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Submission Form

Regulatory Amendments Package 2.0 (RAP 2.0): Proposed Rules Changes
to Replace General Exemptions

We would like to hear your feedback on the proposed amendments.

We encourage you to review the consultation material in the documents:

Invitation to Comment — Regulatory Amendments Package 2.0 (RAP 2.0):

Proposed Rules Changes to Replace General Exemptions

and

Proposed Regulatory Amendments Package (RAP 2.0) Maritime Rules Amendments 2025
(No 3)

These documents are available on our website at:
maritimenz.govt.nz/public/consultation/requlatory-amendments-package-2025-2-0/

You can have your say by:
. Completing part or all of this submission form; and/or
o Providing written feedback in a format that suits you; and/or

. Requesting to make a verbal submission to Maritime NZ

Please get in touch if you would like us to contact you to discuss the proposals.

The submission deadline is 5pm, on Friday 24 October 2025.



https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/public/consultation/regulatory-amendments-package-2025-2-0/
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Your Details

Name Margaret Wind

Email info@marinetransport.co.nz

Organisation

. . New Zealand Marine Transport Association Inc.

(if applicable)

Position _ .

Executive Director

(if applicable)

How are you ]

i I in th

involved in the Recognised Owner/ Vessel Crew/ Boat Builder/ Retailer /Service  Other

sector? ; X
Surveyor Operator Master Maintenance Provider

Please share more about your involvement

Industry advocate for the commercial passenger, non passenger and coastal fleet




1. GE-05-20 — Sea Service and prior certification for Integrated Rating
Certificate

Questions on proposal — Amend sea service and prior certification for IR certificate

Q1.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to amend Part 32 so that applicants who meet
the requirements for the AB Deck and AB Engine certificates will be eligible for the IR
certificate, and will not need additional sea service?

m Strongly agree [] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes — we agree with this change.

This proposal is aligned with advancing workforce mobility and recognises that the competencies
gained through AB Deck and AB Engine training and service already meet the core operational
requirements of the IR certificate. Streamlining the pathway reduces unnecessary administrative
barriers and supports more efficient career progression for seafarers.

Q1.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not foresee any prohibitive costs associated with this change.

By reducing duplication in qualification requirements, this amendment is expected to generate
modest cost and time savings for both employers and seafarers. The change should also help
improve workforce availability and flexibility - benefits that will positively contribute to vessel
operations, particularly in regional and small-fleet environments.




2. GE-06-20: Training Record Book requirement for a MEC 3 certificate

Questions on proposal — Amend when a training record book is required for MEC 3

Q2.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to amend the requirements for a MEC 3
certificate so that applicants are not required to document sea service in an approved
Training Record Book in the instances where STCW does not require it?

[ Strongly agree [1 Agree [ Neutral [1Disagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes — we agree with this change.

Aligning the MEC 3 training record book requirement with STCW Regulation IlI/1 provides clarity
and supports practical pathways into engineering roles. This approach maintains competency
assurance and maritime safety standards while removing unnecessary duplication for applicants
who are already able to demonstrate competence through relevant sea service and oral
examination.

Q2.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not foresee any negative cost implications associated with this change.

Providing two clear sea-service pathways offers flexibility for both new trainees and experienced
personnel transitioning into engineering roles. This is likely to generate small efficiency benefits for
industry by reducing compliance burden where competencies are already proven, while also
maintaining the integrity of qualification and safety requirements.




3. GE-08-20: Training requirements — Deck watch rating, Able seafarer
deck, Engine room watch rating, Able seafarer engine, and Electro-
technical rating

Questions on proposal — Amend training requirements for DWR, AB Deck, EWR, AB Engine, and
ETR.

Q 3.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to amend training requirements for DWR,
AB Deck, EWR, AB Engine, and ETR?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes — we agree with this proposal.

The amendments recognise that practical workplace experience provides an effective pathway for
achieving the necessary competencies. Allowing experienced seafarers to demonstrate
competency through longer sea service and oral examination maintains maritime safety while
improving accessibility and efficiency in certification. This approach supports workforce continuity
and enables experienced personnel to progress without unnecessary interruption to employment.

Q 3.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not anticipate any prohibitive cost impacts arising from this change.

The proposed pathways will likely result in cost and time savings for both industry and seafarers,
including reduced course fees, fewer employment disruptions, and improved workforce retention.
Maintaining alignment with STCW ensures regulatory clarity and supports consistent
implementation. No adverse impact on Maritime Schools is expected, as current qualification
practices will continue for those pursuing the structured training option.




