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	Module:
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	Module code:
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	Contribution to Overall Module Assessment (%):
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	Assignment Title:
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	Submission method:
	All written assessments, where practical and possible, must be submitted via Turnitin unless otherwise instructed by the Lecturer. (Please DO NOT put this assessment specification into Turnitin or it will match many similarities with other students’ submissions.)
Alternative submission method (if applicable): 
Late submission of the assessment will result in a late penalty mark.  Penalties for late submission: Up to one week late, maximum mark of 40%.  Over one week late, 0%.  Only the Extenuating Circumstances Panel may approve a change to submission dates.

	Academic honesty / referencing:
	Academic honesty is required. In the main body of your submission you must give credit to authors on whose research and ideas your work is based. Append to your submission a reference list that indicates the books, articles, etc. that you have used, cited or quoted in order to complete this assessment.  











	Module Learning Outcomes 
(from module syllabus)

	
1. Critically reflect on the antecedents and prevailing conditions relevant to the cases being studied
1. Suggest a range of pragmatic preventative and remedial measures relevant to the cases being studied
1. Demonstrate the ability to critically assess and respond positively to critical incident scenarios in a range of complex and/or unpredictable contexts





	
TASK DESCRIPTION





With reference to Reason’s (1990) “Swiss cheese model” produce a portfolio that explores the systemic factors relevant to the 1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster.  Your account should explore critically the systemic factors that contributed to the incident, the event itself and the key outcomes.

Your portfolio can be submitted as a presentation, a film, a blog, an audio account or any other agreed format.  It should have 4 distinct elements: 

The first section should set the scene- the history of the activity at that site, the activity providers approach, the nature of the site and the people involved.

The second section should accurately describe the incident- what happened on the day, focussing on key factors that were instrumental in the outcome. 

The third section should examine the immediate response and the long term implications of the incident. 

The final section should be a reflective account which highlights your own learning from studying this incident and if/ how it might affect your personal approach to outdoor adventures. 



















	
     STUDENT FEEDBACK FORM



This section details the extent to which the assessment criteria are demonstrated by you, which in turn determines your mark. The marks available for each category of skill are shown. Lecturers will use the space provided to comment on the achievement of the task(s), including those areas in which you have performed well and areas that would benefit from development/improvement.
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	Generic Assessment Criteria 
	Marks available
	Marks 
awarded

	1. Engagement with Literature Skills
.
	10
	

	Refer to a good range of technical and academic literature to support your critical analysis of the critical incident
	
	

	
	
	

	2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills

	20
	

	Clearly demonstrate your critical appreciation of Reason’s Swiss Cheese model (1990).  Demonstrate your knowledge and understanding of the dynamic environment of “combined water rock activities” as described by AALA in note 6.06 (2016) and the guidance notes from other governing bodies that might be considered relevant to this incident. 

	
	

	
	
	

	3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills

	30
	

	Explore this critical incident with reference to Reason’s Swiss Cheese model (1990), Critically analyse the key responses to the incident and the impact the incident has had on the organisation/ delivery of adventurous activities in Switzerland. Highlight parallels and notable differences between how the Swiss operate and current UK system. 

	
	

	
	
	

	4. Practical Application Skills

	30
	

	Identify and critically analyse the contributory factors that led to the incident.
Make explicit links between these factors and control measures that you would promote to mitigate these factors 
With reference to the current Swiss system of regulating adventurous activities, and other relevant technical and environmental considerations, indicate whether you think that the contributory factors can be mitigated against so that this activity can be safely undertaken. 
	
	

	
	
	

	5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice

	10
	

	Highlight how your critical examination of this incident might relate to your own practice of outdoor adventurous activities, from the perspective of a member of activity staff, as a commissioning agent or participant.
	
	

	
	
	



	Assessment Mark (Assessment marks are subject to ratification at the Exam Board.  These comments and marks are to give feedback on module work and are for guidance only until they are confirmed. )
	Late Submission Penalties (tick if appropriate)
	%

	
	Up to 1 week late (40% Max)
	
	

	
	Over 1 week late (0%)
	
	





