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An Analysis of the Price Fluctuation of Landscaping Plants*

Park, Won Kyu

Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Honam University.

ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study is investigating the price fluctuation of landscaping plants in the
Information on Commodity Prices(ICP) and the posted price fluctuation of landscaping plants of
Public Procurement Service(PPS) recent 10 years. It also provides the basic information which can
be applied to production and sales of landscaping plants, comparing with general price index.

The major findings of the study are as follows.

First, The price of investigated plants of PPS has increased about 4.56% in average recent 10
years. Among this increase, of evergreen tree was predominant. On the other hand, landscaping trees
price of ICP has increased about only 2.34% in average.

Secondly, The result shows that average price of investigated plants of PPS is positively related
with the price of ICP. For this reason, we found that prices of ICP and of PPS move together in
most case. However, we found that there are no relation between Consumer Price Index(CPI),
Producer Price Index(PPI) and Agricultural Price Index(API). Therefore, price fluctuation of
landscaping trees moves regardless of normal price fluctuation in general.

Third, even though result shows that price index of evergreen trees, deciduous trees and shrubs

are weakly related with normal price index partly, it was not high enough to be significant.

# 0] ZE-E 201249 FTEUSh ShedgH] A S Hop ATHAS
First author : Park, Won Kyu, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Honam University,
Tel : +82-62-940-5505, E-mail : wkpark@honam.ac.kr
Corresponding author : Park, Won Kyu, Dept. of Landscape Architecture, Honam University,
Tel : +82-62-940-5505, E-mail : wkpark@honam.ac.kr
Received : 7 October, 2013. Revised : 23 November, 2013. Accepted : 14 November, 2013.

_63_



64 w9t

According to the result, we found that price of landscaping plants is not related with market

situation. For this reason, we thought that there are some difficulties for the reasonable

production and sales of landscaping plants because the price is somewhat decided by rule of

thumb. Therefore, understanding the composition of cost and making prediction by price

fluctuation available are needed so that it can be practically conducive to reasonable production

and sales.
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LM B

At Aldiell= 27 doprkedl 28
JAFS dldshr] s A0 BFS oF
QoL olAl= A A, 5§27} dobrt
=H Beg okt AR 2% 7], A

v AM sl 27E= AZIZE Hglh ol 9
wdste =2 g Fwide AF B
AHEo] o] FoiAa glon] &7o] AR
o0& gsiAe AR e A AdelA =
3} eu7k AR Aolth(Park, 2006). T
MR8 FokEA wid 28 E Aol 5
Fetar glomf A4 oziom & o FF =
e A&z gujd Ao ods o
A,

3 Skl w2
Md 7L glem 90 ©f

=S
L
Az, dded 53 22 AT

N

o,
i
4
2
=
b

H
r2 o o, Lo

AYa gled Ade A=A get

Agsfof skt A dAe FHrart B
gAsths A Solth(Lee, S. G. 2006). wat
A ZRFEY] THE o] AR B AF
HA Fate A97F gol 18t 2AFE Tt
g B2 FAREC] AHEHA §4A
g HEL M 229H AT
g 7HAd &8t gkt
ey T 7E 7k Apelzt glof FARH] A
B 2AGFE AY Al el dig =Tol

Ashal Ak A 2A5E JHAS W

v

py

o

rr

path

o

i

_)‘:

ox

2

D)

lo,

)

Jor @,
X

I

o

o,

o
ACh
0%
=
<
S
rg 4
=
_‘o[_rl
oftt X
= g
e
N
N

N o\ Jo J
N
X
of
ol
N
> e
2
b

FEo YE 4071
YR Aoz A
%o) 7143} B
v Ao,

Hepd B A7e

}
T

%)
32
o S
u
k)
T
BN
o

r
rir
r U
2
N
D)
=)
o
=3

BN
ox
r
Bt
N
)
E
offl
2
=



65

skt

20035 20128 d74A] HZ 108479 7}

L

L

E7}

15

H
il

]

b o2} 74A] <

o0

...1
[e]
.
o

i
ol

D AREA B A

2](2003~2012)29 FAH 2H5 7HAZ (AD

A Aoz J|giHh

=
= T

of

[
=

!

