In-Depth Case Studies of Disasters: 5
Instructor Guide


Session 5: In-Depth Case Studies of Disasters

Time: 1 hour

Objectives

At the conclusion of this lesson, students should be able to:

5.1 Identify and discuss at least four key aspects of the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire disaster in Las Vegas, Nevada.

5.2 Identify at least five important mitigation factors related to the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire.

5.3
Discuss the key strengths and deficiencies in the responses of three different types of personnel to the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire.

5.4
Explain at least five recommendations regarding mitigation and response that were made after the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire.

5.5
Apply the case study conclusions from the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire to other types of disasters.

5.6 Identify and discuss at least four key aspects of the Hurricane Iniki disaster on Kauai, Hawaii, in 1992.

5.7 Identify at least four important mitigation factors related to the Hurricane Iniki disaster.

5.8 Discuss the key strengths and deficiencies in the human responses to Hurricane Iniki.

5.9 Explain at least five recommendations regarding mitigation and response that were made after the Hurricane Iniki disaster.

5.10 Apply the case study conclusions of Hurricane Iniki to other types of disasters.

Scope:

In-depth examination of two tourism-related disasters.

Readings:

1. Required Student Reading


Case 1: MGM Grand Hotel Fire, 1980

Clark County Fire Department. 1981. “The MGM Grand Hotel Fire Investigation Report.” Las Vegas, Nevada: Clark County Fire Department. Section IV, pp. 1-2 and Section V, pp. 1-20. Online. Available: http://www.co.clark.nv.us/firedept/ccfd_mgm.htm. Feb.3, 1999. 

Leonard Ruchelman. 1988. “The MGM Grand Hotel Fire.” Pages 101-114 in Crisis Management: A Casebook, edited by Michael T. Charles and John Choon K. Kim. Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas.

Case 2: Hurricane Iniki, 1992

Arthur N. L. Chiu, et al. 1995. Hurricane Iniki’s Impact on Kauai. Honolulu, Hawaii: Department of Civil Engineering, College of Engineering, University of Hawaii at Manoa, pp. 1-13 and 83-120.

2. Professor Reading

Case 1: MGM Grand Hotel Fire, 1980

Clark County Fire Department. 1981. “The MGM Grand Hotel Fire Investigation Report.” Las Vegas, Nevada: Clark County Fire Department. Online. Available: http://www.co.clark.nv.us/firedept/ccfd_mgm.htm. Feb. 3, 1999. 

Case 2: Hurricane Iniki, 1992

Regina Baraban. October 1993. “A Comeback on Kauai.” Lodging Hospitality 49: 34-38.

Arthur N. L. Chiu, et al. 1995. Hurricane Iniki’s Impact on Kauai. Honolulu, Hawaii: Department of Civil Engineering, College of Engineering, University of Hawaii at Manoa.

U. S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 1993. Natural Disaster Survey Report: Hurricane Iniki September 6-13, 1992. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Commerce.

3. Background References

Case 2: Hurricane Iniki, 1992

Harry Spiegelberg & Associates. 1992. “An Assessment of Hurricane Iniki Damage to Tourism-Related Facilities on the Island of Kauai. Executive Summary.” Honolulu, Hawaii: Harry Spiegelberg & Associates.

State of Hawaii, Governor’s Economic Recovery Committee. 1993. Imua: Kauai Beyond Hurricane Iniki. A Report to the Governor by the Governor’s Economic Recovery Committee. Honolulu, Hawaii: Governor’s Office, State of Hawaii. Section V: Issues and Responses, pp. 31-37. 

Structural Engineers Association of Hawaii, Post Disaster Survey Team. 1992. “A Survey of Structural Damage Caused by Hurricane Iniki.” Honolulu, Hawaii: Structural Engineers Association of Hawaii.

Requirements:

1. Materials have been selected for two case studies—the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire in Las Vegas, Nevada, and Hurricane Iniki’s impact on the Hawaiian Island of Kauai. Professors not wishing to use a panel in Session 6 may instead use one of these case studies.

2. The professor should prepare copies of the appropriate Appendix for this session (Appendix A: Case Study Discussion Questions: MGM Grand Hotel Fire, and Appendix B: Case Study Discussion Questions: Hurricane Iniki).

