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PREFACE

This report embodics the second year's results of an investigation
into the costs of forcing tulips and narcissi.

Although the number of growers taking part in the investigation
was slightly greater than in the first year, the group is still far too
small to be truly representative of bulb forcing in the East Midlands, ox
any wider area. Extroeme caution must therefore be exercised in drawing
any general conclusions from the experience of these growers, Nevertheless,
it is hoped that there is enough common ground amongst the co-operating
growers to make comparisons of the results obtained by the individuals
composing the group uscful and that each individual may gein something from
the experience of the others.

In conclusion, we wish to acknowledge the very generous co-operation

of the participating growers, somc of whom have now been supplying
information for two ycars.

Ke Ae I
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THE COST OF FORCING TULIPS AND NARCISSI IURING THE 1953-5l. SELSON

INTRODUCTION

Nine growers took part in this investigation during the season
under reviews Threc of these supplied details of forcing tulips and
narcissi, four of tulips only, and two of narcissi only. There axe,
therefore, seven records of tulips and five rccords of narcissi,

The nine holdings to which thesc costings rclate are scattered
over a wide area comprising Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire
and Rutlend,

Size of the Enterprise

The size of the bulb-forcing enterprise may be measured in terms
of the weight or number of bulbs forceds The following table shows the
numbcr of tulips and weight of daffodils forced and costed on the
holdings included in the investigation.

Quantity of bulbs forccd
Tulips Narcissi
OOO ! S C‘Wts .

116 -
L9 188
222 170

40 28
16

Nursexy Code Numbex

20
113 -
- 70
330 -

OO~ TE~ NN

Relative Importance of Bulb-Forcing in the Business

Nurseries 1, 2, 3, 7, and 9 are specialists in bulb-forcing which
ranks as a main enterprise in the business. Nurseries 4 and 6 arc mixed
holdings growing a wide variety of glasshouse and outdoor crops, and
forced bulbs are grown as a catch crop between successive crops of
cucunibecrs or tomatoes. Nurscry 5 is a mixed holding where a small quantity
of narcissi arc forced in any space which may be available in houses partially
occupied by other cropse Nursery 8 is a holding where forcing is subsidiaxy
to the main business of bulb-growing and outdoor bulb-flower production,




VARIETTES AND BULB STZRES

llany differont varioties of narcissi and tulips were forced by
this small group of nine growcrs. Over 50 diffcrent tulip vardeties
and 13 different narcissus varieties are included in the costings.

A full 1ist of the varietics costed on each nursery is shown
below, together with details of the number of bulbs planted. Bulbs
preparcd for early forcing by pre—cooling axc denoted in the list by a
-lettor P ploced o.fter the varictal name,

) Particulars of the source and grade of bulbs forced on each
holdlng arc shown in the following table -

SOURCES AND GRADES OF EULBS

TULIPS NARCISSI
No, of No, of Weight of Weight of
imported | English- growm i imported | English-grown
__bulbs bulbs bulbs bulbs
cwts. : owbse

Nursexry
Codo
No.

103,050
13,050

30,750 As lifted
- 18,500 D,N, 1's
‘ and 2's

69,100 _ D.N, 1's
- 153,050 2's and
3's

40,000 As lifted
- D.N, 1's
12,000 s -
22,130 3
91,350
- ' As lifted

315,000 S
15,000
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BULB VARIETIES AND NUIBERS ON COSTED NURSERIES

Nursery 1 Nursery 2 (Contimed)
Tulipsg No. Narcigsi

Delice : 17,500 Rembrandt

Hildegarde ‘ 12,050 Caxlton

Alberio 9,000 Golden Harvest
Prunus 9,000 Flower Record
Delice (P) 8,000 Flower Carpct
Mothersday 8,000 Edwin G. Buxton
Fridjof Nansen 8,000 La Riante

Hildegarde (P) 64000 Scexrlet Leader

Her Grace 54000 Van Sion

Philip Snowden - 1,500 Adventure

Edith Bady 1,000 .

Red Pitt 4,000 Hursery 5
Copeland!s Rival 3,000 Tulips

Purple Copeland 2,250 Rose Copcland

Elmus 2,000 Rose Copeland (P)
Insurpassable 2,000 Red Copeland

Pieter de Hoogh 2,000 Edith Eddy

Sonja 2,000 Red Copeland (P) .
Fridjof Nansen (P) 1,950 William Copeland (P)
Van den Erden 1,500 A

Bartigon 1,250 droasy

Allbright 1,000

Cellini 100 Cheerfulness

Helios

’ Nursery 2 Nursery L
Tulips No. Puli , »
Philip Snowden 9,500 ﬁg—iE% 1and 50000
Copeland's Rival 7,000 ose Lopelan s
Carrarra 10,000
Early Quoon 25990 Krelage's Triumph’ 10,000
Special Pink 5,000 & P ’
Ursa Minor 5,000 Narcissi Tonnage
Albino 2,000 Carlton
John Gay 2,000 )
Piccadilly 2,000 | Nursery 5
Red Pitt 24,000 Narcissi
Themis 2,000 Caxlton
Krelage's Triumph 1,750 Golden Harvest
Maxjorie Bowen 1,000 - .
Ossi Oswaldi 1,000 Nursery 6
Utopia 1,000 Tulips
Blue Parrot : 500 Krelage's Triumph
Golden Measure 500 Pink Gem
Mrs. John Scheepers 500 ' Van den Erden
Pieter de Hoogh 250 White Sail
Princess Margaret Rose 250
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BULB VARIETIES .ND NUMBERS ON COSTED NURSERTES (CONT!D.)

Nursexy 7 o Nursery 8
Tulips No. Narcissi '
Edith Eddy 10,000 Barly &loxy
Prunus 8,000 o v
White Sail EP% 8,000 Nuxsery 9
Ldith Eddy (P 75500 Tulips
Tarly Queen (P) 7,000 . - Rose Copeland
Early Quecn Orange (P) 6,500 Krclage's Triumph
Copeland's Rival 6,000 Hildegarde (P)
Rose Copeland Pg 6,000 Krelage's Triumph (P)
Van den Erden (P .. 6,000 : John Gay ' :
Ven den Erden 6,000 . Early Queen
Peach Blossom 5,480 Golden Harvest
Utopia 5,000 King of Yellows (P)
Villiam Pitd 5,000 "~ Imperator (P)
Alberio (P) 4,000 Reformer
Mozaxt 4,000 Barly Queen (P)
Rose Copeland - 144,000 Elmus
Shacldeton 4,000 4 King of Yollows
Thite Virgin 1.,000 Peach Blosgsom
Crovm Imperial (P) 3,000
Ll1bright 2,000
Golden Harvest 2,000

GROWING PR..CTICES

Tho growers differed to some extent in methods of growing and
preparing the flowers for market. A number of the more importan
differences may be cnumcrated briefly as follows:- :

