




History 
 
 The Guidelines for Safe Pool Operation were initially released in 

August 1991 following extensive discussions and consultation.  In Janu-

ary 1994 a reprint, which contained a number of minor amendments, was 

issued to the broader Australian aquatics market.  In 1996, the 2nd Edi-

tion of the Guidelines for Safe Pool Operation were released and since 

there have been a number of new or revised Guidelines released. 

 

 

 These Guidelines were developed through a series of working 

party groups, full Working Party discussions, consultation with facility op-

erators, visits to aquatic facilities and through reference to international 

standards resources and practices. 

 

  

 The formulation and introduction of risk management and emer-

gency procedures essential to normal operations, can provide any aquatic 

or leisure facility with the foundation for a successful and continued op-

eration.  To assist aquatic operators achieve this the Royal Life Saving 

Society Australia introduced the Swimming Pool Safety Assessment in 

1998, which in 2005 broadened into the current Aquatic Facility Safety 

Assessment (AFSA).  This current Assessment now encompasses not 

only the Water Safety aspects of safe facility operation, but also important 

issues such as OHS, Chemical Handling and Storage and Facility Design. 

 

 Since it’s first introduction in 1998, Life Saving Victoria has led 

the way in terms of delivering professional advice to Aquatic operators.  In 

2000, 2001 Life Saving Victoria conducted AFSAs on all commercial 

aquatic facilities one council land in the state (280), and the introduction 

of this new technology has allowed Life Saving Victoria to analyse the 

great improvements seen in Victoria since then. 

Introduction 

 

  The financial year of 2007 – 2008 

saw the introduction by Royal Life Saving 

Society Australia (RLSSA) of new technol-

ogy for use when conducting Aquatic Facil-

ity Safety Assessments (AFSA) in all states 

of Australia.  These new tools – the use of 

tablet PCs and associated software to con-

duct and formulate AFSAs electronically, 

automatically collating data – has seen 

many advantages, both in terms of saving 

time spent on each report for individual 

AFSAs, but also in the ability for Life Sav-

ing Victoria to analyse Industry wide data 

from AFSAs conducted each financial year, 

giving councils, pool operators, insurers 

and the like valuable information regarding 

issues of potential improvement across the 

states’ Aquatic Facilities. 

 

 The data collected since the intro-

duction of the electronic Assessment proc-

ess  - August 07 – through to the end of 

March 08, has been analysed in depth to 

produce this report, with data collated from 

58 AFSAs. 



  Due to the number of facilities assessed (53) and the varied size 

and layout of each facility, the only sections that will bear any real rele-

vance to this report are sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 11, & 12.  Sufficient num-

bers of facilities assessed on other sections of the report will only be 

available after 2 or more years. 

 

 Each question - or Item as they are called in the AFSA checklist - 

is given a score out of 5, with 3 or greater being “compliant”, and less be-

ing “non-compliant”. Each of these Items have been developed by the 

RLSSA, relating to particular aspects of safety which in the RLSSA’s ex-

perience are relevant, and are each related to recommendations made 

within the GSPO or other relevant standards, Codes of Practice, etc.  

 

When conducting the assessment the Life Saving Victoria assessor will 

determine firstly if the areas to be assessed are relevant to the facility.  

Eg.  Does the facility have a Spa, Wave Pool, Water Slide, etc.  If rele-

vant, the assessor will then detail the facility’s compliance or non-

compliance to the requirements listed.   

 

 These scores are then added together to provide percentage 

scores for each section, then an overall percentage score for the assess-

ment.  The number of “compliant” versus “non-compliant” items are also 

given for each section and the overall assessment. 

 

 The data from each Assessment conducted since the introduction 

of the new assessment technology has been collated on a central data-

base and then analysed using Excel. 

