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	Module Learning Outcomes 
(from module syllabus)

	
· Critically reflect on the antecedents and prevailing conditions relevant to the cases being studied
· Suggest a range of pragmatic preventative and remedial measures relevant to the cases being studied
· 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. 


	GUIDANCE FOR STUDENTS IN THE COMPLETION OF TASKS



NOTE: The guidance offered below is linked to the five generic assessment criteria overleaf.

1. Engagement with Literature Skills
Your work must be informed and supported by scholarly material that is relevant to and focused on the task(s) set; you should make use of scholarly reviews and primary sources, where appropriate (for example, refereed research articles and/or original materials appropriate to the discipline).    You should provide evidence that you have accessed a wide range of sources, which may be academic, governmental and industrial; these sources may include academic journal articles, textbooks, current news articles, organisational documents, and websites.  You should consider the credibility of your sources; academic journals are normally highly credible sources while websites require careful consideration/selection and should be used sparingly.   Any sources you use should be current and up-to-date, mostly published within the last five years or so, though seminal/important works in the field may be older.  You must provide evidence of your research/own reading throughout your work, using a suitable referencing system, including in-text citations in the main body of your work and a reference list at the end of your work. 

Guidance specific to this assessment: See student feedback form, below.


2. Knowledge and Understanding Skills
At level 6, you should be able to demonstrate coherent and detailed knowledge and a systematic understanding of the subject area, at least some of which is informed by the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline. You should be aware of the uncertainty, ambiguity and limits of knowledge. Your work must demonstrate the growing extent of your knowledge and systematic understanding of concepts and underlying principles associated with the subject area.  Knowledge relates to the facts, information and skills you have acquired through your learning.  You demonstrate your understanding by interpreting the meaning of the facts and information (knowledge). This means that you need to select and include in your work the concepts, techniques, models, theories, etc. appropriate to the task(s) set.  You should be able to explain the theories, concepts, etc. meaningfully to show your understanding.  Your mark/grade will also depend upon the extent to which you demonstrate your knowledge and understanding; ideally each should be complete and detailed, with comprehensive coverage. 

Guidance specific to this assessment: See student feedback form, below.

3. Cognitive and Intellectual Skills
You should be able to: critically evaluate evidence, arguments, assumptions, abstract concepts and data some of which are at the forefront of a discipline (and that may be incomplete) to devise and sustain arguments, to make judgements and/or solve problems; describe and comment upon particular aspects of current research, or equivalent advanced scholarship, in the discipline Your work must contain evidence of logical, analytical thinking, evaluation and synthesis. For example, to examine and break information down into parts, make inferences, compile, compare and contrast information.  This means not just describing what! But also justifying: Why? How? When? Who? Where? At what cost? At all times, you must provide justification for your arguments and judgements.  Evidence that you have reflected upon the ideas of others within the subject area is crucial to you providing a reasoned and informed debate within your work.  Furthermore, you should provide evidence that you are able to make sound judgements and convincing arguments using data and concepts.  Sound, valid conclusions are necessary and must be derived from the content of your work.   Where relevant, alternative solutions and recommendations may be proposed.

Guidance specific to this assessment: See student feedback form, below.


4. Practical Skills
At level 6, you should be able to apply the methods and techniques that you have learned to review, consolidate, extend and apply your knowledge and understanding, and to initiate and carry out projects. You will deploy accurately established techniques of analysis and enquiry relevant to the discipline, and apply them in complex and unpredictable contexts, to devise and sustain arguments and/or to solve problems. You should be able to frame appropriate questions to achieve a solution - or identify a range of solutions. You should be able to demonstrate how the subject-related concepts and ideas relate to real world situations and/or a particular context.  How do they work in practice?  You will deploy models, methods, techniques, and/or theories, in that context or circumstances, to assess current situations, perhaps to formulate plans or solutions to solve problems, or to create artefacts, some of which may be innovative and creative.  This is likely to involve, for instance, the use of real world artefacts, examples and cases, the application of a model within an organisation and/or benchmarking one theory or organisation against others based on stated criteria.  You should show awareness of the limitations of concepts and theories when applied in particular contexts.

Guidance specific to this assessment: See student feedback form, below.