ST,
&
A5

0

E71A 8 A]3)(200
A 2Ab

AHIRF B, AR E7HA] S

.

3}

P
T

-

g
7

=
=z

uk
P
FEd

3

T E7FE 3] ol A

i

k)
pul

3~2012)9]
&5 E71A

T

PEEERSEERE

il
e]a_

sgom og o 52

%
=

g

3 10

£ 9

2o o]

e

A

1}

1

=

A, AYAFD

AN

A

L
L

TAZJA W&o

it
jan

xr
il

PN
T

e 714

=X
fud

o

FHEAT BAAEA 27

¢}

b B7HA%9 2ulA B7EAI4(2003 ~2012),

AL 27HA197(2003 ~2012),

=]

Q)
=

st

o

bl 24

0

=7k A AA

=i}
=

o vla HE

5

20123 19 A AA 129 5007F+Z0 ©]

HEA]
il

A
[e)
L

Kl
_1._

<

9l

}

A
pul

1 =73

o
u

Aol 15t A&7

o

5

U4 E (http:/fwww.g2b.go.kr)oll T A5

3) the Information on Commodity Prices(ICP).

L

HAE

L

L

3}

5

1) Public Procurement Service(PPS).

2) ZEANA FA]



66 1}

el mE 2AFE F89] FUHE B
skal ofF 7pAWEe fEF 7|Eo] AlAH
o] A @& Fo| 4ot} 3 15 &
AR} pAE d7E FE 75 A,
A5, A" 5 AAHH A7 FE oF
Rom 90ty o] & AAE Z2AF AL 2
fro # 7= dRE AEdn §%
T2 N B AFEXN 2AEFE M4
¥ #AE A= T3] v dFeth 1
¢ FE 2AFEY Y #AEdE AF
£ 2HHW, Lee, B. H.(2006) 5 Z&3 A
d 2AeEE, 4 HES ARTE
AL ZFAREA ] A8k glov 7HA Al
FEFE MAE FEY F4 5 WA AR
o= TrEely £V 94 5 AH b
Ao AFete] ARG HEE AAEA X
S 7z, Na2009)= 22 A 714

Fze glol A4St Fax
Aole] FPelel AYSE 57 BLrE
sElAEe] 2 g3 wAA He, e
wez QEY gelN 2358 At G4

3 oy gEe EdAAT viufol oist
3} x]

k)
—
2
o
QL
=)
5
N

5 Hl
ofl
1o,
ox. M
Y
o
X

2 [ A L= )

w A (o

, TEAY V1S 9 A, AAAY A
e THAAESE o]FolAEe Ao HAY
Zolgta 39tk Kang(2006)2> ZA4 FH
I FH7He AR AAE S AA, vl
o] 7bsgk Faet FgFo] o]Fold £

F71AQ At dHE 2 2,
5o 7hEAo] o]Fold F SEE
L =¥ele A7 Basty AlA, X

7

3% A - £ - BRSPS R

2o
=)
e
)
BN
o
p
o
i
ot
o
b
i
ol
o
gg
2

4y rr lo
4 X

e i

KOS
N

Mo
|

o] =z 9O
EH—U-}‘O )»)\1— T o=

Kim et al2] ‘19901
T W3t Fo] A A Hol AME
oz sk AHEHIETF 2
% 39F T A9 8%, d9uE 2%
B9 16%, B58E 23F T 29 4%
HE 8F T 7E A 3555 14
& J1ARRA 2 E7RF R0 200234935
20129717 119 5 galgts 7HE o] FAlE]
o] YA e FFL A9 Table 13} 2

=
o,
o
o
offt
N
)
Lo
g B

O:

o)

oy i
o
u
b @ ofN o o o

ff
[
4z ol Jf

ol

4) 20039 % 7HAMEATE AAEs] 98l 20028 % AR Hadk



67

Table 1. The selection of tree species.

Type

Scientific name

Evergreen tree

Pinus densiflora, Pinus strobus, Abies holophylla, Camellia japonica.