3. For the MGM Grand Hotel fire case study, the professor should divide the class into four working groups. Each group should address questions listed in the Appendix. This portion of the discussion should take about 30 minutes. Each group should ensure that its answers are recorded.

4. For the Hurricane Iniki case study, before dividing the class into groups it is recommended that the entire class view the first 20 minutes of the videotape “Hurricane Iniki: Through the Eyes of Kauai’s People.” Contact the Kauai Museum Gift Shop, 4228 Rice St., Lihue, HI 96766 (Gift Shop: 808-246-2470; Museum: 808-245-6931) ($24.95 plus $3.00 shipping) or Island Visions (formerly Smallcat Productions), P.O. Box 936, Kapaa, HI 96746 (808-822-5124) ($25.00 including shipping).

5. The professor should provide each group with two large sheets of paper and a marking pen. Also, masking tape may be required to post the student work toward the front of the classroom

6. Following the individual group discussions, each group should report back its answers and findings to the entire class. This portion of the discussion should take about 15 minutes.

7. Following all of the individual group reports and related class discussion, the professor should facilitate a class discussion of the questions identified for Objectives 5.5 and 5.10, i.e., Application of the Case Study Analysis. These questions are designed to encourage students to apply the specific case study to other disaster situations.

Remarks:

Objective 5.1

MGM Grand

Hotel Fire

1. Distribute a copy of Appendix A to the class and divide the students into four working groups.

2. Briefly review the questions listed for each group and clarify any questions they have about their assigned task.

3. Explain that each group has about 30 minutes to analyze both problems assigned.

4. Appoint one student to serve as a note taker and another to serve as the group reporter.

5. Upon the completion of the group discussion time, ask the note taker for Group 1 to post the written outline of conclusions. Ask the reporter to summarize.

6. It is recommended that the professor facilitate subsequent class discussion to insure that each of the following characteristics of the November 21, 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire in Las Vegas, Nevada, are identified (adapted from Ruchelman 1988). Since some students may have visited Las Vegas recently, the professor may wish to point out that a new MGM property, including a theme park, has been constructed (about two blocks to the south; northeast corner of Tropicana Avenue and Las Vegas Boulevard). At the location of the former MGM Grand Hotel, as of 1999, is the hotel/casino Bally’s.

a) Cause: fire in The Deli restaurant wall, probably due to a metal conduit not being grounded and thus overheating (Ruchelman 1988, p. 104).

b) Time of day: estimated at 7:05 to 7:10 a.m. (Ruchelman 1988, p. 104).

c) Duration: approximately 7:05 a.m. until 9:00 p.m. that evening when body recovery was completed (Ruchelman 1988, p. 107).

d) Scope: “. . . fire damage was substantial in the Main Casino, the lobby areas, the hotel registration area and the west end of the Hall of Fame. Other locations that were subject to severe fire damage on the Casino level were The Deli, the Orleans Coffee House, Café Gigi, the Parisian Bar, the gift shop, and the areas at the top of the escalator and elevator lobby.” (Ruchelman 1988, p. 109). (Refer students to the diagram of the Casino level, Figure 6-1 in Ruchelman 1988, p. 104).

e) Deaths and injuries: 85 guests died, approximately 600 injuries, including 35 fire fighters. (Ruchelman 1988, p. 109).

f) Financial losses: estimated between $30 to $60 million (Ruchelman 1988, p. 109).

g) Building design: Ground level (including Casino, restaurants, showrooms, convention center); arcade level (including jai alai arena, movie theater, retail shops, underground parking); three towers (23 floors above ground level containing 2,083 guest rooms (Ruchelman 1988, p. 102).

h) Accessibility of escape: many guests in rooms on upper floors (16-26) had minimal escape routes. (Ruchelman 1988, p. 109).

i) Community response capability: fire and police responders were augmented by numerous local agencies, e.g., Clark County School Board for busses, and Nellis Air Force Base personnel with nine helicopters (Ruchelman 1988, pp. 105-108).