Assessment Process 
 

The Aquatic Facility Safety Assess-

ment audits an aquatic facility against the 

Guidelines for Safe Pool Operation 

(GSPO), the best practice standards for 

the operation of aquatic facilities, devel-

oped and published by the RLSSA.  This 

detailed inspection process reviews all as-

pects of the operation of an aquatic facility 

using the following sections: 

 

Section 1 – Administration 

Section 2 – First Aid 

Section 3 – Technical Operations 

Section 4 – Facility Design 

Section 5 – Spa Pools 

Section 6 – Dive Pools 

Section 7 – Water Slides 

Section 8 – Wave Pools 

Section 9 – Rivers 

Section 10 – Water Features 

Section 11 – Supervision 

Section 12 – Learn to Swim 

 

A percentage score provides the 

facility operators an indication of how well 

they are performing in relation to industry 

best practices, and a detailed Safety Im-

provement Plan is then provided, to ensure 

practical and safe solutions are imple-

mented for any potential risk that is identi-

fied. 
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  Over the previous 2 years (2006 – 

2008) Life Saving Victoria has conducted 

150 AFSAs around Victoria, and collating 

overall scores has shown that the average 

overall score for the state for Aquatic Fa-

cilities is 85.53%, with scores ranging from 

a low of below 29% to a highest score of 

99.2%.  

 

  Although these figures only show 

overall scores, it gives a good base line on 

which to relate the scores taken from the 

Assessments conducted with the use of 

the new tools since August 2007.  The 58 

facilities assessed using the new tools 

show an average of 87.59%, with scores 

ranging from 66% through to 99.15%, the 

median being 91.62%.   

 

 A noticeable difference can be 

seen when comparing Regional and Urban 

facilities – with Regional facilities averaging 

82.66% compared to the Urban facilities 

average of 90.83%.  This may mean there 

is a case for assistance being required – 

either from Local or State Government – to 

help regional facilities in terms of facility 

maintenance, staffing levels and improve-

ments to signage.  This issue is analysed 

in further detail later in this report. 

 

 For the purpose of this report, em-

phasis has been largely given to Item com-

pliance (Item scored 3 or greater), and sec-

tion compliance (percentage of Items in 

each section that were scored 3 or 

greater), rather than safety scores.  Below 

are three Pie charts to give an overview of 

Safety Scores, percentage of Qualification 

Items (items LSV views as fundamental to 

the safe operation of an aquatic facility) 

that are compliant, and the percentage of 

all Items that are compliant.  
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  Many facilities across Victoria – especially regional facilities – are 

aging, being largely built during the 1960s and 70s.  As such, due to the 

very nature of the Items in the Facility Design section, this section will 

likely always show less overall compliance than other sections.  However, 

a large number of Items in this section are related to Water Safety Signage 

and are highly important to the safe operation of an aquatic facility.  This 

issue is analysed in much further detail in the “Key Signage Items” section 

of this report, however it is clear that this is an issue that can be easily im-

proved, hopefully greatly reducing the number of pools in the 70 – 89% 

range. 

 

 As shown in the above charts, a great majority of the pools per-

formed very well, with well over 50 percent of facilities assessed scoring 

over 90 percent, and around the same being over 90 percent compliant 

with both Qualification Items and all Items.  The below chart however, de-

tails the Safety Score spread for regional aquatic facilities, and what is im-

mediately obvious is the much larger percentage (48% versus 26%) of 

regional facilities that scored 79 percent or less. 

  Safety Score spread - Regional 

 

 As previously explained, Sections 6 – 10 have not been analysed 

in any detail at this stage due to very few facilities being assessed against 

these sections, however the below graph details the percentage of facili-

ties that were a certain percentage compliant across the sections that 

  As shown by the “Pools 100% 

Compliant” areas (orange), a great major-

ity of the facilities assessed were 100% 

compliant across all of the sections apart 

from Facility Design.  The reasons for this 

are further detailed when analysing indi-

vidual key Items in the assessment, how-

ever this does show that from these 58 

facilities, there has been an overall great 

performance.   

 

There are however some areas of 

some concern shown on this graph. 

Firstly, around 30 percent of facilities were 

less than 70 percent compliant over the 

Administration section.  Given that many 

of the policies and procedures covered in 

this section of the assessment prove plan-

ning and reasoning have been taken into 

account in various aspects of the opera-

tion of facilities, this is one area that is in 

need of some improvement.  Also of some 

concern is that over 30% of pools were 

less than 80 percent compliant over the 

Supervision section of the assessment.  