1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster

On the 27th of May, 1999, a canyoning disaster occurred in the Saxetenbach Mountain river located near the city Interlaken in Switzerland (Appendix 1). This disaster involved three guides and 18 participants in the canyoning activity, the majority of fatalities were participants on vacation from Australia, but also included New Zealand, South Africa, England and Switzerland (Levine, 1999). The activity centre that was running the activity on this day; Adventure World, has been permanently closed following another fatality in which a 22-year-old American was killed after a bungy jumping tragedy, this incident that occurred ten months after the canyoning disaster, points towards human error as the bungy jump rope used was too long, the participant was pronounced dead on scene and reported to have been killed immediately after hitting the ground (swissinfo.ch, 2000). The accident that occurred in 1999 has had a major impact on the canyoning sport and way in which outdoor centres can operate, especially when facilitating what is now classified as ‘risk sports’ and includes bungee jumping, canyoning and Whitewater rafting (Giroud, 2019). Canyoning takes place in a hazardous and dynamic environment and the ‘combined water and rock activities’ leads to a range of potential dangers from drowning, falling, hypothermia and flash floods to rock fall. AALA comprised a 36-point document in 2016 to detail the dangers and challenges of the combined water and rock environment, the document suggests that there is an overlap from other training and activities that should be considered for use in canyoning. The national governing bodies associated with other well established sports can offer useful training, Mountain Training UK, British Canoeing and British Caving Association. AALA lists in detail other areas of important in the CWRA such as choice of venue, instructor training and monitoring, the identification of group competence and picking the right venue and environment to suit this group. Other areas for consideration include identification of appropriate clothing  weather monitoring  (Combined Water Rock Activities – A Safety Checklist, 2016). These activities that involve hazards that can be associated with both water and rock environments can be primarily dry or wet activities as outlined by the Adventure Activities Industry Advisory Committee (AAIAC) (HSE Guidance on Rock and water activities, n.d.).  
I will look at these potential hazards and analyse the case study to finally come to a conclusion as to what extent this activity; canyoning, should be offered to the general public, or if this activity is only suitable to experienced participants. 

Many questions had been raised shortly after the accident, as to how it could have occurred, the company, Adventure World first tried to dismiss the accident as a freak accident that naturally occurred and could not have been predicted, speculating that a natural dam formed by a build-up of debris must have burst upstream, George Hoedle, the company manager at the time said "Something absolutely extraordinary, incomprehensible and unforeseeable must have happened, because our guides know every centimetre of the river," (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). Peter Balmer, a director of Adventure World at the time if the accident, also echoed the views of Geogre Hoedle, saying that “The water must have come like an explosion. No-one could have predicted that” (Head, 1999). Despite these claims, as the story of the tragedy began to reach more people and gain more media coverage, a growing number of people began to speculate human error through negligence. As past employees of the company came forward with claims that in the past they had been pressured to carryout activities in unsuitable conditions, other witnesses came forward with claims that it was clear to see the weather in the area had changed.    

Canyoning, also knows and Canyoneering in the US, in the simplest form of entering a canyon has been around for a long time, people would enter a canyon for varies reasons such as to source food, seek shelter or collect water. However, canyoning is relatively new in terms of a sport, it is suggested that canyoning was first pursued as a sport by cavers, hikers, climbers and paddlers while facilitating these activities around 1930-1950 (Oliver and Carlson, 2015). Canyoning can be described as one of the world’s fastest growing adventure sports, it was first pursued by adventurers as a means of discovery or exploration, similar to caving or mountaineering. The sport hasn’t been widely accessible for the public through adventure companies for much more than 20 years (Kenny, 2018).     
There are many variations around the idea of canyoning, and this could mainly be due to the geography of the area, in the United Kingdom, adventurers participate in gorge walking, this is a less extreme version of traversing a canyon, however, due to the physical landscape of the UK this is the features that adventurers have access to, primarily in Scotland and parts of Wales, however, in the UK canyoning is considered a seasonal sport due to the cold and amount of precipitation in the winter. This kind of variation is common, therefore there is many different names to similar activities for this sport, for example, gorge walking, river tracing and river trekking. A difference between canyoning and gorge walking is the depth of the descent, this is done through various techniques such as abseiling, jumping and riding the river. Therefore, the planned use of ropes in canyoning makes the sport more technical than gorge walking (Oliver and Carlson, 2015).

Interlaken is a city know for extreme sports accompanied by natural landscapes, holiday makers travel from world to experience this area and the extreme sports such as canyoning.      Remoteness or isolation of this site is something I give consideration to when thinking about this disaster. My idea of a remote location was completely changed after I did a two-day lone working course in 2018. The remoteness of a location can change quickly and due to many factors such as weather and communications. However, remoteness is open to perception. An example of this is Mt Everest, in my perception, due to the high level on communication technology, the medical care onsite, the basecamps acting as check points, the preparedness and competence of the mountaineers, the daily delivery of food and supplies and the other luxuries such as showers and even office desks, this site a few days a year is not remote. Applying this idea of remoteness to canyoning, some of these areas, although closer to civilisation, could be considered remote due to the steep canyon walls inhibiting communication, the likelihood of meeting other people, the incompetence of the participants and the distance of the specialized rescue help that may be required.         