7. It is recommended that the professor facilitate subsequent class discussion to illustrate how certain characteristics of this disaster constrained human responses. Among those that might be considered include the following.

a) Time of day, e.g., early morning hour, most guests sleeping.

b) Accessibility of escape, e.g., 61 deaths occurred between floors 16 and 26.

c) Building design, e.g., “ . . . since The Deli was originally open 24 hours a day, sprinklers were not installed. With the exception of assembly areas on the twenty-sixth floor, none of the other high-rise floors from the fifth to the twenty-fourth floor were so protected.” (Ruchelman 1988, p. 103). (These provisions were in accordance with local fire regulations at that point in time.)

Objective 5.2

Mitigation Factors
1.
Ask the reporter from Group 2 to summarize their conclusions.

2.
As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding mitigation factors that were related to the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire. Among the factors that should be highlighted, the following should be considered:

a) Building construction and design

b) Available equipment to combat fire in the building

c) Emergency communication system (fire alarm, public address system)

d) Company/hotel emergency plan and/or procedures

e) Trained personnel to handle emergencies

f) Customer or guest behavior to emergency

3.
Using the student group report, the professor should summarize and extend discussion of the strengths and deficiencies of the above mitigation factors from the perspective of the hotel management.

Objective 5.3

Response Factors

1. The professor should ask the reporter from Group 3 to summarize their conclusions.

2. As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding the primary activities and decisions that defined the responses of such agencies as the following.

a) Clark County Fire Department

b) Air Force evacuation helicopters

c) hotel personnel

3. As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding the strengths and deficiencies in the response to this fire by each of the above types of personnel.

Objective 5.4

Recommendations

1. The professor should ask the reporter from Group 4 to summarize their conclusions.

2. As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding key recommendations that were made after the MGM Grand Hotel fire regarding such areas as the following.

a) Mitigation

1)
Building-based findings

2)
Equipment-based findings

3)
Personnel-based findings

4)
Customer-based findings

b) Response and Recovery

1)
Communications

2) Personnel

3) Community

c)
Procedures

3.
As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion of the perspective of hotel management as to which recommendations were most important.

Objective 5.5

Other Emergencies

1. It is recommended that the professor facilitate class discussion regarding the application of the case study conclusions from the 1980 MGM Grand Hotel fire to other types of disasters.

2. Ask students: “Which of the response and mitigation factors and key recommendations made after the MGM Grand Hotel fire would you see as being relevant to some other types of disasters, like hurricanes or tornadoes?”

3. Ask students: “What types of disasters would the key findings from this case study be the least applicable? Why?”

Objective 5.6

Hurricane Iniki

1.
View the first 20 minutes of the videotape “Hurricane Iniki: Through the Eyes of Kauai’s People.”

2.
Distribute a copy of Appendix B to the class and divide the students into four working groups.

3.
Briefly review the questions listed for each group and clarify any questions they have about their assigned task.

4.
Explain that each group has about 15 minutes to analyze the problems assigned.

5.
Appoint one student to serve as a note taker and another to serve as the group reporter.

6.
Upon the completion of the group discussion time, ask the note taker for Group 1 to post the written outline of conclusions. Ask the reporter to summarize.

7.
It is recommended that the professor facilitate subsequent class discussion to insure that each of the following characteristics of Hurricane Iniki are identified (adapted from Chiu et al. 1995).

a)
Dates and paths of previous hurricanes: Chiu et al. 1995, p. 4, shows the dates and paths of hurricanes Nina (1957), Dot (1959), and Iwa (1982), in relation to the Hawaiian Islands and the path of Iniki.

b)
Progression of the storm and warnings: Hurricane Iniki originated as a tropical depression identified on September 5, 1992 southwest of Baja California. It moved west-northwest, intensifying into a tropical storm and then a hurricane. Students should examine the series of warnings issued by the Central Pacific Hurricane Center (Chiu et al., p. 3) to get a sense of how the storm progressed and the time frame for Hawaii’s preparation for the storm (Chiu et al., pp. 2-3). A Hurricane Watch was issued for Kauai at 5:00 p.m., September 10, followed by a Hurricane Warning at 8:30 p.m. on the same day. Thus, the warning was issued approximately 16 hours prior to the landfall of the storm (Chiu et al., p. 89).

c)
Time of day: On September 11, 1992, Hurricane Iniki hit Kauai at approximately 3:20 p.m. (Hawaii time), crossed the island and moved offshore at approximately 4:00 p.m.

d)
Persons at risk during the storm: Approximately 55,400 residents of Kauai and between 8,000-12,000 visitors who were present on the island during the storm. (Chiu et al., p. 83).

e)
Damage to structures:

· Wave and wind damage to 14,350 buildings on Kauai, of which 1,421 were destroyed.