Along with Water Safety Signage – cov-

ered mostly in the Facility Design section 

– Supervision is one of the issues that of-

ten is considered during inquests con-

ducted by coroners in the case of drown-

ing and/or court cases involving serious 

injuries.  



  Within this section there are 21 separate Items in total, however 

LSV have allocated number of “key” Items of particular interest; 

 

Item 1.1 – Is there an Operations Manual? 

Item 1.2 – Is there a current copy of the GSPO? 

Item 1.3 – Is the Operations Manual(s) facility-specific? (a num-

ber of criteria are assessed) 

Item 1.4 – Has an Emergency Action Plan (EAP), which in-

cludes sections for different scenarios and locations, been de-

veloped? (a number of criteria are assessed) 

Item 1.5 – Has there been a full centre evacuation during opera-

tional hours within the last 12 months? 

Item 1.7 – Are all facility staff trained in the EAP? 

Item 1.8 – Do all lifeguards hold a current recognized lifeguard-

ing qualification? 

Item 1.10 – How often do Lifeguards undertake in-service train-

ing? 

Item 1.11 – Do all First Aiders  

Item 1.14 – Do all staff who deal with chemicals have appropri-

ate training? 

Item 1.18 – Are reports made for every incident involving life-

threatening hazards, and First Aid? 

Item 1.20 – Is there a system of internal facility and plant main-

tenance inspections? 

Key Administration 
Items 
 

  The Administration section of the 

Assessment assesses the existence and 

content of facility documents such as Op-

erations Manuals and Emergency Action 

Plans, and existence of such records as 

staff qualifications, reports of incidents 

(e.g. First Aid treatments, Disorderly con-

duct, etc.), and recording of facility mainte-

nance and the policies surrounding regular 

inspections. 

 

 Overall, scores for this section var-

ied quite widely – 42.11 through to 100% - 

with an average of 83.34%, and a median 

score of 95%. 



  Percentage of facilities compliant on Key Administration Items 

   

Firstly is that around 25% of the facilities tested did not have a current version of the Guidelines for Safe Pool 

Operation on site (Item 1.2).  While most of these 25% did have a copy, it was not up to date.  These Guidelines are 

reviewed at least twice per year, in order to keep current with the present Industry practices and standards, and as 

such it is very important to have this knowledge available for facility staff. 

  

 Also noteworthy is that around 25% of facilities have not undertaken a practice of their Emergency Action 

Plan (EAP) in the last 12 months, or have no records of one taking pace – which, from a legal perspective, really 

amounts to the same thing.  Keeping record of all staff training, including a well practiced EAP, can be somewhat on-

erous, however if an incident is ever to reach the stage where it is argued in a court, these records will prove substan-

tial evidence to good preparation from the operator.  Item 1.7 is closely related to this, in that it is expected that facili-

ties keep attendance records of all the staff that do attend such training/practices. 

  

 On a similar note, Item 1.10 looks at how often Lifeguards undertake in-service training, covering all aspects 

of Lifeguarding skills.  It is recommended in the GSPOs that Lifeguards complete training – outside of their annual 

qualification updates – on at least a quarterly basis, to not only ensure that their rescue and CPR skills are well prac-

ticed, but also to ensure they are well versed in their own facility-specific rescue procedures.  Around 20% of the fa-

cilities assessed either did not conduct regular in-service training for their lifeguards, or did not keep records of such. 

 

 While there are other areas that can be improved in the Administration section of the assessment, these are 

the most frequent, and given that almost all of the requirements of this section cost very little, if anything, to the op-

erators, Life Saving Victoria would hope that in the next few years significant improvement can be witnessed in this 

area. 

Key Administration  
Items 
 
  The results from these Items are 

detailed in the graph below, shown in per-

centage of facilities  

that were compliant for each individual Item. 

 

 The graph to the right illustrates a 

number of issues which are easily improved 

and of considerable importance to the op-

eration of facilities.   
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 The following Items were analysed as being key Items within the 

Technical Operations section of the assessment: 

 

Item 3.1 – Is pool water (including spa) monitored and maintained 

within regulations set by local statutory authorities? 

