended to other metropolitan areas in India that are experiencing similar demographic and developmental transitions. Purposive sampling method was done and the data was collected from 80 respondents who are actively engaged in urban gardening practices. The sample size of 80 was determined to ensure adequate representation of active urban gardeners within Hyderabad while remaining feasible for in-depth data collection. The primary data included the demographic profile, factors influencing input selection, motivational drivers, consumer opinions on key aspects such as pricing, usability and support services and challenges faced in urban gardening. To collect the data, a structured questionnaire was used by,  incorporating semantic differential scale. Respondents were asked to rate various attributes on a five-point bipolar scale, where each end represents opposing adjectives or  phrases, with a neutral midpoint. The relevant secondary data was be collected from available literature and government sources. The data analyzed using the appropriate statistical tools like the percentages, mean rank method and multiple linear regression analysis.

3. results and discussion

3.1 Demographic profile of respondents

The demographic details of the respondents interviewed for the study in Hyderabad city like gender, age, marital status, education, occupation, and family size are given in (Table 1).

The female respondents are more with 58.75%, while 41.25% were male. Women were often more engaged in gardening activities, possibly due to their stronger role in household food decisions and greater interest in health and aesthetic benefits. Regarding the age, 25% of the respondents have 41 to 50 years age group while 31 to 40 years age group accounted for 23.75 %. 21 to 30 years age group constituted 20%, while 17.5% were 60 years and above group. A smaller percent of respondents was in the 51 to 60 years group with 13.75 %, and none of the respondents were below the age of 21. This pattern reflects that middle-aged adults often have greater resources, time flexibility, and interest in leisure-based or health-focused activities compared to younger people. Out of total sample 81.25% of the respondents were married, while 18.75% were single. With respect to education qualification, 57.5% of the respondents were graduates followed by 30% who had completed postgraduate or higher-level education. 7.5% of the respondents had studied up to the intermediate and 5% up to high school. This skew toward educated respondents aligns with Rani et al. (2016), who observed that urban gardening participation often correlates with higher education levels due to greater awareness of sustainability and health benefits. 

Most of the respondents that is 30% were employed in the private sector, 25% were government employees and another 25% were homemakers. About 11.25% were business owners and 8.75% were retired employees. The data on family size reveals that a majority, i.e., 62.5 %, had a family size of 3–4 members. 18.75 % had 5–6 members, and 17.5 % had 1–2 members. A very small proportion, 1.25 %, had a family size of 7 and above.

3.2 Factors influencing product selection as perceived by respondents

The factors considered by respondents while selecting an urban gardening package are summarized in (Table 2). Quality of materials ranks highest with a mean score of 2.68 indicating that consumers give importance to the durability and effectiveness of the gardening components provided. Price ranks next with a score of 2.96 showing that affordability remains a key concern for most of the consumers. Ease of use, with a score of 3.03 reflects that consumer prefer for packages that are simple to install and maintain, especially in urban households with limited time and experience. Customizability is ranked next with a mean score of 3.08 showing that there is interest in flexible garden designs suitable to their personal preferences. The last rank is given to the customer support with a mean score of 3.26. This implies that after-sales service is valued but consumers may prioritize product quality and pricing when making their initial purchase decision. 

3.3 Motivation drivers as perceived by respondents

The motivation drivers initiating urban gardening as reported by respondents are given in (Table 3). Hobby and relaxation emerged as the primary motivator, with the mean score of 2.39 indicating that many individuals take up urban gardening as a leisure activity and a way to relieve their stress. Health benefits ranked second with a mean score of 2.64 indicating that consumers practice gardening to improve lifestyle and access to fresh chemical free vegetables and fruits. supporting this  Tomcy Thomas and Susan Cherian (2021) found that urban gardeners prioritize health improvement and the consumption of pesticide-free produce as key motivations for engaging in home gardening practices. 

