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ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

The report is presented in two volumes:

 Volume 1: Issues & Actions

 Volume 2: Appendices

The first volume summarises the findings on each of the issues identified in the brief,
and reviews the distribution of synthetic and natural turf greens across Victoria.

This document Volume 2: Appendices, is a reference document that provides the
detailed findings of the survey of lawn bowlers and greenkeepers.  It also provides
an inventory of all greens and detailed information about clubs with a synthetic
bowls surface.
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APPENDIX 1: SURVEY OF BOWLERS FROM VICTORIA

Bowler Perspectives
301 Lawn Bowlers from across Victoria were interviewed over the phone in
August 2003. The findings are outlined below.

QUESTION ONE
How long have you been playing bowls?

Table 1.1 Number of years respondents have been playing bowls

No. of years been
playing bowls

Total

(%)

0-5 years 18%

6-10 years 27%

11-15 years 17%

16-20 years 8%

20+ years 30%

QUESTION TWO
Where does your principal interest in Lawn Bowls lie? On a scale of 1
to 5 (where 1 is social and 5 is very competitive)

Table 2.1 Respondents interest in the game

Principal Bowls Interest

Total

(%)

Very social 4%

Social 3%

Both 19%

Competitive 34%

Very Competitive 40%

• 74% of the respondents interviewed have either a very competitive
or competitive interest in their bowls.

• 7% of the respondents interviewed have either a very social or social
interest in their bowls.

• 19% of respondents interviewed have both social and competitive
interest in their bowls.
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QUESTION THREE
What is your gender?

Table 3.1 Respondents Gender

Gender Total (%)

Male 67%

Female 33%

According to data (from ERASS 2001), 73.3% of bowlers across Victoria are
male, thus making our data a relatively valid representation of the bowlers.

QUESTION FOUR
In what age group do you fall?

Table 4.1 Respondents Age

Age group

(Yrs.)

Total

 (%)

Under 30 years 9%

31-50 years 10%

51-60 years 20%

61+ years 61%

According to data from ERASS 2001:

• 61% of Lawn Bowlers nationally are over the age of 64,
• 20% are between 55-64 years of age,
• 10% are between 45-54 years of age,
• 6% are between 35-44 years of age,
• 2%  are between 25-34 years of age, and
• the remaining 1% are between 15-24 years of age.

According to the statistics above the respondents surveyed were a
relatively true representation of lawn bowlers in Victoria.
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QUESTION FIVE
During the season, how often do you play bowls?

Table 5.1 How often do the respondents play bowls in season

No. of Times Played

(per wk)

 Total

(%)

Once a week on average 9%

Twice a week on average 34%

Three times a week on average 36%

More than three times a week 21%

91 % of respondents bowl two or more times a week during summer.

QUESTION SIX
During the off season how often do you play bowls?

Table 6.1 Number of times respondents bowl in the off-season

No. of Times Played
(per wk)

Total

(%)

Once a week on average 29%

Twice a week on average 17%

More than twice a week 7%

Do not bowl at all in off season 47%

47% of respondents surveyed do not bowl during the off-season. However,
46% bowl at least once a week.

In general discussion with bowlers the majority who bowled during winter,
were either travelling in Queensland to do so, or were from the northern
parts of Victoria.
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QUESTION SEVEN
On what types of bowling green surfaces do you regularly play?

Table 7.1 Surface type regularly played on by bowlers

Type of Surface Total (%)

Natural turf 50%

Tifdwarf grass 14%

Bent Grass 13%

Other Couch Varieties 5%

A mixture of grasses 17%

Synthetic 0.33%

7: Greengauge 0.33%

7: Poa 0.33%

• 99.33% of respondents surveyed regularly play on natural turf.

QUESTION EIGHT

What is your preferred surface? Why?
Table 8.1 Respondents preferred surface.

Preferred Surface Type Total (%)

No preference 2%

Natural turf 85%

Synthetic 10%

Natural turf (not sure what type) 71%

Tifdwarf Grass 11%

Other Couch varieties 3%

A mixture of grasses 0%

Synthetic 10%

Other (did not specify) 1%

Combination of surfaces* 1%

Both/All Surfaces 1%

                                                                                                       *Greenlees Park Couch

85% of respondents surveyed prefer a natural turf surface with only 10%
preferring a synthetic.
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The key reasons for preference for natural turf:

• “It is a truer surface.”
• The traditionalists, “it’s called lawn bowls.”
• “Is not as hard on the body (feet, legs, eyes, etc).”
• “More of a challenge (more skill utilisation).”
• “Just like it/ prefer it/ used to it.”
• “Doesn’t wreck your bowls.”
• “Cooler.”
• “More natural.”

Table 8.2 Respondents’ preferred surface by gender

Preferred Surface Type Gender Total (%)

No Preference Males 1%

Females 1%

Natural turf (total 85%) Males 56%

Females 29%

Synthetic (total 10%) Males 7%

Females 2%

Both/All Surfaces Males 0.66%

Females 1%

Combination of surfaces* Males 0.33%

Females 0%

Other (Did not specify) Males 1%

Females 0%

                                                                                                             *Greenlees Park Couch

It appears the majority of both genders surveyed prefer a natural turf green,
however more males (5%) prefer a synthetic green than females.

• Of the respondents who preferred a natural turf green, 56% were
male.

• Of the respondents who preferred a synthetic green, 7% were male.
• Of the respondents who preferred a natural turf green 29% were

female.
• Of the respondents who preferred a synthetic green, 2% were

female.
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Table 8.3 Respondents’ preferred surface type by Age

Preferred Surface Type Age group (yrs.) Total (%)

No Preference Under 30 years 1%

31 – 50 years 1%

51 – 60 years 0%

61+ years 1%

Natural turf (total 25%) Under 30 years 6%

31 – 50 years 9%

51 – 60 years 16%

61+ years 54%

Synthetic (total 10%) Under 30 years 1%

31 – 50 years 1%

51 – 60 years 3%

61+ years 5%

Both/All Surfaces Under 30 years 0%

31 – 50 years 0%

51 – 60 years 0.33%

61+ years 0.33%

Combination of
surfaces*

Under 30 years 0.33%

31 – 50 years 0%

51 – 60 years 0%

61+ years 0%

Other (Did not specify) Under 30 years 0%

31 – 50 years 0.33%

51 – 60 years 0.33%

61+ years 0.33%

               *Greenlees Park Couch

Of the 85% who preferred a natural turf surface:

• 6% were under 30 years of age.
• 9% were aged between 31 and 50.
• 16% were aged between 51 and 60 years.
• 54% were aged 61+.
Of the 10% who preferred a synthetic surface
• 1% were under 30 years of age.
• 1% were aged between 31 and 50 years of age.
• 3% were aged between 51 and 60 years of age.
• 5% were aged 61+.
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Table 8.4 Respondents’ zone Vs their preferred surface type

Zone
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Central Victoria 0.33% 7% 1% 0% 0% 0.33%

West Coast 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Wimmera 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Murray Mallee 0.33% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0%

North Central 0% 8% 0.33% 0% 0.33% 0%

Oven & Murray 0.66% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Yarra Valley
/Nepean

0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Gippsland 0% 8% 0.33% 0.33% 0% 0%

Metro West 0% 6% 0% 0.33% 0% 0%

Metro North 0% 7% 2% 0% 0% 0%

Yarra 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Maroondah 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0.33%

Eastern Suburbs 0.33% 4% 0.33% 0% 0% 0%

Metro South East 0.33% 6% 1% 0% 0% 0%

Bayside 0% 5% 2% 0% 0% 0%

Melbourne Beaches 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0.33%

 *Greenlees Park Couch

Generally speaking within each zone more respondents prefer a natural turf
green to a synthetic green.

The Murray Mallee zone at 9% and the North Central zone at 8% had the
greatest preference for a natural turf green.  This may be due to their
location and their warmer climate, and being situated along the Murray.

Although generally speaking the Metropolitan zones emphasised the fact
that rain in winter made their natural turf greens heavier and slower to play
on, yet the majority of bowlers still prefer a natural turf green.

Of the respondents surveyed from the Gippsland zone 8% prefer a natural
turf surface.
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Table 8.5 Interest in bowls by preferred surface type

Principle Bowls
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Very social 0% 1% 0.66% 0% 0% 0.33%

Social 0.33% 2% 0.33% 0% 0% 0%

Both 0% 17% 2% 0% 0% 0%

Competitive 0.66% 31% 4% 0% 0% 0%

Very
Competitive

1% 34% 3% 0.66% 0.33% 0.66%

               *Greenlees Park Couch

There appears to be a relationship between the level of competitiveness in
a player and the surface type they prefer. As identified earlier in table 8.1 a
key reason for bowlers preferring a natural turf green was ‘more of a
challenge’.

Of the very social bowlers 0.66% of respondents prefer synthetic, 1% prefer
natural turf and one respondent taking the option ‘other’, didn’t specify
their preferred surface. During general conversation with the bowlers who
were more social, it appeared that surface type was less important, as long
as they could see their friends and have a drink.

• Of the respondents who rated their interest in bowls as very
competitive, 34% prefer a natural turf green, and 3% preferred a
synthetic surface.

• Of the respondents who rated their interest in bowls competitive, 31%
prefer a natural turf green with only 4% preferring a synthetic surface.

• Of the respondents who are both (social and competitive), 17%
prefer a natural turf green, while only 2% preferred a synthetic
Surface.
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Table 8.6 No. of years respondents have been playing bowls by their preferred surface

No. of years
playing bowls
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0-5 years 1% 16% 1% 0% 0% 0%

6-10 years 0% 22% 3% 0.66% 0.33% 0.33%

11-15 years 0.66% 15% 1% 0% 0% 0%

16-20 years 0% 7% 1% 0% 0% 0%

20+ years 0.33% 25% 4% 0% 0% 0.66%

The majority of respondents representing each age group prefer a natural
turf surface to a synthetic surface.

The highest proportion of bowlers who preferred natural turf had bowled for
20 years or more (25%), followed by those who have bowled from 6 -10
years (22%).

Table 8.7 Respondents’ preferred surface type by surface type on which they regularly play
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No Preference 0% 1.33% 0.66% 0% 0% 0%

Natural turf 0% 79% 8% 0% 0% 0%

Synthetic 0% 1.66% 8% 0% 0% 0%

Both/All Surfaces 0% 0.33% 0.33% 0% 0% 0%

Combination of Surfaces 0% 0.33% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Other (Did not specify) 0% 0.33% 0% 0% 0% 1%

*Greenlees Park Couch

Preferred Surface
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There does appear to be a relationship between bowlers’ preference and
the surface type on which they regularly play, with 87% of respondents
preferring the surface type on which they regularly play.
This could be expected as there are only 58 clubs with (or 77 individual)
synthetic greens in Metro Victoria, and 77 clubs with (or 94 individual)
synthetic greens in Country Victoria.

In relation to question eight and table 8.1, in general conversation it was
identified that there are variations in both surface types. For clubs with a
synthetic surface, playing at ‘home’ is clearly an advantage because you
are already familiar with the surface. However, a natural turf club going to a
synthetic club or vice versa creates an advantage for the home club. One
respondent said “ I play on grass.  When we go to a synthetic club all they
have to do is manicure the green to suit their game, which is much faster
than we are used to, as synthetic is a faster surface.” Another respondent
suggested there be a separate competition for clubs who have natural turf
greens and clubs who have synthetic greens.

• Of the total respondents 79% prefer a natural turf surface, they also
regularly play on natural turf greens.

• Of the total respondents 8% prefer a natural turf surface, however
they regularly play on a synthetic surface.

• Of the total respondents 8% who prefer a synthetic and they also
regularly play on synthetic greens.

• Of the total respondents 1.66% prefer to play on a synthetic, however
they regularly play on natural turf.

A possible resolution for this division amongst the bowlers could be the
concept of “rotational practice”, where clubs with a natural turf surface
could have the opportunity to practice at a club with synthetic greens and
vice versa.

QUESTION NINE
Has your preference changed over time?

Table 9.1 Synthetic preference over time

Has your preference of
synthetic changed over time?

Total

(No.)

Total

(%)

No 151 50%

Yes 96 32%

No comment 54 18%

50 % of respondents whose preference of synthetic surface has not
changed over time. Some comments made in support of this included:
• “And although they have improved they are still disliked.”
• “A majority never like them and still don’t.”
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Key thoughts mentioned by the 32% of respondents whose preference of a
synthetic surface has changed over time included:
• “Yes, the newer synthetics are better than the older ones.”
• “Have always liked them.”
• “Was reluctant at first but playing on them more has changed my

mind.”

Generally speaking the remaining 18% of respondents felt they had not
had enough experience to comment.

QUESTION TEN
Do you have any thoughts on the slim line (narrow bias) bowls?

Key thoughts of slim line (narrow bias) bowls included:

• “They are better played on faster greens/ synthetic surfaces.
• It’s a “marketing ploy.”
• “They should be banned.”
• “There should be a separate competition.”
• “You have to keep up with the times, your opponent holds the

advantage if you to don’t have the slim line bowls.”
• “I prefer the older style.”
• “I prefer the newer bowls.”

Generally speaking there was a mixture of feelings about the newer
bowls, however many either hadn’t tried them or didn’t want to
comment.

QUESTION ELEVEN
If you like natural turf, what do you think of synthetics?
If you like synthetics what do you think of natural turf?

Key thoughts on synthetic surfaces included:

• “Synthetics are affected more by the elements of the weather (wind)
than grass.”

• “Synthetics scratch your bowls.”
• “The heat comes up through the synthetics, they are hotter in

summer, and produce glare.”
• “They are harder on the body, feet, legs, etc.”
• “Synthetics are too fast.”
• “Synthetics take skill out of the game.”
• “Synthetics are unpredictable/ vary too much.”
• “Not a true surface.”
• “Limits the shots you can play, is more like draw bowls.”

Key thoughts on natural turf surfaces included:
• “Grass varies too much.”
• “Grass is too slow.”
• “Can’t beat a good grass green.”
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QUESTION TWELVE
Do you suffer from any injuries that impact on your preference of a
bowls surface? If yes please explain.

Out of the 301 respondents, 277 do not have injuries that affect the type
of surface they can bowl on. Four have injuries and they are unaware if
a synthetic surface would make a difference

Some of the injuries that were said to impact on preference for surfaces
were as follows (in descending order of frequency):
• Back.
• Knee.
• Legs.
• Arthritis.
• Hip.
• Feet.
• Age.
• Joints.
• Pull up sore.
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QUESTION THIRTEEN
Listed are a number of statements, could you please indicate the
level you agree or disagree with them.

