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depreciation of greens, etc.?

b- The income approach—

Here the appraiser wants to convert club in-
come into value; he may ask “what income
would this golf club property produce if put to
its highest and best golf course use, whether
that be for a profit-seeking course or a non-
profit course?” This approach is very sensi-
tive and must be studied in detail.

Sales comparison approach—

This is obviously a very reliable approach,
but there’s little sales data. The objective is to
compare the various factors of the course in
guestion with those whose sale price is
known. One fault with this approach is that
courses are designed to be different and,
therefore, hard to compare. By the way, Cali-
fornia tax authorities feel that the irrigation
system is the club’'s single most important
feature; without it the course would fail.

In comparing sales of properties, other

things impact on the club's value—-competition
from other clubs, charges in the local custom-
er mix and whether the cost burden of the
operation overrides its value to members.
A fourth approach considers the club’s Stock
and Debt. There appears to be favor in the ap-
praisal community first for the comparable
sales approach supported by the income ap-
proach, backed up by “replacement costs less
normal depreciation and obsolescence.”

So much for approaches.

4- We'll be studying existing and proposed land
use controls and legislation to determine what has
been successful and what new steps to take. This
will cover such things as zoning, easements, re-
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strictions, transfer of development rights and so on.

5- Of course we'll try to identify opportunities for
tax relief and what must we do to set the stage. We
believe there will be some alternatives, but there
won't be any single, magic answers.

6- Finally, we'll try to define areas for intense
study and possible cooperative activity with other
golf related organizations.

We believe that clubs should be sensitive to how
their community relates to them and the vaiue they
place on recreation open space.

There is complete spectrum among clubs in their
willingness to have their facilities used by scholastic
and civic groups, municipal employees and some-
times, in the case of skiing, and so forth, the public at
large. Some clubs have virtually no contact with their
community per se, which may not be enlightened
self-interest if you ever hope to develop local empa-
thy for the club. That's a highly individual question.

But, turning from empathy to plain understanding,
our members readily boast that our clubs contribute
far more to the communities in dollars than in the
services they draw. Houses surrounding golf
courses are more valuable because of the course, or
they exist because of.

As some detractors have pointed out, as printed
in the Washington Post, “there’'s a list as long as
one’s imagination of multiple uses for acreage nor-
mally restricted to goif, thus providing a better cost-
benefit ratio. Such lists include bike trails, picnic
areas, jogging courses, boating, lawn bowling, flower
gardens, and so on.” Is that so? Where are the num-
bers? And whao's going to pay the bill?

Frankly, we haven’t found any numbers on either
side of the question, but in a shouting match in court
or before your County Council, we haven't a prayer
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ship to keep the course as beautiful as possible, or
more challenging, or even difficult, then the pay-
out period becomes secondary to esthetics. Unfor-
tunately many good country club quality courses
are being down-graded severely by practices
which are supposed to reduce maintenance costs
but which actually result in false economy. | refer
in particular to the practice of letting the greens
grow in, that is aliow them to become smaller. The
future costs of increased traffic in a smaller area
and the resulting compaction of the greens often
more than offsets the reduced maintenance costs
of less mowing time, particularly with riding
MOWers.

Let's examine some of the factors contributing
to high-maintenance costs and what might be
done about it. Starting with the tees, some of the
older courses and a few of the newer courses con-
tain many small tees as opposed to one or two
larger tees. As a result, mowing costs are in-
creased by the necessity of having to transport the
mower from one tee to the next as opposed to con-
tinuous mowing efficiency. Second, the slopes of
the tees: Many tees in the old days were built
when hand labor was still 30¢ an hour, or less, and
the cost of maintaining a tee with side slopes of 2
to 1 was not too much of a problem. Slopes on the
sides, fronts, and backs of tees should be keptto a
minimum of 4 to 1, and a preferable slope of 6 to 1,
so that mechanical equipment can be used and
hand maintenance avoided.

