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r------------------- Abstract ----------------------, 

A survey of landscape architects in Georgia was conducted to help growers and landscape contractors work more closely with this 
group. We received 62 completed surveys for a 37% response. About 66% of the Georgia firms are located in the metro Atlanta 
area. We established three size classes of firms based on the 1990 wholesale value of plants specified, small «$200 K), medium 
($200-999 K), and large (~$1 M). Comparisons are made among size classes and data are presented for each size class. Approx­
imately 21 % of the firms accounted for 67% of the plants specified in 1990. It is estimated that Georgia landscape architects 
specified about $85 M of plants in 1990. About 90% of the firms conduct a majority of their business in Georgia and indicated 
that 85% of all projects are in-state. However, 47% of the plant material specified by these firms is obtained from outside the state 
of Georgia. This implies that $34 M worth of plant material used in Georgia is sourced out-of-state. 

Index words: nursery growers, landscape contractors, market research 

Significance to the Nursery Industry 

The survey results provide the first quantitative estimate 
of the important role that landscape architects play in the 
demand for plant material. The value of plant material spec­
ified by Georgia landscape architects is equivalent to 42.5% 
of the value of plants grown in Georgia. This suggests that 
growers develop a close working relationship with landscape 
architects. Follow-up market research to determine the type 
of plants imported to Georgia and the reasons for imports 
can help nurserymen with their marketing plans. 

Introduction 

The landscape industry is in a transition phase as nurseries 
change from production-oriented to market-driven busi­
nesses. This is necessitated by periods of over-supply, cost­
conscious customers, and more rapidly changing trends. The 
smaller profit margins require that producers reduce waste. 
These factors, and the long production times, require grow­
ers to be more involved in development of marketing pro-
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grams. Most marketing programs have two components, 
market research (what to produce) and merchandising (how 
to sell what you have) (6, 8). 

The long production cycles in the survey industry neces­
sitates that growers understand who determines demand for 
their product (3, 4, 5). A useful tool to describe the flow 
of product and customers is the distribution channel map 
(1). A simplified channel map for landscape plants is pre­
sented in Fig. 1. The channel map highlights the influential 
role of landscape architects in creating demand for plant 
materials. The decision on plant material used in many of 
the commercial, government, and private developments is 
made by the landscape architect (3, 4). In addition to de­
termining specific plant varieties for landscape projects, 
landscape architects are the first to know about future de­
mand, since they develop projects several months in advance 
of the time plants are requested. Landscape architects also 
influence demand at retail garden centers. This occurs when 
consumers observe plants in highly visible commercial proj­
ects and subsequently request the same plants from their 
local garden center. 

A literature search revealed no information on the rela­
tionship between landscape architects, landscape contrac­
tors, and growers. Also unavailable is information on the 
value of plant material specified, information sources on 
what plants to specify, and where plants are sourced. 

This paper is the fIrst in a series covering the results of recent 
market research with Georgia landscape architects. The goal 
of the market research is to gather information and recommend 
strategies that will help landscape architects, growers, and 
landscape contractors exchange information and work together 
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Fig. 1. Distribution channel map of the landscape industry highlighting the influence of landscape architects on demand for plant material. 

more efficiently. The objectives of this study are to: (a) highlight 
the role of landscape architects in the landscape industry, 
(b) quantify the value of plant material specified by landscape 
architects, and (c) characterize the nature and size of landscape 
architectural frrms in Georgia. 

Materials and Methods 

Surveys were mailed to registered landscape architects in 
Georgia that are members of the American Society of Land­
scape Architects (ASLA). The members represent 168 fmns. 
The survey contained a cover letter cosigned by the Mar­
keting Manager of ASLA and the senior author highlighting 
the goals of the survey. The initial mailing was sent in May, 
1991, and a follow-up mailing to non-respondents in June, 
1991. 

The questions explored in this paper are shown in Table 
1. Each landscape architect was requested to list: (a) the 
wholesale value of plant material specified in 1990, (b) the 
percentages of the plant materials specified that came from 
Georgia or other states, and (c) the state(s) in which their 
business is conducted and to indicate the volume of their 
business in each state. Data were tabulated and analysis of 
response conducted using SAS (7). The market channel map 
was developed as described by Boone and Kurtz (1). 

Results and Discussion 

Total returns numbered 62 representing a 37% response 
rate for the survey (Table 2). All questions included in the 

Table 1.	 Survey questions discussed in 'this study. 

1)	 Estimated wholesale value of plant material purchased or specified in 
1990? _ 

2) When obtaining plant material, what percentage of your plant material 
comes from in-state and out-of-state? 

In-State % Out-of-State % 

3) Place of Business 

(a) Headquarters Location: City State __ Zip __ 

(b) Please indicate what percentage of the projects your business un­
dertook in 1990 occurred in each state in which you do business: 

State Percent 

survey were re-examined to determine if anyone question 
would have discouraged a response. No reason was found 
to suspect that response was discouraged by the nature of 
the questions asked. Thus, we consider the 37% rate of 
response reported here as a random sample. Of the 168 
ASLA firms surveyed in Georgia, 111 (66%) are located in 
the metropolitan Atlanta area (Table 2). The Atlanta re­
sponse rate was 37%. 