Deciduous tree

Zelkova serrata, Acer palmatum, Chaenomeles sinensis,
Magnolia kobus, Prunus yedoensis, Ginkgo biloba.

Evergreen shrub

Buxus koreana, Rhododendron indicum(3AHg).

Deciduous shrub

Rhododendron indicum(A}4+&), Rhododendron yedoense
var.poukhanense, Syringa vulgaris.

15 Species

of HEAR 4%, FILE 6%, 4SBT 2
2, dABE 33 P 1558 AAsle] 24
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Table 2. The amount used of tree species by size.
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The name . The amount The name . The amount
. Size . Size
of specie used of specie used
H3.0xW1.5xR10 11 Acer H4.5xR25 33
H4.0xW2.0xR15 746 palmatum H5.0xR30 5
H5.0xW2.5xR20 2,951 H3.0xR8 155
Pinus
densiflora H5.5xW2.5xR25 1,799 Cha.enom.eles H3.0xR10 94
H6.0xW3.0xR30 1,260 sinensis H4.0xR15 36
H7.0xW3.5xR35 1,165 H4.5xR20 66
H8.0xW4.0xR40 623 H2.5%R8 439
H2.5xW1.2 7,922 kobus H3.5xR12 1,038
Pinus H3.0xW1.5 13,171 H4.0xR20 102
strobus
H3.5xW1.8 2,949 H2.5%B4 58
H4.0xW2.0 1,134 H3.5xB8 460
H2.5xW1.2 2,430 Prunus H4.0xB10 1,629
Abies yedoensis
H3.0xW1.5 2,753 H4.0xB12 2,101
holophylla
H3.5xW1.8 153 H4.5xB15 828
5) AFEZ&-2 H0.3xW0.30] AR Eoko) 29 7HA4 R 2003, 2004d% 7FA 0] FAEA] o} H]
WEAo] Brlsaste]l HOAXW04S 443
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Table 2. Continued.
The name . The amount The name . The amount
. Size . Size
of specie used of specie used
Camellia H1.8xW0.8 10 H4.0xB10 451
japonica H2.0xW1.0 63 Ginkgo H4.5xB12 827
H3.5%R8 1 biloba H5.0xB15 437
H4.0xR12 1,324 H5.5xB20 15
H4.0xR15 1,808 Buxus koreana HO0.3xW0.3 801,405
Zelke
S‘Zﬂ;’t‘;‘a H4.5%R20 548 Rhododendron HO.3xW0.3 842,190
H4.5xR25 172 | | indicum(FHE) HO.3xW0.4 158,240
H5.0xR30 279 Rhododendron H0.3xW0.3 625,030
H6.0xR40 118 | | indicum(AH3Hg) HO.4xW0.4 6,970
H2.0xR6 10 Rhododendron HO0.3xW0.3 910,810
H2.5xR8 4,081 yedoense H0.4xW0.4 82,740
Acer H3.0xR10 2,197 var.poukhanense B _
palmatum H3.5xR12 323 H1.5xW0.6 12,333
H3.5%R15 1,274 Syringa HI1.8xW0.8 104
vulgaris
H4.0xR20 24 H2.0xW1.0 1,763
* The amount used are sum of 3 years(2008 ~2010).
Table 3. The selection of tree size.
The name of specie Size The name of specie Size
Pinus densiflora H5.0xW2.5xR20 Prunus yedoensis H4.0xB12
Pinus strobus H3.0xW1.5 Ginkgo biloba H4.5xB12
Abies holophylla H3.0xW1.5 Buxus koreana HO0.3xW0.3
Camellia japonica H2.0xW1.0 Rh(’d(’df%dgn%)mdm“m HO.3xW0.3
Rhododendron indicum
Zelkova serrata H4.0xR15 N HO0.3xW0.3
" D)
Acer palmatum H2.5xR8 Rhododendron yedoense H0.4xW0.4
var.poukhanense
Chaenomeles sinensis H3.0xR8 Syringa vulgaris H1.5xW0.6
Magnolia kobus H3.5xR12
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Table 4. The price fluctuation the price index fluctuation of landscaping trees of PPS.
The name Year
. 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
of specie
Pinus densiflora lzgg)e 443,000| 470,000| 490,000| 574,000| 622,500| 655,000| 689,000| 745,000| 744,000| 762,330