5. Transferable Skills for Life and Professional Practice 
Your work must provide evidence of the qualities and transferable skills necessary for graduate-level employment requiring the exercise of initiative and personal responsibility and decision-making in complex and unpredictable circumstances.  This includes demonstrating: the learning ability for professional development to advance existing skills and acquire new competences of a professional nature that will enable you to assume significant responsibility within organisations; that you can initiate and complete tasks and procedures, whether individually and/or collaboratively; that you can use appropriate media to effectively communicate information, arguments and analysis in a variety of forms to specialist and non-specialist audiences; fluency of expression; clarity and effectiveness in presentation and organisation. Work should be coherent and well-structured in presentation and organisation.


Guidance specific to this assessment: See student feedback form, below.




	
     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%)
	
	









	GENERIC ASSESSMENT CRITERIA



	Level 6

	In accordance with the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications, at the end of Level 6 students should have coherent and detailed knowledge and a systematic understanding of their subject area, at least some of which is informed by the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline. They will be able to accurately deploy established techniques of analysis and enquiry within a discipline, using their conceptual understanding to devise and sustain arguments and/or to solve problems. They should be aware of the uncertainty, ambiguity and limits of knowledge. They should be able to critically evaluate evidence, arguments, assumptions, abstract concepts and data (that may be incomplete), to make judgements, and to frame appropriate questions to achieve a solution - or identify a range of solutions. They will apply the methods and techniques that they have learned to review, consolidate, extend and apply their knowledge and understanding, and to initiate and carry out projects. They will have the ability to manage their own learning, and to make use of scholarly reviews and primary sources (for example, refereed research articles and/or original materials appropriate to the discipline). They will demonstrate the qualities and transferable skills necessary for employment requiring: the exercise of initiative and personal responsibility; decision-making in complex and unpredictable contexts; the learning ability needed to undertake appropriate further training of a professional or equivalent nature.



	Level 6
	FAIL
	MARGINAL FAIL
	SATISFACTORY
(3rd / Pass)
	GOOD
(2.2 / Pass)
	VERY GOOD
(2.1 / Merit)
	EXCELLENT
(1st / Distinction)
	EXCEPTIONAL
(1st / Distinction)

	Category
	0-29%
	30-39%
	40-49%
	50-59%
	60-69%
	70-84%
	85-100%

	Engagement with literature (including reading, referencing,
academic conventions and
academic honesty) 
	Little or no evidence of reading and/or reliance on inappropriate sources.
Views and findings mostly unsupported and non-authoritative.
Referencing conventions used incoherently or largely absent.
	Poor engagement with essential reading. No evidence of wider reading. Reliance on inappropriate sources, and/or indiscriminate use of sources. Heavily reliant on information gained through class contact. Inconsistent and weak use of referencing.
	Engagement with a limited range of mostly relevant and credible sources. Some omissions and minor errors.
Referencing conventions evident though not always applied accurately or consistently.
	Engagement with an appropriate range of research-informed literature, including sources retrieved independently. Some over-reliance on texts. Referencing may show minor inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	Engagement with a wide range of research-informed literature, including sources retrieved independently.
Selection of relevant and credible sources.  Very good use of referencing, with no/very few inaccuracies or inconsistencies.
	Engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature, informed by the latest research. Consistently accurate application of referencing. 
	Exceptional engagement with an extensive range of relevant and credible literature, informed by the latest research. High-level referencing skills consistently and professionally applied.

	Knowledge and understanding (Coherent and detailed knowledge and systematic understanding of the subject area, at least some of which is informed by the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline.)

	Major gaps in knowledge and systematic understanding of the subject matter. Substantial inaccuracies. No awareness of knowledge of the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline.

	Gaps in knowledge, with only superficial systematic understanding. Some significant inaccuracies and/or irrelevant material.  No awareness of knowledge of the latest research and/or advanced scholarship within the discipline.
	Limited knowledge and systematic understanding of the relevant concepts and principles within the subject area which to some limited extent, is informed by current research and scholarship. 
	Knowledge is reasonably detailed, accurate with a good systematic understanding of the field of study and to some extent, current research and scholarship.
	Knowledge is reasonably extensive coherent and detailed.  Exhibits very good understanding of the breadth and depth of established views, and the work is, at least in part, well-informed by current research and scholarship. 
	Excellent coherent and detailed knowledge and systematic understanding of the principles and theories of current research and scholarship. Clear awareness of challenges to established views and the limitations of the knowledge base.
	Exceptionally coherent and detailed knowledge and systematic understanding of the principles and theories of the subject, well-informed by current research and scholarship. A critical, sophisticated and nuanced awareness of the ambiguities and limitations of knowledge.

