
New statistics could have major impact on industry in this country 

GRBNKUPING IN THE UK: 
I I I M L 

WORTH Ji J U 7 J J J A Y ! « ! Key f indings of the BIGGA/Golf Research 
Group ma in t enance survey show a n u m -

ber of surprises. 
There was a fantast ic response to the survey 

from greenkeepers all over the country , wi th 
just under 2 0 0 survey r e t u r n s received a n d 
with a d e p t h a n d qual i ty of r e t u r n t ha t 
researchers have described as "excellent." With 
this number of c o m p l e t e d ques t ionna i res , it 
has been possible for the first t ime to p roduce 
statistically accu ra t e f igures for the size a n d 
nature of the UK greenkeeping industry. 

The availabil i ty of these f igures m a y wel l 
have a significant impact on the greenkeeping 
industry in this count ry . Whilst in America I 
undertook a very similar s tudy in 1985 for the 
Golf Course S u p e r i n t e n d e n t s Associat ion of 
America (GCSAA). The effect of this w o r k in 
the USA has been considerable. This survey for 
the first t ime s h o w e d the shee r scale of the 
American greenkeeping industry: over $2 bil-
lion annually. Super in tendents and the green-
keeping industry general ly became marked for 
respectful t r e a t m e n t w h e n it b e c a m e k n o w n 
how large their business h a d become. 

Secondly, t h e pub l ica t ion in t h e Sta tes of 
standardised ' average ' g r e e n k e e p i n g b u d g e t s 
had a significant ef fect . Pr ior to t h e survey 
there were abou t as m a n y charts of accounts 
for greenkeeping b u d g e t s as t he re w e r e golf 
courses, though a f t e rwards the s tandard bud-
get, hammered out so carefully for the survey, 
was increasingly adop ted as the un i fo rm bud-
get for Amer ican s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s . Fur the r , 
with these 'average' budge t s f igures n o w avail-
able, the American super in tenden ts h a d a f irm 
ruler by which to m e a s u r e the i r o w n opera-
tions and a s t rong tool ass is t ing t h e m w h e n 
pressing home budge ta ry requests . 

A strong indicator of the success of this first 
US maintenance survey is t h e s u b s e q u e n t 
establishment by t h e GCSAA of a w h o l e 
department wh ich t o d a y does n o t h i n g else 
save producing a whole series of surveys of the 
American greenkeeping industry, these surveys 
being continually upda t ed . 

This diversion across the Atlantic is useful in 
setting the scene for the BIGGA ma in t enance 
survey and gives an indication of the consider-
able effect this w o r k m a y h a v e o n t h e UK 
greenkeeping business. 

The UK survey shows the UK greenkeeping 
business to be of a cons ide rab le size, w o r t h 
£187million annua l ly a n d emp loy ing over 
10,000 people. Labour is t he larges t s ingle 
component of this expendi ture , account ing for 
£92million annual ly . Capi ta l s p e n d i n g is t he 

second largest i tem account ing for £36mill ion. 
Two th i rds of this s p e n d i n g goes o n n e w 
machinery , one thi rd on course projects such 
as ex tending tee boxes and re-laying greens. In 
fact , t he a m o u n t spen t on course pro jec t s is 
likely to be s o m e w h a t h igher as the labour for 
t hese pro jec t s is no t a lways p rope r ly 
accounted , the work simply being a d d e d to the 
duties of the regular green staff. 

Looking at the use of chemicals, golf comes 
ou t looking very 'green ' . On ave rage a golf 
course spends £ 1 6 per acre per year on chemi-
cals (pesticides and fertilisers) whe reas arable 
agricul ture spends £75 . This is a very impor-
tant a rea indeed, one w h e r e golf can say it is 
envi ronmenta l ly fr iendly - all the more impor-
t a n t in the cu r r en t c l imate w h e n n e w golf 
d e v e l o p m e n t is increas ingly u n d e r a t t ack as 
being evil incarnate . 

Parkland courses 
spend less on 
maintenance 
than heathland 
or links courses 
The UK average for a golf facilities mainte-

nance spending is £95 ,000 per year. Labour is 
the largest i tem, account ing for jus t over half 
of the m o n e y spent . Clearly there is consider-
able var ia t ion a round this average in the main-
tenance spending by individual courses. 