Table 13.1 Statement Responses

Statement
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1. Proximity to home is a strong motivation
for me to bowl at this club.

44% 21% 5% 21% 9%

2. Competitive success and club
reputation are strong motivations for
me to bowl at this club.

39% 24% 17% 16% 4%

3. The social aspects are a strong factor
motivating me to bowl at this club.

44% 36% 8% 9% 4%

4. The green surface type is a strong
motivation for me to bowl at my club.

42% 31% 8% 15% 4%

5. Green condition is a strong influence for
me to bowl at this club.

50% 27% 8% 12% 2%

6. Synthetic greens increase the amount
of days a green can be played.

55% 24% 10% 7% 4%

7. Synthetic greens increase green speed. 48% 31% 12% 7% 2%

8. Synthetic greens decrease draw. 5% 6% 22% 20% 47%

9. You require greater skill to play well on
natural turf.

20% 13% 33% 23% 11%

10. It’s harder for a synthetic bowler to
bowl on natural turf than a natural turf
bowler to bowl on synthetic.

12% 19% 45% 8% 16%

11. Synthetic greens make bowling more
accessible for people with a disability.

21% 20% 31% 23% 5%

12. The greens at our club cater
adequately for bowlers with a disability.

44% 38% 6% 9% 3%

13. Synthetic greens are harder on the
body.

44% 22% 18% 12% 4%

14. Synthetic greens are more cost
effective over the life of the surface in
comparison to natural turf.

27% 22% 38% 10% 3%

15. Synthetic greens require less
maintenance than turf.

34% 33% 24% 8% 1%

16. Synthetic greens are hotter in summer
than natural turf.

58% 18% 17% 6% 1%
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17. Synthetic greens tend to produce
more glare than turf.

53% 18% 22% 6% 1%

18. Synthetic greens need less
chemicals than turf.

42% 29% 24% 3% 2%

19. Synthetic greens save on water
usage.

29% 38% 27% 4% 2%

20. Synthetic greens are less susceptible
to vandalism than turf.

9% 18% 45% 21% 7%

The statements the majority of respondents strongly agreed (in descending
order of percentage):

• Synthetics are hotter in summer than turf, which is a key reason
respondents mentioned for preferring natural turf.

• “Synthetics are 33% hotter than grass on your feet.”
• Synthetic greens increase the amount of days a green can be

played.
• Synthetic greens tend to produce more glare than turf.
• Green condition is a strong influence for me to bowl at this club.
• Synthetic greens increase green speed.
• Proximity to home is a strong motivation for you to bowl at your club.
• The social aspects are a strong factor motivating me to bowl at this

club.
7% of the respondents “principal interest” in bowls was either social or
very social (as shown in table 2.1). The reason for such a high majority
is likely to be that the bowlers enjoy being competitive however the
feeling of belonging to a group/ team is of high importance.

• Synthetic greens are harder on the body, this was a key factor for
respondents preferring the natural turf.

• The greens at our club cater adequately for bowlers with a disability.
• The green surface type is a strong motivation for me to bowl at my

club.
• Synthetics need less chemicals than turf.
• Competitive success and club reputation are strong motivations for

me to bowl at this club.
With 74% of respondents “principal interest” in bowls being either
competitive or very competitive it is likely that it is important for
bowlers to be in a competitively successful club environment.
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The main statements that the majority of respondents answered
neither/don’t know in descending order of percentage are as follows:

• Synthetic greens are less susceptible to vandalism than turf.
Many of the respondents adding, it is more expensive to repair a
synthetic and can be damaged as easily as natural turf. Also saying
that “vandals don’t care about the type of surface, they will
vandalise anything.”

• It’s harder for a synthetic bowler to bowl on natural turf than a
natural turf bowler to bowl on synthetic, many respondents
answering “Neither it is much of a muchness.”

• Synthetic greens are more cost effective over the life of the surface
in comparison to natural turf, generally respondents felt they were
not informed enough to answer.

• You require greater skill to play well on natural turf, again links back
to statement 10. Respondents generally answering “neither you need
skill to play on both.”

• Synthetic greens make bowling more accessible for people with
disabilities.

The statement the majority of respondents strongly disagreed with was:

• Synthetic greens decrease draw.

The statement the majority of respondents agreed with was:
• Synthetic greens save on water usage, respondents generally

adding, “They still need to be watered.”



LAWN BOWLS SURFACES STUDY 12/2/04

VOLUME 2: APPENDICES

VICTORIAN GREENKEEPERS ASSOCIATION 20

APPENDIX 2: SURVEY OF GREENKEEPERS FROM VICTORIA

Greenkeeper Perspectives

Ninety-four greenkeepers from across the state of Victoria and some
interstate were interviewed over the phone in late September 2003. The
findings are outlined below.

Question One: Number of clubs using your greenkeeping services
Table 1.1 No. of clubs respondents provided greenkeeping services

No. of Clubs (%)

1 club 80%

2 clubs 11%

3 clubs 5%

4 or more clubs 4%

• Of the respondents 80% provide greenkeeping for only one club.
• Of the respondents 20% provide greenkeeping for two or more clubs.
In addition –
• One respondent looked after six club’s greens and another looked

after five.  These were employed on a contract basis.
• Seven respondents provide voluntary greenkeeping to their clubs.

Question Two: Types of surfaces of greens at your club

Although 94 Greenkeepers were surveyed, between them they maintain
the greens at 128 clubs. Types of surfaces of those greens were as follows:

Table 2.1 Type of surfaces

Surface Type No. (%)

Grass 74%

Bent 38%

Couch 16%

Grass not
specified

11%

Mix: Bent/Couch 5%

Poa 2%

Mix: Poa/Bent 2%

Synthetic 5%

Both synthetic & grass 21%
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Of the clubs whose greenkeepers were surveyed:
•  A high proportion, 74% of the clubs have only grass greens as their

playing surface.
• A relatively low proportion (5% of clubs interviewed) have only

synthetic greens as there playing surface.
• 21% of clubs have both synthetic and grass surfaces as their playing

surface.
• 3% of clubs have the Poa as their surface.

Greenkeeping turf greens:

Question Three: Key maintenance tasks required to care for a natural
turf green and their associated costs for one green per year

Table 3.1 Key Maintenance tasks and times undertaken – general range

Task Times per week/ year

(range)

Mowing 1 - 7 more times per week

Fertilising / Chemicals As necessary

De thatching Weekly - once a year

Aerating Once a year

Scarifying Once - fifteen times per year

Watering Not at all – 4 times per week

Rolling 3 - 8 times per week

Other tasks/ costs specified were:

• Grooming.
• Equipment maintenance.
• Petrol.
• Consultant/ Advisor fees.
• Hydrojecting.
• Wages.

Generally respondents could not give the breakdown of the costs
associated with greenkeeping.

• Mowing: generally cost between $20 and $40 per mow, from $3120 -
$8320 per year, most clubs mow 3 times a week with others ranging
from 2, 4, 5, 6 and up to 7 times a week.

• Fertilising and chemicals: generally greenkeepers use them as
required on the greens, however some have fertilising programs:
where they spray weekly to prevent any pests/ disease. The range
spent on chemicals/ fertilisers is $1000 - $10,000 per year per green.
In addition, respondents made it clear these cost can change from
year to year and are subject to problems that occur with the greens.
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• One respondent said “I don’t get problems with my green, I have a
prevention program so I spray them to prevent the problems from
happening.”

• De-thatching: Varies from once to twice a year, to weekly and
monthly regimes carried out by the greenkeeper. Only one
greenkeeper could give the dollar amount of the average cost per
year of de-thatching of $400 per year for one green.

• Aerating: The costs for aerating generally costs $300-$400 per green,
the most expensive being $960 and the cheapest was $50.
In addition, greenkeepers whose costs were at the lower end of the
scale had their own equipment or did it themselves. One club does
“hydrojecting” which costs $400 per green and they do it 3 times a
year, which equates to $1200 per year for one green. This is similar to
aerating but does not disturb the surface.

• Scarifying: The costs ranging from $120 - $1000 per year, which
depends on how frequently the club are having it done.

• Watering: The costs associated with watering green/ s for a year
range between $100 - $5000, generally the greenkeepers could not
break these costs down by the number of greens and also stated the
water bill included water usage for the toilet facility, clubrooms and
surrounds
Generally the greens are given one deep watering in summer per
week with 2-3 light sprinkles during the week, and not at all in winter.
In addition – Sand filled synthetic greens are watered all year round
as a requirement to keep the surface cool and playable (so the sand
stays down).

• Rolling: Generally respondents said the greens are rolled every play
day. Therefore number of times is subject to the days the green is
played. Other respondents said they rolled the greens after cutting.
Generally the respondents rolled their greens three times a week and
the most often was eight times per week.
In addition - Clubs generally have their own equipment to do this, the
cost is included in the greenkeeper’s labour or no additional charge
to clubs whose greens are kept by volunteers.

In addition -
One club has voluntary labour and has an outsourced the overseeing of
the green every week to “an advisor”, at a cost of $40 per week, $2080
per year.
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Question Four: Average cost to maintain one natural turf green per
year (including labour, not including renovation or resurfacing)

Table 4.1 Cost of turf green per year

Cost per year
($)

Total (%)

0 – 7500 17%

7500 – 12000 5%

12000 – 18000 18%

18000 – 24000 13%

24000 – 30000 22%

30000 – 50000 7%

50000 + 1%

No Comment 18%

• 17% of respondents’ clubs spend between 0 and $7500 to maintain
their greens for one year.

• 5% of respondents’ clubs spend between $7500 and $12000 to
maintain their greens for one year.

• 18% of respondents’ clubs spend between $12000 and $18000 to
maintain their greens for one year.

• 13% of respondents’ clubs spend between $18000 and $24000 to
maintain their greens for one year.

• 22% of respondents’ clubs spend between $24000 and $30000 to
maintain their greens for one year.

• 7% of respondents’ clubs spend between $30000 and $50000 to
maintain their greens for one year.

• 1% of respondents’ clubs spend over $50000 to maintain their greens
for one year.

• 18% of respondents had no comment to make.

In addition –

• Generally the respondents who said it costs between 0 - $7500 to
maintain their greens for one year have voluntary labour.

• Generally those who responded “no comment” feel uncomfortable
mentioning the money they earn.

• The highest amount recorded, to be spent on one green for a year
was $85000.

• The lowest amount recorded, to be spent on one green for a year
was $3000.
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Question Five: How often would a natural green need renovating

Table 5.1 No. of times greens are renovated

Times (per year) Total No. (%)

Once per year 80%

Once – twice per year 1%

Twice per year 11%

More than twice per year 1%

Don’t do it 2%

No response 5%

• A high proportion 80% of respondents renovate (top dress) their
greens once a year.

• 1% of respondents renovate (top dress) their greens once/ twice a
year.

• 11% of respondents renovate (top dress) their greens twice a year.
• 1% of respondents renovate (top dress) there more than twice a

year.
• 2% of respondents do not renovate (top dress) their greens at all.
• 5% choose not to respond.

In addition -

• One bowling club give a light dusting every three weeks and do two
major renovations per year.
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Question Six: Average cost to renovate one natural turf green

Table 6.1  Cost of renovating one green per year

Cost per year ($)  (%)

0 -500 36%

500 – 1000 23%

1000 - 1500 18%

1500 – 2000 3%

2000 – 2500 1%

2500 – 3000 1%

4000 - 4500 3%

No comment 15%

• 36% of respondents said it cost between 0 and $500 to renovate (top
dress) their green.

• 23% of respondents said it cost between $500 and $1000 to renovate
(top dress) their green.

• 18% of respondents said it cost between $1000 and $1500 to
renovate (top dress) their green.

• 3% of respondents said it cost between $1500 and $2000 to renovate
(top dress) their green.

• 1% of respondents said it cost between $2000 and $2500 to renovate
(top dress) their green.

• 1% of respondents said it cost between $2500 and $3000 to renovate
(top dress) their green.

• 3% of respondents said it cost between $4000 and $5500 to renovate
(top dress) their green.

In addition –
• 15 % of respondents did not comment or generally did not know the

cost of a renovation.
• The cheapest top dressing price recorded was $150
• Generally the cheaper renovations respondents said were done by

volunteer labour.
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Question Seven: How often would you completely replace the top of
a natural turf green

Table 7.1 No. of years expect to replace the top of a turf green

No. of years No. (%)

Every 5 – 10 years 34%

Every 10 – 12 years 16%

Every 12 – 14 years 6%

Every 14 - 16 years 6%

Every 16 – 18 years 3%

Every 18 – 20 years 4%

20+ years 8%

Don’t/Never have 10%

No comment 13%

• 34% of respondents would hope to replace the tops of the green
every 5 to 10 years.

• 16% of respondents would hope to replace the top of their green
every 10 – 12 years.

• 6% of respondents would like to replace the top of their greens every
12 – 14 years and every 14 – 16 years respectively.

• 3% of respondents would hope to replace the top of their greens
every 16 –18 years.

• 10% of respondents never have or don’t replace the tops of their
greens.

• 8% of respondents would like to replace the top of their green every
20 years or more.

• 4% of respondents would hope to replace the top of their greens
every 18 – 20 years.

• 13% of respondents did not wish to comment.

In addition –
• Of the respondents who said “every 5- 10 years”, some said due to

their financial situation it was not possible for them to replace their
tops so frequently.

• It also appears that of the proportion who would like to replace the
top of their greens every 5 – 10 years, many suggest this is the ideal
period of time for changing a green and life of a green.

• Generally respondents who said they don’t or have never replaced
the top of their green said, “A green is alive, if you keep it well you
should never have to replace it.”

• Of the 13% of respondents who did not wish to comment, mostly they
did not know, or had not been in their position with the bowling club
long enough to comment.
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Question Eight: Cost to completely replace the top of one natural turf
green

Table 8.1 Cost of completely replacing the top of a natural turf green

Cost of replacing the top
of a turf green

($)

 (%)

0 1%

0 – 10000 41%

10000 - 12000 15%

12000 – 14000 6%

14000 – 16000 7%

16000 – 18000 4%

18000 – 20000 2%

20000 – 22000 4%

22000 – 24000 0%

24000 - 26000 2%

No comment 18%

• The majority of respondents, 41%, say a new turf top costs between 0
-$1000 to replace.

• 15% of respondents say a new turf top costs between $10000 - $12000
to replace.

• 7% of respondents say a new turf top costs between $14000 - $16000
to replace.

• 6% of respondents say a new turf top costs between $12000 - $14000
to replace.