Type of forcingﬁbox'

Threec of the specialist growers (Nurseries 1, 2 and 3) used a
rolatively large and cxpensive box of the type obtained by cutting down bulb=
ca.s0s (ﬁhe containers in which Dutch bulbs are packed for export)., One
growcr (Nursery 8) forced narcissi in potato ohitting trays. The remaining
growers used a smaller and cheaper type of box, by far the most common being
the Dutch tomato traye

Govering material

Most of the growers covered the boxcs on the standing out ground with
ashes or sand or soil over-topped with strawe But two growers (Murseries 1
and 7) placed a layer of peat betwecn tho boxes and the final covering of soil,
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&lthough peat is a relatively expensive covering naterial, the expense
may be justified if it substantially reduces the amount of shoot dama.go
(especially likely to occur during frosty weathor) when the boxes axe
liftcd for caryying in,

Bunching and packing

Two growers CNurseries 1 and 6) marketed all their tulips in bunches
of six, and onec grower (Nursory 2) marketed some in sizcs and some in dozens.
The remaining tulip forcors marketed entirely in dozons.

Onc grower (Nurscry 5) morketed narcissi cntirely in sixes, and onc
grover (Nurscry 2) some in sixcs and some in dozons. One grower (Nursery 3)
markcted narcissi entirely in nines. The remaining two narcissus forcexrs
marketed entirely in dozens. ‘

Growors varied a good deal in the type of poper they used for lining
the flower boxes = the choice vorying from a cheap tissue to a relatively
expensive waxed lettuce papers But only one grower (Nursery 6) mentioned
using different colourced papers to contrast with the shade of the flowers,
and only one grower (Nursery 7) wrapped individual bunches (ﬁulips).
Furthormore, only one grower (Nursery 1) marked individual bunches with a
brand labecl.

Forcing on benches or on the ground

Five of the tulip crops and two of the narcissus crops were forced
on benches, One tulip crop (Nursery L) was forced on the ground and one
CNursery 6) on the roised beds of an old-fashioned vinery type of housc,
Three narcissus crops (Nurseries 3, 4 and 8) were forced on the ground.

Carrying in

Most of the growers used hand~barrows for moving the bulbs from the
standing out ground to the forcing house., But two of the larger scale
forcers were able to move much larger quantities at each journey by using a
tractor and low-set trailer (Nursery 3) or a flat lorry (Nursery 9).

MARKETING

Differcences between growers in the matter of marketing policy have two main
~ aspects:-

(13 Type of market utilised.

(ii) Date of marketing.




(1) Type of merket

The proportions by quantity and value of the flowers sold in whole=
sale and retail markets by cach grower are shown in the following table,
In addition to sales direct to the consuming public, sales to reteilers
have been counted as "rctail sales" for the purposes of ’ch:f.s table e.nd
subsequent discussion. :

The flowers. sold wholcsale from Nurseries 3, L4, and 8, and o
proportion of those from Nurscry 9 went to large markets outs:.dc the Bast
Midlands areo. The remaining wholesale sales were made in local wholesale
maxrkets. . :

TULIPS ' - NARCISSI

Tursery [ poy cont Per cent Por cent  Per cent
Cﬁde Wholosalc ___Rotail Wholosale Rotail
Ce Flowers | Valuc | Flowers | Value || Flowers | Value | Flowers | Value

88 87 12 13 - - -
37 35 63 65 67 6L |- 3 39
100 100 | - - 100 100 -
73 70 27 60 57 L3
- - - 20 . 20 80
97 | 9% 3 - ~ -
100 100 - - - -
- - - 100 | 100 -
79 76 21 | - | - -

1
2
3
L
5
6
5
8
9

(i1) Date of marketing

The accompanying table shows the dates betwcen which tulips and
narcissi wore sgold from nurseries included in the study,




Nursery
Code
o,

TULIPS

NLARCISSI

Date of first
gale

Datc of 'last
sale

Date of first
gale

Date of lagt
sale

W o~ WwnH

17th December

22nd Januaxry

~ 3rd January
7th January

17th Deccnbexr

26%h December

-

10th Decerniber

15t LApril
lst Moy

26th March
8th March

2lst April

29th March

Ith February

-

20th Janwexry

21 st December
9th Februaxy

21st January

~

13th Jonuary

2ith Lpril
30th March
16th Mexch
25th laxch

[

7th Lpril

HEATING

The accompanying table shows the dates between which tulips and/
or narclssi rcceived heat at cach nursery.

Nursery
Code
No.

TUL

IPS

NARCISSI

Date at which

bulbs first
received heat

Date at which
bulbs last
received heat

Date at which
bulbs first
recelved heat

Date at which
bulbs last
recelved heat

oo e

L4th Decernber

lst January

lst Decerniber
12th Deceriber

28th Noverniber
9th Noverbexr

23rd Noveriber

5th Apxril
15th April
26th March
8th March

lth February
21lst April

29th Moxch

-t

lst January.
28th Noveribex
10th Januaxry
1lith Decerber

9th Decenber

-

15th April
30th March
16th Maxch
25%th March

7th April

At Nursery 2, approximntely 28,000 tulip bulbs (rather more than
half the total number of bulbs costed) were grown cold, Hence the
results shown for tulips at this nursecry relate to a mixbure of forccd
and cold-house grown bulbs.




u8~

A1l the boilers used for bulb-forcing at thege mirserics were
coal or coke-fired. The following table shows the type of fuel used ak
each nursery, and the cost per ton, together with details of cortain
special fea.turo~ of the heating installation. ;

Nursery Type of fuecl _
Code No. - used Cost per ton |Other features of heating systen

Coke breeze 5%s, 0Od. Forced draught
Coke 107s. Od. -
Coke breezc 52s, Od. Forced draught
Coal 88ss 04, Automatic stoker
Coke (L parts) & - ‘
Nutty SlaCIC ’ llj-l-i‘:o Ode &
(1 part) 40s, 0d.
Coko 108s. 0Od. Impcller punp
Coal ' 855, 0d. fatomatic stoker
Coal 103s. 0d. '
Goal ’ 65s. 0d. Automatic stoker and inpeller
pump
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PRESENTATION OF 1953-54 RESULTS AND COLPARISON WLTH 1952-53

I, TULIPS

4Le  Analysis of Expenscs, Receipts and Margins

Table 1 shows in summary the financial results of tulip-forcing
during the 1953-54 scason, on each of seven nurseries. . For +thosc grovers
who forced prepared bulbs, details of these are shown separatcly from the
results obtained from the foreing of natural tulbs.

In order to facilitate comparisons between producers, most of the
items shown in the table have been put on o cormon basis = either "per
10,000 bulbs" or ‘"per dozen bunches" of flowers. But a fow items are
also shown on a per nursery basis so that each grower con see his own
financial results in their entirety.