Item 3.4 – Is the chemical storage area clean & tidy? 

Item 3.5 – Are dry chemicals stored off the floor? 

Item 3.6 – Are dry chemicals stored to prevent mixing? 

Item 3.7 – Can liquids spill onto dry chemicals? 

Item 3.8 – Are chemicals separated by the appropriate distance? 

Item 3.9 – Has a risk assessment been done on the storage and 

use of Dangerous Goods and Hazardous Substances? 

Item 3.11 – Are “HAZCHEM” signs posted immediately outside 

plant rooms and at all entries to the facility? 

Item 3.12 – Is correct signage specifying, for each chemical, the 

HAZCHEM code, Class, and Subsidiary Risk, prominently dis-

played immediately outside storage areas and on storage contain-

ers? 

Item 3.13 – Are Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) available for 

each chemical, including those used for cleaning? 

Item 3.23 – Is appropriate Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) 

provided in plant rooms and chemicals handling areas? 

Item 3.25 – Is signage displayed in plant rooms and chemical han-

dling areas promoting the use of the required PPE? 

Item 3.27 – Do pipe markers have the correct colour? 

Item 3.38 – Are carbon dioxide gas cylinders secured to prevent 

their falling and sustaining to tanks or fittings? 

Key Technical  
Operations Items 
 
  This section assesses the facility’s 

policies and procedures regarding the han-

dling and storage of dangerous Goods and 

Hazardous Substances, the design and op-

eration of the Plant Room and chemical stor-

age areas, the recommended signage re-

quirements for these areas and also the re-

quired Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) 

for the chemicals stored on-site.   

 

 Once again, the overall scores indi-

cate a very good performance, with an aver-

age of 87.92% and a median score of 

95.71%.  Scores ranged from 39.29% 

through to 100%. 



   Percentage of facilities compliant on Key Technical Items 
 
 

  Of the key Technical Operations Items detailed in the above graph, the four highlighted Items  - 3.9, 3.23, 

3.25 and 3.27 – are of the most concern given the potential consequences for non-compliance.  As many of the rec-

ommendations made in the Technical Operations section refer to regulations such as OHS Regulations and Danger-

ous Goods and Hazardous Substances Code of Practice, non-compliance with these items can often lead to Improve-

ment/Prohibition notices being issued by the relevant Work Cover Authority, and even prosecution in court leading to 

fines and/or custodial sentences. 

 

 Approx. 25% of the facilities assessed had not undertaken a Risk Assessment on the handling and storage of 

Dangerous Goods and Hazardous Substances (Item 3.9), and nearly 20% did not have all the appropriate Personal 

Protective Equipment for the chemicals stored on-site (Item 3.23) and/or the associated Australian Standards signage 

(Item 3.25) displayed. 

 

 Item 3.27 assesses if pipes and conduits are labelled using the correct colour labels as per Australian Stan-

dards recommendations, and again more than 20% of facilities tested were not compliant with this Item. 

Key Technical  
Operations Items 
 
 The results from these Items are 

detailed in the graph to the right, shown in 

percentage of facilities  

that were compliant for each individual Item. 

 

 This graph illustrates a number of 

issues which are easily improved and of 

considerable importance to the operation of 

facilities. 



 
 

 These Items are as follows: 
 

 Item 4.10 – Are there visual gradient, particularly in depths in 

depths of 1.6 metres of less? 

 Item 4.11 – Are there sufficient depth markers? 

 Item 4.12 – Are depth markers clearly visible from within the pool? 

 Item 4.13 – Are depth markers clearly visible from the concourse? 

 Item 4.14 – Is there sufficient signage identifying deep water/

shallow water, particularly at pool entry points? 

 Item 4.15 – Is deep water/shallow water signage compliant with 

the Aquatic & Recreation Signage Style Manual? 

 Item 4.16 – Is all Do Not Dive signage compliant with the Aquatic 

& Recreation Signage Style Manual? 

 Item 4.17 – In water under 1.8 metres in depth, is do not dive sign-

age displayed? 