• 4% of respondents say a new turf top costs between $16000 - $18000
and $20000 - $22000 respectively to replace.

• 2% of respondents say a new turf top costs between $18000 - $20000
and $24000 - $26000 respectively to replace.

• 1% of respondents said it cost nothing to replace the top of a turf
green.

• 18% of respondents did not comment.

In addition –

• Respondents who said it cost nothing to replace the top of a turf
green, all said it was because they had never had to replace it.

• Of the respondents who did not comment the key reasons were:
“I don’t know”
“I would rather not comment”
“I have never had to do it so I wouldn’t know.”

• Generally a moderate proportion of the lower cost bracket 0 -
$10000 was due to voluntary labour, and the clubs having their own
equipment.



LAWN BOWLS SURFACES STUDY 12/2/04

VOLUME 2: APPENDICES

VICTORIAN GREENKEEPERS ASSOCIATION 28

Question Nine: If starting a new natural turf green from scratch, what
would be breakdown of construction costs

Process Cost (range $)

Excavation $4000 - $70000

Drainage $2500 - $70000

Watering System $1000 - $20000

Base Preparation $1500 - $2000

Soil / Stone $2000 - $50000

Seed $300 - $1000

Chemicals / Grass Starters $400 - $20000

Ditches $2000 - $30000

Other costs mentioned –

• Water $100.
• Lights $8000 - $12,000 (Nights bowls.).
• Gassing $600.
• Fumigation $3000 - $4000.
• Laser Levelling $2000.

In addition -
Generally respondents stated that costs are subject to the surface you
begin with, and what exactly has to be done.
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Question Ten: On average how much would you expect to pay to
construct a new natural turf green

Table 10.1 Cost of constructing a new turf green

Cost ($) No. (%)

0 – 75000 34%

75000 – 80000 4%

80000 - 85000 5%

85000 - 90000 0%

90000 – 95000 2%

95000 – 100000 0%

100000 - 105000 13%

105000- 110000 1%

110000 – 115000 0%

115000 – 120000 1%

120000 – 125000 7%

125000- 130000 0%

135000 – 140000 0%

145000 – 150000 0%

150000 - 155000 1%

155000 – 160000 0%

160000 – 165000 0%

165000 – 170000 0%

170000 + 3%

No comment 29%

• 43% of respondents say it costs between 0 - $85000 to construct a
new green, followed by 34% of respondents saying it costs between 0
- $75000.

• 4% of respondents say it costs as much as 150,000 or more to
construct a new green.

• 29% of respondents had no comment.

In addition –

• The highest recorded cost for the construction of a new turf green
was $250000 by two clubs.

• The lowest recorded cost for the construction of a new turf green
was $20000 by two clubs.

• Of the respondents who didn’t comment, the key issues were –
“Subject to the site”
“I have no idea”
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Question Eleven: An appropriate figure for a full time greenkeeper
maintaining two greens

Figure ($) No. (%)

0 – 25000 1%

25000 – 27000 0%

27000 – 29000 0%

29000 – 31000 2%

31000 – 33000 4%

33000 – 35000 2%

35000 – 37000 9%

37000 – 39000 3%

39000 – 41000 12%

41000 – 43000 4%

43000 – 45000 5%

45000 – 47000 8%

47000 – 49000 5%

49000 – 51000 12%

51000 – 53000 0%

53000 – 55000 0%

55000 – 57000 1%

57000 – 59000 1%

59000 – 61000 5%

61000 – 63000 1%

63000 - 65000 1%

65000+ 7%

No comment 17%

• The majority of respondents named a cost between $39000 - $51000.
• The median appropriate figure determined by respondents was

between $43000 - $45000.
• 17% of respondents didn’t wish to comment.
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In addition –

Generally the greenkeepers felt they should be paid more and noted
that it is a 7 day a week commitment.

• The highest recorded “appropriate figure” was $100000 to work
fulltime maintaining two greens.

• The lowest recorded “appropriate figure” was $19000 to work fulltime
maintaining two greens.

• Of the respondents who did not comment (17%), they either were
uncomfortable putting a fee on their service or were voluntary labor.

Question Twelve:
Alternate grass species that could be used for lawn bowls surfaces

Poa annua – “It takes over your bent grass, spreads quickly and is one of
the reasons you have to resurface, terrible to play on, very spongy, to thick,
like playing on carpet”

Zoysia grasses – “very simular to couch but takes a long time to establish”

The Zoysia has many attributes1

• “Never re-seed again.
• never re-plant again.
• drought tolerant, lower water bills.
• winter hardy to 40 degrees and below.
• heat loving.
• cuts mowing 75%.
• no need to dig up old grass.
• chokes weeds and grasses completely.
• and fungus proof.
• insect free, chigger free.
• better, easier , cheaper.”
• “All make Zoysia grass the most environmentally you can have for

your lawn.”
• Tifdwarf couch – “ In the south”

Other species mentioned:

G2 – American L93

Cotula (NZ) C29

Seaside 2 (Bent) Tifdwarf Couch in the South

Viper Zoysia

Rileys Super Sport Tif Sport

Question Thirteen: How many weeks a year would you rest your greens

                                                  
1 “Zoysia grass plugs by Smith Turf Farms” www.zoysiagrass.com Date
02/10/03.
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Table 13.1 Average period of rest of greens

No. of weeks rested per year  (%)

Less than 4 weeks 4%

4 – 6 weeks 7%

6 – 8 weeks 3%

8 – 10 weeks 4%

10 – 12 weeks 14%

12 – 14 weeks 13%

14 – 16 weeks 14%

16 – 18 weeks 15%

18 – 20 weeks 10%

20+ weeks 1%

Don’t rest the greens 4%

No comment 11%

• The highest proportion 15% of respondents rest their greens 16 – 18
weeks a year.

• Most rest their greens between 10 and 20 weeks per year.
• The smallest proportion 1% of respondents rest their greens for over 20

weeks per year.
• 11% of respondents choose not to comment.
• The median number of weeks greens are rested per year is 14 – 16

weeks.

• In addition -
• Generally clubs also rest their greens one/ two days per week.
• The respondent, who rests their greens for the longest (over 20 weeks

of the year) stated that he actually rests them for 35 weeks per year.
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Question Fourteen: Key issues when maintaining a natural turf green

Key Issues identified –

• Knowledge of your green – specific to the surface type you are
looking after.

• Being there to maintain and watch the green – “seeing them
everyday” – “lots of TLC.”

• Irrigation.
• Water – balanced.
• Preventative pest/ disease program.
• The ability to identify disease.
• Appropriate grass cover.
• Appropriate amounts of feed – balanced.
• Renovated properly.
• General maintenance.
• Cutting.
• Keeping weeds out.
• Fertilising program.
• Chemical knowledge.
• Timing.
• Weather.
• Traffic loads
• Mowing – sharp, timing.
• Scarifying.
• Aeration.
• De-thatching – “know when to do it.”
• Rolling –- “regularly.”
• Employing the right person – “”the greenkeeper needs to be a hard

worker and energetic.”
• Root depth.
• Common sense.
• Good equipment – “make sure machinery is A1.”
• The more play the better the compaction – “keeping a firm top.”
• Freedom of finances – “access to better chemicals and technology.”
• “Maintaining a good running surface which is pleasant for bowlers to

play on.”
• Maintaining a true green.

Key pests identified –
• Black beetle.
• Rhizotonia.
• Weeds – in particular poa.
• Helminthosporium.
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B) Greenkeeping on Synthetic Greens:

Question Fifteen: Key maintenance tasks you have to undertake per
year and costs of each, for a synthetic green

Table 15.1 Key Maintenance tasks and times undertaken – general range

Task Times per week/year

(range)

Watering Subject to club

Algae removal Fortnightly – twice a year

Top up sand Rare

Brushing Weekly – once a year

Vacuuming Weekly - monthly

Grooming Weekly – twice per year

Other requirements/ costs specified were:

• Shampooing.
• Steam Cleaning (“cleaner is $2000 - $2500 to purchase, done every

2-3 years.)
• De-sanding.
• Smudger “1 – 2 times per week to keep the speed down.”
• Rolling.

In addition -
Generally respondents could not give the breakdown of the costs
associated with maintenance of a synthetic surface.

• Watering: Generally clubs water their synthetics once a week heavily
and every day before and after play, however some clubs only
water when the green is dry.
“[We] water every day in summer to keep the base wet so it doesn’t
move.”
“The more it [synthetic] is watered the faster it will run.”
“We water for tournaments (we have 4 a year) and after major
grooming.”
“If it has been dry for a week with wind, we would water it for 20
minutes to keep the sand down.”
“During dryer periods: two times a week, 20 minutes per station, there
is four stations.”
“Before they play, 15 minutes a green.”
“No water.”
“Every evening, 5-10 minutes prior to play.”
“Before they play: 15 minutes a green.”

• Algae: Clubs are spending between $300 - $6000 per year on
chemicals for algae removal.
One club has algae problems “every six weeks.”

• Top up sand: A high proportion of clubs don’t top up sand on their
synthetics, it appears some take it off - “the green becomes to fast.”
Only one club does it every 1-2 years.
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• Brushing: Clubs are spending between $140 - $1500 per brushing
session.
Manufacturer Balsam Pacific (ABS) suggests “we brush our green
fortnightly.”
One club is paying $600 per visit and with visits once a month, they
are spending $7200 on brushing a year.
A small proportion of respondents don’t brush their greens.

• Vacuuming: generally most clubs don’t vacuum their greens.
One club has been informed by manufacturer Sportsgrass they don’t
have to vacuum [Henselite].

• “It takes the sand off if you vacuum to much”
A large proportion of respondents don’t vacuum their greens.

• Grooming: A small proportion of respondents don’t groom their
synthetic greens or classify it as brushing. Grooming is the overall
service of the green.

• Repairs: The following cases were illustrated: -
“[An] ant problem, [synthetic] patched up cost between $2000 -
$3000 to repair as the chemical used to fix the ant problem melted
the synthetic. We have new patches in an old green.”
“Vandals [used] spray cans on the green. This cost $50 to remove.”
(Occurred at two clubs.)
One club has spent $2000 over five years on repairs.
“Occasionally [we] have to dig it up and fill it if we get a divot.”
“ [A] flood erased the matting, we were covered by insurance. It was
not cheap to have repaired.”

Prices were given regarding the cost of a new synthetic –

Table 15.2: The cost of a new synthetic green

Manufacturer Type Cost Installed (Yr)

Balsam Pacific Pro Master Pro Master Supergrass $127000

Balsam Pacific Pro Master Pro Master Supergrass $107000 August 2003

Balsam Pacific Pro Master Pro Master Supergrass $80000 (top only)

Balsam Pacific Pro Master Pro Master Supergrass $110000 September 2001

Balsam Pacific Pro Master Pro Master Supergrass $110000 October 2003

Sport Grass Henselite $12000 (top only)

Sport Grass Henselite $89000 1993

Sport Grass Henselite $120000 1999

Tiger Turf Greengauge/ Supergreen $150000

Tiger Turf Greengauge/ Supergreen $90000 (top only)

Tiger Turf Greengauge/ Supergreen $140000
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Question Sixteen: Cost to maintain a synthetic green per year

Table 16.1 Cost of Maintenance costs for a synthetic surface per year

Cost per year ($) Total No. (%)

0 – 500 4%

500 – 1000 0%

1000 - 1500 9%

1500 – 2000 1%

2000 – 2500 4%

3000 – 3500 2%

5000 – 5500 1%

5500 – 6000 1%

6000 + 3%

Voluntary 3%

No Comment 72%

• 9% of respondents believe it is between $1000 - $1500 per year to
maintain a synthetic green.

• 4% of respondents believe it is between 0 - $500, and  $2000 - $2500
respectively per year to maintain a synthetic green.

• 3% of respondents believe it is over $6000 per year, and have
voluntary labour respectively to maintain a synthetic.

• 2% of believe it costs between $3000 -  $3500 to maintain a synthetic
per year.

• 1% of respondents believe it costs between $1500 – 2000, 5000 – 5500,
and 5500 – 6000 respectively to maintain a synthetic per year.

• 72% of respondents did not comment.

In addition –

• Of the respondents who did not comment they either had no
experience with maintaining a synthetic green, or were not aware of
the costs associated with looking after one.
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Question Seventeen: Key issues associated with maintaining a
synthetic green

Key Issues identified –

• Keep it clean – “water won’t go through if you don’t keep it clean
and will result in ground movement.”

• Grooming.
• Brushing.
• Watering – “keep the sand in place and below the surface” – “Once

they are damaged they are pretty much useless.”
• Ensure the levels are right.
• “Once you have a problem you are stuck with it.”
• Weed free.
• Algae – “prevent infiltration.”
• Rolling.
• Dusting.
• Vacuuming.
• Shampoo them.
• Cool.Irrigation.
• It’s not cheap.
• Ensure the pile does not become too flat and lifeless.”
• “The way the synthetic has been laid.”
• Finances.
• Rotate the rinks – “even the wear.”
• “Work still has to be done.”

Key problems identified with synthetic. -
• Runs in the seams.
• Algae.
• Vandalism.
• Cigarette burns.
• “Put down incorrectly.”
• Chewing gum.
• Birds.
• “Surface is hard on the body.”
• “They are hotter in summer.”
• “They produce a lot of glare.”
• “They scratch your bowls.”
• Movement – “if and when it moves you can’t do anything.”
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Question Eighteen: Advice for clubs changing from natural turf to
synthetic or vice versa

Changing from grass to synthetic –

• “Be very wary and do [your] homework.
• “Don’t believe everything you hear.”
• “If I had to play on synthetic, I wouldn’t play.”
• “Think carefully before putting in a synthetic.”
• “Clubs who are under pressure financially, [synthetic] doesn’t solve

your problems.”
• “Don’t change from grass.”
• “Only get synthetic if you have four greens (eg have one synthetic,

three grass.)”
• “Bowlers prefer grass.”
• “Be very cautious.”
• Need a good reason to change from grass to synthetic, synthetics

need replacing but if you look after grass you can keep it forever.
• “Levels will move [synthetic], you catop dress.”
• “Speak to a qualified greenkeeper/ director.”
• “More up keep than you think [synthetic.]”
• “Have an escape option.”
• “Lifespan of synthetic is 10 years max.”
• “Compare prices.”
• “Ask clubs with the surface type of their experience.”
• “You can’t repair a synthetic.”
• “Club finances.”

