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Background 

Introduction 
 

Life Saving Victoria (LSV) has the mission to prevent aquatic related death and injury in all Victorian communities and 

the vision that all Victorians will learn water safety, swimming and resuscitation, and be provided with safe beaches, 

water environments and aquatic venues.  

 

LSV will achieve this by working with its members, communities, educational institutions, governments, and other 

organisations in the provision of best practice education, surveillance and rescue, training, and risk management 

services.  

 

Key Definitions 
 

AFSA – Aquatic Facility Safety Assessment 

Compliance score – Percentage score of identified ‘compliance items’ 

GSPO – Guidelines for Safe Pool Operation 

Safety score – Overall percentage score of all assessment items 

 

 

Objectives 
 

This report is a summary of the results from the AFSA audits completed in 2013/14. The AFSA is designed to audit 

the safety provisions of individual facilities against the industry standards and recognised benchmarks. The AFSA 

process covers 19 Sections, which assess specific aspects and operation within an aquatic facility in terms of safety: 

 

Section One – Administration 

Section Two – First Aid 

Section Three – Technical Operations 

Section Four – Technical Operations - Gases  

Section Five – Facility Design 

Section Six – Pool Design  

Section Seven – Spa Pools  

Section Eight – Dive Pools  

Section Nine – Water Slides  

Section Ten – Wave Pools  

 

Section Eleven – Rivers 

Section Twelve – Water Features  

Section Thirteen –Supervision - General 

Section Fourteen –Supervision - Pool 

Section Fifteen – Learn To Swim 

Section Sixteen - Keep Watch @ Public Pools 

Section Seventeen - Hydrotherapy Pool 

Section Eighteen - Sauna / Steam Room 

Section Nineteen - Waterborne Inflatables

The key objectives of this report are: 

         i) To identify areas of strength and weakness associated with aquatic safety  

         ii) To enable facilities to calculate and benchmark their performance against the industry 

         iii) To compare the results between all year and seasonal facilities 

         iv) To compare the results between Platinum and non-Platinum facilities 
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Population Information  

The State of Industry report is based on results from the 74 public aquatic facilities that underwent safety 

assessments during the 2013/14 financial year.  These represent 25% of the industry, which is a marginal increase on 

the 2012/13 proportion. This still demonstrates a need to increase awareness of the importance of aquatic safety 

and the services that are available to assist facilities in improving the safety provisions at individual facilities. 

 

Reporting method 
This report summarises the assessment results of the AFSA Sections that are most commonly found at public aquatic 

facilities to provide an overview of the state of the industry and address the key objectives listed above. 

In this report, Section Three (Technical Operations) and Four (Technical Operations - Gases) are combined to cover 

all Technical Operations, as are Section Five (Facility Design) and Six (Pool Design) to cover all aspects of Facility and 

Pool Design.  
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1: Year on Year - Mean Scores  
 

 

Figure 1: Year on year overall safety and compliance score comparison 

 

As a result of significant changes to the AFSA question set in 2013/14, it is not possible to compare the mean 

Safety Score and mean Compliance Score to previous years. Nevertheless, the overall scores for both factors are 

within a similar range to those of previous years; lower by 2.2% for Safety Score and 2.5%  for Compliance Score than 

in 2012/13 (Figure 1). At 83% (mean Safety Score) and 82.5% (mean Compliance Score) the two figures track closely 

to one another; however, the spread of scores across facilities is a concern.   

Both Safety and Compliance Scores range from 52% (lowest) to 99% (highest), indicating that whilst some 

facilities are performing to an exceptional standard, a number require significant improvement. Attention and 

resources should be directed to these facilities. As per previous years, access to training and education is required to 

ensure knowledgeable staff are available to drive these improvements, particularly at struggling facilities where 

improving patron and staff safety remains paramount. 
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2: Year on Year - Key Section Safety Scores 
 

 

Figure 2: Year on year safety score comparison of the key assessment sections  

 

 

As in Section 1 above, an accurate year on year comparison of Section scores is not possible, due to 

changes to the question set in 2013/14 (Figure 2).  However, this analysis does show that Facility Design (85.4%) 

and Supervision (83.8%) performed better than Administration (78.1%) and Technical Operations (79.7%). This 

range in scores indicates there is still a significant opportunity to improve safety across key areas in many aquatic 

facilities. The median scores across all Sections were higher than the average score as a result of a small number 

of very low scoring facilities bringing down the Victorian average. 
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3: All Year vs. Seasonal Facilities 2013/14 
 

Figure 3: Safety score comparison between the All Year and Seasonal aquatic facilities   

 In all areas of the AFSA, facilities open all year achieved consistently higher scores than those open on a 

seasonal basis (Figure 3). The overall mean Compliance Score was 13% higher for all year facilities, and the 

mean Safety Score was 11.7% higher. Similar to the 2012/13 report, the greatest differences were in the 

Administration (15.1%), First Aid (13.6%) and Supervision (13.6%) sections, which are more heavily 

underpinned by managerial structures and systems than areas such as Technical Operations (8.6%) and 

Facility Design (6.3%), which tend to show reduced margins between facility types.  

This lower overall safety and compliance with the AFSA highlights a particular concern for seasonal 

facilities. Fortunately, addressing these Sections require time and effort, rather than extensive financial input 

and resourcing to achieve higher scores.   
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4: Platinum Pools vs. Non-Platinum Pools 2013/14 

Figure 4: Safety Score comparison between the Platinum pools and non-Platinum pools 

Similar to the results of the 2009/10, 2010/11 and 2012/13 State of Industry reports, the Platinum pool 

facilities outperformed the non-Platinum facilities in all areas of the AFSA by a considerable margin (Figure 4).  

The overall mean Compliance Score and mean Safety Score were 19.9% and 19.2% higher respectively for 

Platinum pools. The largest mean score variance between these facility types was in the Administration (28.4%), 

First Aid (30.3%) and Technical Operations (24.5%) Sections.  This is no surprise since the Platinum pools commit 

to undertaking an AFSA on an annual basis.  As such, they demonstrate a commitment to continual improvements 

and maintain a working relationship with LSV.  Through this commitment, they are provided with (and 

subsequently demonstrate) an improved level of understanding of the assessment criteria and the underlying 

requirements to provide safe aquatic facilities for the public to enjoy.  
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