Protocols for an IPM System
on Goltf Courses

Collaboration produces a standard for golf course IPM.
by MARY C. OWEN and RANDALL G. PROSTAK

TRONG population growth and

a steady increase in tourism have

given golf and other construction
a huge boost. State and local leaders,
faced with managing this growth and
development, have struggled with deci-
sions about how golf courses can be
assets to their communities. Decision-
makers have often specified integrated
pest management (IPM)in orders of
condition and permitting documents,
but there has been no clear standard by
which they can measure and evaluate
the IPM plans proposed to them.

It's no news that the public is con-
cerned about the use of pesticides
where they live, or that they often
associate golf courses with pesticide
use. They want and expect their com-
munity leaders to protect them and
the environment. So, how do we edu-
cate the public and decision-makers
about IPM as a positive means of
managing properties in relation to the
environment?

Michael lacono, CGCS at Pine
Brook Country Club, in Weston, Mass.,
has been a leader in IPM efforts in the
state of Massachusetts. Mike recently
represented the Golf Course Superin-
tendents Association of New England
(GCSANE) on the Massachusetts IPM
Council. The Council, a coalition of
industry, education, government, and
public interest groups, identified the
need to develop IPM certification pro-
grams as a means of educating the
public and setting a standard for sound,
scientifically based IPM.

Mike asserts, “As superintendents,
we all recognize that we implement
IPM to a certain extent. We understand
the need for quality and high standards,
and the need to take action based on
scientific knowledge. We need to recog-
nize professionals who implement IPM
as different from those who do not.”

GCSANE, also recognizing this need
for a consistent, feasible, and definable
standard, partnered with the University
of Massachusetts Extension Turf Pro-
gram in the Golf Course IPM Project.
The principal project objective was to
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develop economically and operation-
ally viable and environmentally sound
IPM protocols for golf courses.
Eighteen golf course superintendents
and assistants from GCSANE worked
diligently over three years to write,
refine, field-test, and pilot the IPM
protocols in their operations. The
courses varied by geography, owner-
ship/management type, age, mainte-
nance intensity, operational budget,
traffic, and proximity to environmen-
tally sensitive areas. The University of
Massachusetts Extension Turf Program
provided leadership and scientific tech-
nical expertise for the project. An ad-
visory committee representing a broad
range of golf course, green industry,
community, media, and regulatory
interests provided review and input.

What is Protocols for an
IPM System on Golf Courses?

Protocols for an IPM System on Golf
Courses outlines the basic elements of
an IPM system. It can be used to
develop, implement, document, and
verify IPM in a golf course management
system. It can be used to educate and
inform anyone about the components
of an integrated pest management
system.

The Protocols details the compo-
nents of an IPM system. It is structured
as a workbook supplemented with
record keeping forms and associated
information. The user is able to docu-
ment the parts of an IPM system
already in place, identify those items
that need to be expanded or added,
analyze management, and plan for
changes that will lead to a more com-
plete IPM system. The Protocols docu-
ment is neither a replacement for other
record keeping nor a substitute for
technical resources on specific pest
management. It is designed for use on
all golf courses anywhere when supple-
mented with regionally specific pest
management information. In the case
of mandated or regulated IPM, the
Protocols can also be used to audit or
verify IPM implementation.

Protocols for an IPM System on Golf
Courses also presents a model for an
IPM system. It can be used during the
design, permitting, and construction
phases of a new golf course to establish
a plan for the development of a site-
specific integrated management system.

Charles Passios, CGCS, has been
involved with permitting at several golf
courses. “The Protocols create an even
playing field for consultants who are
working in the permitting phase of
course development. And, while the
uniqueness of each site demands an
individual IPM plan, the Protocols pro-
vide a framework upon which to build.”
Mr. Passios contends, “There is no sub-
stitute for a golf course superintendent’s
expertise on the permitting and design
team, and the Protfocols alone cannot
replace this expertise.”

Regulatory officials, community de-
cision-makers, educators, and others
wishing to understand the components
of an IPM system can refer to the
Protocols to understand what consti-
tutes an economically and operation-
ally feasible, environmentally respon-
sible golf course IPM system. It is
already being used as a teaching tool in
university turf management programs
in the Northeast.

What Did We Learn Along the Way?

Over the three years we learned and
affirmed several critical items. Golf
course superintendents must set and
uphold very high standards when
determining and labeling their man-
agement as a true IPM program. The
development and implementation of
an IPM system will require a substantial
investment of staff time and resources.
Protocols for an IPM System on Golf
Courses provides a technically sound
framework for future golf course IPM
certification programs.

The Protocols has proven to be a
valuable management tool. Superinten-
dents involved in the pilot program
reported positive changes in record
keeping and other management prac-
tices as a result of using the Protocols.



Robert Ruszala, GCS at Hickory Ridge
Country Club, in Ambherst, Mass.,
developed an elegantly simple but
tremendously effective overlay map for
his course. What Mr. Ruszala had
intuitively recognized as a disease
pattern became clearly documented.

Establishing an IPM system on a new
course may take several growing sea-
sons. Richard Zepp, CGCS at Cyprian
Keyes Golf Club, in Boylston, Mass.,
says, “Management during establish-
ment and grow-in is radically different
than for a mature, established course.
The pests and pest complexes change as
the golf course evolves. You are just
beginning to establish the site-specific
knowledge base that you need for a
sustainable IPM system.”

What’s Next?

In January 2001, the Northeast
Center for IPM developed a golf course
IPM working group as part of a project
funded by the National Science Foun-
dation Center for IPM. The working
group includes land grant university
researchers and educators, USGA staff,
golf course superintendents, and repre-
sentatives of EPA, environmental advo-
cacy groups, and environmental regu-
lators. This group has endorsed the
Protocols as appropriate and useful for
the northeastern United States, and will
work to develop additional and supple-
mentary IPM website information.

The UMASS Extension Turf Program
will continue to evaluate the effective-
ness of the Protocols. The UMASS
Extension Turf Program, in collabora-
tion with the Northeast Golf Course
IPM Project, is producing information
for community decision-makers regard-
ing IPM on golf courses, with particular
emphasis on the Protocols.

There is much more work yet to be
done to improve the degree of imple-
mentation of IPM systems on golf
courses: more research on specific
pests and pest management techniques,
demonstrations of sound golf course
IPM, clear measurement and assess-
ment of IPM impact on pesticide
selection and use over time, and con-
tinued communication and collabora-
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golfers for near perfection of putting
surfaces and other areas, and time
restraints make IPM on a total system
level a difficult goal to reach. However,
the Protocols provide an excellent
structure for analyzing and increasing
the level of IPM being implemented.”
Use of the Protocols over time will make
this an even more useful document.

Project funding provided by the
Lonnie Troll/GCSANE Turf Research
Fund, the Joseph Troll Turf Research
Foundation, the New England
Regional Turfgrass Foundation, and
the Massachusetts Department of Food
and Agriculture.
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