Changing from synthetic to grass –
• “Look at Tifdwarf if [you] want to play all year round.”
• “If we won tattslotto we would put in a synthetic, we assume less

maintenance and can play during winter.”
• “Certainly a lot cheaper and less work, you can play all year round.”

General advice –
• “Will players be comfortable?”
• “Will players be happy?”
• “Do your homework.”
• “What best suits your club and environment?”
• “Get expert advice.”
• “Be careful who and what you choose.”
• “Look at your situation and see what you are doing wrong with your

current surface before changing.”
• “Have a civil engineer assess the site, see which surface type is

suitable.”
• “Look at all species [grass] and brands [synthetic.]”
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Question Nineteen: The differences in water usage for natural turf and
synthetic greens

Table 19.1 Water usage on turf and synthetic surfaces

Water amount No. (%)

About the same 7%

Turf 0 - 10% more than synthetic 2%

Turf 10% - 20% more than synthetic 2%

Turf 20% - 30% more than synthetic 1%

Turf 30% - 40% more than synthetic 1%

Turf over 50% more than synthetics 29%

Synthetics 0 – 10% more than turf 2%

Synthetics 10% – 20% more than turf 0%

Synthetics 20% - 30% more than turf 2%

Synthetics 30% - 40% more than turf 2%

No comment 48%

Overall:

29% of greenkeepers with turf greens thought that natural turf greens use
over 50% more water than synthetics.

The majority (11%) of greenkeepers both turf and synthetic greens
thought that natural turf greens use over 40% more water than synthetics.

• The median result was that natural turf uses over 40% more water
than a synthetic.

• 48% of respondents “had no idea” or didn’t want to comment.

In addition key issues mentioned –

Generally respondents said they only watered the natural turf greens in
summer.  However, they said if you were only asking about winter,
synthetic would use more water, as grass greens are rarely watered in
winter.

 “It depends on the species of natural turf how much water you need to
use.”

“Bent would use more than synthetic, tifdwarf couch would use less.”

Of the respondents who failed to comment not enough greenkeepers
who maintain just synthetics responded to the water usage on their
greens.
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Question Twenty: Surface type that best accommodates people using a
wheelchair

Table 20.1 Surface type and accommodation of a person using a wheelchair

Surface Type (%)

Both 32%

Grass 14%

Synthetic 32%

No comment 22%

• 32% of respondents felt both surfaces (natural turf and synthetic) are
suitable for accommodating someone in a wheelchair.

• 32% of respondents felt synthetic is the preferred surface type to
accommodate a person in a wheelchair.

• 14% of respondents believed grass is the preferred surface type to
accommodate a person in a wheelchair.

• 22% of respondents chose not to respond.

In addition -
Of the respondents who believed synthetic was the preferred surface to
accommodate a person with disability the key issues were –

• “[Synthetic] is a faster pace, is easier to bowl on as it requires less
effort to bowl the length of the green.”

• “Our club have a new surface which is rubber backed and is softer
to walk on, in the summer they (synthetics) should be watered to
cool them down.”

• “Synthetic is the firmer surface.”
• “[Wheelchairs do] Less damage to the greens.”
• “Synthetic most of the time but I have seen chairs put runs in them

because of the base.”
• “Synthetics can stand wear and tear, but the grass cannot.”
• “You can wheel around a lot easier.”
• “Synthetic withstands more weight.”
• “Synthetic, because if it rains you will [get] furrows in the grass.”

Of the respondents who believed natural turf was the preferred surface
to accommodate a person with disability the key issues were –
• “Grass it is not as hot or as hard.”
• “Grass [Tifdwarf] is hard, I have had little motorbikes on ours and

done no damage.”
• “Manufacturers of synthetic don’t like them (wheelchairs) it interferes

with the warranty.”
• “Couch grass [greens] are tough and firm.”
• “They can put things on the chairs to protect the grass.
• “Only effects grass if the greens are [wet and] soft.”
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Question Twenty-one: Agree or disagree with the following statements

Table 21.1 Disabilities and surface type

Statement Agree Disagree Makes no
Difference

No
Response

Natural turf is more accessible
for people in wheelchairs than a
synthetic surface

22% 33% 42% 3%

Natural turf is more accessible
for people with a vision
impairment than a synthetic
surface

26% 0% 71% 3%

Natural turf is more accessible
for people with limited use or
arthritis in their hand or arm than
a synthetic surface

10% 35% 52% 3%

Natural turf is more accessible
for people with an intellectual
disability than a synthetic
surface

9% 5% 83% 3%

In the majority of cases respondents said that the surface makes a
difference for people in wheelchairs.

It appears that 42% of the respondents believe it makes no difference what
surface a wheelchair goes on, 33% disagreed stating that synthetic was the
better surface, and 22% agreed saying natural grass was the better surface.

A high proportion (71%) of respondents believe it makes no difference what
surface someone with a visual impairment plays on, however 26% agree
that natural turf is the better surface. 0% thought synthetic was the better
surface.

Over half of the respondents (52%) felt it made no difference what surface
type someone with limited use or arthritis in their hand or arm played on,
however 35% of respondents believed synthetic was the preferable surface
and a small proportion (10%) believed natural turf was the preferable
surface.

A high proportion (83%) of respondents said that it makes no difference
what surface type someone with an intellectual disability uses, however 9%
of respondents felt natural turf was the better surface, and 5% stating
synthetic.

The 3% of respondents who didn’t answer felt they were uninformed and
could not answer because they didn’t have the physical/ mental
impairment, and were consistent in their reply to this line of statements.
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In addition –

• Generally respondents who said synthetics were better for those in a
wheelchair said that they are faster than natural turf, thus requiring
less effort to get bowls to the other end.

• Of the respondents who said natural turf was better for those who
were in a wheelchair, generally it was because “you are able to get
tyre covers for the wheelchair to protect the surface and they had
never had a problem with them before.
One respondent said “ if you have a “Greengauge” synthetic it voids
the warranty if you let a wheelchair on it.

• Generally respondents said natural turf was better for people with
visual impairment because the glare synthetics produced made it
even harder for them to see.

• Generally respondents said synthetic was better for those who have
limited use/ arthritis in their hand/arm, because synthetic greens are
faster than grass greens hence requiring less effort.

• Key Issues/ reasons respondents said natural turf was better for
people with an intellectual disability include:
“Easier to bowl on.”
“Not as fast as synthetic.”
“Hard and keep bowl on the green.”
“A more natural surface.”
Generally respondents said synthetics are better for people with an
intellectual disability because it would do less damage to the
surface, when dumping of the bowls takes place.

Question Twenty-two: Thoughts on the following statements regarding
vandalism

Table 22.1 Vandalism and repair

Statement Agree Disagree About the
same

No
Response

Natural turf is more prone
to vandalism than
synthetics

35% 32% 31% 2%

It is easier to rectify
damage from vandalism
on turf than synthetics

94% 2% 2% 2%

It appears views of respondents are evenly spread with the surface type
that is “more prone” to vandalism, with the highest proportion (35%)
agreeing that natural turf was more prone to vandalism than a synthetic.
32% disagreed that natural turf was more prone to vandalism than a
synthetic, and 31% said it makes no difference, as both surfaces are prone
to vandalism.
2% of respondents choose not to answer.
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In addition –
• Generally respondents who said natural turf was more prone to

vandalism said it was because you can damage it so easily eg. “just
rip it up”, or “dig it up.”

• The key issues raised by respondents who said synthetic were more
susceptible to vandalism include:
“You can’t repair synthetic”
“Once it is damaged badly, you have to replace the whole green”
“All it takes is one light (cigar/ cigarette) and it goes up”

• Generally respondents who said that neither surface was “more
prone” to vandalism said that “vandals will do what they want.”

An overwhelmingly high proportion of respondents (94%) agreed it was
easier to rectify damage on a natural turf green than a synthetic. With
an extremely low proportion 2% disagreeing it was easier to rectify
damage on a natural turf green than a synthetic, 2% said it made no
difference on the surface type.
2% of respondents choose not to answer.

In addition –
• Generally respondents who said it was easier to rectify damage on

natural turf other than a synthetic, said it was because, “you can just
add to it, more soil or more seed, whatever you need and it will heal
itself” and that “with synthetic you almost always have to replace the
whole thing, or you end up with patches which make it an untrue
surface.”

• Generally respondents who said it was easier to rectify damage on a
synthetic than natural turf, said it was because “you could just call
the repair guy to fix it, but you have to wait for natural turf to grow.”

• Those respondents who said it doesn’t make a difference on the type
of surface generally stated, “you have to do different things to repair
both types of surface.”
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Question Twenty-three: Good practice models (management
schemes) regarding maximising the amount of time per year on
which a green can be played for the least cost

Key Management Methods identified –

• Greens rotation.
• Rink rotation – “play north – south and east – west” – “distribute the

wear evenly”.
• Trial and error.
• General maintenance.
• Instincts – “you need to see the greens everyday” – “common sense”

- “The work you put in is the work you get out” – “Being there all the
time”.

• Rolling regularly.
• New equipment – technology.
• Disease control – “maintenance program”.
• “Dumping mats during wet periods”.
• Fertilising program.
•  “Adapting to what you’ve got”.
• “Keep thin, don’t over-fertilise”.
• Rotate and rest your greens – “eg. if you have three greens, rest one

play two then swap”.
• “Don’t let it die in the first place”.
• Obtain outside information.
• “Feedback from bowlers”.
• As a recommendation there should be a “greenkeepers” meeting 2-

3 times a year just to share ideas and help each other.
• Watering.
• Read articles on greenkeeping.

Question Twenty-four: How long have you been a greenkeeper?

Table 25.1

Time (yrs.) No. (%)

0-5 years 12%

6-10 years 25%

11-15 years 16%

16-20 years 12%

20-25 years 22%

25+ years 14%

In addition –

The longest serving greenkeeper had been a greenkeeper for 45 years

The newest serving greenkeeper had been a greenkeeper for three
weeks.
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Question Twenty-five: Do you have any other comments regarding
the differences between synthetic surfaces and natural turf greens?

• Look at having a greens consultant, good full time greenkeepers
don’t come cheap.

• “Synthetic salespeople are pushing clubs by only mentioning the
good points” – “they [synthetic salespeople] blind some of the
smaller clubs”.

• “Why should clubs be able to water plastic, we are on water
restrictions, we have a living thing [grass green]”.

• “All that glitters is not gold [synthetics]”.
• Most people tolerate synthetics but would prefer grass”.
• “Henselite are misinforming people about the quality and longevity

of their synthetics”.
• “Choose couch [grasses] over synthetics”.
• “Work on it [synthetic] from day one, treat it like a turf green” –

“Doesn’t matter what surface you have you still need to look after it”
– “People assume once you put it [synthetic] down you don’t have
to look after it”.

• “You have to have a greenkeeper who knows what they are doing”
– “they have to be keen”.

• “Bowlers prefer grass”.
• “Clubs with more than three greens should look at having one

synthetic”
• “Both types of surface have their place”.
• “You can play on synthetics 365 days a year”.
• “The narrow bias bowl is a bug you need a quick green or you can’t

draw”.
• “The VGA should do more to fight synthetics, and do more to keep

an eye on dodgy greenkeepers”.
• “The VGA have to accept that bowls clubs haven’t got the money

to pay greenkeepers what they are worth”.
• “Have good machinery and know how to use it”.
• “Synthetics are doing us [greenkeepers] out of our jobs”.
• “Our synthetic had a car driven on it, at the time it was 9-10 years

old, there is no way we could repair it, if it had of been grass we
could have repaired it!”
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APPENDIX 3. INVENTORY OF VICTORIAN BOWLING GREENS

As at July 2003

3.1 BOWLING GREENS IN COUNTRY VICTORIA

Club Natural Turf Greens Synthetic Greens
No. of

Natural
Turf

Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Alexandra 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Anglesea 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Apollo Bay 1 Bent 0 -
Aradale 1 Bent 0 -
Ararat 0 - 2 Team Sport
Ararat VRI 0 - 1 King Heylen
Avenel 1 NK 0 -
Avenue 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Avoca CC 2 Couch 0 -
Bacchus Marsh 0 - 2 Sport Grass
Bairnsdale 3 Couch (2), Bent (1) 0 -
Bairnsdale Golf 2 Bent 0 -
Ballan 1 - 0 -
Ballarat 2 Bent 0 -
Ballarat City 3 Bent 0 -
Ballarat East 2 Bent 0 -
Ballarat North 0 - 3 Sport Grass
Balmoral 1 Couch 0 -
Balnarring Social 2 Bent (1), Couch (1) 0 -
Balranald District 2 Couch 0 -
Bannockburn 1 Bent 0 -
Bareena 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Barham & District 3 Couch 0 -
Barham Sports 2 Couch 0 -
Barwon Heads 1 Bent 0 -
Barooga Sports 2 Couch 0 -
Baxter Village 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Beaufort Golf 2 Bent 0 -
Beechworth 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Bell Post Hill 1 Bent 0 -
Belmont 3 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Benalla 4 Couch 0 -
Bendigo 3 Couch 1 Sport Grass
Bendigo & District 2 Couch 0 -
Bendigo East 2 Couch 1 Balsam Pacific
Bendigo Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Bendigo VRI 2 Couch 0 -
Berrigan Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Berriwillock 2 Couch 0 -
Beulah 2 Couch 0 -
Birchip 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Birregurra 1 Bent 0 -
Boolarra 1 Bent 0 -
Boort 2 Couch 0 -
Branxholme 1 Bent 0 -
Bridgewater 2 Couch 0 -
Bright 2 Bent 0 -
Brim Memorial 1 Couch 0 -
Broadford 1 Bent 0 -
Bruthen 1 Couch 0 -
Buninyong 2 Bent 0 -
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Calivil 1 Couch 0 -
Campbell's Creek 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Camperdown 2 Bent 0 -
Camperdown Golf 1 Bent 0 -
Carisbrook 0 - 1 Sport Grass