· Approximately 80% of Kauai’s 17,613 homes suffered damage or destruction.

· Wave and wind damage to additional 607 buildings across the Hawaiian Islands. (Chiu et al., p. 5).

f)
Deaths and injuries: The American Red Cross attributed six deaths and over 1,000 injuries to the storm. (Chiu et al., p. 5).

g)
Financial losses: Direct financial losses were estimated at $2.2 billion (Chiu et al., p. 86).

h)
Effect on lodging facilities: The storm devastated lodging facilities on the south and north coasts of the island, damaging virtually all accommodations. One year after the storm, more than one-half of the island’s 8,200 hotel rooms were not yet open for business (Chiu et al., p. 98).

Objective 5.7

Mitigation Factors
1. Ask the reporter from Group 2 to summarize their conclusions.

2. As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding mitigation factors that were related to Hurricane Iniki. Among the factors that should be highlighted:

a)
Adequacy of advanced warning: A Hurricane Watch was issued for Kauai at 5:00 p.m., September 10, followed by a Hurricane Warning at 8:30 p.m. on the same day. Thus, the warning was issued approximately 16 hours prior to the landfall of the storm (Chiu et al., p. 89).

b)
Adequacy of preparation: Although Kauai had suffered through Hurricane Iwa in 1992 resulting in numerous mitigation proposals, many had not been implemented. For example, of the 13 shelters established by civil defense and county government personnel, many were seriously damaged by the storm (as had also occurred during Iwa). Other examples include: lack of backup electricity generators at water pumping stations; failure to implement plans for emergency telephone service that had already been formulated; lack of knowledge among public officials of hurricane risk reduction information; and the lack of evacuation and shelter plans (or non-use of those plans, if available) among certain resort hotels (Chiu et al., 1995, p. 89).

c)
Building construction and design: As with the case of other mitigation measures, building construction measures that were known to mitigate hurricane damage in the wake of Iwa were not implemented on a broad basis. Thus, while “there were some examples of improved construction following Hurricane Iwa (1982) the similarities of much of the damage caused by Hurricane Iniki lead to the conclusion that suggestions following Iwa were not always heeded” (Chiu et al., 1995, p. 7).

d)
Bureaucratic conflict: Pre-existing conflicts between personnel in the Mayor’s office and the County Civil Defense office resulted in a lack of cooperation between the two offices both during and after the hurricane. However, this lack of cooperation did not appear to adversely affect the operations of these offices during the crisis (Chiu et al., 1995, p. 89).

Objective 5.8

Response and

Recovery Factors

1.
The professor should ask the reporter from Group 3 to summarize their conclusions.

2.
As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding the primary activities and decisions that defined the responses of the following parties. The professor should note that with respect to the federal government, the experiences and preparation involved in handling two storms that had occurred within the three weeks just prior to Iniki (Hurricane Andrew in Florida and Louisiana and Typhoon Omar in Guam) had a generally positive effect upon the federal response to Iniki (Chiu et al., 1995, p. 90). 

a)
Federal Emergency Management Agency 

b)
Federal military personnel

c)
Kauai County

d) Salvation Army, Red Cross, and other relief organizations

e)
Property insurance companies

Objective 5.9

Recommendations

1.
The professor should ask the reporter from Group 4 to summarize their conclusions.

2.
As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion regarding key recommendations that were made after Hurricane Iniki regarding such areas as the following. 

a) Mitigation

1)
Wind speed guidelines based on topography

2)
Public awareness campaigns

3)
Implementation of updated building codes

4)
Informational programs for design/building professionals

5)
Research on wind effects unique to Hawaii construction

6)
Update flood hazard maps

7)
Evaluate safe shelters

8)
Review and implement previous recommendations

b) Response and Recovery

1)
Communications

2)
Agencies

3)
Procedures

3. As required, the professor should facilitate class discussion of the perspective of hotel management as to which recommendations were most important.

