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Dear Sir or Madam,
Planning Act 2008 – Application by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited for an
Order Granting Development Consent for The Sizewell C Project
Deadline 9 Submission
On 24 June 2020, the Marine Management Organisation (the “MMO”) received notice
under section 55 of the Planning Act 2008 (the “PA 2008”) that the Planning Inspectorate
(“PINS”) had accepted an application made by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited
(the “Applicant”), for determination of a Development Consent Order (“DCO”) for the
construction, maintenance and operation of the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power
Station (the “DCO Application”).
The Applicant seeks authorisation for the construction, operation, and maintenance
(“O&M”) of the DCO Application, comprising of two nuclear reactor units, together with
associated onshore and offshore infrastructure and associated development (the
“Project”). The marine elements of the Project include a cooling water system comprised of
intake and outfall tunnels, a combined drainage outfall in the North Sea, a fish return
system, two beach landing facilities, and sections of the sea defences that are, or will
become, marine over the life of the project. These marine elements fall within a Deemed
Marine Licence (“DMLs”) which is under Schedule 20 of the DCO.
The MMO are also now considering the Applicant’s application for Change 19, the
construction and operation of a temporary desalination plant for the construction phase.
This will involve the construction of a seawater intake tunnel and a brine water outfall
tunnel.
The MMO was established by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 ("MCAA") to make
a contribution to sustainable development in the marine area and to promote clean,
healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas.
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1. General comments
Schedule 20A in the draft DCO [REP8-036] – Appeals procedure
1.1 The MMO would like to highlight that there is still a significant disagreement
between the Applicant and the MMO in relation to the Appeals procedure. As it
stands, the Appeals process proposed remains unacceptable to the MMO. Please
see our comments on this within section 1.2.1 of the MMO’s Deadline 8 submission
[REP8-164].
Harbour Powers in the draft DCO [REP8-036]
1.2 The MMO provided our most up to date comments on this in our Deadline 7
response [REP7-136]. The MMO attended a meeting with the Applicant on 13
September 2021 where proposed amendments to the Harbour Powers were
discussed. The MMO is working through the updated DCO and will provide our final
comments at Deadline 10.
Schedule 20 in the draft DCO [REP8-036] – draft DML
1.3 The MMO attended a meeting with the Applicant on 13 September 2021 and further
on 29 September 2021 where proposed amendments to the DML were discussed.
The MMO outlined further comments on this to the Applicant on 15 September 2021
and at the further meeting on 19 September 2021. The MMO awaits the applicant’s
further updates to the DML in line with these discussions. The MMO will provide its
final comments on the final draft DML at Deadline 10. However, the MMO reiterate
the following comments on the draft DML for this submission.
Determination dates
1.4 The MMO does not agree with the inclusion of determination timeframes under
which the MMO must determine whether or not to grant any approval required
under a condition of the DML. Please see our comments on this within section 1.2.1
of the MMO’s Deadline 8 submission [REP8-164].
Dredging and disposal
1.5 The MMO require changes to the dredging and disposal conditions on the DML
[REP8-036] to control impacts on coastal processes. The MMO attended a meeting
with the Applicant on 30 September 2021 to discuss the need for a disposal activity
to be clearly listed within the DML. In addition, the maximum annual dredging and
disposal volumes must be stated on the DML. There must also be a condition that
pre and post dredge bathymetrical surveys must be undertaken so that the MMO
can confirm that the dredging has been carried out in line with the licensed dredge
depth, area and within acceptable volume limits. The MMO waits for the Applicant’s
updates to the DML with regards to the disposal site in line with discussions held
between the MMO and the Applicant.

Coastal Processes Management and Mitigation Plan (CPMMP)
1.6 The MMO attended a meeting on 24 September 2021 with the Applicant and East
Suffolk Council (“ESC”). It was agreed that the clause within condition 17.(5) of the
DML [REP8-036] would be removed. Requirement 7A of the DCO and condition 17
of the DML will be updated to contain the same required details, so that one plan
will be submitted to both MMO under the DML, and to ESC under the DCO. This
allows both parties to discharge appropriately under their distinct jurisdictions. This
approach was agreed by all parties. The MMO waits for an updated DCO to reflect
this.