The size of the tee itself can reduce mainte-
nance. A tee which is too small receives too much
wear and tear, forcing the need for re-seeding and
top-dressing many times during the season. If a
tee were larger, the natural regrowth of grass into
a used area might be sufficient. Shade around the
tees is also a factor. Members love to have the
tees in a grove of trees where they can obtain pro-
tection from the sun in the summer as well as to
give aesthetic values to the golf hole. But with the
exceptions of certain shade tolerant grasses,
trees often contribute to poor turf around the tees.

Now for the fairways. Many fairway problems
begin when the course is constructed. It is
absolutely necessary to provide a good seed-bed
for good fairway turf. Modification of existing poor
soil conditions will greatly reduce future mainte-
nance. The same can be said for those areas
which are low and which retain too much water.
These spots must be well-drained if they are to
take the normal traffic of a busy golf course.

The choice of the right grasses for the fairways
is also important. Recent wear tests on northern
grasses show that certain selections are more
wear-resistant than others. If there is shade along
the fairways, the use of certain fescues in a mix-
ture of bluegrass or rye grass might save a lot of
headaches and maintenance. In southern areas,
the use of hybrid bermuda grasses can actually
reduce maintenance by forming a dense turf which
is relatively impervious to weed seeds as com-
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pared with common bermuda. Common bermuda is
very open in springtime due to its loss of leaf
structure during winter play. Consequently weed
seeds are able to reach the earth where they ger-
minate more easily, increasing herbicide costs.
This is quite obvious on courses which have large
spots of hybrid bermudas and common bermuda
side-by-side.

Correct watering of the fairways is another
means of reducing the maintenance costs. Careful
watering, particularly with automation, can greatly
reduce maintenance costs of fairways.

In hilly areas, some slopes are so steep that
erosion becomes a problem each year. The use of
proper diversion terraces, particularly those which
can be landscaped out so that they don’t appear to
be engineered ditches, are quite helpfu! in avoid-
ing such erosion maintenance. In fact, it is possi-
ble to divert entire water sheds, if it is done legally.

Greens, of course, occupy a major part of the
maintenance budget. In general, the maintenance
costs of greens is in direct proportion to the area
of the green. But if the greens are too small, the
wear and tear concentrated in the middie of the
greens will soon cause the maintenance costs to
exceed those of a green which is larger. You might
call this the “law of diminishing backspin.”

There is no guestion in my mind, based on my
20 years of experience, that building greens ac-
cording to the USGA specifications will reduce
maintenance costs. The balance of factors
achieved in a USGA specification green are such
that watering can be minimized, application of
fungicides can be minimrized, application of fer-
tilizer can be optimized, and future problems of
compaction, aerification, etc., virtually eliminated.
The only trouble with the USGA type greens is that
not enough people believe in it. Too many club
members, who become overnight experts, believe
that the seed-bed mixture is “too sandy—it won't
grow anything. We've got to strengthen it by
adding topsoil.” This is often done, over the objec-
tions of the knowledgable superintendent. A few
years later, the green gets hard, crusty, and won’t
hold shots. Then somebody gets the idea that the
way to improve the quality of the green is to add
sand. So they add sand, and the death of the green
begins. As most of you already know, stratification
is the No. 1 “No-No” in greens construction and
maintenance.

If you are still watering your greens by hand, |
urge that you automate as quickly as possible,
even if you can't afford to automate the fairways.
Good greens watering is essential to good greens
and lower maintenance costs. Good quality labor
to water the greens at night is fast disappearing. It
isn’'t even a question of payout; it is the question of
“where are you going to find people who will even
water at night?” We think automation is essential.

Since the greens are watered regularly, it is
necessary for the bunkers next to the greens to be
so constructed that the water will not run off the
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the conbl for Hyperodes weevil during the past
year. Our recommendation is two pounds active
per acre Dursban or four pounds active per acre
Diazinon applied in mid-April. A second applica-
tion at the same rates should follow in mid-May.
We have observed that the granular forms of
these insecticides perform better than the liquid
formulations. However, the liquids can do a fine
job if watered in well after application.

RADKO: Another problem we saw prominently in the
Northeast this past summer was pythium. Be-
cause of EPA regulations, there has been a
reduction in our old standby fungicides carrying
mercury. These were used for years and 'm sure
helped in pythium control. Now that the merc-
uries are no longer in wide use, we are going to
see more and more of the pythium problem. The
superintendent should prepare for it.