 Item 5.13 – Is signage relating to the use and restrictions of the 

spa clearly displayed?  (a number of criteria is required as per 

Australian Standards recommendations) 

 Item 11.12 – Is there signage at the facility entrance which speci-

fies the conditions of use of the facility? (a number of criteria is 

required) 

 Item 11.14 – Is there signage that encourages parental supervi-

sion in appropriate areas? (a number of areas are recommended) 

Key Signage Items 
 

  The Facility Design section (Section 

4) of the AFSA, assesses the many aesthetic 

and functionality issues pertaining to the 

physical facility. It includes:  

 

• Layout of the facility with regards to 

location of individual pools relative to 

each other and the facility entrance  

• Important Water Safety signage and 

pool depth marking/s  

• Concourse width and slip resistant na-

ture  

• Handrails and pool entrances and;  

• Change room conditions and safety.  

 

Many of the Items in this section are 

an integral part of the facility structure. As 

such, risk management is important in ensur-

ing that existing hazards are controlled as 

much as possible until such time that modifi-

cations/ renovations can be made to facility 

structure (if at all). 

 

Overall for this section, the facilities 

tested again performed very well, with an 

average score of 86.56%, and a median 

score of 87.14%.  Scores ranged from 

67.37% through to 97.56%, at which point 

most (if not all) improvable Items rely solely 

on major renovations to be undertaken to 

improve further. 

 

As with the previous sections there 

are key Items within this section that have 

been analysed in further detail, however with 

this section these refer to Water Safety Sign-

age recommendations and include a number 

of Items from other sections (Spa Pools and 

Supervision).   



   Percentage of facilities compliant on Key Signage Items 
 

 
 

  The most obvious issue of importance detailed in the above results is Item 4.12 – which assesses if depth 

markers are visible from within the pool.  While many of these facilities may have depth markers visible from the con-

course (4.13), as they are either painted or tiled on the concourse itself, they are not visible from within the pool.  An 

example of this is shown in the image below. 

 

 
           Depth Marker on concourse. 

 

 The relevant guideline in the GSPOs (FD3) recommends the following: 

“4.2 The markings should be in numerals and letters at least 100mm in height.. Markings should be 

placed in a position where they can be seen from the water and from the pool side.” 

Key Signage Items 
 
 The results from these Items are 

detailed in the graph to the right, shown in 

percentage of facilities that were compliant 

for each individual Item. 

 

 This graph illustrates that despite 

significant improvements in signage over 

the past 6-7 years, there is still a large per-

centage of facilities that require improve-

ment in this key aspect of safe facility op-

eration. 



 Also contributing to the low percentage of facilities compliant with both of these Items is that while almost all 

facilities will have compliant depth markings at their “Main Pools”, many do not display depth markings – and other rec-

ommended signage (Items 4.14 & 4.15) – at other pools such as Spas, Toddlers Pools and Learners Pools. 

 

 As mentioned above, this issue also contributes to the low percentages of both Item 4.14 and 4.15, and to a 

certain extent 4.16, although for some time the importance of displaying “No Diving” pictograms has been fairly widely 

recognised.  It has really only been of recent times – due to the results of a number of recent Coroners’ Inquests – that 

the use of pictograms for “Shallow Water” and “Deep Water” has also been made apparent.  The use of these symbols 

(shown below) are used to inform users of the actual “hazard” in the particular location, as opposed to the “No Diving” 

pictogram (also shown) which is a prohibition telling people they are not allowed to dive. 

 

           
                                                                   Shallow Water         Deep Water             No Diving 

 

  With new trends leading to the majority of new pools being built as “Wet-deck pools” – as in Figure 8 – and not 

in the traditional style with walls surrounding the pool, installing signage to be visible from within the pools is only possi-

ble by installing either on walls/windows surrounding the pool, or in the case of outdoor pools, installing it on pillars/

posts, either existing or especially installed.  2 examples of this are shown below. 

 

 
                  Water Safety Signage 

Key Signage Items 



 
 

  Another issue of note is Item 11.14, requiring “Parental Supervision Signage” at various loca-

tions in facilities frequented by children and parents, such as Toddlers Pools, Learners Pools and Wave 

Pools.  While most facilities will display this signage at the entrance, these other locations serve as re-

minders to parents to consider where their children are and whether they are sufficiently being super-

vised. 