There follows a discussion of some of the most salient feétures of
the results, as revealed by the information shown in Table 1,

(1) Cost of Bulbs

This is the cost per 10,000 of bulbs delivercd at the nursecry,
including incidental expenscs such as carriage, import duty, and the cost
of cooling. The cost of preopared bulbs ranged from £103 to £66 per 10,000,
and natural bulbs from £90 to £66 per 10,000,

The question may be raiscd as to whether the growers of the more
expensive bulbs recoupcd themselves by getting wore for their flowers than
they would have done if they had forced cheaper bulbss  Although it is
impossible to answer this question with any degrce of cortainty, it can be
stated that as far as the comparison of results achieved by these growers
is concerncd therc was no consistent relationship between the cost of Tulbs
and the level of receipts from the sale of flowers. For example, the
grover at Nursery 6 paid £20 per 10,000 more for natural bulbs than the
grower at Nursery 7; yet each of these two growers sold flowcrs which had
virtually the same net merket value of £186 per 10,000 bulbse The evidence
suggests then, that the price paid for bulbs is not the only factor affecting
the level of flower receipts.,

(ii) Growing Costs

Thesc include all coste incurred from the time of planting until the
tine when the flowers were cut; a high proportion being accounted for by
the labour used for boxing and covering the bulbs, and moving them into the
forcing-house, It will be secn that the relative differences between
individual growers costs for this item were quite large in some casess It
is significant that the two growers who used mechanical transport for moving

the boxes toend from the forcing house (Nurseries 3 and 9) had the lowest




ANALYSTS OF THE MAIN ITENS OF EXPEIDITURE, RECEIPTS, AND ARGINS FOR
10RCED TUILIPS IURING THE 1953-5L. SEASON

TABLE 1

_ Ttem _ DRFPARED BUIBS | 7

Nursexry Code No. ' 3 7 9 1 2 3

) Z = T £ z < £

Total expenses 64,7 | 504 {1,035 ||1,084 | 501 | 1,3%1
Total net receipts ' 1,366 913 {1,650 ||1,961 752 | 1,938
Total margin ' 719 L09 615 877 | 607
Cost of bulbs 66 79
Growing costs 13 L
Piclking and packing 10 L
Heating costs . 13 L
Depreciation of boxes 3 3

105 oL
190

85 56

Total expenses
Total net receipts

Per 10,000 tulbs

Total margin

d- S. dc
9. '2. 70
O} L. 2
1. 7.

4Average cost
Average return

Per dozen
buanoh,

Average margin

largin per £ of total
expenses

Per cent flowéring bulbs
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growing costs per 10,000 bulbs. Another grower (Nursery 1) who also had
relatively low growing costs, mentioned that he made the most of his labour
by corbining the moving in and moving out operations. 4As each load of
boxes was moved into the Torcingshousc, a load of spent bulbs fron a
previous batch was taken ocut and dumped on the journcy back to the standing-
out ground.

"It will be noticed, howover, that in no casc did growing costs form
more than a small proportion of total expenscss

(iii) Picking -and Packing

This includes all costs inourred from the tine of cutting to the
tine when the flowers left the nursery. ‘

The growers with the highest costs in this category spent about 2%'.
times as much per 10,000 bulbs as those with the lowcst costss This cost
variation may be attributed partly to varictal differcences, partly to
differences in the skill of the workcrs who did the picking, bunching, and
packing, and partly to differcnces in technique, such as the size of the
bunch in which the {lowers were tied. As previously indicated, there were
also some differences botween growers in the amount and type of packing
materials uscde The grower at Nurscry 6 had only limited experience of
tulip-forcing and his workers were not yet really skilled in the handling of
the flowerse The grower at Nursery 7 spent ls. L4d. per box of a dozen
bunches of tulips on packing materials alonec, since cach individual bunch was
wrapped in a good quality paper.

In most caseé the magnitude of picking and packing costs was roughiy
compareble with that of growing costs.

(iv) Heating Costs

The oom@osition of these costs is explained in Appendix I.

The variations in heating costs between murseries were large both in
absolute terms and relative to total expensess This was to be expected for
a nuiber of reasons.

(a) Bulbs were forced at different parts of the scason, and although
it hag not been possible to take account of changes in the rate of fuel
consunption on any particular nursery during the season, the fact that the
coxlicr~forced bulbs occupied the houses for o longer time is reflected in
the heating costss However, varietal differcnces also affect the length of
the forcing period, and it will be seen that, on the same nursery, the cost of
heating prepared bulbs was not invariably greater thon the cost of heating
noatural dbulbs. C “ -




(b) There were differcnces botwoen growers in the type of Ffucl
used, and duc to difforences in geographical location, therc were
differences in the pricc paid for any particular type of fuel.

(c) There were differences in the design of heating equlpnanu which
partlally deternined the type of fucl used, For examplc, coke brecze is
only suitoble for use in conjunction with a Lorcedrdraught boiler,

(d) There were differences in the design of the forcing houses and
in the number of bulbs forced in a given space. The grower at Nursery 6
was forcing in old-fashioned vinery type houses where the amount of roof
space was much greater than is necessary for bulb-~forcing purposcs. The
grower at Nursery 1l increased the bulb corrying capacity of his forcing-
house, by forcing partly below and pertly above the bench., When first
brought in the bulbs were placed below the benches, but were later moved
on to the top as an earllor ‘batch wos moved out and a subsequent batch vas
due to be moved in.

Furthermore, whercas the majority of growers forced on benches and
gave the bulbg heat from below as well as from above, two growers forced on
the grounds, It is noticeable, and perhaps significant that these growers
(NMurseries 4 and 6) had the highest heating costs per 10,000 bulbs.

(¢) One grower (Nursery 2) grow approxiretely half his orop cold,
but for the purposes of the costing his heating costs had to be spread over
the entire crop, both forced and cold grovm.

At four out of the seven nurserics, heating costs represented the
most irportant single category of cost after the cost of bulbs.

(v) Depreciation of Boxes

The cost of this item per unit quantity of bulbs was, by definition,
the same at oll nurseries (see Appendix I).

(vi) Total Expenses

. For this group of growers considered as a whole, the averagoe total
expenses per 10,000 bulbs were approximately £105 for both prepared and
for natural buIbs (see Table 3)s. But the average conceals quite wide
differences in the expenses incurred by individual growers, and in fact, the
difference between the highest~expensce grower and the lowest-expense growexr
was £32 per 10,000 bulbs in the prepared bulb group, and £55 per 10,000
bulbs in the natural group.

The moin factors contributing to higher then average total expenses
appear to have been the cost of .bulbs and heating costs. In the Eregarcd
bulb proup, the highest cost producer (Nursery l) paid a high price fox




bulbs, tut had no more than average heating costs. ~ On the other hand,
one of the two lowest cost producers (Nursery 3) combined relatively cheap
bulbs with somewhat higher than average heating costs: In the natural
bulb group, the highest-cost producor (Nursery 6) had expensive bulbs, and
also rmuch highex than average heating costs, whereas the lowest cost

vroducer (Nursery 9) had the choapest bulbs and the Lowest heating costs.