HSOW2SR20) g T 726] 609  426] 17.14] 845 522| 5.19] 813 013 246 641
Pinus strobus I(’{;vf)e 44,600 46,900 48200 53300| 54,700 56,100 58,100] 72,000/ 72,300| 73,580
HOWLS) - Trdex | 695 516 277 1058] 263 26| 357] 2392] 042] 177 603
Abies holophylla I(’g;)e 82,600| 85,000 88200 97,750| 100,000| 106,000| 120,000| 156,000| 166,000| 168,750
HIOWLS) - Frgex | 377]  291]  376] 1058] 230 600] 1321] 3000 641] 166 806
Camellia japonica Ig;v?)e 86,600] 93,00 95,100 102,650| 106,000/ 108,000| 114,000| 129,000| 136,000| 137,830
H20WLO) 7o | 934 762] 204  794]  326] 189 56| 13.06] 543 135 576
Average price index of 683 544|321 11.62| 416] 392 688 1880 303| 181 657
evergreen tree
Zelkova serrata I(’{;vf)e 342,000| 351,000| 359,000| 396,500| 409,500| 424,000/ 442,000| 482,000| 501,000| 513,830
HEORIS)  Fygex | 200]  263]  228] 1045 328] 354 425 905| 394 256 44l
Acer palmatum I(’g;)e 76,600 78900| 80,700 83700| 92,400 95200 99,800| 109,000| 117,000| 118,830
(H25R8)  Mygex | 450] 300 228] 991 417] 303 483 922 734 156] 498
Chacnomeles | Price | gy 009| g5000| 87,200] 93,500/ 97,700/ 100,000| 105,000| 116,000| 125,000| 126,830
sinensis (W)
®3.0<R8) | Index | 302| 366| 259 722] 449 235] s00| 1048] 776] 146] 480
Magnolia kobus lzgg)e 171,000| 173,000| 176,000| 186,500| 194,500 208,000| 220,000| 244,000| 266,000| 271,500
H3SRID) - Frgex [ 1a8] 117] 73] 597]  429] 694 577] 1091 902] 207 491
Prunus yedoensis I(’gg)e 249,000| 263,000| 274,000| 306,500| 322,500| 357,000| 367,000| 389,000| 396,000 401,500
HEOBI2) g | 873]  s62|  418] 1186 522| 1070] 280] 599] 180 139 583
Ginkgo biloba 1:{;?; 228,000| 237,000| 246,000| 272,000| 283,000( 304,000| 321,000| 347,000| 357,000| 364,330
HESBI2) - Fygex | 411]  395|  380] 1057] 404] 742] 559 810 288] 205 525
Average price index of 394  334|  281] 933| 425 s566| 471 89| 546 185 503
deciduous tree
Buxus koreana 1@; 2800 2900] 2900 3050 3100 3,100 32000 3400 3300/ 3300
(HO3WO3) - Mrgex | 370 357] 000 5.17] 164 000] 323 625 294 000 206
Rhododendron | Price |} 409 1400 1400 155 1600 1600] 1700 1800 1700 1700
indicum ()
JALD
(83 Idex | 000| 000| 000| 1071 323 000 625 588 556 000 205
(H0.3xW0.3)
Rhododendron 1 Price |y g0 1600 1,600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1700 1600 1,600
indicum ()
A%
(H8) mdex | 000 000| 000] 000 000 000 000 625 -588 000 004
(H0.3xW0.3)
Rhododendron 1 Price |y g0 1700 1,700 18s0| 1950 2000/ 2100 2200 2200 2200
yedoense (W)
varpoukhatense | p o 000 625] 000 882 541 236 500 476 000 000 328
(H04XW0.4)
Syringa vulgaris I(’gg)e 6300 6500 6800 7400 7650 7,800 8100] 8700 9,000/ 9,180
HLSWO6) 7o | 678] 3.17]  462] 882] 338 196] 385 741| 345 200 454
Average price index of shub|  2.10|  2.60]  0.92]  671] 273 090 366 611 219 040 240
Average price index of whole|  4.10|  3.65|  229] 907| 372| 361] 494 1063 226 136 456
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Table 5. The price fluctuation the price index fluctuation of landscaping trees of ICP.