 

 A concern of many operators is that with all of the signage requirements in such facilities, it is 

possible to have signage overload.  It is however, with a properly conceived signage plan, and combined 

signage similar to the above images, possible to greatly reduce the number of individual signs in a facil-

ity while also having a much greater impact, as all of the information is displayed in as few as possible 

locations.  A typical 50m Pool for example, when using this approach, will have a total of 6 signs, with a 

typical 25m pool only needing 4. 

 

 Life Saving Victoria can now design, sell and install any signage required for aquatic facilities, 

and if a Signage Assessment is completed, can guarantee the signage is compliant with the relevant 

guidelines/standards. 

Key Signage Items 



 

 The Key Items that have been analysed from this section are as 

follows: 

Item 11.1 – Are at least two staff members on duty at any one 

time? (may be inapplicable in some cases if the facility operates as 

a low patronage facility) 

Item 11.2 – Are there sufficient lifeguards supervising the pool 

area?  (as per GSPO recommendations) 

Item 11.3 – Are all pools adequately supervised at the time of the 

assessment? 

Item 11.4 – What criteria are considered when deploying life-

guards?  (a number of criteria are recommended) 

Item 11.5 – Are guarding positions sufficient to observe any part of 

the pool(s) without excessive reflection from the water’s surface? 

Item 11.7 – Are isolated areas sufficiently supervised? 

Item 11.9 – Do lifeguards have sufficient lines of sight to the pools 

it is their duty to supervise? 

Item 11.17 – Is there rescue equipment located on the concourse 

in reasonable reach of lifeguards (i.e. less than 10 seconds)? 

Key Supervision Items 
 

 The Supervision section (Section 11) 

of the AFSA assesses such issues as:  

 

• The number of qualified Lifeguards 

working in relation to the number of 

staff and the layout of the facility,  

• Whether the Lifeguards have suffi-

cient line of sight to the pools under 

their responsibility,  

• Whether the Lifeguards are proac-

tively patrolling the pool(s) and enforc-

ing the facility rules and policies, and;  

• Ensuring entry/parental supervision 

signage is in place and enforced. 

 

The scores for this section ranged 

from 64% through to 100%, with an aver-

age of 91.78% and a median score of 

93.75%.  With this section clearly being one 

of the highest priorities, this result is very 

promising, especially considering that of the 

53 facilities included in the results analysed 

only 4 were below 80% compliant with this 

section. 



 
Of the total of 17 Items in this section, only 2 – Item 11.4 and 11.7 have shown any opportunity for significant 

improvement.  In order to comply with Item 11.4, a facility must show that a number of criteria – such as the layout 

of the pools, relative locations of pools and water features, surface reflection, activities and programs, swimming 

ability of patrons, etc – are considered when deciding how many lifeguards are deployed and where (which areas 

they patrol). 

 

 In January 1999, a young child tragically drowned at an outdoor pool in the northern suburbs of Melbourne 

which was at the time operating as a Low Patronage facility – one staff member responsible for the operation of the 

entire facility.  Despite the fact that there were very few patrons – less than 20 – the lay-out of this particular facility is 

such that – when all pools are open for use, which was the case on the day – it is very hard to argue that one person, 

regardless of how experienced, is capable of supervising the entire facility.  One of the many issues that was made 

clear from this particular incident was that the numbers of patrons using a facility is not the only criteria that needs to 

be considered when deploying lifeguards, and comprehensive documentation is required to ensure all risks/hazards 

are taken into account and recorded.  The fact that there are still, 9 years after this incident, a number of facilities 

(approx. 30%) that have not undertaken such procedures is very worrying. 

The results from Item 11.7, which assesses whether isolated areas (Changerooms, Saunas/Steam Rooms, 

etc) are sufficiently supervised, show that more than 30% of the facilities tested were either not regularly checking 

such areas, or were not recording that these checks had taken place.  The GSPOs recommend the following in rela-

tion to these areas: 

“5.3.1 Areas such changerooms and toilets should be checked at a minimum of 30 to 60 minutes.... 

