GES 1 Dynamic Earth

Spring 2010

Writing assignment #2:

Relative risk

	Content goal
	Apply knowledge learned in class about earthquakes to understand the risks associated with living in different earthquake-prone areas.

	Writing goal
	Compare and contrast data; develop an argument based on scientific data.


You have had a chance to take a look at the San Andreas Fault in some detail, and you’ve explored the USGS earthquake website. Now it’s time to use some of that information. 

Suppose you’re nearing graduation (as some of you are) and you’ve decided to avoid real life further by going to graduate school. You’re choosing between schools in three cities: San Francisco, CA; Seattle, WA; and Salt Lake City, UT. All three of these are sizable cities prone to earthquakes. You are curious – what is the relative risk due to earthquakes you face in each of these cities? 

As in the previous assignment, you need to start off by collecting data: the spatial distribution, frequency, depth distribution, focal mechanisms, magnitude and shaking intensity of potentially destructive earthquakes in and around each location and the types of faults they occur along (some useful links are included in CourseWork; please cite all sources that you use, including the links I’ve provided). After a short introduction, you should summarize all of this data in a table to compare the different locations. 

Follow that up with an analysis of the relative risk faced by residents in each of those locations. This should be based on three things: what is the probability of a potentially destructive earthquake, how destructive is it likely to be, and how prepared are the cities to deal with major earthquakes? Finally, make an argument for which city you would choose to live in based on your assessment of the relative risk. There is no correct answer – really. I’m looking for a little analysis of the available data. 

Here’s how you will be graded (20 points total):

	Points
	Content (15 points – 5 per location)
	Composition (5 points)

	5
	· Complete descriptions of earthquakes in each area covering all data

· Hazards and risks evaluated well
	· Overall structure easy to follow.

· Individual paragraphs well constructed.

· No grammar or spelling mistakes.

	4
	· Description lacks one important component OR
· Hazards & risks only minimally addressed
	· Overall structure relatively easy to follow

· One or two paragraphs lack structure

· A few grammar or spelling mistakes.

	3
	· Description lacks one or more important component
· Hazards & risks minimally addressed
	· Overall structure wanders

· A few paragraphs lack structure

· Several grammar or spelling mistakes

	2
	· Descriptions seriously lacking detail

· No hazards or risks included
	· Overall structure difficult to follow

· Most paragraphs lack structure

· Several grammar or spelling mistakes

	1
	· Very little detail whatsoever
	· Little structure

	0
	· No effort
	· No effort