	Cognitive and intellectual skills 
(Conceptual and critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation of research, assumptions, abstract concepts and data (that may be incomplete); logic, argument and judgement.) 
	Wholly or almost wholly descriptive work. Little or no analysis, synthesis or evaluation.
Failure to develop arguments, leading to illogical or invalid judgements. Unsubstantiated generalisations, made without use of any credible evidence.

	Largely descriptive work, with superficial use of critical evaluation. Weak development of arguments and judgements. Information accepted uncritically, uses generalised statements made with scant evidence and unsubstantiated opinions. Ideas sometimes illogical and contradictory.
	Limited attempt at critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation, tending towards description.
Some evidence to support emerging arguments and judgements but these may be underdeveloped or with a little inconsistency / mis-interpretation.
Asserts rather than argues a case.

	Some critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Can analyse new and/or abstract concepts and data without guidance.
An emerging awareness of different stances and ability to use evidence (that may be incomplete) to support the argument.
Mostly valid arguments and logical judgements. Some tendency to assert/state opinion rather than argue on the basis of reason and evidence.
	Sound critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation demonstrating critical thinking. Ability to devise and sustain persuasive arguments, and to review the reliability, validity and significance of evidence (that may be incomplete) to make mostly appropriate and valid judgements. 

	Excellent critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Ability to investigate contradictory or incomplete information and make strong, persuasive, arguments and sophisticated judgements. Some evidence of independent thought and ability to ‘see beyond the question’, suggesting a grasp of the broader field and wider concepts.

	Exceptional critical thinking, analysis, synthesis and evaluation based on judiciously selected evidence. 
Ability to investigate contradictory or incomplete information and make strong, persuasive, arguments and sophisticated, nuanced, judgements. Evidence of independent thought and ability to ‘see beyond the question’, suggesting an outstanding grasp of the broader field and wider concepts.

	Practical skills
(Apply/deploy accurately established tools and techniques; initiate and carry out projects; formulate solutions to solve problems in complex and unpredictable contexts.)
	Limited or no use of methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
Little or no appreciation of the context of the application.
Limited understanding of the application of theory to practice or making appropriate links between the two.
Very weak problem-solving skills in complex and unpredictable contexts. 
	Rudimentary application of methods, materials, tools and/or techniques but without consideration and competence. Flawed appreciation of the context of the application.
Weak understanding of the application of theory to practice, with only occasional evidence of making appropriate links between the two. Weak problem-solving skills in complex and unpredictable contexts. 


	An adequate awareness and mostly appropriate application of well-established methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
Basic appreciation of the context of the application. Theoretical knowledge and understanding applied in practice, but not always making logical links between the two.
Can identify problems and propose basic solutions in complex and unpredictable contexts without fully appreciating the complexity. 
	A good and appropriate application of standard methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
Clear appreciation of the context of the application. Mainly consistent, accurate and logical application of theory to practice, making appropriate links between the two
Can identify problems and propose mostly appropriate solutions in complex and unpredictable contexts.
	A very good application of a range of methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
Very good consideration of the context of the application, with perceptive insights. Can identify problems and propose appropriate solutions in complex and unpredictable contexts.
Evidence of some innovation and creativity. 
	An advanced application of a range of methods, materials, tools and/or techniques.
The context of the application is well considered, and insightful.
Application and deployment extend beyond established conventions.  Can identify complex problems and propose excellent solutions. Innovation and creativity evident.
	Exceptional levels of application and deployment skills in unpredictable, practical contexts, drawing skilfully on the latest research within the discipline. Can identify complex problems and propose sophisticated solutions. Assimilation and development of cutting edge processes and techniques.

	Transferable skills for life and professional practice
(Exercise of initiative and personal responsibility; professional development; initiate and complete tasks and procedures: individually and/or collaboratively; use appropriate media to communicate effectively; fluency of expression; clarity and effectiveness in presentation and organisation.)
	Communication medium is inappropriate or misapplied.
Work is poorly structured, disorganised and/or confusingly expressed. Very weak use of language and/or very inappropriate style. Little or no evidence of autonomy (or collaboration, where relevant) in the completion of tasks. Little or no evidence of the skills required in graduate employment.