5.3.3 For “wet” areas, such as saunas and steam rooms, the frequency of checks should increase to a 

minimum of 15 to 30 minutes...” 

 

 Such isolated areas should be checked regularly to ensure that patrons are behaving appropriately and en-

sure patrons safety.  Given that a patron may be using these areas alone and under no direct supervision, it is quite 

possible that, without regular checks, a patron in need of help may unnoticed for some time. 

Key Supervision Items 
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  In 2000, 2001 RLSSA were contracted by Civic Mutual Plus (CMP) – insurers of all council owned public 

aquatic facilities in Victoria – to undertake AFSAs on 280 Aquatic Facilities across the state.  By comparing results 

such as overall averages, etc from that project with these 53 pools show very good improvements, the number of inci-

dents involving injury that lead to litigation continue to grow, and as such the importance of ensuring all potential risks 

are considered and appropriate actions are taken also increases.  Below is an overview comparison of the data col-

lected in the 2000, 2001 project and the 53 facilities detailed in this report: 

 

 Over the intervening years between each project the Items of the AFSA have changed significantly due to 

continuous review and improvement, however these overall results still show great improvement and a greater aware-

ness of the GSPOs and their content. 

 

 Having said that, there is still much room for improvement in important aspects such as Administration – es-

pecially in regional facilities – some Technical Operations Items such as the availability of PPE and respective sign-

age, key signage Items such as depth markers and use of Australian Standards pictograms for “Shallow/Deep Wa-

ter”, and the development of supervision procedures. 

 

 As many of these aspects can be improved with very little financial outlay, Life Saving Victoria hope that in 

the next year or 2, improvement in these key areas can continue to have an impact on the overall safety of Victoria’s 

Aquatic Industry and continue Victoria’s good recent record of drowning in public swimming pools. 

Report Conclusion 

  2000, 2001 Results 2007, 2008 Results Improvement 

Overall Average Score 51.10% 87.61% 30.51% 

Overall Median Score 60.7% 91.62% 30.92% 

Urban Average Score 77.02% 90.83% 13.81% 

Urban Median Score 78.3% 94.35% 16.05% 

Regional Average Score 42.17% 82.71% 40.52% 

Regional Median Score 55.15% 84.62% 29.47% 



Life Saving Victoria’s  
Aquatic Risk Services 
 Victorians have a great affinity with the water, be it at the beach, a 

council or backyard swimming pool, a lake or a river.  These aquatic envi-

ronments provide Victorians with a lot of fun, exercise and sport.  However 

they can also be dangerous with 41 people drowning in Victoria in 2005-

06.  For every person who drowns, unfortunately there are a number of 

near drownings and other severe injuries sustained. 

 The Aquatic Risk Services (ARS) department of Life Saving Victo-

ria has been established to help land managers, pool operators etc raise 

water safety standards so that Victorians can continue to enjoy their water, 

but do so safely.  ARS offers a number of different services in all aquatic 

environments to establish what the current level of safety is and then im-

prove it.  There are also a number of water safety guideline documents 

available. 

 Life Saving Victoria has led the way nationally and internationally 

in this area for a number of years and will provide you with the expertise 

you require.  For further information, please visit our website 

www.lifesavingvictoria.com.au, or contact the Aquatic Risk Services team 

on (03) 9676 6920. 

Glossary of Terms/
Acronyms 
LSV 

Life Saving Victoria 

RLSSA 
Royal Life Saving Society Australia 

GSPO 
Guidelines for Safe Pool Operation 

AFSA 
Aquatic Facility Safety Assessment 

Item 
Question in AFSA 

Safety Score 
Overall percentage score result achieved in 

AFSA 

Compliance 
Percentage of Items that were scored 3 or 

greater. 

Urban 
Located inside the greater Melbourne metro-

politan area. 

Regional 
Located outside the greater Melbourne metro-

politan area. 






	FCoveronly
	IFCoveronly
	Annual Report wo cover.pdf
	IBCoveronly
	BCoveronly


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