Facility size is the mos t obvious impact on 
m a i n t e n a n c e spend . Whi le 18 hole courses 
average £94 ,000 per year , 9 hole courses aver-
age £ 4 5 , 0 0 0 a n d 3 6 hole courses ave rage 
£145 ,000 . Looking at these f igures on a cost 
per hole basis, 36 hole courses spend £4 ,000 
per hole per year whilst 18 hole courses spend 
£5 ,200 . This cer ta inly does no t m e a n the 18 
ho le courses a re be t t e r m a i n t a i n e d t h a n the 
la rger facili t ies, for if a n y t h i n g the reverse 
would be t rue, wi th m a n y of the larger facili-
ties be ing prest ige courses. Rather , the lower 
ma in tenance spend per hole at larger facilities 
is a n ind ica t ion of e c o n o m i e s of scale. For 
example , a 36 hole course does not need twice 
the equ ipmen t inventory of an 18 hole course, 
nor does it require two course managers . 

Probably the mos t surprising f inding of the 
survey is tha t park land courses spend less on 

ma in t enance than hea th l and or links courses. 
It has a lways b e e n t h o u g h t t h a t pa rk l and 
courses w e r e the most expensive to main ta in . 
O f t e n t e r m e d 'grass factor ies ' , the i r o f t e n 
heavy soils t end toward the robust fast grow-
ing w e e d grass Poa annua and rye grasses tha t 
need twice as much m o w i n g as the na tura l fes-
cue a n d b e n t grasses used on h e a t h l a n d and 
links courses. 

The survey shows 18 hole park land courses 
s p e n d i n g £ 9 0 , 0 0 0 annua l ly on m a i n t e n a n c e , 
while links and hea th l and spend £100 ,000 a n d 
£115 ,000 respectively. This appa ren t anomaly 
m a y be exp la ined by the p r e p o n d e r a n c e of 
p remium, be t ter man icured courses on heath-
land a n d links. 

Do c u s t o m e r s get va lue for m o n e y w h e n 
they pay high green fees? Compar ing mainte-
nance budge ts to cost of play suggest tha t they 
do. Courses cha rg ing over £ 2 5 for a r o u n d 
spend twice as m u c h o n m a i n t e n a n c e as 
courses charging less t han £10. Compar ing the 
b u d g e t s t h e m o s t no tab le d i f f e rence is t h e 
w a g e bill: keeping the top end courses mani-
cured is very labour intensive. 

Looking at the average ma in t enance spend, 
by region, for 18 hole courses, not surprisingly 
the South East appears as the most expensive, 
spending on average jus t unde r £ 1 4 0 , 0 0 0 per 
course. Scotland is the least expensive spend-
ing jus t half of the South East f igure. A small 
pa r t of the d i f fe rence in the f igures b e t w e e n 
Scotland and the South is due to labour rates, 
h o w e v e r t h e Sou th spends m o r e across all 
b u d g e t categories, which leads to the conclu-
sion t h a t t h e large d i f f e rence in b u d g e t s is 
most ly d u e to the di f ference in phi losophy of 
the g a m e . The Scott ish courses a re closer to 
the na tu r a l e n v i r o n m e n t whils t t he Sou the rn 
courses are increasingly m a n - m a d e . As a result 
of t he s ignif icant d i f f e rence in m a i n t e n a n c e 
ope ra t ions in each region, t w o th i rds of t h e 
repor t summar i s ing the f indings of the survey 
is given over to present ing results individually 
for each region. 

The report , 'Golf Course Main tenance In The 
UK', is ava i lable for £ 7 0 ( £ 4 0 to BIGGA full 
g r e e n k e e p e r m e m b e r s ) by s e n d i n g a c h e q u e 
payable to the Golf Research Group, located at 
LSE, 4 0 6 St C lemen t s Building, H o u g h t o n 
Street , London , WC2A 2AE ( 0 7 1 - 9 5 5 7 7 2 1 ) . 
BIGGA m e m b e r s enjoying their substant ia l dis-
count over non-members will, for £40, obtain 
a p iece of m a r k e t r e sea rch t ha t w o u l d cost 
£50 ,000 if commiss ioned by a single user . 

• The author, Colin Hegarty, conducted the survey 
on behalf of the Golf Research Group. 
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