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The mission of the Recreation Facility Association of Nova Scotia is to 

provide leadership in developing, promoting, and advocating excellence 

in recreational facilities, operations and personnel. 

 

The objectives of RFANS are: 

 To promote and encourage the professional development of recrea-

tion facility personnel and provide opportunities for this develop-

ment; 

 To act as a unified voice for recreation facility personnel regarding 

issues affecting facilities and their management; 

 To improve communication between facilities; and 

 To promote the provision of high quality, safe recreation facilities.  

 

Facility Focus is the official publication of the Recreation Facility Associa-

tion of Nova Scotia.  It is published twice per year and is issued to members 

of RFANS and others, associated with the operations of recreation facilities 

in the Atlantic Provinces. 

 

Articles within this magazine do not necessarily reflect the opinions or poli-

cies of the Board of Directors or the Association as a whole.  
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Provincial Symposium 
Plans are currently being developed for the 
2017 RFA NS Provincial Symposium.   
 
If you are interested in volunteering on our 
Conference Committee, and would like more 
information please contact Catherine at the 
RFA NS office via email. 
rfans@sportnovascotia.ca  
 
Visit our website at www.rfans.com for Sym-
posium updates starting November 18, 2016. 
 

 

Certified Pool Operators (CPO) course 

The CPO® course provides pool managers 

and operators with the practical and technical 

information they require.   And supports the 

new provincial guidelines for safe pool 

maintenance. 

Now offering two options of learning, onsite in 

a class room or through online instruction.  

 

Nov 23  - 25, 2016, Halifax, NS. 
Canada Games Centre 
Seating is limited 
Visit www.rfans.com for more information or 
register, email rfans@sportnovascotia.ca  
 
 
Nova Scotia Operational Guidelines 
for Aquatic Facilities 
 
In 2014 new Provincial Aquatic Guidelines 

were established and published.  It is every-

one’s responsibility to stay informed and ade-

quately trained to effectively run and maintain 

their facility. 

Visit our website (www.rfans.com) for a link 

to view the official online document.  

 
 

 

RFANS AED Grant Program 
 

RFANS is pleased to announce the continuation of 

the Auto External Defibrillators grant program to 

assist major sport and recreation facilities in pur-

chasing these important devices.  

 

Support for the AED program has come from the 

Department of Health and Wellness. More than 

35,000 Canadian lives are lost each year due to 

cardiac arrest. Defibrillation improves survival 

rates by up to 30 percent if delivered in the first 

few minutes. With each passing minute, the proba-

bility of survival declines by 7 to10 percent. Making 

defibrillators easily accessible in major sport and 

recreation facilities could save lives within Nova 

Scotia. Make sure your facility has an AED and  

charged batteries. 

 

Applications are available online (rfans.com) or by 
calling the RFANS office at 902-425-5450 ext. 
330. 

 

. 
 
 

 

 

 

Thank you to the Government of Nova Scotia 

and the  

Department of  

Communities, Culture and Heritage.  

Their  valuable support of the  

Recreation Facility Association of Nova Scotia 

allows the Association to continue to offer  

educational and safety programs and  

workshops to recreation facilities across  

Nova Scotia. 
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Leslie v. Mississauga (City), 2003 (ONSC) & 2006 

(ONSCDC) 

This claim involved an action for damages arising 

from a collision on the ice at  a municipal arena.  It 

happened when  the plaintiff, William Leslie, was 

either knocked down to the ice by a patroller or fell 

during a public skating event.  The Judge noted 

that there was a conflict in the evidence at this trail 

as to how the accident occurred and whether the 

plaintiff assumed the risk of injury by skating with 

others of different skills. 

Facts 

On Sunday, January 28, 2001 at around 2:30 PM, 

79 year old William Leslie attended the Cawthra 

Arena with his wife.  Mr. Leslie was there to skate 

with his son Richard and his grandchildren.  Mrs. 

Leslie was going to take some video with her new 

camera.  The rink had about 170 skaters ranging 

from small children to adults and of all different 

skill levels.  

The City had assigned four patrollers to supervise 

this fun skate.  All four were students between 16 

and 18 years old.  They were selected because 

they were good skaters and had the right 

personalities to interact with the other skaters.  

They all received a day of training in August, 2000 

which focused on the public skating rules which 

were posted at the arena entrance as well as their 

skate patrol responsibilities.  

The rules at this arena required all skaters to skate 

in the same direction (counter clock-wise) around 

the rink.  Skating fast, backwards or practicing 

skating manoeuvers were all considered against 

the rules.   