Carrington Park 2 Bent 0 -
Casterton 1 Bent 1 King Heylen
Castlemaine 1 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Central Wendouree 3 Bent 0 -
Chalambar 1 Bent 0 -
Charlton 2 Couch 0 -
Chiltern 1 Couch 0 -
City Colac 3 Bent 1 King Heylen
City Memorial (W'bool) 4 1 Couch/3 Bent 0 -
City of Echuca 4 Couch 0 -
City of Frankston 3 Bent 1 Sport Grass
City Oval 2 Bent 0 -
Clifton Springs 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Clunes 2 Couch (1) & Bent (1) 0 -
Cobden 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Cobram 3 Couch 0 -
Cockatoo & District 1 Bent 0 -
Cohuna 3 Couch 0 -
Cohuna Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Colac 3 Bent 0 -
Colac Central 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Colbinabbin 1 Couch 0 -
Coleraine 2 Couch 0 -
Coomealla Memorial 2 Couch 0 -
Corinella 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Corowa 5 Couch 0 -
Corowa Services 2 Couch 0 -
Corryong 2 Couch 0 -
Coughlin Park, Horsham 2 Couch 0 -
Cressy 1 Bent 0 -
Creswick 1 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Culgoa 1 Couch 0 -
Dartmoor 1 Bent 0 -
Daylesford 2 Bent 0 -
Dederang 1 0 -
Deniliquin 3 Couch 0 -
Deniliquin RSL 2 Couch 0 -
Dennington 2 Bent 0 -
Derrinallum 1 Bent 0 -
Diggers Rest 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Dimboola 3 Couch 0 -
Dingee 1 Couch 0 -
Donald 2 Couch 0 -
Donald Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Dookie 1 Couch 0 -
Dromana 2 Bent 0 -
Drouin 2 Bent 0 -
Drumcondra 1 Bent 0 -
Drysdale 2 Bent 0 -
Dunkeld 1 Bent 0 -
Dunolly 2 Couch 0 -
Eaglehawk 2 Couch 0 -
East Shepparton 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Edenhope 2 Couch 0 -
Eildon 1 Bent 0 -
Elmore 2 Couch 0 -
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Ensay 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Euroa 2 Couch 0 -
Euston 2 Couch 0 -
Finley 2 Couch 0 -
Finley RS 2 Couch 0 -
Fish Creek 0 - 1 Team Sport
Flinders Golf 1 Bent 0 -
Foster 2 Bent 0 -
Frankston RSL 3 Bent 0 -
Garfield 1 Bent 0 -
Geelong 2 Bent 3 Balsam Pacific
Geelong Cement (now
Herne Hill)

2 Bent 0 -

Geelong Eastern Park 2 Bent 0 -
Geelong RSL 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Geelong West 2 Bent 1 Williams
Gisborne & District 1 Bent 0 -
Golden Square 2 Couch 0 -
Goroke 2 Couch 0 -
Grangeburn 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Gunbower 2 Couch 0 -
Hamilton 3 Bent 0 -
Hamilton RSL 1 Bent 0 -
Harcourt 1 Bent 0 -
Hastings 2 Bent 0 -
Healesville 2 Couch 0 -
Heathcote 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Heyfield 2 Bent 0 -
Heywood 2 Bent 0 -
Highton 3 Bent 0 -
Hill Top (Tatura) 2 Couch 0 -
Hopetoun 3 Couch 0 -
Horsham City 4 Couch 0 -
Horsham Golf 1 Couch 0 -
Howitt Park (Bairnsdale) 1 Bent 0 -
Inglewood 1 Couch 0 -
Inverleigh 1 Bent 0 -
Inverloch 2 Bent 0 -
Invermay 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Irymple 2 Couch 0 -
Jeparit & District 1 Couch 1 King Heylen
Jerilderie 2 Couch 0 -
Kangaroo Flat 3 Couch 0 -
Kaniva 2 Couch 0 -
Karingal 2 Bent 0 -
Katandra West 1 Couch 0 -
Kerang 3 Couch 0 -
Kerang Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Khancoban
Kialla Park 3 Couch 0 -
Kiewa Valley 1 Couch 0 -
Kilmore 1 Bent 0 -
KooWeeRup 1 Bent 0 -
Koroit 2 Couch 0 -
Korong Vale 1 Couch 0 -

Korumburra 0 - 2
Sport Grass & Balsam

Pacific
Kyabram 2 Couch 0 -
Kyneton 2 Bent 0 -
Kyneton Golf 1 Bent 0 -
Lake Boga 2 Couch 0 -
Lake Bolac 0 - 1 Sport Grass
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Lakes Entrance 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Lancefield 1 Bent 0 -
Landsborough 1 Bent 0 -
Lang Lang 1 Bent 0 -
Lara 2 Bent 0 -
Learmonth 2 Bent 0 -
Leitchville 2 Couch, Bent 0 -
Leongatha 2 Bent 0 -
Leopold Sportsmans 2 Bent 0 -
Lindenow 1 Bent 0 -
Linton & District 1 Couch 0 -
Lismore 2 Couch, Bent 0 -
Loch & District 1 Bent 0 -
Loch Sport 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Lockington 2 Couch 0 -
Lockwood South 1 Couch 0 -
Long Island CC 2 Bent 0 -
Longwarry 1 Bent 0 -
Lorne 1 Bent 0 -
Macarthur 1 Bent 0 -
Macedon Ranges 1 Couch 0 -
Maffra 2 Bent 0 -
Main Ridge 2 Bent 0 -
Maldon 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Manangatang 1 Couch 0 -
Mansfield 2 Couch 0 -
Marong 2 Couch 0 -
Maryborough Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Maryborough HS 1 Couch 1 Sport Grass
Marysville 1 Bent 0 -
Mathoura & District 2 Couch 0 -
Meeniyan 1 Bent 0 -
Melton 0 - 2 Sport Grass
Merbein 3 Couch 0 -
Merrigum 1 Couch 0 -
Metung 1 Bent 0 -
Midlands Golf 2 Bent 0 -
Milawa 1 Couch 0 -
Mildura 4 Couch 0 -
Mildura Workingmans 2 Couch 0 -
Minyip 2 Couch 0 -
Mirboo North 1 Bent 0 -
Mitta Valley 1 Couch 0 -
Moama 5 Couch 0 -
Moe 2 Bent 0 -
Moira Benalla 1 Couch 0 -
Mooroopna 3 Couch 0 -
Mooroopna Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Mornington 4 Bent 0 -
Mornington Civic 3 Bent 1 King Heylen
Mortlake 3 Bent 0 -
Morwell 2 Bent 0 -
Morwell Club 1 Bent 0 -
Moulamein 2 Couch 0 -
Moyhu 1 Couch 0 -
Mt Beauty 1 Couch 0 -
Mt Cottrell 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Mt Eliza 2 Bent 0 -
Mt Martha 2 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Mt Xavier (Ballarat) 1 Bent 0 -
Mulwala District 2 Couch 0 -
Murchison 2 Couch 0 -
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Murray Downs 3 Couch 0 -
Murtoa 2 Couch 0 -
Myrtleford 2 Couch 0 -
Nagambie 2 Bent 0 -
Nangiloc & District 1 Couch 0 -
Nathalia 2 Couch 0 -
Natimuk 2 Couch 0 -
Neerim District 1 Bent 0 -
Newstead 1 Bent 0 -
Nhill 3 Couch 0 -
Norlane 2 Bent 0 -
North Bendigo 2 Couch 0 -
Numurkah 3 Couch 0 -
Numurkah Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Nyah District 2 Couch 0 -
Ocean Grove 3 Bent 0 -
Orbost 2 Bent 0 -
Ouyen 2 Couch 0 -
Ovens 1 Couch 0 -
Paynesville 2 Couch, Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Penshurst 1 Bent 0 -
Phillip Island 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Picola 2 Couch 0 -
Point Lonsdale 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Portarlington 0 - 3 Balsam Pacific
Port Fairy 2 Bent 0 -
Portland 1 Bent 1 Team Sport (KCL)
Portland RSL 2 Bent 0 -
Port Welshpool 1 Bent 0 -
Pyramid Hill 2 Couch 0 -
Quambatook 1 Couch 0 -
Queenscliff 3 Bent 0 -
Rainbow 2 Couch 0 -
Red Cliffs 3 Couch 0 -
Rich River Golf 3 Couch 0 -
Rochester 3 Couch 0 -
Romsey 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Rosebud 2 Bent 0 -
Rosebud CC 3 1 Couch/2 Bent 0 -
Rosebud RSL 2 Bent 0 -
Rosedale 1 Bent 0 -
Rupanyup 2 Couch 0 -
Rushworth 2 Couch 0 -
Rutherglen 2 Couch 0 -
Rye 3 Bent 0 -
Sale 3 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Sale Golf 1 Bent 0 -
San Remo 0 - 1 Williams Evergreen
Seaford 2 Bent 0 -
Sea Lake 2 Couch 0 -
Sebastopol 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Serpentine 1 Couch 0 -
Servicemen’s Memorial
(Ballarat)

3 Bent 0 -

Serviceton Memorial 1 Couch 0 -
Seymour 2 Couch 0 -
Seymour VRI 1 Bent 0 -
Shepparton 2 Couch 0 -
Shepparton Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Shepparton RSL 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Simpson 1 Bent 0 -
Skipton Golf 1 Bent 0 -
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Smeaton 1 Bent 0 -
Somerville 2 0 -
Sorrento 3 Couch 0 -
South Bendigo 3 1 Couch/2 Bent 0 -
Stanhope 2 Couch 0 -
Stawell 0 - 2 Sport Grass
Stawell Golf 2 Couch 0 -
St Arnaud 2 Couch 1 Williams
St Arnaud CC 2 Couch 0 -
St James 1 Couch 0 -
St Johns (Warrnambool) 1 Bent 0 -
St Leonards 2 Bent 0 -
Stratford 0 - 1 Tiger Turf
Strathfieldsaye 1 Couch 1 King Heylen
Strathmerton 2 Couch 0 -
Sunnyside Horsham 4 Couch 0 -
Swan Hill 4 Couch 0 -
Swan Hill City Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Swanpool 1 Couch 0 -
Talbot 2 Couch 0 -
Tallangatta 1 Couch 0 -
Tallygaroopna 1 Couch 0 -
Tambo Valley 1 Bent 0 -
Tarwin Lower & Dist 1 Bent 0 -
Tatura 3 Couch 0 -
Tawonga 1 Bent 0 -
Terang 2 Bent 0 -
Thorpdale 1 Bent 0 -
Timboon 1 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Tocumwal 3 Couch 0 -
Tongala 3 Couch 0 -
Tooleybuc 2 Couch 0 -
Toora 1 Bent 0 -
Torquay 2 Bent 0 -
Trafalgar 2 Bent 0 -
Trafalgar Park 1 Bent 0 -
Traralgon 2 Bent 1 King Heylen
Traralgon RSL 2 Bent 0 -
Trentham 1 Bent 0 -
Tungamah 1 Couch 0 -
Underbool 1 Couch 0 -
Valley View 2 Couch 0 -
Victoria (Ballarat) 1 Bent 1 Sport Grass
Village Glen 1 Bent 0 -
Violet Town 2 Couch 0 -
Wakool 1 Couch 0 -
Wallan 2 Couch 0 -
Wangaratta 4 Couch 0 -
Warburton 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Warracknabeal 2 Couch 1 Sport Grass
Warracknabeal Golf 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Warragul 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Warrnambool 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Warrnambool L Tennis 1 Bent 0 -
Watchem 1 Couch 0 -
Waubra 1 Bent 0 -
Webbcona 3 Bent 0 -
Wedderburn 2 Couch 0 -
Wentworth Services 2 Couch 0 -
West Rosebud 3 Bent 0 -
White Hills 2 Couch 0 -
Whittlesea 2 Couch 0 -
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Willaura 0 - 1 Sport Grass
Winchelsea 1 Couch 0 -
Wodonga 3 Bent 0 -

Wodonga Country 2 Couch 0 -
Wonthaggi 2 Bent 0 -
Woodbury 1 Couch 0 -
Woodend 1 Bent 0 -
Woomelang 2 Couch 0 -
Wunghnu 2 Couch 0 -
Wurruk 1 Cobra 0 -
Wycheproof 2 Couch 0 -
Yackandandah 1 Couch 0 -
Yallourn 3 Couch (1), Bent (2) 0 -
Yallourn North 1 Bent 0 -
Yamala Park 1 Bent 0 -
Yarragon 1 Bent 0 -
Yarra Junction 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Yarram 1 Bent 1 Williams
Yarrawonga 1 Couch 1 Balsam Pacific
Yarrawonga & B Golf 2 Couch 0 -
Yea 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Yinnar 1 Bent 0 -
Total 616 94
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3.2  METROPOLITAN MELBOURNE BOWLING GREENS
As at July 2003

Club Natural Turf Greens Synthetic Greens
No. of

Natural
Turf

Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Aberfeldie 1 Bent 0 -
Albert Park VRI 1 Bent 0 -
Alma Sports 1 Bent 0 -
Alphington 2 Bent 0 -
Altona 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Altona North 2 Bent 0 -
Altona Sports 2 Bent 0 -
Armadale 1 Bent 1 Synthigrass
Ashburton 2 Couch/Bent 0 -
Auburn 1 Bent 1 Sports Grass
Balmoral Gardens 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Balwyn 2 Bent 0 -
Bayswater 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Beaumaris 2 Bent 0 -
Bennettswood 2 Bent 0 -
Bentleigh 3 Couch (1), Bent (2) 0 -
Bentleigh Club 1 Bent 0 -
Berwick 3 Bent 0 -
Blackburn 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific

Blackburn North 0 - 2
Evergreen Williams & Sports

Grass
Blackburn RS&C 1 Bent 0 -
Black Rock 3 Bent 0 -
Boronia 2 Bent 0 -
Box Hill 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Box Hill RSL 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Brighton 3 Bent 0 -
Brighton Beach 1 Bent 0 -
Broadmeadows 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Brunswick 0 - 0 -
Buckley Park 3 Bent 0 -
Bundoora 3 Couch 1 Sports Grass
Burden Park 3 Bent 0 -
Burwood 2 Bent 1 Synthigrass
Camberwell
Central 2 Bent 0 -

Cameron Close 0 - 1 Wimbledon Tournament
Carrum 2 Bent 0 -
Caulfield Park 2 Bent 1 Pacific Balsam
Chadstone 2 Bent 0 -
Chelsea 1 Bent 0 -
Cheltenham 2 Bent 0 -
Chirnside Park 2 Bent 0 -
City of Croydon 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
City of Heidelberg 1 Couch 2 Balsam Pacific
City of Melbourne 2 Bent 0 -
Clayton 3 Bent 0 -
Clifton Park 2 Bent 0 -
Coatesville 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific

Coburg 0 - 2
Sports Grass & Balsam

Pacific
Craigieburn 1 Bent 0 -
Cranbourne 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Cranbourne
RSL/Recreation

0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Dandenong 1 Bent 0 -
Dandenong Club 2 Bent 0 -
Dandenong RSL &
Recreation