	Communication medium is poorly designed and/or not suitable for the audience. 
Work is poorly presented in a disjointed manner. It is loosely, and at times incoherently, structured, with information and ideas often poorly expressed. Weak use of language and/or inappropriate style. Weak independent initiative (or collaboration, if relevant). Limited evidence of the skills required in graduate employment.
	Can communicate in a suitable medium but with some room for improvement. 
Mostly ordered presentation and structure in which relevant ideas / concepts are reasonably expressed. Work may lack coherence in places. Can work as part of a team, but with limited involvement in group activities. 
Demonstrates the basic skills required in graduate employment, with some areas of minor weakness.
	Can communicate effectively in a suitable format, but may have minor errors.
Mostly coherent, organised work, in a suitable structure and is for the most part clearly expressed. Can work effectively independently and/or as part of a team, with clear contribution to group activities. 
Demonstrates the skills required in graduate employment, with some areas of strength and some of minor weakness.
	Can communicate well, confidently and consistently in a suitable format.
Work is coherent, fluent, well-structured and organised. Can work very well autonomously and/or as part of a team, with very good contribution to group activities. 
Demonstrates very good graduate employment skills, with just occasional minor weakness.
	Can communicate professionally confidently and consistently in a suitable format.
Work is coherent, very fluent and is presented professionally. Can work autonomously with initiative. Where relevant can work professionally within a team, showing leadership skills as appropriate, managing conflict and meeting obligations. Demonstrates excellent graduate employment skills and an appetite for further development.
	Can communicate with an exceptionally high level of professionalism. 
Work is exceptionally coherent, very fluent and is presented professionally. Can work exceptionally well and professionally within a team, showing advanced leadership skills. Demonstrates exceptional graduate employment skills and an appetite for further development.






THIS DOCUMENT IS ALSO AVAILABLE IN WELSH
1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster
[bookmark: _Hlk59027073][bookmark: _Hlk59023310]Saxetenbach Canyon is a steep and narrow gorge located just south of Interlaken in Switzerland (Leland, 1999). At some points the canyon is less than two metres wide with the cliffs up to twenty metres high (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). Interlaken is only 37 miles south east of the capital and draws local swiss adrenaline junkies and tourists alike (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). Saxetenbach Canyon is a world famous site for the activity of canyoning (Leland, 1999). Tomlinson (2010) defines canyoning as 
[bookmark: _GoBack]‘The activity of travelling through canyons by a variety of means: scrambling, swimming, jumping, climbing, abseiling, and walking. It is distinct from mere canyon hiking in that it usually involves technical descents requiring equipment and specialist technical skills—parkour, the use of rope, or water techniques.’.
Ski resorts around Europe have been offering canyoning since the ‘80s as it provides valuable summer income and is very popular with travellers seeking fun and adventure (Bachmann et al. 1999).

On the day of the incident eight guides, employed by the local company Adventure World, led a group of 45 young tourists mostly from Australia, New Zealand, and England (Bachmann et al. 1999; Johnson, 2019; Leland, 1999). The manager of Adventure World describes the activity as "rafting without a raft" and that the customers didn’t even have to swim despite them wearing a wet-suit, life jacket, helmet and harness (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). At about 1630 the group set out to traverse a 350 metre section of the canyon which was estimated to take 90 minutes as this is the sessions length they had paid for (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999; Leland, 1999). Before the incident the water was clear and blue but suddenly a six metre high, muddy black wall of water came down the canyon (Levine, 1999; Bachmann et al. 1999). A natural dam had formed at the top of the mountain and was holding back the water up until a thunderstorm broke the wall creating the flash flood (Johnson, 2019). The flood was said to have hit by 1800 with media being alerted within the hour (Johnson, 2019). In the next few hours 19 bodies were found but the total death count ended up as 21 (Johnson, 2019; Leland, 1999).

As already stated there are certain systems in place such as Personal Protective Equipment to prevent hazards. The Swiss cheese model explains the failure of safety systems by visualising each barrier as a slice of swiss cheese with holes in it (Reason, 1990; Stein and Heiss, 2015). The idea being that if all the holes align a hazard can pass through (Perneger, 2005; Stein and Heiss, 2015). Traditional models based around cause and effect suggest that incident are caused by failure such as equipment failure or unsafe human action (Underwood and Waterson, 2019). As system complexity increases many incidents are not caused by just simple events, therefore a purely sequential model is inadequate for describing the incident (Underwood and Waterson, 2019). This can lead to individuals or the instructors in this case being entirely blamed for the incident without considering the impact of the management or safety system above them (Underwood and Waterson, 2019).