Year
2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
The name of speci

Pinus densiflora Iz;;)e 697,000 750,000| 750,000| 780,000/ 780,000| 780,000| 860,000 | 860,000| 840,650/ 834,200
(H5.0xW2.5xR20)
Index | 000] 7.60| 000 400/ 000 000 1026/ 000 -225| -077| 1.88
Pinus strobus 1:;;; 60,700/ 60,700| 60,700| 62,000 62,000| 62,000/ 76,400| 95,280 95,500| 95,000
(H3.0xW1.5)
Index | 000 000 000 214/ 000 000 2323 2471 023 -052| 498
Abies holophylla I(’g;)e 105,830 106,000 106,000| 120,000| 120,000 174,000| 180,000| 236,100 | 234,680 232,500
(H3.0xW1.5)
Index | 1.76| 016 000 1321] 000 4500 345/ 3117 -0.60| -093| 932
Camellia japonica 1:;;;’ 134,670| 135,000 140,000| 150,000| 150,000 165,000| 165,000| 165,000/ 161,330| 160,100

(H2.0xW1.0)

Index 2.80 0.25 3.70 7.14 0.00| 10.00 0.00 0.00| -222| -0.76 2.09

Average price index of
evergreen tree

1.14 2.00 0.93 6.62 0.00| 13.75 9.23] 1397 -121] -0.75 4.57

Zelkova serrata 1:;;; 418,830| 419,000| 419,000 420,000| 480,000| 480,000/ 543,000| 543,000| 557,700/ 562,600
(H4.0xR15)
Index| 044] 004] 000] 024] 1420 o000 1313] o000 271 o088 317
Acer palmatum 1:;‘;)6 106,000/ 106,000| 106,000| 110,000| 110,000| 121,000| 121,000| 128,700| 126,930| 127,290
(H2.5%RS8)
Index | 003 000 o000 3771 o000 1000 000 636 -1.38] 028 19
Chaenomeles | Price | )\ 204|158 000/ 108,000| 108,000 108.000| 127,800/ 130.000{ 137,150] 136.300| 137,080
sinensis (%)

(H3.0<R8) Index 2.17 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00{ 18.33 1.72 5.50| -0.62 0.57 2.79

Magnolia kobus P(’g;)e 202,750 230,000| 230,000| 230,000| 230,000| 254,300| 278,000| 294,500| 292,250 293,750

(H3.5xR12)
Index 1.34) 1344 0.00 0.00 0.00| 10.57 9.32 5.94| -0.76 0.51 4.04

Prunus yedoensis 1:;;; 0/ 369,000| 405,000| 410,000 410,000| 430,000| 430,000 430,000| 425,200/ 423,600
(H4.0xB12)
Index | 000 000 976/ 123] 000 488 000 000 -L12| -038| 144
Ginkgo biloba }Zg;; 293,000| 307,000| 337,000{ 340,000 340,000| 376,000| 400,000 | 400,000| 391,000 392,000