Prior to this incident, there were three patrollers on 

the ice and the fourth one was taking tickets.  All 

the patrollers were each wearing a blue jacket with 

“Patrol” on the back.  They also testified that they 

were wearing florescent vests with a yellow “x”.  

Each patroller was instructed to spread out and 

patrol a section of ice and to rotate their patrol 

zone periodically.  They were also not allowed to 

socialize with one another while on the ice. 

Mr. Leslie had skated with his son and 

granddaughter for a few minutes and then left to 

skate on his own.  As he was skating he testified 

that he saw three or four patrollers together near 

the southwest face-off circle.  While he was 

passing the group one of the patrollers, Michael 

Kovacs, suddenly skated backwards towards him 

and he tried to avoid him by skating to his right.  

The patroller’s right shoulder made contact with 

Mr. Leslie’s left shoulder, causing him to fall to the 

ice.    

All of the patrollers denied that they were standing 

in a group and Mr. Kovacs testified that he was 

skating with the flow when he heard a child’s voice 

City Found Not Liable in  
 Skating Injury 

       

 By Len Bennett BA, FCIP,CRM  | Risk Analyst | Frank Cowan Company 

 

Gam O
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behind him.  That caused him to stop suddenly 

and that was when the plaintiff made contact with 

his shoulder. None of the other patrollers saw the 

incident and there were no independent witnesses.   

The plaintiff landed on his left elbow fracturing it.  

He was provided ice by the staff and was later 

driven to the hospital by his son.  The plaintiff’s 

elbow fracture required open reduction and 

internal fixation surgery with two pins and a wire to 

stabilize it.    

Issues 

1. Were the City and/or its patroller liable for the 

plaintiffs’ damages? 

2. If so, was the plaintiff, William Leslie, 

contributorily negligent? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Skating Injury—continued from page 3 
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Law 

The City and the patroller, Mr. Kovacs, acknowl-

edged that they were occupiers under the Occupi-

ers’ Liability Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. O.2.  Under Sec-

tion 3 it reads as follows: 

“(1) An occupier of premises owes a duty to 

take such care as in all the circumstances of 

the case is reasonable to see that persons en-

tering on the premises, and the property 

brought on the premises by those persons are 

reasonably safe while on the premises. 

(2) The duty of care provided for in subsection 

(1) applies whether the danger is caused by 

the condition of the premises or by an activity 

carried on on the premises.” 

The Judge also cited the following: 

“Section 9 (3) of the Act confirms that the Neg-

ligence Act applies with respect to causes of 

action to which the Act applies.” 

Findings 

The Judge assessed the evidence provided to 

him.  He considered whether each version has a 

greater chance of probability.  He reviewed the 

accident report filled out by Mr. Kovacs as well as 

the notice letter filled out by the plaintiff.   

The Judge stated in his decision that this incident 

likely occurred “...when Mr. Kovacs stopped quick-

ly without warning when Mr. Leslie was skating 

behind him, causing Mr. Leslie to strike him and 

fall to the ice.” 

The Court’s Ruling 

The Court apportioned liability equally (50/50) be-

tween the plaintiff and the patroller.  No liability 

was found on the City in the selection, training or 

supervision of its patrollers.  Mr. Kovacs was found 

partially responsible for Mr. Leslie by stopping sud-

denly because such an action was not considered 

necessary. 

Mr. Leslie was also found partially negligent be-

cause he had prior issues with his knees and 

“...accepted certain inherent risks in participating in 

the family fun skate.” 

The plaintiffs’ total damages were assessed at 

$34,664.87 plus costs subject to the 50% reduc-

tion for contributory negligence.  

Later in 2003, a motion was brought forward by 

the City because they believed the Judge erred by 

judging on a theory (the sudden stop by the patrol-

ler) that was not pleaded in the Action by the plain-

tiffs.  The Judge decided that his original ruling 

was “unfairly prejudicial to the defendants” and 

therefore issued an order dismissing the plaintiffs’ 

claims. 

In 2006, the plaintiffs appealed the motion deci-

sion. The appeal court determined that there was 

“no unfair prejudice to the respondents, because 

the issue was joined in the pleadings, in the evi-

dence at trial and was the subject of cross-

examination.”  As a result, the order dismissing the 

appellants’ action was set aside and the original 

trial judgment was restored.  

Therefore, the original Court decision stands. 