Food security ranked third with a score of 3.16. It was also a significant driver particularly after the COVID-19 pandemic. With a mean score of 3.35 sustainability and environmental considerations came in fourth place, this relatively low-ranking contrasts with findings from other Indian cities, such as Bengaluru and Ahmedabad, where environmental sustainability was a leading motivator (Kothary & Mali, 2021). One possible explanation is that in Hyderabad, urban gardening is still perceived more as a lifestyle or health-oriented activity than an explicit environmental intervention. 

With a score of 3.45 social media impact is placed last suggesting that while digital platforms could increase awareness, they are not as  likely to serve as the main source of motivation. Overall, the results show that personal fulfilment, health consciousness, and food-related concerns rather than trend-based influences are the main drivers of urban gardening. Similar results were observed by Nugraha et al. (2024) who reported that personal satisfaction, hobby-related enjoyment, and learning new cultivation skills are primary motivations for urbanites.

3.4 Challenges faced during urban gardening as perceived by respondents

The challenges that are faced by the respondents are mentioned in (Table 4). Data indicate that the most common issue reported was seasonal and weather-related difficulties which is faced by 71.25 % of respondents. Since most urban gardens are on terraces or balconies they are directly exposed to heavy rains, harsh sunlight, and strong winds which are damaging the plants. Pest and disease problems were the second most reported challenge with 65 %.  Lack of time was another major issue faced by 53.75 % of respondents. 
Limited space was a concern for 50 % of the respondents. Around 46.25 % of the respondents mentioned lack of gardening knowledge as a challenge since many people are not aware of the correct practices to be carried out during gardening. Insufficient sunlight was reported as a challenge by 42.5 % of respondents, especially those who are living in apartments. 30 % of respondents who have terrace gardening reported that they are facing issues related to water seepage or terrace damage. 
Apart from the above challenges 21.25 % of respondents mentioned other problems such as plant damage caused by rodents, squirrels, or monkeys, more mosquito infestation due to large number of plants, objections from house owners  for tenants and complaints from neighbors when common spaces are used for keeping plant pots. Some also faced irregular water supply, especially in summer, making it difficult to maintain their garden. Another common issue was the lack of people to take care of the plants during long travel or absence leading to plants drying up and dying. Overall, both this study and Rani et al. (2016) reveal that pest pressure, environmental exposure, infrastructural constraints, and the high time demands of maintenance are persistent challenges in urban gardening.
3.5 Influence of pricing, usability and support services on consumer preference in urban gardening
The analysis on influence of pricing, usability, and support services on consumer preference is done with the help of Multiple Linear Regression (MLR). In this study, consumer preference was considered as the dependent variable while pricing, usability, and support services were considered as the independent variables. It is seen from (Table 5) that the t-values of usability (2.794), support services (2.971), and pricing (2.607) were all found to be significant. The low p-value leads us to reject the null hypothesis, which assumed that consumer preference does not depend on the attributes of the product. But the study clearly shows that consumer preferences are indeed influenced by different attributes like pricing, ease of use, and support services.  Interestingly, this result reveals a contrast with the mean ranking in Section 3.2, where customer support was given the lowest priority during initial package selection. This suggests that while consumers may undervalue support services at the buying stage, their actual experience with effective support significantly shapes their overall preference and continued engagement in urban gardening.

Table 1.	Demographic information of the respondents

	Particulars
	Categories
	No. of Respondents (n = 80)
	Percentage (%)