(H4.5%B12)
Index | 000 478 977 o089 000 1059 638 000 225 026 304

Average price index of

. 0.65 3.08 325 1.02 2.38 9.06 5.09 297 -057 0.35 2.73
deciduous tree
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Table 5. Continued.
Year
2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
The name of specie
Price
Buxus Koreana () | >890 3800 3800/ 3800 3800/ 3800 3800 3800 3730 3700
(HO0.3xW0.3)
Index | 000 000/ 000 000 000 000 000 000 -1.84| -0.80 -026
Rhododendron indicum | PriC® |y 990/ 5 000/ 2.000( 2,000] 2000 2050 2,050 209| 2,100 2,100
(B4 )
(HO0.3xW0.3) Index | 5.85| 050/ 000 000 000 250 000 195 048 000 1.3
Rhododendron indicum | P |y o501 1 9501 1950 2,000/ 2000 2,000] 2000 2,100 2,100 2,100
) )
(HO0.3xW0.3) Index | 052| 000/ 000 256/ 000/ 000 000 500 000 000 081
Rhododendron yedoense| Pric® |5 4351 5 2001 2200 2.500] 25500| 2.600] 2,600 2,600 2.53| 2,500
var.poukhanense ()
(HO0.4xW0.4) Index | 7.19| -35.86| 0.00| 13.64| 000 400 000 000 -2.69| -1.19| -1.49
Syringa vulgaris 1:;;)"’ 9,760/ 9,800| 9,800| 10,000 10,000| 10,000 10,000/ 10,000| 9,780| 9,790
(H1.5%xW0.6)
Index | 495| 041] 000 204/ 000 000 000 000 -220/ 0.0/ 053
Average price index of shrub | 3.70| -699| 000 3.65 000/ 130 000 139 -125| -0.38] 0.14
Average price index of whole | 1.80| -0.57| 1.55| 339 095 772 450 538 -097| -0.18 236
il B 2.36% Ao SR 4.57%, 3 Ydt SVKE HE 24
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Table 6. The fluctuation of Consumer Price Index(CPI).

Year 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
Consumer | 35| 36 | 28 | 22 | 25 | 47 | 28 | 30 | 40 | 22 | 313
Price Index

Table 7. The fluctuation of Producer Price Index(PPI).

Year 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
P

roducer 1o 17 | ear | 212 | 001 | 137 | 855 | 021 | 384 | 67 | 075 | 323
Price Index

Table 8. The fluctuation of Agricultural Price Index(API).

Year 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Average
Agricultural
gricwtuiat | 595 | 1205 | 370 | 240 | 271 | 108 | 877 | 893 | 74 | 084 | 4.14
Price Index
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Table 9. Correlation analysis of average price index of the whole.

Average price

Classification Item index of the CPI PPI API

whole of PPI

Average price Pearson correlation coefficient - -.226 -.141 .130

index of the |Significance probability (two sided) - .530 .697 720

whole of PPI N _ 10 10 10

Average price Pearson correlation coefficient 528 260 .146 -.127

index of the |Significance probability (two sided) 116 468 .687 727

whole of ICP N 10 10 10 10

* Correlation coefficient is significant in 0.05 level(two sided).
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Table 10. Correlation analysis of average price index of evergreen tree.

o] g

AL E7HAS, AR 27
AR A3 Table 11

Average price

Classification Item index of Pl PPI API
evergreen tree
of PPI
A . Pearson correlation coefficient -.187 - 112 251
verage price
index of evergreen | Significance probability (two sided) 581 743 457
tree of PPI N 1 1 11
A . Pearson correlation coefficient .639 261 228 119
verage price
index of evergreen | Significance probability (two sided) 034 437 .500 728
tree of ICP N 1 11 1 1
* Correlation coefficient is significant in 0.05 level(two sided).
Table 11. Correlation analysis of average price index of deciduous tree.
Average price
Classification Ttem index of CPI PPI API
deciduous tree
of PPI
A . Pearson correlation coefficient - -.003 .099 022
verage price
index of deciduous| Significance probability (two sided) - 993 172 948
tree of PPI N 1 1 1
A . Pearson correlation coefficient .061 466 .370 -024
verage price
index of deciduous | Significance probability (two sided) .858 .149 262 944
tree of ICP N 1 11 11 11

* Correlation coefficient is significant in 0.05 level(two sided).
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Table 12. Correlation analysis of average price index of shrub.
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Average price
Classification Item index of shrub CPI PPI API
of PPI
A . Pearson correlation coefficient - -.469 -412 .031
verage price
index of shrub |Significance probability (two sided) - .145 208 928
of PPI N 11 11 11
A . Pearson correlation coefficient 319 -.191 -354 -519
verage price
index of shrub |Significance probability (two sided) 338 574 .286 .102
of ICP N 1 11 11 11

* Correlation coefficient is significant in 0.05 level(two sided).
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