Lessons Learned 

This matter involved an unfortunate accident be-

tween a patroller and a skater.  However the Court 

was satisfied that the City properly selected, 

trained and supervised their patrollers at this facili-

ty.  Therefore, it is important for municipal facilities’ 

Skating Injury 
Continued on page 12 
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UV systems have become extremely popular for 

controlling chloramines in indoor facilities, as well 

as, inactivating chlorine resistant pathogens like 

Cryptosporidium at both indoor and outdoor recre-

ational water facilities.  In the last several years 

several states and provinces have adopted codes 

requiring UV systems for supplemental disinfec-

tion on spray parks and pools with Interactive Wa-

ter Features.  On a National Level, the CDC has 

addressed RWI’s (Recreational Waterborne Ill-

nesses) trough the development of the Model 

Aquatic Health Code Module….Disinfection and-

Water Quality.  As a result, almost all aquatic de-

signers are specifying UV systems on new con-

struction and retrofits.  In turn, facility owners and/

or operators are planning and purchasing UV sys-

tems.  In fact, in a recent industry survey, aquatic 

facilities respondents ranked UV systems as there 

Number Two (2) choice in planned purchases! All 

of tis hs led to a huge influx of UV systems into the 

commercial marketplace leaving designers/

owners/operators asking several questions.      

 

How do I know what to Use? 

UV systems for recreational water are used in 

several different applications which require differ-

ent sizing parameters; indoor requirements for 

primarily chloramine destruction and outdoor re-

quirements for primarily crypto disinfection.  If not 

sized properly for the specific requirement, espe-

cially if code requirements are involved, the sys-

tem will show the lamp is on, but that does not 

mean it is working effectively.  Correct UV system 

selection is based on flow rate, UV Transmittance 

and Dose Level required.  Each application re-

quires a specific dose of energy.  This is meas-

ured as mj/cm2.  Effective treatment requires a 

certain minimum dose of energy.  This energy is a 

calculation based on the flow rate through the UV 

chamber, the length of time the water is treated in 

the chamber and the lamp intensity supplied.  

 

 

Why is Validation Important? 

A reputable manufacturer designs a system based 

on CFD modeling to determine how large a cham-

ber they need for a given flow and how much lamp 

intensity is required for that particular flow at ta 

specific transmittance.  ?This is however only 

modeling. Until the UV system is actually tested 

by a recognized third party, with various transmit-

tance conditions, can the manufacturer be certain 

that the UV system will perform properly under 

the actual conditions of use.  As the transmittance 

changes the ability of the UV lamp (s) to destroy 

chloramines and/or inactivate pathogens like cryp-

tosporidium at the same given flow changes dra-

matically. 

 

I Have Installed a UV System… 
 How do I know it is Being Effective? 
 
By Ron George |  Aquatics Division Manager   Engineered Treatment Systems (ETS-UV) 
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Why is Transmittance Significant? 

UV light is only effective if it can see the organics 

or inorganics in the water that it is destroying or 

inactivation.  The ability of UV light to see through 

the water it is treating is measured in a percentage 

of light being transmitted for a certain distance 

through that specific body of water.  In a lab this is 

typically measured through a 1cm wide cell full of 

the actual water that is going to be treated.  The 

percentage of light that remains at the end of that 

distance it is being transmitted varies in very sim-

plistic terms on the clarity of the water.  Recrea-

tional water is much lower in transmittance than 

drinking water.  The difference between transmit-

ting through “recreational water” that typically lets 

92% to 94% of the UV light intensity produced 

through and transmitting through drinking water 

which allows 98% of the UV light intensity pro-

duced through is almost a 40% variance.  In other 

words, actual effectiveness can be 40% lower in 

performance if the UV system flow rate is based 

on a transmittance of 98% and the transmittance 

is actually 94%. 

 

Why is a UV Sensor/Monitor Critical to the Us-

er? 

First and foremost a UV system cannot be tested 

and validated without the ability of the test agency 

to actually read and compile data on the energy 

produced (dose) in mj/cm2 and the intensity of 

light in w/m2 being applied at a given flow and 

transmittance.  The end user must be able to veri-

fy that the effective dose and correct intensity is 

being produced at all times that the UV system is 

in operation to really know if the UV system is 

providing the proper supplemental disinfection to 

keep their patrons safe. 

 

Ask Questions...Ask for Documentation! 

When making a purchase of such importance 

make sure you now what you are buying and re-

quire performance warrants.  It is effective risk 

management of your facility and its future.  Don’t 

settle for anything less! 

 

*Reprinted with permission of the Recreation Facilities 
Association  of British Columbia 
2013 Winter Issue, Facility to Facility. 
 

 

 

I Have Installed a UV System… 
 How do I know it is Being Effective? 
 
By Ron George |  Aquatics Division Manager   Engineered Treatment Systems (ETS-UV) 
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CERTIFIED POOL OPERATORS
®
 

COURSE 

NOVEMBER 23 - 25 2016 HALIFAX, NS 

CONTACT RFANS FOR MORE INFORMATION  

Email: rfans@sportnovascotia.ca  OR CALL(902) 425-5450 EXT 330 

Do you have yours? 

