News Notes For Autumn

Turfgrass Advisory Service Fees
To Increase Slightly in 1989

The USGA Executive Committee has
approved a small increase in Turfgrass
Advisory Service (TAS) fees for 1989 to
compensate for increased airfare, ground
transportation, and other operational
costs. As with all USGA activities, the
Green Section TAS is offered on a non-
profit basis to all member clubs. The
Green Section mission is to assist clubs
in the development of better turf for
golf through direct visits to subscribing
courses and direct support of turfgrass
research. The 1989 fee schedule is:

One Half-Day TAS Visit:

If paid by April IS ...coeevvrviinnnes $600.
If paid April 16 - July 15 ........... 650.
If paid after July 15 .......c.ccee. 750.
One Full-Day TAS Visit:

If paid by April 15 ..ccccvvrrne. $ 900.
If paid April 16 - July 15 ......... 97s.
If paid after July 15 ................. 1100.
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Each TAS visit is followed by a written
report summarizing the discussions and
recommendations of the visit. Additional
assistance through telephone calls, cor-
respondence, regional meetings, and at
turf conferences nationwide is also part
of the total program. Last year, nearly
1,400 golf clubs subscribed to TAS, a
new record!

The Green Section staff is comprised
of 12 trained and experienced golf course
agronomists located throughout the
United States. Because they have nothing
to sell but service, their views and recom-
mendations are totally unbiased. There
is no comparable turfgrass advisory ser-
vice like it anywhere in the world. And
a Green Section visit still costs less than
one quarter of one percent of most golf
course maintenance budgets today. The
Turfgrass Advisory Service can help you
to better golfing turf in 1989. It’s a bar-
gain you can't afford to miss.

Dr. Fred V. Grau, Honorary Life

Chairman of The Musser International
Turfgrass Foundation.

Dr. Fred V. Grau Receives
Musser International Turfgrass
Foundation Recognition Award

Dr. Fred V. Grau has been made Hono-
rary Life Chairman of The Musser Inter-
national Turfgrass Foundation, having
served as its Chairman from 1968 to 1988.
Dr. Grau’s life has been devoted to turf-
grass science and teaching. He headed
the USGA Green Section following the
Second World War for five years and
received the Green Section Award in 1969.
Almost every other honor in the turf-
grass industry has been bestowed on
him. His vision and encouragement of
young people to enter the profession is
unmatched and his influence on turfgrass
management throughout the world will
long endure.



James E. Connolly Becomes
Northeastern Agronomist

James E. Connolly has become the third
new member to join the expanding Green
Section staff in 1988, replacing Gary
Watschke, who resigned in mid-May.
Connolly brings a wealth of academic
and field experience to his new post. A
1978 graduate in Turfgrass Science from
Washington State University, Jim has
served not only as assistant superintendent
and superintendent at courses in the
Pacific Northwest, but also as a sales
representative and pesticide consultant.

He also has warm-season turfgrass ex-
perience, serving as a sales representative
in Florida, with emphasis on pesticide
use and safety.

Connolly served on the board of direc-
tors of the Northwest Turfgrass Associ-
ation for three years, and was an active
member of the Inland Empire GCSA, in
Washington State. In addition to his turf-
grass management experience, Jim has
also been active in amateur hockey or-
ganizations — which should put him in
good stead in New England. The Green
Section is pleased to have Jim Connolly
as a member of its staff.

ALL THINGS CONSIDERED

Getting The Priorities Straight

by STANLEY J. ZONTEK

Director, Mid-Atlantic Region, USGA Green Section

HEN THE TIME comes for
a club to spend money — big
money — for capital expenses,

the needs of the golf course itself fre-
quently take on a secondary role to the
needs of the swimming pool, the tennis
courts, or the clubhouse.

You don't believe it?

Just think of the number of clubs that
have completed $1 to $2 million or more
in renovations to their clubhouses or
built tennis courts during times of tight
money and recession and compare them
to the number of golf courses that have
spent the same amount of money on new
maintenance buildings, rebuilding poorly
built greens, installing up-to-date irri-
gation systems, or replacing old, worn-
out maintenance equipment on a regular,
scheduled basis. On a smaller scale, which
often comes first . . . repairs to the swim-
ming pool, new carpets or drapes in the
clubhouse, or a new tractor? More times
than not, equipment for the golf course
is deferred.

Are golf course superintendents bad
salesmen? Or have today’s golf clubs and
golf facilities misplaced their priorities?

In my experience, probably a little of
both. Of all the physical assets of today’s
modern and complete club facility, the
golf course itself remains the main attrac-
tion. Around it centers the prosperity
and the reputation of the entire club.

How often is a club really remembered
for its great gourmet meals, or for its
colorful swimming pool cabanas? Most
clubs are remembered for their golf
courses . . . how they look, how well they
are turfed and manicured, and how well
they play.

It truly is a credit to today’s golf course
superintendents and their hard-working
crews that, in many instances, golf courses
are in such great condition in spite of
modest maintenance budgets, poor irri-
gation systems, old maintenance equip-
ment, poorly built putting greens, and
maintenance buildings that even now
lack proper lighting, heat, sanitary facili-
ties, pesticide storage, and equipment
repair areas.

Obviously, some golf courses have set
their priorities properly and have spent

money when and where it was needed,
and in almost every instance their courses
reflect this philosophy. Regretfully, other
clubs have not.

What to do?

The superintendent must be willing to
state his case for needed capital expen-
diture improvements to his committees,
governing boards, and/ or administrators.
Sell your programs because, after all,
as their first priority most people join
to play golf. In my opinion, if your case
is properly presented (perhaps with the
help of your regional USGA Green Sec-
tion Agronomist), the decision makers
will understand that the needs of the
golf course must come first.

Perhaps in the future the following
scenario will take place at a board of
directors meeting: “Gentlemen, the
motion is passed. We will replace the old
irrigation system, renovate the golf course
superintendent’s maintenance area, and
then replace the carpets, drapes, and
furniture in the clubhouse. After all, the
golf course is our first priority.”
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