	Age
	10–20
	0
	0

	
	21–30
	16
	20

	
	31–40
	19
	23.75

	
	41–50
	20
	25

	
	51–60
	11
	13.75

	
	Above 60
	14
	17.5

	Gender
	Male
	33
	41.25

	
	Female
	47
	58.75

	Marital Status
	Married
	65
	81.25

	
	Single
	15
	18.75

	Education
	Illiterate
	0
	0

	
	Primary
	0
	0

	
	High School
	4
	5

	
	Intermediate
	6
	7.5

	
	Graduate
	46
	57.5

	
	Postgraduate and above
	24
	30

	Occupation
	Government Employee
	20
	25

	
	Private Employee
	24
	30

	
	Retired Employee
	7
	8.75

	
	Business
	9
	11.25

	
	Homemaker
	20
	25

	Family Size
	1–2
	14
	17.5

	
	3–4
	50
	62.5

	
	5–6
	15
	18.75

	
	7 and above
	1
	1.25




Table 2. Factors considered by consumers while choosing urban gardening package

	S. No.
	Factor
	Mean
	Rank

	1
	Quality of Materials
	2.68
	1

	2
	Price
	2.96
	2

	3
	Ease of Use
	3.03
	3

	4
	Customizability
	3.08
	4

	5
	Customer Support
	3.26
	5




Table 3. Motivational drivers while choosing urban gardening package

	S. No.
	Factor
	Mean
	Rank

	1
	Hobby and relaxation
	2.39
	1

	2
	Health benefits
	2.64
	2

	3
	Food security
	3.16
	3

	4
	Sustainability/environmental reasons
	3.35
	4

	5
	Social media influence
	3.45
	5




Table 4. Challenges faced by respondents in urban gardening

	Particulars
	Categories
	No. of Respondents (n = 80)
	Percentage (%)

	Challenges
	Seasonal/weather difficulties
	57
	71.25

	
	Pest and disease issues
	52
	65

	
	Lack of time to maintain the garden
	43
	53.75

	
	Limited space
	40
	50

	
	Lack of gardening knowledge
	37
	46.25

	
	Insufficient sunlight
	34
	42.50




Table 5. Multiple linear regression analysis of independent variables with consumer preference

	Sl.no
	Variable
	Regression coefficient (β)
	Std. Error
	t-value
	p-value

	1
	Intercept
	0.61199
	0.20685
	2.959
	0.004**

	2
	Pricing
	0.27258
	0.10455
	2.607
	  0.010*

	3
	Usability
	0.33747
	0.12080
	2.794
	0.007**

	4
	Support Services
	0.28804
	0.09695
	2.971
	0.004**

	
	Model summary
	
	
	
	

	
	R2
	0.7407
	
	
	

	
	F-statistic 
	72.37
	
	
	

	
	p-value
	< 0.001
	
	
	


* Significant at the 5% level (p < 0.05) 
** Significant at the 1% level (p < 0.01)


4. Conclusion

Despite challenges like weather constraints, pest and disease issues, limited space and time constraints, urban gardening offers a wide range of benefits like improved access to fresh chemical-free food, better health, personal satisfaction through hobby and relaxation. The findings highlight that consumer preferences for urban gardening are strongly influenced by key factors such as pricing, usability, and support services. However, a part of consumer behavior may also be affected by other factors which are not covered in the current model such as the quality of materials, aesthetic appeal and brand trust which may be considered for future research. Overall, the study gives the holistic value of urban gardening in promoting healthier lifestyles, enhancing sustainability in urban settings and building more resilient and self-reliant communities.

Limitations

This study is subject to several limitations. First, the sample is drawn entirely from Hyderabad, which may limit the generalizability of results to other urban contexts with different socio-economic or climatic conditions. Second, the purposive sampling approach, while suitable for targeting active urban gardeners, resulted in a demographic skew particularly an over representation of women and highly educated respondents which may influence the observed motivation patterns. Third, the scope of the model was restricted to pricing, usability, and support services; other potentially relevant factors, such as the aesthetic appeal of gardening setups, brand reputation, and social network influence, were not measured. Future research should address these gaps by including more diverse urban settings, balanced demographic representation, and a broader range of preference drivers.

Policy Implications

To address weather challenges, governments could subsidize rooftop greenhouses and protective structures. Partnerships with urban developers can promote vertical gardening to overcome space limits. Agritech firms should enhance after-sales support through pest control guidance and seasonal tips. Awareness campaigns highlighting environmental benefits and training programs to improve gardening skills can further strengthen participation and sustainability.
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