2 Bent 0 -

Dandenong
Workers

1 0 -

Darebin City 2 Bent 0 -
Deer Park 2 Couch 0 -
Diamond Creek 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Doncaster 2 Bent 0 -
Donvale 1 Couch 1 Sports Grass
Doutta Galla 2 Bent 0 -
East Ivanhoe 1 Bent 1 King Heylen
East Malvern RSL 1 Bent 1 Synthigrass
Eastwood Golf 2 Bent 0 -
Edithvale 3 Bent 0 -
Elsternwick Club 1 Bent 0 -
Elsternwick Park 2 Bent 0 -
Eltham Recreation 2 Bent 0 -
Essendon 2 Bent 0 -
Fairfield 1 Bent 0 -
Fawkner 3 Couch (2), Bent (1) 0 -
Ferntree Gully 0 - 3 Sports Grass
Fitzroy/Victoria 1 Couch 1 Sports Grass
Flemington/Kensin
gton

2 Bent 0 -

Footscray Park 3 Bent 0 -
Gladstone Park 1 Bent 0 -
Glen
Eira/McKinnon

3 Bent 0 -

Glen Iris 1 Bent 0
Glenroy 3 Bent 0 -
Glen Waverley 3 Bent 0 -
Greensborough 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Greythorn 0 - 2 Synthigrass
Hampton 3 Bent 0 -
Hampton Park 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Hampton RSL 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Heatherdale Rec 2 Bent 0 -
Heathmont 2 Bent 1 Sports Grass
Heidelberg Golf 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Highett 2 Bent 0 -
Hoppers Crossing 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Hurstbridge 0 - 2 Sports Grass
Ivanhoe 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Keilor 2 Couch & Bent 0 -
Kew Heights 3 Bent 0 -
Keysborough 2 Bent 0 -
Kingsbury 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Lalor 2 Bent 0 -
Lilydale 0 - 3 Balsam Pacific
Laverton 1 Bent 0 -
Malvern 1 Bent 0 -
Maribyrnong/Maid
stone

0 - 1 King Heylen

Maribyrnong Park 3 Bent 0 -
MCC 3 Bent 1 Synthigrass
Melbourne 4 Bent (2), Couch (2) 0 -
Mentone 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Middle Park 3 Bent 0 -
Mitcham 2 Bent 0 -
Monbulk 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
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CLUB

No. of
Natural

Turf
Greens

Type of Natural Turf
No. of

Synthetic
Greens

Type of Synthetic Green

Montmorency 0 - 2 Synthigrass
Moonee Ponds 2 Bent 0 -
Moonee Valley 2 Bent 0 -
Moorabbin 3 Bent 0 -
Mooroolbark 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Mordialloc 2 Bent (1), Couch (1) 0 -
Moreland 2 Bent 0 -
Mt Waverley 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Mulgrave CC 3 Bent 0 -
Murrumbeena 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Murrumbeena Park 2 Bent 0 -
Narre Warren 2 Bent 0 -
Newport 3 Bent 0 -
Noble Park 2 Bent 0 -
North Balwyn 1 Bent 2 Balsam Pacific
Oakleigh 2 Bent 0 -
Pakenham 2 Bent 0 -
Parkdale 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Patterson River 1 Bent 0 -
Port Melbourne 2 Couch 0 -
Preston 2 Bent 0 -
Princes Park 2 Bent 0 -
Reservoir 4 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Richmond Union 2 Bent 0 -
Ringwood 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Riversdale Golf 1 Bent 0 -
Rosamond 3 Bent 0 -
Rosanna 2 Bent 0 -
Sandringham 2 Bent 0 -
South Oakleigh 0 - 2 King Heylen & Sports Grass
SOC 0 - 2 Balsam Pacific
Spotswood/Kingsvi
lle

1 Bent 0 -

St Albans 0 - 1 King Heylen
St Kilda 1 Bent 0 -
Strathmore 2 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Sunbury 3 Bent (1), Couch (2) 0 -
Sunshine 1 Bent 0 -
Sunshine City 2 - 0 -
Sunshine RSL 2 Bent 0 -
Sunshine VRI 2 Bent 0 -
Templestowe 1 Couch 0 -
Thornbury 2 Bent 0 -
Toorak 1 Bent 0 -
Upwey-Tecoma 1 Bent 1 Balsam Pacific
Vermont South 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Waverley Golf 2 Bent 0 -
Werribee 3 Bent 0 -

West Coburg 0 - 2
Balsam Pacific & Sports

Grass
Williamstown 2 Bent 0 -
Willow Lodge 0 - 1 Sports Grass
Yarraville-
Footscray

3 Bent 0 -

Yarra Glen 0 - 1 Balsam Pacific
Yarra Valley CC 1 Bent 0 -
Total 252 77
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APPENDIX 4: ANALYSIS OF THE SUPPLY OF BOWLING GREENS
FOR THE 16 RVBA GROUPS

The RVBA has divided the state into 16 groups, eight groups for the country
area of the state and another eight groups in metropolitan Melbourne.
Following is a breakdown of each of the 16 groups and an insight into the
inventory of greens within each group.

Group 1 – Central Victoria

Within the Central Victoria group there are 55 affiliated clubs.  The group
covers rural cities like Ballarat and Seymour.  There are a total of 87 greens in
this group of which 76% (66 greens) are natural turf and 24% (21 greens) are
synthetic greens.  Central Victoria has the fourth highest percentage of
synthetics of the 16 groups in Victoria and is well above the country
average percentage for synthetics surfaces of 13%.  On average the
Central Victoria group has 1.6 greens per club, which is the second lowest
figure in the state and has five clubs that have over 100 members.

Group 2 – West Coast

The West Cost group is the second largest in Victoria, with 64 clubs and a
total of 123 greens.  Of all the greens in the group 79% (97 greens) are
natural turf which leaves the remaining 21% (26 greens) of them a synthetic
surface.  Group 2 covers all of Geelong and along the eastern coast of
Victoria.  Group 2 averages 1.9 greens per club, which is the same figure for
the whole of the state.  With 11 clubs, the West Coast boasts the largest
amount of 100+ member clubs in country Victoria, which is also the equal
highest for the whole state.
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Group 3 – Wimmera

The third of the 16 RVBA groups is Wimmera, which has 40 clubs that yield 75
greens at an average of 1.9 greens per club.  85% (64 greens) of the greens
throughout this group are natural turf with the remaining 15% (11 greens)
being synthetic.  Of the 11 synthetic greens, seven of them are in the
Grampians Bowls Association, which is one of the four associations within
the group.  Behind associations that cover large rural cities Geelong and
Ballarat, the Grampians Bowls Association has more synthetics than any
other association in country Victoria.  The association’s two main towns are
Ararat and Stawell with Lake Bolac included also.  This area of the state
experiences hot summers and cold winters, which may influence the
number of synthetic installations in the area.  The Wimmera has one club
that has over 100 members.

Group 4 – Murray Mallee

Overall the Murray Mallee has the largest clubs in country Victoria
averaging 2.1 greens per club, however they only have one club that has
over 100 members.  In total there are 75 greens with only one of them being
synthetic.  Therefore 99% of the greens in the group are natural turf.  Group
4 covers rural cities like Swan Hill and Mildura.

Group 5 – North Central

The North Central group is the largest in the state encompassing 69 clubs
and a total of 140 greens.  Bendigo and Shepparton are the two major rural
cities in the group and they are also home to the nine (6%) synthetics that
are found in group five.  There are 131 natural turf greens in the group which
amounts to 94% of the total greens in the area.  The group averages 2.0
greens per club, which is above the state average of 1.9.  There are seven
clubs that have over 100 members.
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Group 6 – Ovens & Murray

The Ovens and Murray has the smallest number of clubs and greens
amongst the country groups, with 30 clubs and 51 greens.  Of the 51 greens,
96% (49 greens) are natural turf with the other 4% (2 greens) synthetic.  There
is an average of 1.7 greens per club, which is below the state average of
1.9.  This group has the state’s largest bowls club in terms of number of
greens; the Corowa Bowls Club has five greens, four of which have seven
rinks and one of which has 11 rinks.  All of these greens are natural turf, and
the club only has 94 members.  Other clubs with five greens in Victoria are
Moama (214 members and all greens with seven rinks) and Geelong (173
members, three synthetic and two natural turf greens, four with seven rinks
and one with six).  There are six clubs in the group that have over 100
members.

Group 7 – Yarra Valley/ Nepean

The Yarra Valley/ Nepean group area wise is the smallest of all country
groups.  It has 31 clubs and 56 greens at an average of 1.8 greens per club,
which is below the state average of 1.9.  There are only four synthetic
greens (7%) in the group with the remaining 52 (93%) being natural turf.
While the group has only 31 clubs, nine of them have over 100 members.

Group 8 – Gippsland

The Gippsland group has 80 greens in total of which 20% (16 greens) are
synthetic and the remaining 80% (64 greens) are natural turf.  This groups
averages 1.5 greens per club, which is the lowest figure in the state and has
six clubs that have over 100 members.  Gippsland is viewed as having a
damp climate and as being an area that is suited to synthetic greens;
having the third highest percentage of synthetic greens in country Victoria
(behind Central Victoria and the West Coast) reinforces this point.  Its major
rural cities include Lakes Entrance, Traralgon and Bairnsdale.
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Group 9 – Metro West

Of the eight metropolitan groups in Victoria, Metro West has the second
highest number of clubs (23).  It has 45 greens which is an average of 2.0
greens per club which is above the average for Victoria.  91% (41 greens) of
the greens are natural turf with the remaining 9% (four greens) being
synthetic. The group has five clubs that have over 100 members, which is
the lowest of the metropolitan regions.

Group 10 – Metro North

Metro North has the most clubs of the metro groups (25).  It also has the
largest number of greens (54) and the highest average of greens per club in
Victoria (2.2).  83% (45 greens) of the greens within the group are natural turf
with 17% (9 greens) being a synthetic surface. Metro North is also one of the
three groups throughout Victoria that have 11 clubs with 100 members or
more.

Group 11 – Yarra

With 17, the Yarra group has the lowest number of clubs in the state, and
only 34 greens which is also the lowest in Victoria.  59% (20 greens) of the
greens are a natural turf surface while 41% (14 greens) are synthetics, which
is the third highest percentage in Victoria.  Seven of the 34 clubs in the
group have over 100 members and on average the clubs have 2.0 greens
each, which is above the state average of 1.9.
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Group 12 – Maroondah

Of the 41 greens in the Maroondah group, 46% (19 greens) are synthetic
which is the highest in the state by 4%.  The remaining 22 greens (56%) are
natural turf. Clubs in the Maroondah group average 2.1 greens each which
is above the state average of 1.9.  Of the 20 clubs in the group, 11 of them
have over 100 members.

Group 13 – Eastern Suburbs

Group 13, the Eastern Suburbs, has 18 clubs and 36 greens which are both
the second lowest figures in the state of Victoria.  There are seven clubs that
have over 100 members and the group averages 2.0 greens per club,
which is just above the state average.  58% (21 greens) of the greens within
the Eastern Suburbs are natural turf while the remaining 42% (15 greens) are
synthetic.  This is the second highest percentage in the state behind
Maroondah.

Group 14 – Metro South East

The Metro South East group averages 2.1 greens per club and has seven
clubs with over 100 members.  Furthermore, its 19 clubs provide 40 greens in
total. Of the 40 greens, 85% (34 greens) of them are a natural turf surface
leaving the remaining 15% (6 greens) synthetic surfaces.
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Group 15 – Bayside

Bayside consists of 87% (39 greens) natural turf, while the remaining 13% (6
greens) are synthetic surfaces.  This gives Bayside a total of 45 greens which
are located at 21 clubs.  The Bayside group averages 2.1 greens per club,
which is above the state average of 1.9, yet just below the top figure of 2.2
greens per club in the Metro North group.  There are six clubs within the
group that have over 100 members.

Group 16 – Melbourne Beaches

The final of the 16 groups is Melbourne Beaches, which is made up of 18
clubs that provide 35 greens.  Of the 35 greens that are in the group, 94%
(33 greens) are natural turf.  This is the equal third highest percentage in the
whole state behind Murray Valley (99%), Ovens & Murray (96%) and equal
with North Central. There are only two synthetic surfaces in the Melbourne
Beaches group, which makes up 6% of the total greens in the area.  There
are 18 clubs, six of which have over 100 members.  There are 1.9 greens per
club, which is right on the average for the state, however it is the lowest of
all clubs within metropolitan Melbourne.
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Overall Distribution of Greens

Group number and name
Total No. of

greens

Total No. (%) that
are natural turf

greens

Total No. (%) that
are synthetic

greens

Group 1 – Central Victoria 87 66    (76%) 21    (24%)

Group 2 – West Coast 123 97    (79%) 26     (21%)

Group 3 – Wimmera 75 64    (85%) 11    (15%)

Group 4 - Murray Mallee 75 74    (99%) 1    (1%)

Group 5 – North Central 140 131    (94%) 9    (6%)

Group 6 - Ovens & Murray 51 49    (96%) 2    (4%)

Group 7 – Yarra Valley/
Nepean

56 52    (93%) 4    (7%)

Group 8 – Gippsland 80 64    (80%) 16    (20%)

Group 9 – Metro West 45 41    (91%) 4    (9%)

Group 10 – Metro North 54 45    (83%) 9    (17%)

Group 11 -    Yarra 34 20    (59%) 14    (41%)

Group 12 – Maroondah 41 22    (54%) 19    (46%)

Group 13 – Eastern Suburbs 36 21    (58%) 15    (42%)

Group 14 – Metro South East 40 34    (85%) 6    (15%)

Group 15 – Bayside 45 39    (87%) 6    (13%)

Group 16 – Melbourne Beaches 35 33    (94%) 2    (6%)

Region
Total No.
of Greens

Total No. (%)
natural turf

greens

Total No. (%)
synthetic
greens

Country Groups –
Groups 1 to 8

687
597
(87%)

90    (13%)

Metropolitan Groups –
Groups 9 - 16

330
255
(77%)

75    (23%)

Victoria Overall
1017

852
(83%)

165
(17%)
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APPENDIX 5: NOTES FROM SYNTHETIC SURFACES WORKSHOP 23/10/2003

■ SYNTHETIC SURFACES:
• The provision of the original synthetic bowling greens was

approached by suppliers as if they were just large tennis courts,
and as a result they were generally not good quality (flat).

• In the ‘80s things moved to 25 mm pile product, the product was
still directional. It had a lean and only stood straight when filled
with sand. Because of this each hand would play differently.

• In this era (‘80s) no bowler would say there was a good synthetic
surface around.

• Originally bowls on synthetic grass was like bowling on sand;
hence complaints of scratched bowls were common.

