Assessment 2, The Saxetenbach Canyon disaster

First section- The scene and the relevant history of the place and factors of the incident
The area of Saxeten Gorge in Switzerland is challenged in its own way, there are walls in the mountains nearby that is less challenging, so there are options for people to walk there and get away if they have too. Rappelling is the way to come down the cliff wall, and the canyon have 100 meters of climbing area where it’s not possible to climb down if the water flood is coming while people are climbing there, this is a big issue in the area (Leland, 1999). There is no doubt that this conditions is dangerous when the water level is high. 

According to the company´s safety policy, they did not guide people when there were danger that could occur. The policy was not written down, and that do not seems like it is an applicable law and therefore not sufficient (CNN, 2001). 
Due to the relevant factors and Adventure World´s experience with leading people, they have guided around 35 0000 people in the area. Therefore, the company says that the trip was safe to enter and the guides know what they were doing. Adventure World said it have not been any serious injuries before. By that, they sounded comfortable with going out in the canyon (Jenkins, 1999).The weather forecast, showed a warning with lightening this day and the river is known for being dangerous to be in when the water level is too high  (Bell & Bale, 1999). 
Considered this, I believe that the weather is an event had an big impact and factor that led to the disaster in the Canyon. 

Section two-key factors relevant to the accident
That day Adventure Worlds, they knew about the weather. Anyway, the company gave information to the groups that already were up in the canyon that they could start on their activities. The company had cancelled trips like this earlier (Jenkins, 1999). This day, they should have been aware of the danger and consider how risky it was to go out. By doing that, you can identify the hazards and be able to control the areas and sight the place, it would be important to learn away local knowledge to the guides, where they can get information about the issues along the canyon, where it is more safe and not. Because this is an important safety to maintain in such activities, and the guides can secure the place for everyone (AALAN, 2016). 
To critical analyze, the weather was not good, they should have cancelled the trip. In Norway we have a model we call 3X3 filter model for weather and avalanche. This one says that the regional weather forecast should be used to consider the weather before the trip to reduce risk of something happened. The local one is used to consider the weather day by day, and that is really important to be able to get information from local people in the area (Munter, 2003).
To emphasize,  the level of risk here is described as too high and the model is describing how important it is to follow the weather forecast, because they went out in the river this was a hazard (Reasons, 1990). 
The day of the accident, four groups and two guides in each from Adventure World went out to the Saxeten river with 45 people that day (Leland, 1999). There was raining and a thunderstorm tarted to come and this already happened when groups were arriving in the car (Jenkins, 1999).
One of the guides who cancelled the trips, because of the bad weather,  said the view from the canyon was not the best, and there would have been difficult to see the activities and how the weather turned out that day (Leland, 1999). Furthermore, this could be a reason that some of the groups did not see the bad weather.

The aim this day was to do activities down a small river in the canyon. One girl with her friends and two Adventure World guides crossed a difficult section down the river called the “Fridge”.  In one situation, one of the girls is almost drowning when she try to cross a place in the river where there is a waterfall. While doing this, she need to gasp for air and the crossing was unsuccessful, one guide need to help her out in safety. With no warning, suddenly, a two high meter wall of water came in front of them. 
Otherwise, the guide helped one more person from drowning and looked for other persons longer down in the water. People struggled with being alive, but they were able to save most of them anyway. The guide dragged four more people out and risked her own life one more time (Jenkins, 1999). Because of this they could help the others and saving their lives, by remove some people from the “possible” hazard, and use control measure to reduce the level of risk where more people could drown (Reasons, 1990). 
Unfortunately, one of the guides died this day. According to an survivor in one group, she was in the lower place in the river when the incident happened, while another group managed to get to land safe. It was unbearable to climb out in safety if you were in the water where the person was, because there are holes in the mountains that were impossible to reach (Jenkins, 1999).  
It looks like, there were not possible to move all hazards in this situation, and it was not easy to save the guide from what happened, there are more factors to consider. The security barrier could not catch the mistake, I believe it was several mistakes that occurred and led to the death of the person. One active failure, being at the the wrong place at the wrong time (Reasons, 1990).  I don’t think it have nothing to do with her experience, this was not the real cause of her accident. 
In situations when people are about to drown, there is nothing much to do if they can’t come off the water, but to prevent further risks, they can be training in exit. That means the participants can get out from the water and practice on this. Someone can stay in the end to be prepared with a throwline, so the person can get help and practice on a real situation, this is important for the participants and the leader to practice on (AALAN, 2016).
In one disaster like this, this could contribute to be a factor why things got worse when people disappeared down the river and had problems with swimming (Jenkins, 1999). Clear evidence is showing that there is a risk to take participants out in water if we don’t know that people can swim (Moran, 2014).

These examples is used to try to understand what could have been prevented, and not to blame anyone. The drowning of several participants, which I believe also can have something that they panicked in the water, and this makes the situation more serious. The high water level made the risks of drowning even more dangerous, and if they cannot swim, there is on increasing factor I believe led to a much worse outcome (Reasons, 1990).
To further explain, this could led to people got trapped under water and drowned, because fast water will drag people down immediately (AALAN, 2016).  