Objective 5.10

Other Emergencies

1.
It is recommended that the professor facilitate class discussion regarding the application of the case study conclusions from Hurricane Iniki to other types of disasters.

2.
Ask students: “Which of the response and mitigation factors and key recommendations made after Hurricane Iniki would you see as being relevant to some other types of disasters?” 

4. Ask students: “To what types of disasters would the key findings from this case study be the least applicable? Why?” 

Supplemental 

Considerations
1. Ask students: “Who has visited Las Vegas or Kauai since these tragic events occurred? What rebuilding and other types of changes did you observe? In what ways are both communities more disaster resistant today?”

2. Ask students: “What do these two case studies suggest regarding disaster mitigation and the various barriers and resistance to such efforts?”

3. Ask students: “What are the key lessons you would highlight from these two case studies for managers of tourism businesses?”

Course Developer
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CASE STUDY DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

MGM GRAND HOTEL FIRE

Group 1: The event

A.
How would you describe this disaster? Consider the following disaster characteristics.

1. cause

2. time of day

3. duration 

4. scope

5. deaths and injuries

6. financial losses

7. building design

8. accessibility of escape

9. community response capability

B.
Which characteristics of this disaster most constrained human responses? (Select the four most important characteristics and explain how each constrained human responses).

Group 2: Mitigation factors

A.
What were the most important mitigation factors? (Consider each of the following).

1. building construction and design

2. emergency communication system

3. hotel emergency plan

4. training of personnel

5. customer responses

B.
From the perspective of the hotel management, how would you assess the strengths and deficiencies of these mitigation factors? 

Group 3: Response factors

A.
What were the primary activities and decisions that defined the responses to this fire? (Consider each of the following) 

1. Clark County Fire Department

2. Air Force evacuation helicopters

3. Hotel personnel

B.
What were the major strengths and deficiencies in the responses to this fire by each of these three types of personnel? 

Group 4: Recommendations

A.
What key recommendations were made after this fire that might improve the effectiveness of future disaster responses? (Consider each of the following) 

Mitigation

1. building-based findings

2. equipment-based findings

3. personnel-based findings

4. customer-based findings

Response

1. communications

2. personnel

3. procedures

B.
From the perspective of hotel management, which recommendations were the most important? (Select three and explain the basis for your selection) 

CASE STUDY DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

HURRICANE INIKI

Group 1: The event

A.
How would you describe this disaster? Consider the following disaster characteristics.

1. previous hurricanes

2. progression of the storm and warnings

3. time of day 

4. persons at risk

5. damage to structures

6. deaths and injuries

7. financial losses

8. effect on lodging facilities

B.
Which characteristics of this disaster most constrained human responses? (Select the four most important characteristics and explain how each constrained human responses).

Group 2: Mitigation factors

A.
What were the most important mitigation factors? (Consider each of the following).

1. adequacy of advanced warning

2. adequacy of preparation

3. building construction and design

4. bureaucratic conflict

B.
From the perspective of the hotel management, how would you assess the strengths and deficiencies of these mitigation factors? 

Group 3: Response factors

A.
What were the primary activities and decisions that defined the responses to this hurricane? (Consider each of the following) 

1. State and county governments

2. FEMA

3. Federal military personnel

4. Relief organizations

5. Property insurance companies

B.
What were the major strengths and deficiencies in the responses to this hurricane by each of these groups? 

Group 4: Recommendations

A.
What key recommendations were made after this hurricane that might improve the effectiveness of future disaster responses? (Consider each of the following)

1.
Mitigation

a) meteorological findings

b) construction standards-based findings

c) public information-based findings

d) preparation-based findings

2.
Response

a) communications

b) personnel

c) procedures

B.
From the perspective of hotel management, which recommendations were the most important? (Select three and explain the basis for your selection) 
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