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Cost-benefit Analysis of Hydroponic Strawberry

PENG Li, YIN Ke-lin (College of Horticulture and Landscape Architecture, Southwestern University, Chongging 400715)

Abstract To understand the production cost and economic benefits of hydroponic strawberry, we carried out agricultural promotion of hydro-
ponic strawberry. Field investigation was carried out on the cost and yield of hydroponic strawberry in Youyang County. The problems of hydro-
ponic strawberry planting were pointed out, and measures were put forward to improve the economic benefits of hydroponic strawberry. The cul-
tivation period of hydroponic strawberry was November 11-17, 2017, the varieties included Xinfeng No.1, Darselect, Sweet Charlie, Suizhu,
Banana and STYAQ2. Results of statistical analysis showed that at least 10 620 pots/hm’ could be cultivated and the planting density was
71 250 plants/hm’. The annual production cost was 759 thousand yuan/hm’, the yield was 19 665 kg/hm®, output value was

1 180 500 yuan/hm’, and profit was 421 500 yuan/hm’.
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Table 1 Comparison of the direct production cost of hydroponic strawberry in Youyang County

Fm FH HAp Bk A KX
Type Item Unit price Quantity Price // JC J6/hm’
FEA L Infrastructure 2 856.00 17 850.00
T4 10 350 J&/hm’ 0.16 hm’ 1 656.00
SRHBE 7 500 JC/hm’ 0.16 hm® 1 200.00
48} 2% Material cost 13 850.00 86 562.45
N 38 o/ 200 He 7 600.00
MR+ 5% 350 56/m’ 15 m’ 5 250.00
blii il 1 000.00
THFERLZR Consumption cost 38 146.53 238 415.85
EAE 0.7 Ju/fk 11 400 £k 7 980.00
HIF 2311.30
2% 0.525 55/ (kW - h) 2 070 kW - h 1 086.75
iS¢ 0.28 Jo/t 66 t 18.48
iz 3 750.00
Bi gt 23 000.00
A T.%% Labor cost 18 000.00 112 500.00
e 60 7t/d 60 d 3 600.00
JA B 60 J/d 240 d 14 400.00
411 Total 72 852.53 455 328.3
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Table 2 Comparison of the indirect production cost of hydroponic strawberry in Youyang County
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life // a cost /TG cost // I6/hm
FEREBENE Infrastructure 300 800 22 453.33 140 333.40
AR 228 800 15 15 253.33
W&+ g4k 72 000 10 7 200.00
#1813 Material cost 78 086 26 028.67 162 679.20
AN 50 7T/ 4 400 4~ 20 000 3 6 666.67
FetEa () 40 7B/4~ 400 4~ 16 000 3 5333.33
I ON) 20 5T/ 900 4~ 18 000 3 6 000.00
AL 80 Ju/ 4~ 80 4~ 6 400 3 2133.33
S 1 5¢/m 6 800 m 6 800 3 2 266.67
=4 0.5 5/4 17004 850 3 283.33
Y 2758/m 1300 m 2 600 3 866.67
Ttk 10 Jo/4~ 80 4~ 800 3 266.67
E R 80 Jo/ 4 44~ 320 3 106.67
ALY 6 316 3 2105.33
431 Total 48 482.00 303 012.6
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Table 3  Comparison of the annual production cost of hydroponic

strawberry in Youyang County

e o Waem kbl
,Tfj: Price Converted price  Proportion
ype IE 5%/hm* %

FLAl i Infrastructure 25 309.33 158 183.40 20.86
THFEAS Cost 38 146.53 238 415.85 31.44
F£LE% Materials expenses 39 878.67 249 241.65 32.87
N L.3% Cost of labor 18 000.00 112 500.00 14.84
41t Total 121 334.53 758 340.75
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Fig.6  Distributions ecological sensitivity area of land use in
Kuche County in 2020
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