• Nowadays 15mm deep pile is considered to be standard in the
industry, it has a non-directional pile that means the bowls are
not affected by the pile.

• At an ATRI Seminar in 1991, this product was mentioned but it was
not common.  Now it is considered one of the best sand-filled on
the market.

• The newer versions of sand-filled synthetic surfaces have a
looped pile rather than a straight pile.

■ COMMON PROBLEMS
• Some of the common problems with synthetic surfaces listed by

the RVBA in 1991 included:
• The opening of seams only happened in one instance out of 30

greens in Victoria.
• Greens were too fast, 17 to 20 seconds, no reason for people to

have a green with that speed today. We can now bring it back
to 14 or so seconds within 7-10 days.

• Uneven draw on both hands.
• Damage to bowls, the surface hardness, very high temperatures

in hot weather, impact on body, glare, and bowler attitude.
• The bottom line was that grass greens were the bowlers preferred

surface.

■ BASE CONSTRUCTION
• The biggest trend has been the improvements in base

construction.
• In the past there was a lot of movement, if you dropped a bowl

heavily the indentations were evident. And with a sand-filled
product once the base was damaged it was hard to do any
repairs.

• In 1980 the “Softcrete” base was developed.  Engineers report
today that this type of bonded aggregate (with silicon) base is
recommended.

• The most important thing to achieve is a stable base. Once the
base is stable movement across the base by men and machinery
is possible.

• Most faults with synthetic surfaces are due to poor base
construction.

• Synthigrass has only become involved in bowling greens over the
last two years, mostly because the “Softcrete” base has been
successful.
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• When greens were laid up and down in the past there was
excessive rolling which led to the seams becoming pronounced.

• The 15 mm product we have today is the best we have and the
best we could expect within the foreseeable future.

• The issue is that there has been no sand fill product that is
specifically designed for bowls.

• Greens installed in the last 5 years or so are vastly improved in
quality.

• The main development in synthetic bowling greens is the non-
sand products; the 15 mm ‘sand filled’ is at least 5 years away
from being able to play on without sand.

■ NON SAND-FILLED PRODUCT
• The non-sand-filled products are new to Australia but have been

in the UK for 20 years.  The surface is laid on a hard base that is no
different to concrete when walking on it, then it has a soft
underlay which takes the pain out of the surface and the carpet
is laid.  It runs 15-16 seconds.

• It is popular with the ladies, and almost maintenance free,
however it is more expensive.

• Maintenance involves vacuuming and steam cleaning,
depending on location.

• This surface reaches its peak quickly and then goes downhill after
around 2 years.

• The lifespan of these surfaces is uncertain in Australia, however
ten years would be a minimum (in the UK there are surfaces
which have lasted 20 years indoors), for those that are 100% pure
polypropylene.

• The base is generally 60mm deep. To lay a bonded aggregate
base, you start off with 20 mm crushed aggregate.  The base
must be within a 10 mm tolerance. When the final layer of
graded crushed rock is laser levelled, we expect to have it within
5 mm. Then we spray “Softcrete” on and it sets within twenty
minutes of being sprayed. This is then hand screened to a 2 mm
tolerance. After the final spray it is rock solid and the grass can
be then laid.

• If damaged, Greengauge can be hand stitched. For major
damage we can replace panels.

• Greengauge only let their product be installed on stabilised
bases such as Softcrete, as it does not move after installation.

• Greengauge can be rolled back; the base can be inspected
fixed and rolled back within a day.

• Greengauge reaches its peak within 24 hours but it can take 4
weeks for it to totally settle in.

• In one instance Greengauge stitching came apart, due to an
installation fault. It was fully re-stitched.

• Greengauge can bowl in either direction and can be laid to
accommodate the clubs’ wishes. However most play is north &
south, this is the recommended direction of play. It was also
suggested there was no reason why you couldn’t play in this
direction all the time.

• If you bowl across the seam you may find bowl deflection.
• Greengauge responds to weather, tightens when cold (faster

running green) and expands in the heat (slower running green).
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■ MAINTENANCE:
• With the sand filled 25 mm pile, the sand (years ago) was a lot

finer than what is used today and when a dirt build up occurred,
slime and algae would develop over the surface.  Calcium
infected water mixed with the fine sand causes the surface of the
green to harden.

• A tip is to scarify the surface down a couple of mms, and then
the sand and pile beneath that will still be almost brand new. We
then sterilize the green and then replace some of the sand with
fresh sand.

• We do not put all removed sand back, however the surface is
now shredded so it is a little softer, we took a green from 18
seconds down to 13-14 seconds.

• Methods and machinery used are quite critical, volunteers and
paid greenkeepers seem to be a little reluctant to take the sand
off and groom because of conditions of their warranty.

• Don’t be afraid to work the green, as there is a lot of sand
beneath that is still brand new.

• A synthetic should last you 8 – 10 years.
• The biggest problem with synthetic bowls surfaces is the history,

people tend to think back about the product and remember
how it used to be. However over the last 5 years the product
quality has increased dramatically, synthetics in sport is the
second biggest growing industry in the world, 30% growth
annually, second to only IT.

• Greengauge, infiltration rates base rate 2045 ml of water an hour,
with a 5 mm layer on top.
Carpet 500 ml an hour. The delay after heavy rain is generally
only 15 to 30 minutes.

• You have to begin maintaining the surface within 6 months or the
drainage will begin to slow down.

• Pool chlorine is cheap way to treat algae.
• Vandals: Is something that is difficult to control, we suggest

insurance, can remove strips from each product, it is expensive
and more difficult to achieve with sand filled.

• Sand filled, cleaning a 7 rink green can take off 5 tonne, but
minor adjustments can take off only the equivalent of 3
wheelbarrows.

• In a 15 mm sand filled surface, you can fill sand in up to 10 or 11
mms, if you totally fill up the surface with sand it will be rock hard
and fast.

• If you can see sand on a sand filled green it has too much.
• The programs some companies give to one club may be

different to what they give another club.
• Many clubs find it best to try their own thing, because of slightly

different conditions. A lot of maintenance has to do with the
surrounds of the club, eg: vacuuming the greens a lot due to
pine needles culling on the green.

• The biggest problem with people starting off with a synthetic is
the maintenance of greens is not simple, you need a lot of skill
and knowledge with a synthetic or the performance of it will
suffer.

• One club had a synthetic green that was rolled too much, it
hardened up the surface and as a result it would not drain.
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•  A lot of the products these days do not require as much water as
in the past. It is important the base must have a constant
moisture content, if you do not water at all, movement can
occur.

• It is advised all bowling green constructions have an engineer
survey the area prior to installation.

• Greengauge and sand filled synthetic surfaces are similar
regarding UV stability. There are occasional colour changes,
however it would not go white from UV.

• A rub test was conducted on Greengauge.  A competing
product had a hole rubbed in it after 40,000 rubs. However with
Greenguage they switched the machine off after 100,000 rubs
with no real signs of wear.

• The oldest outdoor Greengauge surface in Australia is 7 years
and has no real signs of wear.

• Cost per annum for a service every 3-4 months is $1500. In this
they will take the rubbish off the green, make sure the sand is
evenly distributed, spray for algae and weeds and final grooming
before leave. This would take half a day and Synthigrass Pty Ltd
charge $1500 a year.

• Grooming a green can pick up an inch of pile litter in the
catcher.

• Synthetic surfaces and the use of recycled water: High calcium
levels in water in WA, appears to be a problem.   Water would
need to be analysed to see if it’s acceptable to use on a
synthetic surface.

• If you find something that works and makes the green play better
when maintaining a synthetic green stick with it.

• One club said they had a Williams green and were originally told
to roll it for 300 hours! Rolling is now not recommended.

• Maintenance of a synthetic surface can vary from surface to
surface so it is hard to estimate the costs that would be involved.

• If clubs cannot get a maintenance schedule from the suppliers
then how would clubs be able to estimate this figure?

• Guidelines for the maintenance of a synthetic green from
suppliers are only presented to clubs upon the installation of the
surface (some clubs said “if at all”).

• One club got a green and the supplier advised them on
maintenance and a couple of weeks later they changed what
they advised.

• Clubs say synthetic suppliers have not given advice or renege on
advice given. They are inconsistent on recommendations, and
advice concerning maintenance issues.

• Major companies who supply yarn (synthetics) do not give any
advice.

• Clubs say they are misinformed:  they have been told it’s simple
to maintain a synthetic – this is not true you need to work, you
need skill, knowledge and time.

• Clubs say they feel it is harder to fix up dumping damage on a
synthetic green but on a grass green top dressing can take
place. Once a dent is in the surface on a synthetic it is very hard
to fix.
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• An idea suggested by a supplier to get the bumps out a synthetic
green was, you flood it, roll it and brush it up. Initially it will come.
up fine however within 2-3 weeks it may be back to its original
bumpy condition.

• Most critical factor to the standard of greens is maintenance;
poor greens can be the result of poor maintenance. They attract
dirt which then attract weeds, algae, etc. “Maintenance = Work
= Results” David Hopwood.

• Greens Synthigrass build in after installation service. The first
service is within six months of getting the green.

• Suppliers say they can control the green speed anywhere from
13 to 17 seconds.

• From day one synthetics need maintenance, if it isn’t kept clean,
draining will stop in 2-5 years, and the surface will change from
sand to a compost green.

• Speed is controllable; firmness of the green contributes to speed.
• If the green is soft under and hard on top it’s less comfortable to

walk on and has less resistance to bowls.  Serviced greens will run
15 to 16 seconds after the day it’s laid.

• Clubs are losing manpower; most members are 70+ and cannot
perform tasks required.

■ WHY CHANGE TO SYNTHETICS:
• One club changed to synthetic because it had natural turf which

wasn’t growing in a certain part of the green, experts said it
would cost $20,000 to fix however could not guarantee it would
grow back again.

• One club had a situation that the people at the club were
getting older and the volunteers could not last, so it went with a
synthetic.  There is still a bit to do, however not as much. You still
have to look after the surrounds. It is rubbish that synthetics are
maintenance free.

• A club with a bad synthetic green had an issue with green
speed; it would run at 19 seconds.  Their new one now runs at 14
and a half, so it was hard to adjust back to playing on a turf
green.  There are good and bad natural turf greens as well as
good and bad synthetic greens.  With a synthetic you can bowl
in winter, yet most people don’t want to bowl when it is 10
degrees.

• Mt Waverley Bowling Club has three natural turf greens, two were
reconstructed and they wanted a green that could get money
into the club all year round, a green with little maintenance
requirements and a green that does not get damaged when the
older bowlers use it. The shift to synthetics has increased the skill
of the bowlers and the winter income of the club has increased
and at this point in time it is cheaper to maintain.

• One club had a green 25 mm that RVBA would not let us play on,
as it was in poor condition, we now have a 15 mm which has an
annual service, it is sprayed three times a year, and have a
grooming machine which they use every three or so weeks
except in the winter. It is a popular green in the winter, is played
on six days a week and they are finding people want to play
bowls through the winter.
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• There is nothing better to play on a good natural turf green, one
club is now on their second synthetic, after a bad Williams green,
the second one they have is satisfactory but it will never replace
a good natural turf green.

• In the country, one club said they have a Williams green and a
natural turf green. When thinking about changing the natural turf
over to a synthetic, people just think of the condition of the
current synthetic, which is shocking and as a result are against
changing the natural turf to a synthetic.

• “If you have a major concern I suggest getting a major cleanup
and then deciding which way to go with the maintenance after
the results of that clean-up.” David Hopwood.

• “If you have suitable people within the club then it would be
good to have a synthetic cost wise.” David Hopwood.

■ COST:
• One club said “I think synthetic is the way to go regarding cost.”
• One greenkeeper has two 23 year old natural turf greens and has

no problems with them whatsoever.
• The main cost is the greenkeeper's wages and that’s why there is

a move toward synthetics.
• One club is on Council land, the clubhouse is privately owned

and the club did not get one cent, another club in another
Council however had their greens paid for through a
Government grant.

• Some clubs get grants and some don’t.
• It depends a lot on the financial position of the club; if they have

money in the bank then they do not get a cent.
• City of Kingston has a policy that looks at assisting with the cost of

the initial surface, yet it is the clubs responsibility to handle the
resurfacing costs.

• One club said all a club has to do is to go to the Local Council
and contact the municipal recreation officer.

• Putting in a new synthetic surface, Government grants are a
possibility, but ongoing maintenance costs and resurfacing costs
are an issue that clubs should be wary of.

• When looking at putting in a new green there are lots of grants
available.

• The only reason synthetics are growing is because they are
lowering costs. People are putting in synthetic in QLD where they
have great natural turf greens yet they are being installed due to
these savings.

• It will cost $110,000 to install a 36 square synthetic green.

Type of surface Maintenance
Cost

Period of time (Yrs) Installation cost (range)

Sand fill $115,500.00 10 years $110,000.00 +
Non-Sand fill $16,200.00 10 years $140,000.00 +
Grass green $300,000.00 10 years $60,000.00 - $80,000.00

(Based on study and information of two greens provided by David Hopwood)
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■ WATER USE:
• One Club uses 20% less water on synthetic than on natural turf.
• One Club has two couch greens and one synthetic and use

more water on the synthetic, in the middle of summer they only
water the natural turf green once a week maybe once every
two weeks, yet water the synthetic daily.

• Another club’s synthetic gets watered every day however only
for shorter periods.

• David: we recommend that the sprinkler passes over three to four
times, but the more you water it the more you increase the
chances of algae.

• In north or west of Australia they water every day due to the
warmer climate. The newer surface today and the sands we use
mean they do not require any watering, e.g. Greengauge.

• Dry weather watering:
Non-sand filled doesn’t require watering.
Sand filled will move if the sand becomes dry, if you don’t water
at all the sub-base will move.

■ LIFESPAN:
• The average lifespan of a synthetic appears to be 10-15 years,

yet the warranty for a synthetic is only seven years.
• Synthetics vary in condition, you could see a synthetic green that

is only five years old but looks 10-15, and it just comes down to
the maintenance.

• One club’s first synthetic green lasted seven years however they
believe it could have gone for a bit longer.

• One club is budgeting for a 10-year lifespan on their synthetic.
• Another club have a green now that is seven years old and it is

as good as new, and are hoping to get 15 to 20 years out of it.
• In the UK they have lasted up to 20 years (indoors).
• In Spain they have lasted up to 12 years (outdoors).
• The oldest outdoors Greengauge synthetic in Australia is seven

years old.