The wholesale value of plant material purchased or spec­
ified by responding landscape architects totaled $28.9 M 
(Table 3). With a 34% response rate on this question, the 
total value of plant material specified by Georgia landscape 
architects for 1990 approximates $85 M. This compares with 
an estimated wholesale value of landscape plants produced 
in Georgia of $200 M (2). This demonstrates that landscape 
architects playa major role in determining demand for plant 
material produced by Georgia nurseries. It also strongly 
suggests that nurserymen develop a communications plan 
directed toward landscape architects. However, such a plan 
requires that producers better understand the landscape ar­
chitectural firms, their information sources, and their plant 
material requirements. 

The survey shows that 21 % of the firms, classified as 
large with the wholesale value of specified plants greater 
than $1 M, account for 670/0 of the plant material specified 
(Table 3). The 1990 value of plant material specified by 
these 12 largest firms ranged from $1 M to $2.5 M. All 
large firms, except one, are located in the metropolitan 
Atlanta area. The mid-sized firms (wholesale value of $200 

Table 2.	 Response rate for the survey of landscape architectural firms 
in Georgia and in Atlanta, GA. 

Location 

Georgia Atlanta PercentZ 

All Finns Surveyed X 

Finns Responding 
PercentY 

168 
62 
37 

III 
41 
37 

66 
66 

Z Atlanta as percentages of Georgia.
 

YFinns responding as percentages of total finns surveyed.
 

xThe. finns surveyed were listed in the American Society of Landscape
 
~rchItects 1991 IN PRACTICE listing of private landscape architectural
 
fInns, government agencies, and academic institutions.
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Table 3. Size of landscape architecture firms as measured by the wholesale value of plant material specified. 

Size" 
No. 

of firms Percent 
Average $ 

specified/firmZ Total Z % Total $ RangeZ 

Small 
Medium 
Large 

24 
21 
12 

42 
37 
21 

68.5 aY 

378.6 b 
1613.3 c 

1,643 
7,950 

19,360 

5.7 
27.5 
66.8 

5- 150 
200- 800 

1000-2500 

Sum 57	 28,953 

ZExpressed in thousand dollars.
 

YMeans within a column, bearing different letters differ at the 1% probability level.
 

xBased on wholesale value of plant material purchased or specified in 1990: Small «$200 K), Medium ($200 K-$999 K), Large (~$1 M).
 

K to $800 K) account for 37% of the respondents and slightly 
over 27% of the total $28.5 M value. The small firms 
(wholesale value less than $200 K) account for 42% of the 
respondents but less than 6% of the total dollar value of the 
plant material. These results indicate that in respect to spec­
ified plants in Georgia, there are twice as many small firms 
in operation as are large firms; but, the dollar value asso­
ciated with the large firms is nearly 12-fold of the dollar 
value associated with small firms. The three firm sizes differ 
significantly in the average dollar value of the plant materials 
specified (Table 3) and thus the responses to other questions 
are analyzed by the size of firm. 

Approximately 90% of the respondents do a majority 
(>50%) of their business in Georgia (Table 4). Other states, 
where only one or two Georgia firms have indicated to do 
a majority of their business, are the adjoining southeastern 
states of Florida (2 firms), North Carolina (1 firm), South 
Carolina (1 firm), Tennessee (1 firm) and Washington, D.C. 
(1 firm). In fact, about 41 % of the Georgia firms surveyed 
only do business in Georgia (Table 5). A substantial number 
of firms (30%) do business in at least 2 states, while 15% 
of the firms conduct their business in 3, 4, or more states. 
When the number of states where business is conducted and 
the percentage of projects in each state are computed, Geor­
gia firms included in this survey conduct about 85% of their 
business in Georgia (Table 6). 

While landscape architects conduct 850/0 of their business 
in Georgia, the average of the percent of respondents for 

Table 4.	 States where Georgia landscape architectural firms do a 
majority of their business. 

Percent of 
State No. firms total firms 

Georgia 53 89.8 
Florida 2 3.4 
North Carolina 1 1.7 
South Carolina 1 1.7 
Tennessee 1 1.7 
Washington, DC 1 1.7 

Table 5. Number of states where Georgia landscape architectural 
firms conducted business in 1990. 

No. states Respondents (%) 

1 40.7 
2 29.7 
3 14.8 
4 or more 14.8 

Table 6. Percentage of landscape architectural projects conducted 
in Georgia or other southeastern states in 1990. 

State Projects (%) 

Georgia 84.7
 
Others 15.3
 

in-state sourcing of plant material in 1990 was only 59% 
(Table 7). Large firms source slightly over 53% of plant 
materials in Georgia. As the size of the firm decreases, the 
percentage of product sourced within the state increases to 
65% for small firms. While not significant, reasons for this 
increase include: (a) larger firms have the resources to iden­
tify producers out-of-state, (b) the variety of product spec­
ified can not be grown within Georgia, (c) producers are 
unaware of this opportunity, or (d) larger firms normally 
do a higher percentage of their business out-of-state. 

