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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%)
	
	
















The systemic factors relevant to the 1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster  

Introduction 
In this paper I am going to evaluate the systemic factors relevant to the 1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster, covering the systemic factors that contributed to the incident, the event itself and the key outcomes. I will use Reason’s (1990) “Swiss cheese model” to pick apart the key elements that led to the Canyoning disaster and the previous the safety regulations. I will also research the current safety regulations in Switzerland, how they have changed as the result of the 1999 Saxetenbach Canyon disaster and then compare this to the UK’s level of safety regulations in terms of the adventure sport canyoning.

The swiss cheese model (SCM) created by James Reason is one way of analysing an incident. On one hand there are factors to why the SCM has had success in departing and analysing incidents as it makes complex ideas easily understandable which has contributed to promoting the organisational accident paradigm (Larouzee and Le Coze, 2020). There is also an importance of diagrams and visualisations in general in the safety field as its quicker and easier to understand. On the other hand, there has been some criticism over this form of analysing an incident as Leveson has stated that the SCM is another version of Heinrich Domino Model from the 1930’s with different terminology (Leveson, 2011). The SCM has also been branded as ‘overly generic’ by Shappell and Wiegmann as the model “provides no tools to transpose the metaphor of slices and holes to real situations” (Larouzee and Le Coze, 2020). This model highlights the three basic elements of any accident: hazards or risk, defences, and losses. The SCM shows the multiple layers of safety and how accidents are usually the end point of a series of events which the situation becomes increasingly unsafe. See appendix 1 for example of the model in question. The series of events or key factors that were instrumental in the outcome of the 1999 Saxetenbach canyon disaster which I will mention are the weather and water conditions, the several warnings before the disaster, the instructors of the canyoning session and the safety systems that Adventure World had in place.  Reasons SCM is as the holes in the cheese slices represent individual weaknesses in individual parts of the system and are continually varying in size and position in all slices. The individual weaknesses which led to the disaster were instructors experience as they had only been familiar with the canyons for a year and negligence to acknowledge other professions opinions of the weather and water conditions on the 27th of July 1999. The company’s weaknesses that led to the disaster were factors such as not setting up the correct and appropriate safety procedures such as registration forms as they instructors weren’t familiar with the tourist’s names, this was the break in Adventure worlds safety chain. This leads to poor communication skills especially if the tourists were from different countries there could have been language barriers there for knowing participants names would become increasingly important. 

A group of over a hundred young tourists from a mixture of countries booked a trip through the international travel group called Contiki Holidays, based in London, this company had a contract with the adventure company Adventure World  who would provide thrilling outdoor activities for the travel group, once they arrived in Switzerland. 45 of the travel group signed up for the canyoning activity that took place at Interlaken on a river called Ltschine which led to the lake Brienz.  Canyoning is an outdoor activity that requires walking, scrambling, climbing, jumping abseiling and swimming. Adventure world began offering canyoning sessions in 1994 when they hired professionals’ instructors Dave Erikson and Jeff Clark to set up the course. They later returned to the canyoning site three years later and decided then to make a safety and evacuation procedures after fearing for the client’s safety after the site had got overused with sessions containing big numbers of clients at a time. (Jenkins, 1999). The activity providers approach to leading these sessions were to fit as much as they could into these sessions, the company were very economically driven as they were “Switzerland's largest adventure sports company.” (Bell and Bale, 1999). They felt an enormous pressure to stay at the top of their professional standards. The location and site they use was the river Ltschine it has the tendency to rise during a storm like any other river. Therefore, it is very unusual for it to be used when a storm is predicted by weather forecasts in that area. Due to previous devastation on the river in 1987 there was a warning system put in place for the river, although not aimed at canyoners it should have been considered by the instructors at the time on the 27th of July. (Head, 1999). 
 
This tragic event took place on July 27th, 1999. There had been weather forecasts warning of an approaching storm, leading up to the 27th to the area in which they were canyoning. The Irish independent said that the adventure company and its activity instructors “appeared to have ignored bad weather reports” (Bell and Bale, 1999). An indication that the river was dangerous to use on the 27th would have been the actions of other outdoor adventurous professionals such as a rival company, of Adventure World, called Alpine Raft had cancelled their canyoning trip at the same time as Adventure World continued to carry out their canyoning journey. The canyoning group also had warnings of a fire and rescue commander Markus Gerber of the weather conditions and how they should not continue the activity, the instructors choose to ignore this verbal warning and relied on their previous experiences and knowledge feeling as they were confident and competent to carry on the activity on the 27th. Georg Hoedle, a spokesman for Adventure World, said “This is a trip which has been done many times by us. In fact, 35,000 people have gone on this excursion and we have never had an accident.'' (Bell and Bale, 1999). Adventure Worlds interpretation of the weather conditions on July the 27th were of an unprofessional manner and a result of both the company’s weakness as well as the induvial leading the sessions weakness to acknowledge these clear signs. The small fragments of change in weather has a major impact to the activities when outdoors. For example, rain all the time can be prepared for and managed to the instructor’s ability on the other hand one day of torrential rain when taking part in water conditions can end badly like this exact incident. A mountaineering course could have prevented the instructors from making the judgment to carry on the canyoning trip as mountaineering courses offer knowledge of how changing weather conditions could affect safety. Mountain training say that a key competency of a group leader is to have the ability to know when it would be inappropriate to allow the activity to take place or when it is too dangerous to continue. (Combined Rock Water Activities, 2020). 

The water conditions in the morning of the 27th on the river Ltschine are have said to have been clean and clear, perfect for the activity day. Later that afternoon and during the hour and a half canyoning session there was a rush of a two-meter-high wall of water that came crushing down on the activity group. The water had then changed to appear brown, muddy, full of debris such as rocks and tree fall from further up the river.  The wall of water was described as “like an avalanche” by Brajkovich a survivor. (Jenkins, 1999). As outdoor instructors leading the canyoning session on the 27th of July they should have had the common knowledge and sense to check more than one weather report and compare them before each session they deliver. This should have been a habit that they have adapted working in the outdoor industry.  