With one oxception (Nursery 7) the forcing of preparcd bulbs was
morc cxpensive thon the forcing of natural bulbs, and most of the difference
in total cost between them can be attributed to difforences in the cost of
the bulbs. '

(vii) Total Net Receipts

For the group as a whole, the average total net reccipts per 10,000
bulbs werc £189 for preparcd bulbs, and £165 for natural bulbs (sce Table 3).
On the other hand, the total net receipts obtained by individual growers
ranged in the prepared bulb group, from £150 to £217 « making e difference
of £67 per 10,000 bulbs, and, in the natural bulb group from £127 to £196 -
making a differenco of £69 per 10,000 bulbse

Thus, individual grower's net receipts varied about average net
receipts rather morc thon their total expenses varied about average total
expenses, In other woxrds, differences between growers in total receipts
tended, on average, to be greater than differences in total expenges.

What are the factors which determine the level of total not receipts
per unit quantity of bulbs? Clearly they are the yicld of flowecrs and
average net returm per bunch.

The yicld of tulips at each mursery has been computed in terms of the
percentage of flowering bulbs, and this is shown on the bottom line of Table 3.
The average net return per dozen bunch at each nursery is also shown in the
table,

The grower at Nurscry 1 had the highcst total net roceipts per 10,000
bulbs both in the prepared bulb group and the matural bulb groups It can be
scen that the yield of tulips obtained by this grower was only about average
in cach group. But his average return per dozen bunch was the highest in
each group. The grower at Nursexry 3, on the other hand, had the second
highest yield of flowers in the natural bulb group, but his advantage in +this
respect was ruch more than offset by a low average roturm pex bunch, and the
net result was that he had the lowest total net receipts in the group. The
grover at Nursery 9 had the lowest total net reccipts in the preparcd bulb
group for a similar rcason.

The conclusion, therefore, is that average rotumm per bunch was oa.';‘
greatex importance than yield in detcrmining the level of total net receipise.




(v:t.:L:L) Total largin

For the group as a whole, the average total mrgin per 10,000 bulbs
was £8L for prepared bulbs, and £61 for natural bulbs -%sco Tablc 3). Never—
theless, the range between the producer with the highest margin and the
producer with the lowest margin wos £48 for preparcd and £50 for natural
bulbs. '

The total margins of individmal growers varied about the average
total margin somewhat more than totel expenses veried about average total
expenses, but less than total net receipts varied aktout average net reccipts.
This implies that, gencrally speaking, high marging were associated with a
coribination either of relatively high expenses with high receipts, ox low
expenses with low receipts. In fact, only one growecr succceded in coribining
lowocr than average expenscs with higher than average rcceipts - prepared bulbs
at Naxrsery 3. :

(ix) Percentage of Flowering Bulbs

The yield of tulips ranged fron 9 per cent to 78 per cent flowcring
bulbs. However, only two growers dropped below o 90 per cent yicld either
for prepared or natural hulbs. :

Gericrally speaking then, yielcl‘ variations betweon nurserios were
small, and this factor had only a very minor influence on the varying econonic
-fortuncs of these growers during the season undexr revicw.

(x) Marpin per £ of Total Expenses

This is the most comprehensive measure of oconomic successs It is
in effect, a crude measure of the rcturm on working capital uscd in the
bulb~forcing onterpriscs The ranges were from £1. 2s. 3de to 1ls.llds for
preparcd bulbs, and from 17s. L4d. to 7s. Ods for matural bulbs.

It is important to noticc that the ranking of growers by margin per
£ of total expenses wos not the samc as theoir ranking by total margin por
10,000 bulbs. For cxample, in the natural bulb group, the grower at
Nursery 1 had the highest total margin per 10,000 bulbs, end this wvas £17
greater thon tho morgin obtained by the grower at Nursery 9. On the other
hand, these two growers hod marpins por £ of total expenscs (for natural
Pulbs) of 16s. 2d. and 17s. 4d. respectively, i.c. if success is neasurcd in
terms of margin por £ of total expenses, Nursery 1 was less successful than
Nurscry 9., The reason for this is that Nursery 1's higher total maxgin
por 10,000 bulbs, wae based on relatively high costs (ox total oxponses),
whereag Nursery 9's somewhat lower margin per 10,000 bulbs was bascd on the
lowest costs in the group.




B, Further Analysis of Costs

Table 2 shows the relative importance of the cost of bulbs and
the cost of monual labour as elenents of total production expenscs. It
will be seen that among the seven nmurseries, the cost of bulbs ranged
fronm 82 por cont to 62 per cent, the cost of labour from 19 per cent to -
9 per cent, and othcr costs from 26 per cent to 9 per coent of total
expensesse The "cost of bulbs" then was by far the largest of these three
clements of cost on all the nursories. Since the cost structurc is of
this naturc, it should be clear to growers that any appreciable saving on
the cost of bulbg can be expocted to result in a olgnlflcant reduction of
total production cxponscs, :

The rclative importance of the "cost of labour" and "other costs" is
not so well defined. At five out of the seven nurscries they were of
almost equal importance. It was only where relatively high labour costs
were combined with relatively low heating costs (the most inmportant element

of "other costs"), as at Nursery 2, or where relatively high heating costs
were corbined with low labour costs, as at Nursery L, that there was.an
important difference in the magnitude of these two types of coste

C. Comparison with 1952~5% Results

The average results obtained by the seven co-operating growers ‘
during the 1953~54 scason may be compared with the average results obtained
by the four growers whose tulip forcing was costed during the previous
season of 1952~53, The nursecries included in both years! average results
are Nos, 1 to L4 inclusive.

Table 3 shows that on average the results of tulip forcing were more
favourable to growers in 1953-5kL than in 1952-53., Average total cxpenses
were lower and total net rcceipis were highcr, hence for natural bulbs, the
average total margin per 10,000 bulbs was nearly 100 per cent higher than in
tho previous secason, The comparison of rosults for preparcd bulbs reveals
a. difference in average total margin of the samo order, though average
total net receipts wore slightly lower in 1953~5L4 than in 1952-53,  But
average total expenses declined by a much lorger amount.