Contact: rfans@sportnovascotia.ca 
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Opened in 1982, replacing the Memorial Arena 
that was lost to fire, the Dartmouth Sportsplex has 
provided Dartmouth, Nova Scotia with a 3000 sta-
dium seat arena, two swimming pools, 4 courts 
and several community spaces.  Over the years 
the Dartmouth Sportsplex added a fitness centre, 
large community hall, and added Pirate’s Cove, 
Halifax’s first indoor multi-slide waterpark struc-
ture.  In addition the Dartmouth Sportsplex has 
invested significantly in energy efficiency and cur-
rently the Sportsplex is one of the leaders in Atlan-
tic Canada in energy management and conversa-
tion.  With almost 1,000,000 visits/year, the Dart-
mouth Sportsplex is a critical component of its 
community’s infrastructure.  
 

 
 
In 2003 the Dartmouth Sportsplex Board of Direc-
tors completed an extensive strategic planning 
process.  The process highlighted a number of key 
trends in recreation facility management and oper-
ations as well as significant changes in what the 
community wanted and needed from the Dart-
mouth Sportsplex.  “It is important to remember 

The Sportsplex Evolution.   
The Process of Adapting our Facility for our Com-
munity needs 

that Jane Fonda hadn’t happened yet when we 
built the Dartmouth Sportsplex.  Community fit-
ness as we know it now is a relatively new phe-
nomena and the Sportsplex wasn’t built originally 
to meet that need.”, says Max Chauvin, Dart-
mouth Sportsplex General Manager.  So while in 
2003 the Sportsplex was highly successful the 
Board knew then that the facility would need to 
change and be updated if it was going to be able 
to continue to meet the needs of its Community. 
 
In 2009 the Sportsplex began to face significant 
customer attrition.  Customer surveys and focus 
groups identified that the age of the facility and 
outdated amenities were the primary reasons why 
people were looking elsewhere for their recrea-
tion.  This time to begin the renovations and pre-
pare the facility for success in the future was here.  
 
In 2010 Asbell Management Innovations was con-
tracted by Halifax Parks and Recreation to con-
duct a feasibility study on revitalizing the Dart-
mouth Sportsplex and recommending an ap-
proach to do the work.  That study concluded that 
the ‘bones’ of the building are in great shape and 
that the recommended approach would be a reno-
vation of the existing facility, vs. a new construc-
tion.  Architects were hired to complete a prelimi-
nary design of what a renovated facility could look 
like and through this process completed signifi-
cant community consultation to ensure that what 
was proposed would meet the current and antici-
pated needs of the community.  In addition a pro-
forma business plan was developed by the staff of 
the Dartmouth Sportsplex.   
 
This design and associated business plan were 
put through an independent review process led by 
Stantec and it was recommended that the project 
go forward. Two architectural firms were then 
hired, Abbott Brown and Diamond Schmitt, to 
complete the final design and prepare the tender 
documents.   
 
In early Fall 2016 the tender package will be re-
leased to the public and bidding on the work will 
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The Sportsplex Evolution.   
continued 
       Max Chauvin 
       General Manager Dartmouth Sportsplex 

begin.  The actual construction begins at the end 
of May 2017.  It is expected to take 16 months to 
complete and other than the arena the Dartmouth 
Sportsplex will be closed throughout this period.  
This is simply no safe way to complete this signifi-
cant a renovation with customers in the spaces 
that need to be demolished and re-built.  The final 
revitalization will include: 
 
 The addition of a two court gymnasium 
 Refurbishment of the swimming pool and its 

features including the addition of a children’s 
and family splash area, new water slides, and 
an accessibility ramp into the training pool 

 A new fitness centre and studios, including 
new equipment 

 New locker rooms 
 Complete refurbishment of the courts 
 New public spaces & meeting rooms 
 Relocation of the customer service area to the 

main entrance way 
 

Outcomes 
 Improve Overall Community Recreation Pro-

gram Delivery 
 Make The Building More Inviting To Public 
 Improve Multi-Use Space For All Age Groups, 

Including Seniors Programs 
 Increase The Number Of Users Of The Facility 
 Increased Level Of Accessibility So More Peo-

ple Can Use The Facility 
 Improve The Energy Efficiency And User Ex-

perience By Replacing Outdated Equipment 
 Improve Visibility And Security  
 More Natural Lighting 
 Improve The State Of Good Repair 
 
Selected Technologies 

 In-Floor Heating For Change Rooms 

 Free Wi-Fi 

 High Speed Hand Dryers 

 High Efficiency LED Lighting 

 New Skylights 
 
Beyond the physical changes the Dartmouth 
Sportsplex will also dramatically expand its com-

munity development mandate and strive to ensure 
that everyone who wishes to use the Sportsplex to 
be active and healthy can do so.  
 