[bookmark: _Hlk59354755]The holes in each barrier or factor leading up to an event open and close at random therefore the weaknesses are inconstant and unintended (Perneger, 2005). Some holes are due to active failures and others are due to latent or underlying conditions (Reason et al. 2001). Understanding of these two kinds of failures can help determine the appropriate interventions (Stein and Heiss, 2015; van Beuzekom, et al. 2010). ‘Active failures are those that result from an individual’s inappropriate behaviour.’ (Stein and Heiss, 2015). This would usually mean instructor errors due to lack of training, monitoring or assessment and would likely have immediate implications or consequences (Stein and Heiss, 2015). Latent failures are harder to blame on an individual and usually stem from someone in a higher up position within the company, or the overall managerial influences and poor polices brough about by the environmental conditions (Stein and Heiss, 2015). This means latent failures are often the more difficult holes in the model to identify (Stein and Heiss, 2015).

For a company such as Adventure World to be running canyoning there must have been some safety measures in place, and these can be analysed to see which holes aligned leading up to the disaster. The Adventure Activities Licensing Authority (AALA) lists hazards and control measures for mixed water activities in their safety checklist with the three main categories for hazards being impacting with something solid, drowning, and hypothermia (AALA, 2016). Since Adventure World states there ‘veteran guides’ have already safely led more than 36,000 canyoners with no worse injury than a broken leg, it is likely that a heuristic trap is influencing the expectations of the centre managers and guides (Leland, 1999). The 45 tourists split into groups of ten to twelve each accompanied by two guides (Bale and Bell, 1999; Leland, 1999). Mountain Training (2020) say that generally its appropriate to have policy’s on factors such as maximum group sizes and ratios. ‘If necessary, measures should be taken such as the provision of additional group leaders, reduction of the size of the group or splitting the group and providing a competent group leader for each group.’ (Mountain Training, 2020). The primary considerations for the activity providers as stated by AALA (2016) is the benefit of a particular venue, with regards to the group’s ability as well as the weather and other conditions, in justifying the risks involved. For this the site specific risks must be assessed (AALA, 2016). This could be identifying crux areas which and potentially serious black spot areas which are planned for the route, which are not the same as nearby or downstream hazards with which the goal is avoidance (AALA, 2016). Furthermore a manager or guide may choose to consider the site specific chance of a river surge, where they are able to receive communication and finally the points at which they are able to escape or be rescued from the site (AALA, 2016).

As explained earlier active failures are often the fault of instructors within the context of outdoor adventure. Additionally however it was also stated that even a direct mishap from an instructor doesn’t make them fully responsible and that the systems above then are also to blame. The participants are said to have had varying levels of experience with one quoting that themselves and many others had no idea what canyoning was, it just sounded fun and were trusting the guides (Jenkins, 1999; Leland, 1999). The primary or active slices within the model are guides and the use of technical and safety equipment (Salmon et al. 2009). Secondary is how they control and inform the group. Latent slices begin at the management level and are mostly influenced by governing bodies and legislation (Salmon et al. 2009). These systems set the standard for the activity centre and will determine everything from instructors training standards to the quality control of equipment which in turn could lead back into the active failures. There is often overlap between what is an active and latent failure because in the case of this disaster the guides could be to blame for not conducting a broad enough check of the site prior to leading the group (Stein and Heiss, 2015). Likewise the activity centre managers could be to blame if their protocol was to not check upstream for hazards, or because of their good record for safety that the weather wouldn’t be a significant factor (Leland, 1999).