When we take into account the value of plant material 
specified, the magnitude of imports is even more striking 
and significant among firm sizes (Table 8). The large firms 
account for nlore imports ($8.6 M) than do medium ($3.4 
M) or small ($705 K) firms. This could simply be a re­
flection of the higher dollar value of plant material specified 
by large firms. However, we also see that only a slightly 
higher percentage of plant material specified by large firms 
(47.5%) comes from out-of-state compared to medium 
(45.4%) and small (42.9%) firms. The firms source about 
47% of the plant material specified from outside Georgia 
even though only 15% of their business is outside Georgia. 

The value of plant material specified by Georgia landscape 
architects which is sourced out-of-state is estimated at 39.6 
M dollars (Table 9). After discounting 15% for the business 
conducted out-of-state, the value of plant material specified 
and used within Georgia, but purchased out-of-state, is a 

Table 7.	 Source of plant material purchased or specified by landscape 
architects. 

Percent response 

Size of firmz In-state Out-of-state 

Large 53.2 aY 46.8 b 
Medium 56.1 a 43.9 b 
Small 65.4 a 34.6 b 
Sum 59.1 40.9 

Z As determined in Table 3. 

YMeans within a column, bearing the same letter do not differ at the 5% 
level (P > 0.05). 
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Table 8. Value of plant material purchased in Georgia (in-state) or outside Georgia (out-of-state). 

Mean value of planP 
material in $1000 Total in $1000 PercentW Range in $1000 Number 

Firm sizeZ of respondents In-state Out-of-state In-state Out-of-state In-state Out-of-state In-state Out-of-state 

Large 11 861.5 aX 780.4 a 9476 a 8584 a 52.5 47.5 101-1500 125-1540 
Medium 19 215.7 b 179.1 b 4098 b 3403 b 54.6 45.4 38-600 0-525 
Small 24 39.1 c 29.4 c 938 c 705 c 57.1 42.9 5-98 0-135­

Sum 54 268.7 235.0 14512 12692 53.3 46.7 5-1500 0-1540 

ZAs detennined in Table 3.
 

YDue to unequal number of respondents per finn size, standard error of the mean ranged from 40-59 for in-state and 44-66 for out-of-state.
 

xMeans within a column, bearing different letter differ at the 5% level (P < 0.05).
 

WComputed as percent of total dollar value (in-state plus out-of-state values).
 

Table 9. Value of plant material imported by landscape architects. 

Total 
Out-of-state % sourced % Business Value 

Number sourcingZ Total firms out-of-stateZ in Georgia of importsY 

54 12.691.6 32 39,600 85 33,700 

ZExpressed in thousand dollars.
 

YImports = Value of plants sourced out-of-state minus percentage associated with business conducted out-of-state.
 

sizeable $33.7 M. This compares to the estinlated wholesaie 
value of plant material produced in Georgia of $200 M (2). 

The results reported in this paper demonstrate that land­
scape architects play an important role in determining de­
mand for plants. Relatively few firms (21 %) in Georgia 
account for 67% of plant material specified and are located 
in the Atlanta area. The value of plant material specified 
by landscape architects in Georgia is $85 M (42.5% of the 
nursery industry). The value of their imports is $34 M (17% 
of the current industry). Nurserymen should develop a closer 
working relationship with landscape architects as a way to 
improve marketing practices. 

Literature Cited 
1. Boone, LE. and D. Kurtz. 1986. Contemporary Marketing. Fifth 

Edition, The Dryden Press, Chicago, IL. pp. 278-305. 

2. Brooker, J. R. and S.C. Turner. 1990. Trade flows and marketing 
practices within the United States nursery industry. Southern Cooperative 
Series Bulletin 358. Univ. Tennessee Agri. Expt. Stat. 

3. Garber, M.P. 1991a. Have you hugged your landscape architect 
today? Georgia Green Industry Newsletter 2(1): 13-18. 

4. Garber, M.P. 1991b. "New Alliance" to survey needs of landscape 
architects. Nursery News 6(4):20. Chicago, IL. 

5. Garber, M. P. 1991 c. National survey on landscape architects plant 
needs. Georgia/ASLA Newsletter 2(3):4. 

6. Kotter, P. 1988. Marketing Management: Analysis, Planning, Im­
plementation, and Control. Sixth Edition, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 
NJ. pp. 777. 

7. SAS Institute, Inc. 1985. SAS User's Guide: Statistics. Version 5. 
Cary, NC. pp. 956. 

8. Seymour, D.T. 1988. Marketing Research: Qualitative Methods for 
the Marketing Professional. Probus Publishing Company, Chicago, IL. 
pp. 234. 

1. Environ. Hort. 10(2):69-72. 1une 1992 72 

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://prim

e-pdf-w
aterm

ark.prim
e-prod.pubfactory.com

/ at 2025-07-19 via free access