■ PERCEPTIONS:
• A lot of people will walk up to a synthetic and say they cannot

play on it before they have given it a shot.
• A synthetic green does provide a lot to an older club due to

problems with dumping of the bowls, the damage is limited on a
synthetic compared to natural turf.

• A lot of older people will not play an away game if it is on grass; it
takes too much out of them.

• Our older people will not play away on a synthetic, as they are
harder on the feet and the late finish of games.

• People expect perfection with a synthetic however at this point
in time it does not happen, maybe in 5-10 years.

• If you play on a synthetic green at 17 seconds, after a while the
game becomes simple, it’s when you go back onto a 13 second
green, that is where the challenge is.
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■ STANDARDS:
• There are no standards regarding the accepted speed for

synthetics, there are clubs that speed up their green to give
themselves an advantage, the RVBA should act on this.

• RVBA have made a standard of 13 to 17 seconds however when
a natural turf green is not within this area of acceptance, they
are not necessarily investigated like a synthetic would be if it
were out of this range.

• If there were a set of standards for people to look at before they
choose to install a synthetic then clubs will make better-informed
decisions and a get the best product that suits their needs.

• Every green that you test for speed will vary due to the draw and
the type of bowl that is used.

• There should be standards regarding the quality of installation of
the green, a standard of quality and a proven maintenance
program. A certain supplier is hard to get back for maintenance
of their surface, issues like the ends falling away are common
and they never come back out to fix it.

• Investigation prior to assessment is very important, the key is to
ask lots of questions. Never go in blind and if we can get a
minimum standard the industry will move forward.

• We do not have an Australian standard for the construction for a
synthetic surface. Once a green is installed you are pretty much
stuck with it. The construction of the base is the most important
factor of installation of a new green.

• Heathmont Bowls Club had specifications to have six drains put in
when their synthetic was put in, however supplier only put in five
drains which are three metres short of the end of the green.

• There is a need for standards amongst suppliers and installation
specifications, and the possibility of an independent party
overseeing the installation so plans and specifications are
followed through.

■ ACCESSIBILITY:
• From a greenkeepers perspective synthetics are better for

people in a chairs however I have seen situations where people
in a chairs have been on a natural turf green and there has been
no problems.

• CP league in QLD have designed a chair specifically for use on
all greens. The wheels are the main difference, with the idea
being to spread the load.

• We have a guy who plays bowls at our club in a chair and he
puts BMX type wheels on it and we have had no problems.

• If a chair was not specifically designed for the surface we would
be concerned about it being on our surface (David). It voids the
warranty if the chair is not the specified type to use on bowling
greens.

• 18-19% of people in Vic have a disability, bowls is a sport that
most people can do, and we are working with RVBA to get
special schools involved. There are quite a few people out there
that would like to be involved. Wheelchair Sports have a
program that they are running through the Hurstbridge Bowls
Club.
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■ SPEAKER:
David Hopwood
• Feels if more greenkeepers were involved in synthetics and their

technology, that the surfaces would be more advanced than
they are today.

■ GLARE ISSUES:
• Glare and ultra violet rays:

Greengauge is covered for seven years, until colour change,
however materials used have a 15 year cover.

■ RECOMMENDATIONS:
• Do your homework.
• Recommend an engineer surveys the green before installation.
• Prevention is better than cure.
• Maintenance is the key to a good quality synthetic surface.
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APPENDIX 6: NOTES FROM PEER REVIEW MEETING 5/11/03

Expected life expectancy of natural turf and synthetic greens and depreciation.

One club has a turf green that is 30 years old and over each year the green
is rested for 4 weeks.  Foster has had its green for 50 years.

Sometimes it comes down to club culture of how many weeks a year it is
rested.

The culture of bowls has changed, if I said to my members that we are not
going to have winter play, I would be out. I just push my natural turf greens
as long as I can, that is what the bowlers want to play on. The club and
bowls culture are factors of green closure, because they have always
closed at the same time during the year, when they are capable of being
used.

The 20 weeks comes from the standard bowling season, but the greens are
capable of being used if people want to use them, but that is just the close
of the season.

All the evidence seems to be coming from the manufacturer.

The land is always going to appreciate as appose to depreciate like what a
synthetic does.

With a synthetic you tend to work on a 10-year cycle.

There are guys that have replaced a top or natural turf surface every six
years, and the rationale is you cut costs on controlling weeds, etc but then
in my area (Gippsland) you have greens that have had their top for 30
years.

To resurface a natural turf green you can do it for $3,000 - $5000, but it is
$80,000 – $90,000 to resurface a synthetic.

Some synthetics are in heavily polluted areas and that has an effect on the
standard of the surface.

Synthetics are a marketable commodity – the difference between synthetic
and natural turf is, with turf there are a whole lot of maintenance schedules,
and once you put a synthetic down, it deteriorates. Then you get a 30-year
old green there are different management procedures that can get better
with age. Natural turf has flexibility and can improve.

Some clubs may say that it costs them $1000 a year to control poa, but then
say that to overcome this, they resurface their green once every 7-8 years
for $10,000.

There is a need to have synthetics as a playing surface in bowls. You have
to be exact in lawn bowls. It is more precise than other synthetic surfaces ie
for soccer or tennis. The wet surface is more abrasive than a dry surface, for
hockey however the types of injury are a lot different. Then there are sports
like soccer and football in the US where clubs have changed back to
natural turf from a synthetic.

Every new synthetic green is approved by the RVBA (Max Fielder or John
Drummond) and if not approved we walk out, we put different bowls down
on both hands, etc.
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Construction and maintenance of natural turf and synthetic greens

Break down the components.  Shock pads may not necessarily have to be
replaced with every resurface, so you may get two greens out of the one
underlay.

The fundamental principles of constructing a natural turf green have not
changed over the past 20 years.

The cost of the subsurface for a natural turf and a synthetic is pretty much
the same so you just have to be aware of the costs of the upper surface.

$20,000 to put the upper layer on.  With Greenguage it is $160,000 and
sand-filled costs $130,000.

If have a synthetic green you do not have to go down so deep.

A lot of clubs who are installing a synthetic do not know what they are
doing, they make one big purchase and that is pretty much it.

Laying techniques and standards don’t exist, it is trail and error, laying a
synthetic green the wrong way is like expecting pool players to play on a
tilted table.

All the synthetic boys work on the world bowls standards, which are pretty
loose. The problem with the performance standards is that they cannot be
assessed until after the green is down, and if it is laid inappropriately then
what do you do?  We have guidelines that recommend you have
somebody (an independent) oversee the construction of a synthetic, and
only one club has done this being Lakes Entrance, as they can afford to.

The synthetic is driven by the suppliers, and if you have a problem with your
green, you have trouble getting them back.

If we (Greekeeper talking about his Gippsland club) put down a new
synthetic green and the RVBA (Max Fielder) come in and say they are not
suitable for pennant play, then we could not care less, as we play the
majority of our games and tournaments on natural turf.  That is the main
surface in my eyes, the club’s eyes and the players’ eyes

A club will have a synthetic to have winter play or for desperation purposes.
Clubs that do it for desperation are doomed. We have a club in our area
(Gippsland) that had a good natural turf green, they took it out and spent
all of their financial resources and a bit more to put in a synthetic.

The RVBA should push clubs to merge however the clubs do not want to do
this. Then you get the statistic that only 10% of the members in the club
would merge to another club, and you do not want to loose this amount of
bowlers. The issue is getting the peak body to get the clubs to run right to
begin with. There is a lot of competition between clubs.

Do a mathematical model that breaks it right down to per person and cost.

• Number of people per hour of play.
• Number of days played and the number people have played.
• Play Hours x Maintenance Hours
• Hours greens played on per week
• Club secretaries would have a fair idea on the above statistics
• Eg 100 men by 4.5 hours.
• Number of people per hour per annum.

At least a third of my time would be on the surrounds, almost a half.
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Separate out the labour costs from the maintenance costs.

We have a lot more clubs that provide unskilled and volunteer labour,
expert greenkeepers in the area who will go across and act as a consultant
to a club, telling them what they should do to their green.

Lifetime cost analysis of natural turf and synthetic greens

• Costs of construction of new natural turf and synthetic greens and
resurfacing older ones.

• Cost of maintenance of synthetic greens compared to maintenance
expectations.

Preferred surface underlay of synthetic greens

Surface hardness has been consistently raised among bowlers. We have
had a concrete slab in Traralgon and people cannot wait to get rid of it. It is
hard and has poor drainage, etc. It has been a learning process at the
bowlers’ expense.

Synthigrass have a looped pile product, whereas the others are straight.  A
lot of the older ones I would love to see a scarifier run through them.

Above all the older synthetics are hotter and harder.

RVBA heat regulations say that if it is 38 degrees at 11:00am, or over 38
degrees at 3.00pm, then it can be called off.

We try so many ways to get rid of sand on synthetics, it is so hard, however
the pile will break down, as soon as this happens then the sand will be more
prominent and bowls scratching more of an issue.

People tend to vote with their feet, if they do not like it then they will not go
back.

We have been told that when people come to us for grants they are saying
a synthetic surface is better for people with a disability.

A synthetic green will take harder damage but in the long term it can be
harder to rectify damage on them.

We (members from the Local Government) have a lot of school groups that
come through our club, it is safe for us, they can go on the synthetic and be
safe knowing that they are not going to do any damage to the green. So in
that way they do have their positives.

Type of green surface preferred by bowlers in various age groups

There is a trend that the older you get the greater the preference to a
natural grass surface.
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Number of days which synthetic and natural grass greens can be used

Number of days a green could be used. The aim of this point is to state that
you can play all year round on a natural turf green.

Occasionally we (council) have to close grounds to ensure they are up to
scratch, in hockey we do not have to close grounds.

Greens are generally closed due to climate/ weather not greens condition.

The issue of how many days they could be used rather than can be used.

Should allow the play and ‘manage the damage’, a management
program aimed to increase use.

Good practice models for clubs regarding maintenance, usage, and types of greens

Give clubs all the right advice before they make a decision. Clubs may also
need to know more about business planning. I think it impacts more on the
single green clubs. Traditionally there is a view that you have a full time
greenkeeper, get a contractor or nothing. But I think clubs need to look at
getting people like Jims Mowing or getting expert greenkeepers.

“18 clubs and only 4 full time greenkeepers and they still have a really good
quality greens”. Our area (Gippsland) have traditionally had expert
greenkeepers, go around charge is $20 ph.  This doesn’t make sense. The
thing with Greenkeepers is that you can teach any person to mow a green,
the issue is the greenkeepers should make the big decisions.

We have a checklist, which consists of the quoted price versus the job
specifications.  If you are considering a synthetic or thinking of changing
your type look at your checklist first.  The decisions clubs make are generally
cost driven, the cheapest “man” gets the job, however it may be the
middleman who charges a bit more, does more works, with the most
expensive “man” simply charging too much. It is important to compare the
contents of the works to be carried out against the cost of the job.

There is also the idea of a tender where suppliers are made aware of a job
and all applications are assessed in terms of cost versus content of works.

Suppliers should point out some of the key things that should be looked at
when maintaining natural turf and synthetic. There should be a realistic
figure that put on maintenance costs associated with a synthetic or natural
turf green.

A greenkeeper can develop their own reputation, a club next door may
then decide on the knowledge of their reputation to request their services,
saying; “come and do this green as well”, but the moment you divide your
time between more than one green the quality and performance will
decline.

If you are thinking about going to a synthetic, come and talk to us (RVBA),
but the scenario that often occurs is clubs will ring us (RVBA) up and say
“can you come and have a look at our new synthetic”, without seeking
advice first.

Have a case study of comparisons that have previously taken place, that is
available for clubs to have look at on the VGA website and possibly Sport
and Recreation Victoria.
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An aerobics class would cost this much. In ice hockey it costs $1500 just to
get the kid on the ice. In bowls it costs only this much to get them on the
green. It is very cheap to participate in bowls.

Not every bowls club in Victoria is going broke, if they presented a report
saying to the board if we change our two natural turf greens to a synthetic
then the board will say no way as a natural turf surface is what the bowlers
like.

It is interesting what clubs will tell Local Government if they wanted to get a
grant, we have seen clubs saying that they are going to start a youth
program, etc in order to secure a grant, then not running the “youth
program” at all, just saying they did try it and it didn’t work out.

Provision of access for people with a disability to greens and usage issues

There are very precious people in a number of places, a green should be
good enough to handle wheelchairs and reasonable footwear, if you
cannot put a wheelchair on a natural turf green you should not be paying
on it.

There are a lot of bowlers that have their own ramps. And then there are
some that just get someone to drop them down.

Benefits of alternative types of natural turf not currently used in Victoria.

The possibility of dicondra turf.

The pressure of finding new turf species. We are advising clubs to try couch
as opposed to getting a synthetic green. We do not want it to grow that
much down here, we get some good tifdwarf greens, the turf goes into
dormancy and then once the good weather come around again it gets a
second kick. When the green goes into dormancy they wear a little easier.

There are some very good greenkeepers that could not make tifdwarf
grow, the true challenge for a tifdwarf green will be once we get a true
traditional Melbourne winter, which we have not had for a good eight
years.

There are some serious maintenance issues with the new bentgrass species
that have been introduced in golf and the same problems would arise if
they were used in bowls.

I try to maintain sand based greens at Ringwood, looking at dusting bowling
greens, I feel the new bentgrass is probably better suited to a golf green.

There have been some changes that are taking place and should the
bowls industry be taking a bit of it on board.

The synthetic surface debate makes the greenkeepers change the way
they look at things and their approach to maintenance schedules.

Got to be evolutionary.

Full time greenkeepers versus contract limits the time that can be spent on
a green.

Can you get a grant to change a bentgreen to a couch green?

Bowling clubs in the country are on some pretty severe water restrictions.
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Chemical use on greens and the long-term environmental impact

No guarantees that the impact of chemicals will affect the environment.
Suppliers are hiding saying if you use these certain chemicals then it voids
your warranty.

Use of recycled water on natural and synthetic greens

There is a difference of what or how much people will use to water their
greens.

Hard water, water that has high levels of calcium.

With effluent water we are getting a lot more algae, it is having more of an
effect on natural turf, and I would be very reluctant to use it on a synthetic.

With synthetic you have salinity problems and the grey water feeds it to
produce more algae, etc.

Other issues 

We do not know how to maintain synthetics in the long term, suppliers will
not tell us what we should do to maintain them.

There are clubs that would spend $2,000 - $3,000 per year on their green.

There is a better chance of getting volunteers in the country than in the city,
a lot of clubs think that you can either have a full time expert greenkeeper
or a synthetic green.