If you are interested in more information about this 
work check out: www.SportsplexEvolution.ca.  . 

 
 
 

 Arena Supplies and Accessories 

 Ice Edgers and Parts 

 Hockey Frames and Nets 

 Scoreboards 

 Ice Paints 

 Tempered Glass and Supports 

 Plastic Board 

 Reflective Ceilings 

 Rubber Flooring 
 

COMMERCIAL POOL EQUIPMENT 

TENNIS EQUIPMENT 

PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT 
 

MONARCH ENTERPRISES LIMITED 
75 MacDonald Avenue  Dartmouth  NS  B3B 1T8 

Tel. (902) 468-7980 Fax. (902) 468-6548 

OLYMPIA 
ATLANTIC CANADA DISTRIBUTOR 
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 No person under the age of 16 should be given 

the responsibility to solely supervise public skat-

ing sessions.  However, properly trained individ-

uals under the age of 16 (but over the age of 

13) may be permitted to assist in the patrol du-

ties, but only under the direct supervision of a 

competent person over the age of 16.  

 Post a skater code of conduct at the arena in 

areas that are highly visible to staff and the pub-

lic 

 Staff should have access to a phone for emer-

gency purposes. 

 

Len Bennett is a Risk Analyst specializing in claims 
prevention and mitigation.  Len has a B.A. in Eco-
nomics from McMaster University.  He also obtained 
hi Fellow Chartered Insurance Professional (FCIP) 
designation from the Insurance Institute of Canada 
as well as his Canadian Risk Management (CRM) 
designation with the Global Risk Management Insti-

tute.                          
 
 

 

management and staff to follow their guidelines 

and best practices.  

The Ontario Recreation Facilities Association 

(ORFA) published an article in October 2013 

named “Public Skating: Guidelines and Best Prac-

tices”.    The recommended guidelines include: 

The following on ice supervision is recommended: 

 On-Ice Patrol to Skater Ratio  

1 Skate Patrol – 1 to 59 persons 

2 Skate Patrol – 60 to 119 persons 

3 Skate Patrol – 120 to 160 persons 

 Public skating supervisors should be compe-

tent skaters and wear CSA approved skates 

and headgear while on the ice 

 All on-ice supervisors should wear a highly vis-

ible safety vest and carry a whistle for control 

purposes 

 All on-ice supervisors should be given clear 

direction as to their expected supervisory re-

sponsibilities 

Skating Injury 
Continued from page 5    
              
          

*Reprinted with permission of the Ontario Recreation 
Facilities Association Inc. and by Len Bennett, Frank 
Cowan Company, 2016, Facility Forum, Issue 3, 22-23.  
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Thank you for your support !   Supporting us helps the Association support our members 

RFANS, 5516 Spring Garden Road, 4th 
Floor, Halifax, NS  B3J 1G6 
Telephone: 902-425-5450 ext 330   
Facsimile: 902-425-5606    
Website: www.rfans.com  
Email: rfans@sportnovascotia.ca 
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  RFANS Membership Application 
 Mr. Mrs.  Miss Ms. 

       I, _________________________________  , hereby apply to become a member of the Recreation Facility Association of                     

Nova Scotia. 

      Position Title:  __________________  Name of Facility/Company/Organization  ______________________________  

      Phone: ( 902   )  ________________  FAX:  ( 902  ) ______________________  

      Address:  _____________________________________________________________________________________  

      City: _________________________  Province: ____________________  Postal Code: _____________________  

      Email: ____________________________________  Website: __________________________________________  

 

  Membership Fees  Payment must accompany application form 

  Individual             $  55.00  +  HST (15%) = $  63.25 

  Associate  $  55.00  +  HST (15%) = $  63.25 

  Corporate  $110.00   +  HST (15%) = $126.50 

  Facility A  $100.00  +  HST (15%) = $115.00 

  Facility B  $135.00   +  HST (15%) = $155.25 

  Student   $  25.00   +  HST (15%) = $  28.75 

 
     Date: _______________________  Signature: ______________________________________________  
     HST #885076364 
 
     Please return to: 
     RFANS, 5516 Spring Garden Road, 4th Floor, Halifax, NS  B3J 1G6 
     Telephone: 902-425-5450 ext 330  Facsimile: 902-425-5606   Website: www.rfans.com  
     Email: rfans@sportnovascotia.ca 
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