Those differences between the two years stem partly from changes
in the economic circumstances and economic fortunes of the growers who
took part in the investigation in both seasons, and partly from the
inclusion in the 1953-5k results of three additional growers who did not
tako part in the investigation the previous year. This should be borne
in mind in comparing figures between the two years




COST OF BULBS AND COST JOF LAFOUR LS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTLL EXPENSE - FORCED TULIPS

TABLE 2

Iten

al L

BULBS

Nursery Code
No,

I

Cost of bulbs
- Qost of labour

Othexr expenscs

Total expenses




COMPARTSON OF AVERAGE COSTS AlLD RETURNS FOR FORCED TULIPS BETWEEN THE 1952-53% AND 1953-5l. SEASONS

TABIE 3

PREEARED BULBS

NATORAL BULBS

ALY, BULBS

1952 - 53

1953 - 5L

1952 =~ 53

1953 ~ 5k

1952 - 53

1955 - 5L

Cost of bulbs
Growing costs
Picking and packing
Heating costs
Depreciation of boxes

‘Total expensss
Total net receivts

Total mergin

Per 10,000 bulbs

£

100
8
12
12
3

£

&
7
7
9
3

e

88
8

I0

15
3.

£

7L
5
7
13
3

£
89

o

[z

75
7
g

13 .
3

135
195

12y

104
165

105
168

60

61

63.

Average cost
Aaverage net return

Lsverage margin

Pexr dozen
bunch

s, d.
3.
5.

'8, de
24,10,
I‘]‘. 5.

Se de
2,10,
4, 6.

1. 7.

- 1. 8,

Hargin per £ of total
expenses

11. 8.

2.

Per cent flowering bulbs

S
Vs

90

o
90




The most decigive factor underlying the difference in average
tulip forcing costs between the two yecars appearsg to have been the cost
of the bulbs themselves. Averaging all types and varietics of bulbs
together, the bulbs forced by growers in 1953-5L. appeaxr to have been
nearly £1.10s, per thousand cheaper than those forced in 1952-53., But
all tho other types of expcnsc, except box depreciation, wexc also
slightly down in 1953-54. This scems somewhat surprising at first sight,
since wages increascd botween tho two years, and coal and coke did not
get any chcapcr. But reasons can be given to explain thc decrcase., Some
of the growers who wero in the 1952-53 investigation made ohanges which
‘resulted in their using less labour per unit quantity of bulbs in 1953-5lk
than in the previous year, and although wages per houxr worc higher, their
total labour costs were lower. Furthermore, between the two scasons, two
growers changed over to what they regard as a cheaper fomm of heating ~
one from an ordinary boiler burning large coke to a forced-draught boiler
burning coke breeze, and the other from purc coke to a mixture of coke and
nutty slack, : .

On the receipts side, the price of flowers forced from prepared
bulbs was, on average, slightly lower in 1953-54 than in the previous
yeaxr, but oi: the other hand, the prices of tulips forced later in the
season held up comparatively well, especially towards the end., Yields
averaged about the same in both years.

D, Summnxry and Conclusions

It has been found that amongst a small group of seven growers who
forced tulips during the 1953~5l season, the average total margin per
10,000 bulbs was £84 for prepared bulbs, and £61 for natural bulbs. - Bub
individual growers' total margins renged from £10L4 to £56 per 10,000 for
prepared bulbs, and from £88 to £38 per 10,000 for natural bulbs.

What cxplanations can be offered for the varying degrees of ‘success
accomplished by these growers?  Obviously, every grower tries to manage
his bulbs so as to obtain the maximum margin between total expenses, and
total not recoipts, and further to achieve this at the lowest possible
cost. Ho does not aim at low costs irrespective of net returms, nor does
he aim at high not retumms irresvective of costs. The problem he sets
himself is that of balancing costs and returns so as to achicve the ,
objective of maximum totel margin at the lowest cost. For any particular
grover, tho successful. solution of this problem depends upon his own
individunl circumstances.  Thus, no two growers are likely to reach a
successful solution in exactly the same way. Nevertheless, amongst a
group of growers such as the one participating in this investigation, there
should be cnough common ground to make a pooling of exporience profitable,
and for each individnal to learn something from the others.




Dealing first them,with the cost side of the account, it has becn
demonstrated that relativoly expensive bulbs and relatively high heating
costs were the two most important factors contributing to higher than
average total expenscs.

The original cost of the bulbs, plus incidental cxpenses incurred

" in getting them to the nursery, varied from just over 60 per cent to over
80 per cent of total production expenses. Thus it is quite clecar that
cven a quite small percentage reduction in the cost of bulbs could lead to
a substantial reduction in total costs. Purthermore, since there is no
‘evidence to suggest that the price received on the market for forced tulips
is rigidly related to the cost of bulbs, such a reduction in total costs
might well result in the widening of the margin between costs and returns.

Heating costs varied a good deal according to the type and design
of glasshouses and heating equipment, type of fuel used, season of -
production, and perhaps on whether forcing took place on benches or on the
ground, All these points should be carefully considered by the grower
who wants to make the best of his bulb-forcing. Some growers might well
consider changing over to a cheaper typc of fuecl such as coke breeze, or
they night consider the "under and over the bench" method of forcing which
effectively increascs the bulb-carrying capacity of the forcing-~house,

The other main iten of cost was labour, and the differences in the
labour costs incurred by growers taking part in this investigation suggest
that sone growers could make cconomies in this respects 4 good deal
depends on the experience and skill of the workers, but organisation of the
work is important; varticularly for such key operations as boxing the bulbs,
moving the boxes in and out of the glasshouse, and picking, bunching, and
packing the flowers. Ls-was shown in last year's report on the results of
this investigation, the latter tends to be the most labour consuning
opcration and thorcforc, nerits the close attention of the rmnager.cl)

Turning now to the rcceipts side, it has been obscrved that total
net rcceipts depend upon the yicld of saleable flowers and the average net
return per bunch, It has been shown that taking the group as a whole, yield
variation was not an important source of variation in the level of total nect
reccipts. The important difference between growers was the average net
rcturn per dozen bunch. Although it is very difficult to determine
precisely why some growers managed to obtain higher net retumms per bunch
than others, such mattors as choice of maxket, manncr of presentation in
the market, and time of sale arc all obviously important. Furthermore,
the wvars c+J and qpallty of - the flowers arc also very important, since as
was Obzorved in the esmilier report, forced tulips arc norrplly regarded as.

(l) Inporsent, Ke As The Cost of Forcing Narcissi and Tulips during the
1552-53 Season. University of Nottingham, Dopartment of Agricultural
Econorics, Sutton Bonington. Septenber, 1953.




sonecthing of a luxury, and thercfore rost rarkcts are very sensitive to
the prefercnces of buyers for particular types and varietics of flowers,
and casily become glutted with unpopular varieties, or flowers of
inferior quality. »

To~sum up, the sccond year's results of this investigation have
confirmed the conclusions that success in tulip-~forcing depends on carce—
ful attontion to costs, particularly the costs of bulbs, heating and
labour, and the improvement of roturns, through catos;ng for the special
rcqulroments of the market,




IT. NARCISST

A, Analysis of Expenscs, Receipts and Marging

Table L shows in surmary the financial results of narcissus—
forcing during the 1953-bl. scason on cash of five nurscrics, For the
one grower who forced preparcd bulbs, details of these arc shown
scparately from the results obtained from the forcing of natural bulbs.