2. Comments on any additional information/submissions received by D7
East Marine Plan Policy Checklist
2.1 The MMO has now reviewed the East Marine Plan Policy Checklist submitted at
Deadline 7 [REP7-074] and is content that is captures all policies from the East
Marine Plan applicable to the SZC application. The MMO is also content with the
conclusions of these assessments.
Storm erosion modelling – TR545 Revision 02
2.2 The MMO has reviewed TR545 revision 2 and conclude that our main comments
remain related to the choice of sediments for the SCDF. We note that page 86 of
the report outlines “meaning that far more effective coastal protection can be
provided by the SCDF if it is composed of pebbles or fine cobbles, compared to
sand.” The MMO advise that this statement is correct if the effectiveness is only
determined by the run up and stability of the SCDF alone, ignoring any other
measure of effectiveness (such as minimizing the negative impact on neighbouring
shores).
2.3 Further at page 87 it is stated “Therefore, it is recommended that particles > 2 mm
are used for the SCDF construction, as both erosion and runup could be
significantly reduced compared to using sand.” The MMO notes that this is directly
contradicting the consensus which we thought the meeting dated 16 September
2021 with the Applicant had come to, that that the design of the SCDF with close
to natural sediments is sufficiently conservative in terms of its erosive response
and coarser material might have a detrimental effect on the surrounding coastline.
Similarly it is stated on page 87 that the particle size is important and that larger
particles provide additional benefits. Both are again contradicting the view that was
agreed in the meeting of the 16 September 2021 that the design of the SCDF with
close to natural sediments is sufficiently conservative in terms of protecting the
HCDF and coarser material might have a detrimental effect on the surrounding
coastline.
Assessment of SCDF design and maintenance requirements – TR544, Revision 03

2.4 The MMO has reviewed the updates to this report and conclude that there remains
only one major concern, which is that the report still aims to optimise/maximise the
sediment size. This is most clearly stated in the Executive Summary as below:
“Version 1 of this report (submitted at Deadline 2 of the Sizewell C DCO Examination)
proposed coarsening the SCDF sediments by using very coarse pebbles (32 – 64 mm
diameter; see sediment classification in Appendix A), which is at the larger end of the
native particle size distribution, and with a relatively low sand content. This is in line with
UK experience and guidance and is intentionally designed to increase sediment retention
and therefore prolong longevity of the SCDF, however the particle-size has not yet been
finalised and will be subject to consultation with the Marine Technical Forum. BEEMS
Technical Report TR545 model results support the coarsening of SCDF sediments,
highlighting performance improvements (less erosion and therefore reduced maintenance
and recharge requirements) of 7 – 23% for very coarse pebbles (modelled as 40 mm
diameter) compared to the modal medium pebbles at Sizewell (modelled as 10 mm
diameter), over the operation phase. As the relative performance of the coarser particle
size improves with increasing sea level rise, the benefits are likely to be even greater for
the decommissioning phase3. Southern North Sea licensed aggregate sites provide a
nearby source of suitable sediment (pebble sizes) for the SCDF, once local supplies from
HCDF excavation have been exhausted.”
2.5 The above notes a proposed meeting which it is assumed in the one held on the
16 September 2021. At that meeting the MMO was under the impression that a
consensus has been achieved that the naturally graded material originally
proposed is more than stable enough for the SCDF to fulfil its role of protecting the
HCDF. The above paragraph and other references within the report contradicts
that consensus, on the premise that stabler material is better and cheaper. Using
coarser sediments counters one of the aims of the SCDF as stated in the second
paragraph of the Executive Summary (below) which is to allow for similar sediment
mobility to minimise impacts on the surrounding coastline:
“The SCDF’s overall purpose is therefore to ensure continuation of the longshore transport
corridor and avoid HCDF exposure.”
2.6 The MMO requests clarity with regards to sections 2.2 – 2.6 as to whether further
updates to these reports intend to revert to more natural sediments for the SCDF
as considered at the meeting?
3. Responses to Change Request 19
3.1 The MMO are currently reviewing the details of Change 19 and the Environmental
Statement Addendum to determine the extent of these additional impacts. The
MMO provided its comments with regards to marine ecology and fisheries at
Deadline 8. However, require longer to compile our remaining comments relating to
coastal processes and as such defer these to Deadline 10.

