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Table 1 Cost structure of greenhouse vegetable planting each 667 m? JC e !
Rt A mHE Bkl Be/ME FHE
Plant cost Project Maximum value Minimum value Average value
KM A 2 350 1500 1927.91
T 5 A TR 320 190 273.23
[ At - — 2201. 14
FE PR 490 320 392. 86
AT # 2 080 1250 1 616. 65
AHUE ML B 87 55 66. 43
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Fig. 1 Proportion of different costs to total cost in

greenhouse vegetable planting
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Fig. 2 30 farmers' total cost scatter plot and

its linear fitting
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Table 2 Production and sales of greenhouse vegetable planting
BiE HER R B AR BUSA R A B LIS B) A
Numerical Sales Sales volume Unit price Current total Total fixed Variable cost per unit
value /kg /76 /(B kg™ cost/JG cost/Jh /Ot s kgD
BRE 14 050 30 690 2.76 6 780 3 180 0. 47
B/ME 8 980 18 080 1. 61 4 984 1690 0. 26
FHEE 11 597. 67 24 111. 33 2.07 6 028. 37 2 201. 14 0. 33
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Fig.3 Average break even point chart of 30 farmers
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Table 3 Sensitive coefficient affecting the profit factors of greenhouse vegetable planting
i H LX) HER BB RA [ 58 A A BT
Project Unit price/(JG *+ kg™1) Sales/ kg Variable cost per unit/(JG * kg=1) Total fixed cost/Jn
HHBER 2.07 11 597. 67 0.33 2201.14
HRRH 1.33 1.12 —0.21 —0.12
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Table 4 Forecast profit of Lin'an greenhouse vegetable planting in 2017
R 2 FEEAR WA Sl A3 5 Hefd AR 5% Fi A B AT HmFE
Influence Data Sensitivity Factor change Variable Rate of profit Change in Forecast
factor base coefficient rate/ % value change/ % profit profit
B 2.07 1.33 —+5 2.17 +6. 65 —+1 202. 52 19 285. 48
HER 11 597. 67 1.12 +3 11 954. 60 +3.36 +607. 59 18 690. 55
AR A 0.33 —0.21 —2 0.32 +0. 42 +75. 95 18 158.91
VL A S 2 201. 14 —0.12 +3 2 267.17 —0. 36 —65. 10 18 017. 86
FEHAFIE 18 082. 96 — 10. 28 19 941. 89 10. 28 1 858.93 19 941. 89
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Margin of Safety and Profit Sensitivity Analysis of

Protected Vegetable Production

WEI Deyun, LU Jun
(Jiyang College, Zhejiang A & F University, Zhuji, Zhejiang 311800)

Abstract; This study took the survey data of 30 greenhouse vegetable farmers in Lin'an city, Zhejiang

Province in 2016 as sample, the cost structure, break even point, margin of safety and sensitivity

coefficient of profit influencing factors in the amenities vegetable production were analyzed. The

results showed that the greenhouse construction cost and labor cost accounted for a large proportion in
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the cost structure of protected vegetable planting, then followed by fertilizer cost, plastic sheeting

cost, pesticide cost, and seedlings cost, the least was agricultural machinery operation cost. The

descending ranking of sensitivity coefficient of profit influencing factors in the greenhouse vegetable

planting were as follows, unit price, sales volume, unit variable cost, total fixed cost. The volume of

sales at break even point was 1 265. 02 kg, beyond this point was the safety margin. The multiple

factor sensitivity analysis could predict the profit of protected vegetable production in 2017. This

research provided an explore way to analyze and solve the profit and loss balance problems for

protected vegetable production,

Keywords: protected vegetable; break even point;margin of safety;profit sensitivity analysis