Immediately following the disaster, the Swiss authorities launched an investigation into why the activity took place on a day when storms were forecast, raising questions about how well Adventure World ran their activities, despite its previous good record. (Bachmann et al. 1999; Lashmar and Karacs, 1999). Georg Hoedle, Adventure World's manager made multiple comments following the disaster such as
"Something absolutely extraordinary, incomprehensible and unforeseeable must have happened, because our guides know every centimetre of the river," and "Something unusual must have happened as storms are common in the area and our guides know what to do in those situations," (Bachmann et al. 1999; Lashmar and Karacs, 1999).
Despite this three of the guide died along with the participants (Bachmann et al. 1999). A former guide for Adventure World, Dave Erikson said he quit in 1996 after they started employing guides who lacked proper training or experience thereby pushing younger people into the canyons to work (Leland, 1999). He said to another source, money had become quite important to the owners and he felt ‘there was a disaster waiting in the wings.’ (Head, 1999); Concluding with "An experienced guide knows when to get out." Possibly criticising both the employees and managers (Leland, 1999). Mountain Training (2020) say any group leader needs to know when to cancel the activity, either beforehand or during, and site specific training is needed which ideally includes practical incident and accident scenarios with appropriate responses. The main accusations are why was the activity conducted when a thunderstorm was clearly visible, why didn’t the guides get the participants out of the canyon after seeing the water levels rise and turn muddy, and why were the managers using insufficiently trained guides (CNN, 2001). During the trial the managers of Adventure World denied responsibility for the deaths (Brookes, 2001). ‘The incident highlighted the lack of government regulations on canyoning in Switzerland-which is also the case in most other countries.’ (Bachmann et al. 1999). Stephan Friedli the president of the Adventure World board said it was "unforeseeable and unavoidable." and "I am not conscious of having made a mistake," after claiming to put his trust in General Manager Felix Oehrle to decide when it was safe to run the canyoning trips (CNN, 2001). The company’s safety policy was that trips didn’t take place if there was a possibility of danger, but this was not written down and that the company’s weather information came from newspapers and other media (CNN, 2001). Furthermore Adventure World kept no log of the names and nationalities of the participants on the trip (Lashmar and Karacs, 1999).

At the time of the accident there was no specific government legislation surrounding canyoning or other adventure travel activities meaning its mostly unregulated (Giroud, 2019; Head, 1999). After the disaster the federal government wanted nothing to do with it stating it was up to the private parties to ensure their activities were safe which was supported by the Adventure World spokesman who said self-regulation was still the best system (Giroud, 2019; Head, 1999). Following the disaster there was a call for industry regulations, which in 2000 led to a voluntary certificate program with the first certifications coming about in 2004, however it didn’t work as intended (Giroud, 2019). Operators hoped it would bring in more business, but it wasn’t the case and fewer providers began to participate (Giroud, 2019). In 2014 the Federal Act on Mountain Guides and Organisers of other High-Risk Activities took effect with canyoning being a specified activity (Giroud, 2019; The federal Council, 2010). Any company earning at least ($2,331) per year was subject to mandatory certification whereby they develop regulations to their needs and annual audits verify whether or not the companies have complied (Giroud, 2019). ‘Companies also undergo risk assessments for each activity offered and are required to have training specific to each individual sport, such as for canyoning guides.’ (Giroud, 2019). Recently the Safety in Adventures certification program is being replaced by ISO certification which will be similar (Giroud, 2019). While much of the Swiss outdoor industry supports some level of safety regulation some feel the government has too much input (Giroud, 2019). Accompanying the ISO certification if the development of a federal diploma for canyoning guides governed by the risk law similar to what exists for mountain guides with the goal being to see no more than five deaths per ten million hours of activity (Giroud, 2019). 

It is Clear from this disaster is that the guides are just as or if not more at risk than the participants. This acts as an incentive for instructors and leaders to not just take managements word for the risks that they may face but to complete their own risk assessments. By training for an activity while being led by someone with more experience, typically the trainees are essentially in the same position as the participants of any outdoor activity. With a greater knowledge of safety systems it allows for them to not just blindly trust the instructors but rather analyse the situation for themself. Even without any knowledge of canyoning, planning to go in a river, let alone a gorge after seeing that heavy rain or in the case of the disaster a storm is forecast could be seen as a bad idea. Furthermore even if the instructors had decades of experience specific to the activity it doesn’t completely remove the risk of harm. No participant will know what might have happened the night or days before the activity to an instructor which might affect their judgment. Ultimately if something looks like it could cause harm it likely can. The more control measures and risk assessments that are needed to run an activity the more there is to go wrong.

As someone managing an outdoor centre it is ones responsibility to not just meet the minimum requirements set out by governing bodies but to personally access the sites in which you operate and tailor the risk assessments to them. Furthermore informing participants to the extent of risks at some point during the booking can allow them to decline if they wish (AALA, 2016). As an instructor one could consider the motivations of the company they work for and amount of concern they have for your safety. Even if it is not requested by management going out of ones way to access a site and having the confidence to call off the activity if they deem it unsafe could prevent further disaster from occurring. Instructors with the freedom to tailor activities may be able to choose a different site or try to deliver a similar experience through another activity (AALA, 2016). Finally as a participant, being critical of how a centre looks to be kept and managed, to how the instructors carry themselves, could give one a better idea as to if there are in safe hands.
Word count: 2404
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