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Contact Record 

Contact Record ID: ONR-TD-CR-21-409 

Issue number: 1 

Internal record reference: 2022/4870 

Title/topic: 
(include level 1, 2, 3 or 4 if applicable) 

Test of the Scientific and Technical 
Advisory Cell for an off-site radiation 
emergency at AWE. 

Date of contact: 18 January 2022 

Date issued: 26 January 2022 

Completed/compiled by: 
 

 
EP&R, Technical Division 

Type of contact: 
(*delete not applicable) 

MS Teams 

Contact with: 
 

, West Berkshire 
District Council  

 Health Security Agency 
(HSA) STAC Chair 

, AWE Comms 
, AWE RPA 

, AWE RPA 
Other Representation from:  
West Berkshire District Council 
UK HSA South East 
UK HSA, Chemicals Radiation & 
Environment Group 
AWE, Environment Agency, Met Office 
Thames Water, Thames valley and 
Hampshire Police, Reading Borough 
Council (names can be found in joining 
instructions, references can be found 
below) 

ONR staff: 
 

, Nuclear Safety Inspector 
(EP&R), Exercise Assessor,  
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Summary/key points:  

• The exercise allowed for STAC discussions to be tested throughout the 
response, from ~2 hours from release to the transition to recovery. 

• The exercise was well organised, with wide participation (noting a couple of 
organisations not available).  

 
Areas for improvement or further consideration 

• Testing the STAC alone created artificiality, although partly mitigated by the 
SCG questions. Similarly, the compressed timescales which allowed the 
various stages of the response to be tested, limited the test scope and 
realism.  

• There was no place in which written information could be shared/seen to 
give the common operating picture. It is noted that the compressed 
timescales did not allow for STAC actions, minutes and agency Sitreps to be 
created and uploaded to Resilience Direct, which would normally be 
required. As this was a standalone test of the STAC, the infrastructure 
around the SCG was not part of the exercise, which furthermore did not 
facilitate information collation/sharing.  

• There was some inconsistent advice as to whether people would be sent into 
the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone (DEPZ), eg to deliver bottled water, 
but not carers for vulnerable persons. I did not witness discussions that went 
into detail on who and why any person should or should not enter the DEPZ.  

• The inject of a change in wind direction provided a limited challenge to STAC 
participants as the protective actions are pre-identified, so the focus would 
have been on implementation. Discussions did not get into detail on, for 
example, contingency plans for evacuating vulnerable groups or if the 
situation worsened and what this meant for the newly affected population.  

• There was little focus on the possibility of escalation, and planning for worst 
case scenarios. An inject in stage 2 identified that the fire re-ignited, but (to 
my knowledge) this was not followed up.  

• Some of the discussion within agency rooms went outside agency 
roles/responsibilities. May be worth considering whether all participants 
understand roles and agency responsibilities.    

• Fire service, Food Standards Agency, Animal Health Protection Agency were 
not available for the exercise (noting that participants made use of the off-
site emergency plan to understand the advice that would likely have been 
given).  
 

Hot Debrief 
A short debrief followed the exercise in which participants typed answers to 
questions in the MS Teams chat function. Questions focused on:  

• How well MS teams worked and movement between rooms, 
• Organisations missing, 
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Summary/key points:  

• Useful or missing /incorrect information within the STAC plan and AWE off-
site emergency plan, and 

• Parts of the exercise that did and didn’t go well. 

It wasn’t possible to read and collate the responses in the time given. WBDC have 
since sent out a survey monkey poll to obtain further written feedback and a cold 
debrief is organised for 1 March 2022.  
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