In order to facilitate comparisons between produccrs, most of
the items shovm in the table have becn put on a cormon basis = either
"per ton" or "per dozen bunch" of flowers. But a few items are also
shown on a per nurscry basis so that cach grower can sec his own
financial results in their entixety.

There follows a discussion of some of the most salient features
of the results, as rovealed by the information in Table L.

(i) Cost of Bulbs

This is the cost per ton of bulbs delivercd at the nursery,
including incidental expenses such as carriage, import duty, and the oost
of coolings The cost of natural bulbs ranged from £168 to £7L per ton,
and the one grower who purchased prepared bulbs paid an average of £95
per ton for then.

Therc is little or no evidence to suggest that a consistent
relationship cxists between the cost of bulbs and the lcvel of rcceipts
from the sale of flowers., For example, the grower at Nursexry 2 paid
twice as much per ton for bulbs as the grower at Nurscry 3, yet the
former's total net receipts per ton were somewhat lower than those of the
latters Comparisons betwesn Nurseries 2 and L4, or 3 and L yield sinilax
results, ALt Nursery 5, however, the extra high cost of bulbs does appear
to have been covered by increased returns, though there is reason to
believe that other factors were equally oxr more importent in securing the
high level of total net rcceipts ee.ge type of market supplied and tine of
sale,

Nursery 8 was a special case because the bulbs werc not purchased
but growm on the holding from a stock imported from Holland in 1951,
They therefore, had to be valued arbitrarily at the estimated 1953 avorage
mexrket value of English growm bulbs of that variety. However, this
almost certainly overcstirmted their real value, because the bulbs were
known to be infected with eelworm. As this nursery's results show, the
disease adversely affected the yield of flowers, and even nore so, the
average net return per bunch.




ANALYSTS OF THE MLIN ITELS OF 1LXPENDITURE, RECEIPTS, AND MiRGINS FOR FORCED NARCISST
DUIING THE 1953-54 SE.SON

TLABLE L

PREPATED
Tten BULBS NATURAL BULBS

Nursery Code . _ 3 L 5
No.

£ £ £
Total expenses . - 2L, 17
Total net rcceipts ; 279
Total raxgin ‘ : 38 105

Cost of bulbs ' ' 110 168
Growing costs 13 : 10
Picking and packing . 8 27

38 2
6 6

Total expenses 213
Total net receipts ! . 341
Total nergin ‘ 128
s. d.
2, 5.
3410,
1. 5'

Heating costs
Depreciation of boxes

Per ton

Average cost
average net return

Per dozen
hunch

Average mrgin

argin per £ of total
expenses 12, O,
No., of flowers sold ' '
pexr ton ‘ 21,420




(ii) Growing Costs

These include all costs incurred from the time of planting up to
the time when the flowers were cut. On the whole, differencecs between .
growers were not very large in this respect, but difforences in
cxperience and skill arc cvidonced ce.ge betwcen Nurscry 2 and Nurscry 8.

In no casc did growing costs form morc than a small proportion
of total cxpenscs.

(iii) Picking and Packing

This includes all costs incurrcd from the time of cutting to the
time when the flowers left the nurscry. The grower with the highest cost
in this catcgory spont about threc times as much per ton of bulbs as tho
grower with the lowest ccst. Picking and-packing costs per ton of bulbs
must, of course, vary to a considorable cxtont with the number of flowors
cut pcr tons Even alter taking this into account, however, cost
differcnces between growers remin which may be attributed partly to
vaxrictal diffcrenccs, partly to differencecs in thoe skill of the pickers
and packers, and partly to differcnces in tochnique such as the size of
the bunch in which the flowers were tied. There were also difforences
betweon growers in the amount and type of packing materials usede '

In the majority of cases, picking and packing costs werc somowhat
higher than growing costs. '

(iv) Heating Costs

The composition of those costs is oxplained in Lppendix I.

The variations in heating costs between nurscrics werce large both
in absolute terms and relative to total expcnscs. This was to be
expected for -a. number of reasons, some of which are as follows:-

(2) Bulbs were forced at different parts of the scason, hence the
length of the forecing period varied. :

(b) There were differences between growérs in the type of fucl used,
and in the pricc paid for the same type of fuel. '

(6) Therc werc differcnces in the design of the heating
installation. | | -

(d) There were differcnces in the design of forcing-houses, and
whoreas two growers forced on benches, thrce forced on the ground. I+t
may be of some significance that the growers forcing on benches both had
considerably lower heating costs than any of the growers forcing on the
grounds
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4t three out of the five nurseries, heating costs represented
the nost important single category of cost after the cost of tulbs.

(v) Dopreciation of Boxes

‘Tho cost of this iten per ton of bulbs was, by definition, tho
sare at all nurscries (sce Appendix I).

(vi) Total Exponses

For this group of growcrs considered as a whole, the average’
total exponses.per ton of bulbs were £17L4 for natural bulbs, and the
one grower who forced prepared bulbs incurrcd total expenses of £150 per
ton, (see Tablc‘6);g But the average for natural tulbs goncecals quite -
wide diffcrences in the expenses incurred by individual growers.. Thére
was in fact, a differcnce of £87 per ?on between the highest expense
growor and the lowest expense grower.(l .

. By far the most important factor contributing to higher than
average total expenses appcars to have been the cost of bulbs. In fact,
the ranking of growers by magnitude of total oxpenses per ton is exactly
the same as their ranking by cost of bulbs per ton. '

Although the total expenses incurred foxr forcing prepared bulbs
at Nursery 3 were £24 per ton higher than for forcing natural bulbs, this
growexr's forcing of prepared bulbs cost considerably less than the forcing
of natural bulbs at three other nurseries. : ’ '

(vii) Total Net Rdceipts

For the group as a whole, the average total net receipts per ton of
bulbs were £245 for natural bulbs, and the one grower who forced prepared
bulbs obtained total not receipts of £219 per ton (see Table 6). .On the
othor hand, the total net reccipts obtained by individual growers ranged
fron £341 to £202 per ton of natural bulbs. ' '

Two factors jointly determino the level of total net receipts per
ton of tulbs. These arc the yield or nunmber of flowers cut per ton, and
the average net return per bunch. ‘

The nuribors of flowers sold per ton of bulbs, and the average net
rotumms per dozen bunch at each nursery are showm in Table 6.

