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Abstract

The electrical disaster reduction newsletter sends the summaries of risk assessment,
mitigation technology, and disaster survey report or news to voluntary subscribers. An internet
satisfactory and risk communication evaluation survey had been done on December 2008. The
results show that audiences satisfy contents and regard them helpful. The newsletter can improve
their understanding and care of disaster reduction issues, and willingness to do more mitigation
measures. However, the post-disaster recovery is the less interesting issue among four stages
of emergency management. That means the further knowledge and applications about recovery
are required by audiences. The convenient method of risk communication and its evaluation via
internet proposed in this paper can be widely used in many newsletters or other risk communication
vehicles.

Keywords: newsletter, risk communication, effect evaluation, internet survey, disaster
reduction
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