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Book Reviews

The Assessment of Major Hazards (Symposium Series No. 71), Institution
of Chemical Engineers, Rugby, 1982, 428 pages, £22.00.

This book is a collection of papers given at a conference held in Manchester
(U.K.) in April 1982. Of the 23 papers presented 6 are concerned with pool
fires and fireballs, 4 are on releases from pressurized vessels, 2 on dense gas
dispersion, and 11 on miscellaneous topics to do with chemical plant hazards.
As with most conferences, there are a few papers that say little, but the
majority are good, one or two are excellent. This is a contentious subject,
both technically and politically, and much circumspection is evident in some
of the papers. However, the more that is published the greater are the op-
portunities for people to examine the implications of hazard assessment, and
to appraise the assumptions. The work reported here is very much on the
applications side of the subject, and makes a useful contribution.

R.F. GRIFFITHS

Comparative Risks of Electricity Generating Fuel Systems in the U.K., by
R.A.D. Ferguson, Peter Peregrinus Ltd., Stevenage, U.K., and New York,
161 pp., £30.00 (U X)), £34.50 (overseas).

This report was undertaken by The Energy Centre of The University of
Newcastle upon Tyne, under contract to the United Kingdom Atomic
Energy Authority. Three fuel cycles are considered, namely coal, oil, and
nuclear. The authors effectively review existing data and estimates of fatal-
ities and health effects for the whole range of activities involved, including
fuel extraction, preparation and transport, and electricity generation. The
risks considered are categorised into four classes: occupational accidents,
occupational disease, public accidents and public disease. These are kept dis-
tinet, the author having avoided the trap of trying to express all riskson a
common scale. Other studies of risk have not always been so well conceived.
The author acknowledges that risks will have different rankings on a numeri-
cal scale depending on what choice is made for the measure against which
to compute the level of detriment. In this case the study relates the detriment
to the electricity output in gigawatt years. This is in many ways a sensible
choice, but the results would have been enormously more interesting if the
dependence of risk ranking on the various possible measures had been made
explicit; this would have been possible given the data available to the study.
An extensive list of people who helped the author is given, and their participa-
tion results in the inclusion of rather a lot of ‘‘private communications’ in