The grower at Nurxsery 5 had the highest total net receipts per ton
of bulbs in the group. Since his yield of flowers was only about average,

‘(1) The results of the grower at Nuxsery 8 have been excluded fron the
averagos and ranges becausc of the exceptional circumstances explained on
‘ page 21, ’ ‘ -
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hig higher than average total net receipts are attributable mainly to his
average net returm per dozen hunch, which was 1lds per dozen higher than
that obtained by anyone else. Leaving out of account the grower at
Nursery 8, whose circumstances were quite exceptional, the grower at
Nursery 4 had the lowest total net rcceipts per ton. This growerts yield
of flowcrs was also about average, but his average net return per dozen
bunch was 6d. lower than the average for the group. Hence averege nct
return per bunch was a keoy factor contributing to the results obtained by
the most successful and the least successful growers., On the other hand,
the fact that yicld variations can also have a very pronounced affect on
the lovel of total net receipts is demonstratced by the xesults obtained by
Nurscrios 2 and 3. Nursery 2 had the lowest yield (excepting Nursery 8)
and the second highest average net return per dozen bunch, Nursery 3's
average net return per dozen bunch was 11d, less than Nuxsery 2's but the
yield of flowers per ton was nearly 60 per cent highor (mainly as a rosult
of growing the variety Cheerfulness). The nct result was a differcnce of
£19 total net receipts per ton in favour of Nursery 3. S

Hence, congsidering the group as a whole, the yield of flowers pex
ton and the average net return per dozen bunch were of about equal
importance in influencing the level of total net receipts,

(viii) Total Margin

For the group as a whole, the average total margin per ton was £71
for natural bulbs and the one grower who forced prepared bulbs obtained a
margin of £69 por ton (see Table 6). However, the range betwecn the lziﬁhest
and the lowest individual morgin per ton (for matural bulbs) was £10L.(1 :

Llthough the total net rcceipts of individual growers tended to vaxry
around average total net receipts more than their total expenscs varied
around average total expenses, it is not possible to say from the limited
information available whether diffcrcnces in total net rcceipts per ton, or
differcnces in total expcnses per ton were the more important in deteximining
the differing levels of total rargin per ton.

(ix) Margin per £ of Total Expenses

This is the rost comprehensive measure of economic success. It is
in effect, a crude neasurc of the return on working capital used in the
bulb-forcing enterprise., The range was from 16s. 5d. to 3s. lde. for natural
bulbs. The grower who forced prepared bulbs obtained a margin of 9s. 3de
(comparcd with 16s. 5d. for his natural bulbs).

It is inportant to notice that the ranking of growers by mz.xrgin por £
of total expenses was not the same as their ranking by totad. margin per tone.

(1) See footnote on page 2.
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Thus the total rargin per ton obtained at Nurscry 5 was £25 greater than
that obtained at Nursery 3., On the othor hand, Nursery 5's rargin per &£
of total expenses was Ls. 5d. lowexr than that obtained at Nursery 3. The
reason for this is that Nursery 5's higher total margin per ton was based
on much higher than average costs (oxr total expenses) whereas Nursery 3's
somzwhaﬁ lower total margin per ton was based on much lower than average
costs,

B, Further Lfnalysis of Costs

Tablc 5 shows the relative importance of the cost of bulbg and the
cost of labour as clements of total production expenses. It will be seen
that amongst the five nurserics, the cogt of bulbs ranged from CC per cont
to 59 per cent, the cost of labour from 23 per cent to 12 per ccnt, and
other costs from 23 per cont to five per cent of total expenses, The
cost of bulbs then, was by far the largest of these threc elements of cost
on all the nurseries. Since the cost structure is of this nature, it
should be clear to growers that any appreciable saving on the cost of bulbs
can bc oxpected to result in a significant reduction of total production
CXPENsCse

The relative inmportance of the “"cost of labour" and "other costs"
is not quite so well defined, though at four out of the five nurseries, the
cost of labour was the larger of the two. A high proportion of "other
costs" was accounted for by heating costs, and it was only on the nursory
where these werc cxceptionally high that labour ranked ag the least
irportent clement of total production costs.

Ce Comparison with 1952-53% Results

The average results obtained by four of the co-operating growers
during the 1953-5L scason may be compared with the average results they
obtaincd during the previous season of 1952-53. The nurserics concerned
are Nos. 2 to 5 inclusivec., Whilst the averages for natural bulbs are
based on the results of all four nurscries in both years, the figurcs shown
for preparcd bulbs are the individual results obtained at Nursexry 3.

Table 6 shows that on average, the results of narcissus-forcing were
sonewhat more favourable to growers in 1953-5l than in 1952-53. Lverage
total cxpenses per ton were lower, and, excepting prepared bulbs, average
total net receipts per ton were slightly higher this season than last.

The most deoisive factor underlying the difference in average
narcissus-forcing costs in the two years appears to have becn the cost of
the bulbs thomselves. Averaging oll types and varieties of bulbs together,
the bulbs forced by growers in 1953-5k appear to have been £13 per ton
cheaper than those forced in 1952-53, But picking and packing costs and
heating costs wore also slightly down from the 1952-53 level, This may




' COST OF EULBS AlD -COST OF LABOUR AS 4 PERCENTAGE OF TOTALL EXPENSES ~ FORCED IL.RCISST

Iten - L4LL BULBS

Iursexry Code : ' L
No.

Cost of bulbs
Cost of Labour

Other expenses

Total expenses




COLPLRISON OF AVERAZE COSTS AND RETURNS FOR FORCED NARCISSI BETWEEN THE

1952-53 AND 1953-5L SEASONS(L)

PREEARED BULBS

NATURAL BULBS

LTI, BUIBS

1952 - 53

1953 - 5l

1952 - 53

1953 = 5l

1952 = 53

1953 « 5l

Cost of bulbs
Growing costs
Picking and packing
Heating costs
Depreciation of boxes

Total expenses
Total net receipts

Total maxrgin

Per ton

£

128
13
36
35

3

£
95
1z
ko
23
6

£

133
9
22
18
3

12,
10
17
17
6

£

139
3
22
18
3

o

2=

126
10
17
17

215
266

- 150
- 219

- 191
2,40

17
245

191
245

176
20,

51

69

L9

7L

Sk

68.

Lverago cost
Average net retum

Average margin -

Pexr dozen
bunch

S. d.
1.11.
2e lie

Se dao

1l 9.
2. 7.

. Se ds

1.10.
2. 3.

Se de.

Os
9.

Se d.

1,10,
24 Lo

5.

10,

5.

é.

Margin per £ of total
expenses

Le .

9 3e

5, 8.

6. 0.