There were also different levels of outdoor experience among the groups, according to a survivor, and they did not get any instruction before they entered the trip (Leland, 1999). Therefore, the participants should be informed about the risk and what to expect. But also sufficient knowledge where they can escape and what to do if something happened.  To emphasize, this is the guides responsibility, and it should be required that the participants know about the risk and are able to have an exit plan when needed. (AALAN, 2016). 
Further, another group were about to head the gorge when it started raining, people were a bit afraid, but the leader said it was several exit places to attend if needed. Halfway down the canyon the water was rising fast and it was really muddy and brown. One of the guides tried to help a person and grab the hand, but unfortunately they slipped and the participant swept away under the water. People were waiting to jump down a short time later, but had to hurry fast as quickly and everyone got hit by the big wave. One of the girls got hit first, and had to decide if the best option was to let the water wash her further down, and try to go to land, but rocks hit her in the body. Life or death was now a question, down the gorge and out through a waterfall she flowed away. Luckily, she could try climb out of the water, but it didn’t succeed before another survivor could help her out. Both got help from the guide who helped her earlier  (Froelicher & Wienand, 2021). 
Critical analyzing, some situations led to problems with saving people in the water, the guides tried to pull out as many people as (Jenkins, 1999). I think if the guides knew about the water level, and could see it, there could have been more different outcomes. Anyway, this is just assuming, because mistakes happened. Mistakes are based on decisions or actions that are failing, but the active failure cannot alone be the reason to one accident, according to SCM model (Reasons, 1990). 
According to people who survived, the water level got higher tremendously, even when the water level got lower, the water flood was too fast. The security equipment were helmets, life jackets and safety harnesses, so I don’t think this could be a reason to things got wrong (Lashmar & Karacs, 1999). But in this case, the equipment is not that effective alone and will not remove one hazard if the water is so strong. In order to describe Reason´s SCM model (1990), the model have barriers that are supposes to be a security or a safety net, alone they cannot prevent an accident. There are holes that have a weakness, the more holes, and more layers that fall, the bigger is the chance that an incident occur and those “walls” will fall if there are human or organizations who do mistakes . It can be in this matter, the bad weather, many people in the canyon, few guides and the security procedures that together made the barriers fall and perhaps caused the incident (Reasons, 1990)





Resume
During what happened, it seemed to be a lot of pressure among the guides, and there were many people that felt overworked and pressed (Jenkins, 1999). People drowned,  there should have been better safety procedures that the company have as their “hand written laws” and they should have been followed (CNN, 2001). The weather in my opinion is the main reason and when there are too much people to handle when an accident happened, the security barrier falls apart, one after another. This could have something to do about the security, difficult to maintain in a safe way. If the people were overworked and stressed, than it would be an human mistake, because this should be something people will say if anything is wrong and not safe because of the weather. Accidents do not happened alone, there are more than one factor that lead to one mistake (Reasons, 1990). 
The Third section - Further long term changes after the incident 
Compared to before and now, the activities in the company have changed after what happened. There were no bookings shortly after because of the investigations, and Swiss agencies suspended all expeditions during this time. After the accidents, Adventure World were not active as business and six companies were charged for negligence that caused peoples death (Bell & Bale, 1999). There were two guided who survived, they said that the tragedy could not have been prevented. Even when the judges said that they contributed to what happened, due to the weather, this was no bad intention. They decided that the responsible was not their fault, and not their job to cancel (The Sydney Morning Herald, 2002).
There have been long-term regulations that required a certification on the training, the law included a scale of levels, that were aimed to rate the danger in the water activities. The first level included all rivers and flowing water, where level VI was not that dangerous. The risk law was made to regulate difficulties in activities from level three and higher, a safety to people to avoid accidents in the future. This model demanded people to follow the nature’s own rules, when the water level is too high, do not go out. Even when guides are pressed from people in the company, they should use their power to choose when it is safe or not to maintain the safety for the groups and their college’s (Giroud, 2019).
After the incident, a warning system were developed in order to change things. The year after, Adventure World promise to do a change and employ more experienced guides and by new and safer equipment (Head, 1999). The company contacted Meteodat, which designed one concept for an alert system that could predict near and longer term weather forecast in the future,  with specific gaugers that could measure rain in areas (Giroud, 2019). 
Conclusion

From first section, while concluding that bad weather in this case is dangerous when people are climbing and jumping in the gorge and the level of water is too high (Leland, 1999). Even when outdoor companies have good experiences from same activities before, it do not mean that nothing bad can happened and the safety management should always be the first priority. 

The second section is describing different stories from survived people after the incident and how they experienced everything. Things that happened is pointed out from my view, where these elements are written as I believe is one or more factors that could contribute to the disaster. They are not written to blame anyone, but further linked up to the context where they maybe can be seen as a reason to understand what happened. I have used points to describe statements from people and what they have said or written, to understand and try to see them in different views in a bigger picture. There are many things considered in what could be the reason to what happened. 

The third section is describing some of things that changed after the incident. I believe that those changing outcomes happened because the companies knew people said that they were pressing the guides during the working period (Jenkins, 1999). I think because of this, it affected the guides who survived and the owners of the companies to do a change in the safety systems after what happened. 
To highlight the importance of watching the forecast, this makes me even more aware of what can go wrong, if you are a certificated guide, that doesn’t mean you don’t do mistakes and need to train on incidents that can occur. 
For my later leading in outdoor adventures, this accident have impacted me and that incidents can happened even if you are good prepared and think you can handle different situations. I think the group size is important thing to consider based on how many guides/leaders there are together with the group. As we read about, lost the control where the guides had problems with rescuing people from the water. The safety system is important because they reduce the risk, but also the check if equipment’s is sufficient and safe (Haylock, 2020). I will try to focus on safety and try to always be a good leader and listen to own experience and not let someone push me to avoid dangers that we can see. The “power” of what I know is right and wrong is the focus. My mindset have changed after this incident it have learned me that experience in your job will always count and how the person choose to use it and be able to trust yourself is important. 
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