Although we can’t believe everything about this tragedy that is presented to us by the media or assume the information is factually correct, we can look at the many accounts of survivors, witnesses and other accountable people that they offer, and as this event has such a large media coverage, we can look for consistencies in the information, for example, three articles claim there was 44 participants and another three articles claim the group consisted of 45 participants but another article claimed the group to be much bigger, consisting of 99 participants (Head, 1999).     

The disaster could have been avoided through proper risk management protocols being put in place, for example the use of risk assessments (Brinson, 2018). By adding multiple layers of fail-safes the level of risk decreases, this can be explained through the Swiss Cheese model (SCM). This model has been changed and defined by Reason over the years. Reason was very influential in the progress of the health and safety culture in the 1980s and 1990s, his work was made ever more relevant by the occurrence of several industrial disasters such as Chernobyl in 1986 that was caused by human error (Larouzee, Justin, Le Coze, Jean-Christophe, 2020). The first model developed was the Organisation accident model (OAM) (Johnson and Botting, 1999). The Swiss Cheese model uses slices of cheese to represent the barriers in place to protect the system, the barrier failures are represented by the holes in the cheese, if management is a slice of cheese, the hole could be represented by management not supporting the staff. With more barriers in place there is a higher likelihood of preventing the individual failures from causing loss, however when many failures occur the holes in the cheese will align and be unable to prevent a hazard from causing a loss (Bell, 2018). 
In relation to the SCM, there are preventative barriers that the company and guides should have had in place. Guide training, experience and competency is a major factor in keeping participants safe, on the day of this accident the majority of guides were inexperienced, in 1999 as canyoning was still a relatively new sport there was no National Governing Body associated with the sport, canyoning is Switzerland is now being governed by the Swiss Outdoor Association (SOA) (Swiss Outdoor Association, n.d.). A translated version of the Swiss Outdoor Association website shows that they are currently offering four different canyoning specific courses (Google Translate, n.d.). Due to the accident being caused by the weather, a preventative measure should have involved close monitoring of the weather forecast and the current weather in the area. Adventure world claims to have monitored the weather forecast, however, other organisations such as the Fire and Rescue department were aware of the potential for a storm in the area, 
	Markus Gerber, commander of the fire and rescue services in the Wilderswil area where the tragedy occurred, said he had sent one of his officers to warn the guides not to proceed. Under an emergency plan, formulated three years ago after a similar incident, the local fire department was on high alert by 4.30pm. By 5.10pm, Wilderswil's chief fire officer had alerted his Interlaken superiors that all villages bordering Lake Brienz could expect an imminent surge in water and debris. (Head, 1999)
Some media reports and accounts from survivors suggest that the activity was hurried and the guides failed to properly brief the participants on the activity and what it would involve, many participants thought they were going canoeing (BBC News, 2001). The identification of the deceased following the accident was very challenging, this was due to the injuries sustain, the removal of personal items and the company’s failure to complete waivers/ consent forms ‘The question also arises of why Adventure World did not keep a log of the names and nationalities of those on the trip’ (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). The nature and culture of the canyoning sport appeals to thrill seekers and some companies advertise that the sport is well suited to hen/stag parties, the nature of these groups may suggest that they could be unfit for the activity at the time through intoxication, for this reason it would be essential to complete a waiver, however, Adventure world appears to have failed to do this (The Canyon company, 2020). From the reports and court trials, it appears that there was no emergency or contingency planning in place.  
This accident resulted in a criminal negligence investigation, four of the surviving guides were originally investigated, however it was their claim that the company consistently applied pressure on them to undertake the activities in what was deemed bad weather (Jenkins, 1999).  
In July 1999, two of the company’s mangers were found guilty of manslaughter through culpable negligence. The two managers pointed out in court that there was no legislation at the time and although as the general manager, he was responsible for people’s safety, Oehler said that there were no requirements for written safety regulations (Brookes, 2001). The final verdict ended with the prosecution of six former Adventure World staff, including the three directors who were given a 5month suspended prison sentence $5,000 fine (Kirby, 2001).
 Switzerland has progressed massively in terms of safety in the facilitation of outdoor activities since the 1999 canyoning tragedy. It wasn’t until 2004 that the first certifications became available and in 2014 it was finally passed as a federal act (Giroud, 2019). This timeline represents a vast difference from the UK, AALA was founded in 1996 following the Lyme Bay canoeing tragedy (Adventure Activities Licensing, n.d.).   
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