No. of flowers sold.per ton

27,228

20,666

26,338

26,078

(1)1‘Iurscry 8 is mot included in the average results for ‘1953-511- |
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scom surprising at first sight, since wages increascd betwoen the two
yoears end fuol did not get any cheapcre But reasons con be given to
oxplein the docreases. In tho first placo, one growor showcd an
increasc in tho rato of cutting and bunching, and another in the rate
of bunching and packing; and, although thesc gyowers had to poy
higher wages por hour, their total labour costs were lower. In the
second place, one grower changed ovor, botiven the two seasons, fron

an oxdinayy boiley burning largo coke to a forccd-draught boiler burning
coke broezo, which resulted in o big drop in heating costs pox ton of
bulbse ’

On the rocoipts side, the average price of flowers was somo 5ide
por dogen highex in 1953«5h than in tho previous scason, and this morc
than conpensated for a quitg eongiderable drop in tho average nuiber of

v

flowors 5014 per ton,

D. Summary and Conglusions

It has beon found that amongst a small group of four growers who
forced narcissus during the 1953-54 scason, .the average total margin por
ton of natural bulbs was £71. Ono grower who forced prepared bulbs
obtained a margin of £69 per ton from this sourcea

What oxplanations can be offered for the varying degrces of succoss
accomplishod by these growcrs? As has been pointed out in the seoticn of
this report dealing with the forcing of tulips, since no two growors?
circumstances are oxactly alike, it is difficult to generalise about
faotors whioh wore associated with tho success achieved by the growers with
tho most satisfactory results. Novertheless, therc ghould ho onought
corxon ground amongst these growors to make a pooling of cxperiencc profit-
ablo, and fox each individual to learn something from tho othexs.

Dealing first then with tho cost side of the account, it has been
demonstrated that expensivo bulbs wore by far the most importont factox
oontributing wo higher than average total oxponses.

The original cost of tho bulbs, plus incidentel exponses incurred
in getting thom to tho murscry, varied from just under 60 por cent tu over
80 per cont of total production expenses, Thus it is quite oloar that
even a quite srrll perconiage reduction in tho cost of bulbs could lead to
s substantisl yoeotion in total costs. Furthermowre, since thore is no
ovidonce to sugrest that tho price received on the rarket for forced
narcissi is rigidly related to tho cost of bulbs, such a weductlon in ‘total
costs might well result in tho widening of tho iargin bhetween total costs
end retuins. ' ~




Heating costs varied a good deal according to the type and design
of glasshouses and heating equipuent type of fuel used, scason of
productlon, and perhaps on whether forcing took place on benches or on
the ground, All these points require -careful consideration by the
grower, and some growers might well consider changing over to a cheaper
type of fuel, such as coke breeze, cven though this involves the
acquisition of a forced-draught fan,

The other main item of cost was labour, and the differences in the
labour costs incurred by growers taking part in this investigetion suggest
that some growers could moeke economies in this respect, As was Jhown
in last year's report on the results of thig investigation picking,

- bunching, and packing tends to be the most labour consuning opcruulon, and
“therefoxre mcrlts the close attentlon of- the rnnager. -

Turning now to the roceipts sido, it has been observed that total
net receipts depend upon the yield of saleable flowers per ton of bulbs
and the average nct return por bunch, On the whole, differences in the
average net return pexr bunch seem to have been most influential in the
determination of the level of total net reoeipts, though the exnmple of
one nursgery illustrates the advantage of growing hlgher than average
yielding varicties.

It is difficult to say precisely why somc growers managed to
obtain. higher net returms per bunch than others. Such matters as choice
of' market, monner of presentation in the market, and time of sale are all
obviously important; also the variety and quality of the flowers offered
for sale, because since the flower market deals in a cormodity which is
still regarded as a luxury by most peoplec, it is very sensitive to the
preferences of buyers for particular varieties and types of flowers, and
ecasily becomes glutted with unpo;ular varietics oxr flowecrs of irferioxr
quolity. As has been suggested in the carlier report however, the
narcissus generally being a somewhat "cheaper" flower, may not be quite
so sengitive in this respect as the tulip.

To sunm up, the second year's results of this investigation have
confirmed the conclusions that success in narcissus~forcing depends on
careful attention to costs, particularxly the costs of bulbs, heating and
labour, and the improvement of returns through catering for the special
requirencents of the market.




APPENDLX T

Costing Procedure

In the main, only the direct costs of bulb-forcing have been taken
into account. These cover all items of expenditure incurred grecifically
for bulb-forcing, but do not cover any part of overheads such as the
maintenance and repair of glasshouses and heating apparatus or, water and
llghtlng charges. .

Man Labour

. This was charged as follows, unless the growex pald.more than the
standard rate when the full amount was charged:-

Per hour IR S. de

Men (2L and over) 2,10,
Women : 2. 2

Youths under 21 yoars of age werc charged at a lower rate pcr hour,
based on currcnt statutory minimmm weekly wage ratcs. '

The grower's owm labour was charged at the standérd rate.

Tractors and Lorrics

Where these were uscd for moving the' bulbs about the nursery only
the grower's estimate of the fuel consumed was charged.

‘Where lorries and vans were used for the trensport of flowers off
the nursery, o charge was made based on the estimated petrol consumption,
plus an additienal charge of 6d, per mile to cover the costs of lubrication
and repairss

" Maxketing Costs

No merketing costs incurred by the grower after the flowers had left
the nurscry, such as carriage and wholesaler's deductions are specifically
shown, since these items were deducted from gross morket rcceipts in
arriving at the figure for total net rececipts shown in the tables.

No gelling costs were allowed for sales of flowers at the nursery.

Heating

Heating costs include only the costs of fuel, electric power (for
forced draught fans and automatic stokers) and stoking laboux,




The grower was asked to give his best estimate of the fuel and
powor consumption, and nan hours of stoking labour during the forcing
scason, and these were then charged up at the appropriate rates to give
the total heating cost for the scason.

The allocations of heating costs between "prerared bulbs" and
"natural bulbs" was on the basis of the mumber of "bulb-weeks" (tulips),
ox "ton-weeks" (narcissi) of heating represented by each of thesc
categories.s For example, 10,000 prepared tulip bulbs receiving hecat for
four weeks would represent 10,000 x J. = 40,000 bulb-weeks of heating ocost.
Similarly, 20,000 natural tulip bulbs receiving heat for three weoks would
represent 20,000 x 3 = 60,000 bulb-weeks of heating cost. Therefore, in
a case where prepared and natural bulbs were being forced in these
proportions, the total heating cost during the season would be allocated
between prepared tulips and naturael tulips in the ratio 4:6 (= 40,000:60,000),
It should be noted that no atterpt was made to reflect differences in the
rate of fuel consumption at different periodof the scason,

Box Depreciation

Bach grower was asked for his cstimate of the average life of the
boxes he used for foreing, and hence, given the total number of boxes
utilised during the season, the average annual replacement cost (assuning
a constant annual rate of replaccment) at current prices was calculatcds
The individuol nurscry averages were then pooled and averaged to give an
overall average annual replacement .cost per unit quantity of bulbs which was

used throughout the costings as the basis of box deprcciation.

liareing

Each of the measures of relative "profitability" used in this study
is roferred to as a "margin", Every iargin is bascd on the difference
betweon total net receipts and the sum of all the direct costs of which
account has been taken - referred to as "total expenses". The term "profit"
has deliberately been avoided, since its use might be taken to imply that
all costs, including a proportion of overheads, had been charged to the
bulb~forcing enterprise.