GRIFFIN: We have had a new disease this year in
North and South Carolina and Tennessee on
bentgrass greens. 've never seen it before but it
seems a very serious one. It develops inring form
and eats into the thatch leaving small hollows
throughout the green. Fortunately it is not oo
widespread. It seems to last from 3 to 12 weeks
and sometimes up to a full year. We've just not
been able to get rid of it so far with any of the
standard fungicides. Some drenches seem to
have an effect as well as an application of heavy
amounts of lime or an organic fertilizer. But the
pattern is confusing. One thing works one time
and another the next, but it is difficult to pin it
down. Someone has suggested the disease is
soybean root rot and there is no control for that
other than crop rotation!

MONCRIEF: The farther South we go the more
different strains of pythium we find. Drainage is
certainly important in pythium control because it
is a water-loving disease organism. So you need
good drainage. We use Captan as a fungicide in
the soil to try to keep the disease suppressed as
much as possible. It is doing quite well and has a
residual effect.

To improve disease and insect control on turf
in the future, the Green Section is supporting
research on electro static sprays at the Universi-
ty of Georgia. This technigue has been used with
outstanding success in row crops. We hope to
adapt it to turfgrass purposes and, if successful,
it may be possible to use 50 per cent or less
chemicals to achieve the same degree of control.
This has been the case in row crop work.

RADKO: Another interesting thing in electro static
sprays is that there is far less water needed for
the application. It is a beautiful thing to watch and
we hope it works out well for turf.

GRIFFIN: This leads us into the area of labor saving
innovations. Do any of you have a report of this
subject?

ZONTEK: | have two examples of how a conscien-
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tious superintendent and his mechanic can
develop important equipment for the golf course.

Superintendent Arthur Elmers and mechanic
Bill Coerper, of Preakness Hills Country Club in
New Jersey, grew tired of hand shoveling sand
back onto the faces of bunkers after heavy rains.
They developed a blade-like attachment for the
mechanical sand rake. The small, dozer-like
blade pushes the washed sand back into place.
Then the operator locks the blade in the up posi-
tion and simply rakes the sand in the bunker in
the usual manner. All of the work is accomplished
without the workman's leaving his seat.

Another good idea utilizes the mechanical
bunker rake and was developed by Superinten-
dent Les Allen, of Kernwood Country Club in
Massachusetts. To remove runners and overly-
ing grass blades on putting surfaces, Les had
developed a Delmonte rake attachment for the
mechanical sand rake. The spring teeth of the
rake roughs up the runners as it is drawn back
and forth across the green, and then a regular
putting green mower follows, cutting off the
raised grain and nap. It works very well.

MONCRIEF: Speaking of bunkers, the Green Sec-

tion's support of research on a machine to
mechanically remove pebbles, rocks and other
debris from sand bunkers is progressing very
well. We hope to have it on display at the US.
Open site, the Atlanta Athletic Club, Atlanta, Ga,,
this June.

GRIFFIN: | would like to ask the panel how they see

the general outiook for play and golf course
maintenance in 19767

BUCHANAN: Play is up, and as long as we have

revenue coming into the club, maintenance costs
are going to have to keep pace. One point that
constantly comes to my mind is the article by Su-
perintendent Bob Williams, of Bob-O-Link Golf
Club in lltinois, in the USGA Golf Handbook. He
mentions that most clubs today have an annual
gross income of about a million dollars. This
comes from dues, fees, restaurant, bar, lockers,
pro shop, caddies, pool, tennis, etc. It is a figure
representing the total amount of money spent at
a club in one year by members and guests. Now,
if golf course maintenance costs average about
$150,000 a year, one can conclude that only
about 15 per cent of the club’s annual gross in-
come goes 1o grounds and greens upkeep. Of
this figure, approximately $100,000 or 10 per
cent of the gross annual income accounts for
ground maintenance salaries and wages. When
viewed in this light, it seems golf course mainte-
nance operations are one of the most efficient
areas in the total private club operational picture.
Certainly, with everincreasing play, golf course
maintenance expenditures provide an extremely
poor target for the cost cutting axe.
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