During this canyoning session there were eight outdoor adventure instructors involved. A past employee of Adventure World Dave Erikson admitted that he quit the company in 1996 after they started employing instructors who lacked the correct training and experience. "They were pushing younger, inexperienced people into the canyons to work,". (Leland, 1999). Erikson also suspected that “seven of the eight guides who took to the canyon on July 27 had less than one year's experience.” (Head, 1999). He then continued to say that experience is vital while canyoning as the instructors leading the course need to know how to read the water, where and when to get in and out of the water, for the purpose of the group’s safety. The instructors where also said to be uninformative about the canyoning session as they neglected to describe the activity and basic information to the tourist group before taking on the activity session as most of the group didn’t even know what canyoning involved, “We were just trusting our guides” (Jenkins, 1999). The lack of communication between the tourist adventure group and the leaders of the session is a weakness in their safety chain in relation to Reason’s swiss cheese model. Evaluating these factors the instructors  intrapersonal levels I would believe that they had little knowledge of the area judging on the lack of experience and as they were young themselves, life experience as a whole, there’s also the arrogance and other childish behaviours when they interface with the environment and other members of the society. Moreover I would also analyse their behaviour at a community level where the instructors have sense of place, identity and belonging where they have worked for months formed confidence in their abilities, bonds with the locals and also created their own opinions and habits  of  how to carry out canyoning session regardless of small safety measures and systems that have grate effect when neglected (Allegrante, Hanson, Sleet and Marks, 2010). 

The safety systems that Adventure World put in place before the incident were that the instructors must have a background in river sports, a one week intensive course in water dynamics, rescues, leadership, first aid and rope handling, lastly they must take 20-50 trips on the Saxeten river as an assistant guide working with a more experienced guide. A key component of Adventure Worlds safety system or safety chain that should have been completed on the morning of the canyoning disaster were the tourist groups registration forms, these should include medical and acceptance of risk forms. There were some speculations of the company not following the correct safety procedures. “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). After the 1999 canyon disaster there were changes and updates in the swiss outdoor activity safety regulations, these took years to put in place. Unfortunately, less than a year after the canyoning incident there was another incident involving a bungee jumping session at Adventure World where the rope was too long, and a tourist died. The combination of these two incidents resolving in death followed with the company Adventure World declaring bankruptcy. 

This event concluded with 21 deaths, 17 of the tourists and 2 of the instructors, 6 of the people involved were injured with cuts, 1 had a sprained ankle and another had a head injury, there is still 1 body from the incident that is yet to be discovered. The youngest to die was 19 years old and the oldest was 31 years old. For one survivor Tiffany Johnson’s long-term implications of this incident are PTSD and she also suffer diabetes after the disaster. This incident resulted in six directors and senior employees being convicted of manslaughter through culpable negligence, they are serving three to five months in prison and a large fine. (Froelicher and Wienand, 2019). 

The swiss outdoor adventure safety regulations have since been updated for the protection of both outdoor adventure activity companies and tourists with no previous experiences in outdoor adventure activity style sports. In 2014 the federal act on mountain guides and organisers of other risk activities went into effect. This act made safety certification mandatory for businesses earning at least CHF2,300 (£1,900) per year. The certification body is called safety in adventures, it requires risk assessments for each activity and specific training for each induvial sport offered (Giroud, 2019). Safety in Adventures gets annually reviewed by the SQS (Swiss Association for Quality and Management Systems). Through Safety in Adventures instructors obtain training and certification through either the Swiss Outdoor Association (SOA) or the Commission International de Canyon (CIC) (Safety » Ticino Adventures, n.d.). 

The national governing body for canyoning in the Britain is called the UK Canyon Guides (UKCG). The UKCG provide five canyon guide courses, technical, advanced, fast-track, swift water and canyon rescue. These courses take 2-3 days each and cover core, specific skills combining elements of Technical Canyoning and Advanced Canyoning. The UKCG also offer guide assessments in 5 levels. At level 5, the highest level of a canyon guide, that allows you to further your personal experience and leads to instruct groups, there are 4 instructor levels, Technical, Advanced, Canyon rescue and instructor trainer/assessor. To become a technical instructor the prerequisites are to submit an instructor request form, submit a logbook of experience including 40 Guided days, 4 of which should be grade 3/4, attend 2 Technical canyon workshops, be a single pitch guide. The requirements of an advance instructor are to attend 2 Advanced workshops, be a pro guide. (UK Canyon Guides | Educating Best Practice, n.d.).
Conclusion 
In conclusion, my personal reflective account of this incident is that there were simple safety measures that were ignored in the lead up to a tragic event that could have been avoided. From studying this incident my personal approach towards outdoor adventure activates hasn’t changed, what has changed is how I view those instructors and companies’ judgment that lead the outdoor activities.  I will be questioning “professionals” and double checking that they are indeed qualified and have the experience needed to be leading any sessions I may be involved in not only to protect myself but others too, even if they look qualified for the position they’re in as outdoor kit can seem intimidating to the activity group which leads to them automatically assuming that they are professionals in their line of work when they might not be in the first place. As it is just as important if not more so for instructors in the outdoor activity industry to have continual personal development (C.P.D) as it is for the participants in the session. C.P.D for instructors is important as safety measures and protocols in the outdoors are constantly adapting and changing for the best interests for the instructors, participants, and the locations of the activities to preserve a safe environment.  As having safety systems to back up your activities allow you to have the confidence and push for more adventure.

Word count: 2,498 words 
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