4. GE-01-17: Egress or means of escape for passenger accommodation

Questions on proposal — remove requirement for trunked ladders that provide a means of escape.

Q4.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to remove the requirement that ladders forming a
means of escape from accommodation spaces on vessels less than 24 metres must be

trunked?

[ Strongly agree [1 Agree [ Neutral [1Disagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / Why not?

Yes — we agree with this proposal. o
Removing this requirement improves practicality and avoids unnecessary structural modifications

on small vessels where the risks associated with trunked ladderways do not typically apply. It
reflects what has already been safely implemented under existing exemptions.

In addition, we strongly submit that existing vessels with compliant means of escape and/or
exemptions already granted should not be required to retrofit, where doing so would impose cost
or structural impact. Safe operational history should remain a valid basis for compliance.

Q4.2 Should ladders forming a means of escape in vessels 24 metres or more in length, be
required to have trunked ladders?

Why / why not?

Yes - for vessels 24 metres and above, trunked ladders remain an appropriate safety measure
given the increased vessel size, internal complexity, and potential fire and smoke movement

pathways.

However, we reiterate that existing vessels should not be retrospectively required to undertake
structural upgrades that are disproportionate to risk, especially where a current exemption and
safe operational record already demonstrate suitability.




Questions on proposal — replace current requirement with a safer ladder angle.

Q4.3 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to allow a greater range of ladder angles?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / Why not?

Yes - we agree.
Allowing a broader range of safe angles gives operators practical flexibility to install safer and

more accessible escape arrangements.

Q4.4 Do you agree with the proposal to allow step ladders?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes - we agree.
Step ladders can offer safer access in many configurations, particularly in confined spaces, while

maintaining compliance with escape requirements.




Q4.5 Do you agree with the proposed range of ladder angles?

[] Strongly agree = Agree [] Neutral [1Disagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes - we agree.

The proposed angles represent a practical and safe range aligned with the realities of vessel
layout. This helps avoid situations where vessels must resort to unsafe workarounds purely to
meet an overly restrictive rule.

Q4.6 Are you aware of any existing vessels that would or could not comply with these angles?
Please provide details

Yes, there will be existing vessels where compliance would be impractical or unreasonably costly,
due to structural configuration or limited ability to modify access arrangements, particularly on
older commercial cratft.

We therefore strongly recommend specific provision that:

Vessels with existing approved escape arrangements, exemptions, or demonstrated safe
performance should be deemed to comply without requiring costly or structural modifications.

Any new requirement should apply only to new builds or to vessels undergoing major refits
affecting escape arrangements.

This ensures proportionality and avoids creating unintended compliance burdens, while
maintaining safety outcomes.




Q4.7 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to allow furniture and a vertical hatch instead of
a ladder as a second means of escape from spaces permitted to accommodate less than 13
passengers?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / Why not?

Yes - we agree with this proposal.

Providing the option to use appropriately designed and secured furniture in combination with a
vertical hatch offers a safe, practical and space-efficient escape solution for smaller vessels.
Accommodation spaces on vessels under 13-passenger configuration are often compact, and this
flexibility reflects real-world operational layouts while maintaining effective egress in an
emergency.

We also strongly submit that existing vessels with proven safe escape arrangements, or with
existing exemptions, should not be required to retrofit structural changes solely to meet the
updated rule. Safe operational history should remain a valid demonstration of compliance.

Q4.8 Do you agree with the conditions for allowing the use of furniture and a vertical hatch?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / Why not?

Yes - we agree with the proposed conditions.

Clear parameters around design, security, accessibility, and positioning ensure that this solution
remains safe and reliable in an emergency situation. The ability for operators to select the most
suitable and economically viable arrangement for their vessel is welcomed, as long as it satisfies
emergency escape performance.

Again, we recommend that compliance requirements are applied proportionately, and that:
Existing vessels should only be subject to upgrades where a demonstrable safety risk exists, and

Current approved or exempted arrangements should continue to be recognised without mandatory
structural modification.
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5. GE-02-17: Means of launching the rescue boat on ships operating up to
restricted coastal limits

Questions on proposal — Allowing alternative means for launching rescue boats (vessels within
restricted coastal limits).

Q5.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to allow vessels, less than 45 metres in length
operating within restricted coastal limits, to have rescue boat launching appliances that are
manually operated?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes - we agree with this proposal.

For vessels operating within restricted coastal limits, manually operated launching appliances
provide a safe, practical and proportionate approach. Allowing manual launching avoids the need
for more complex gravity or power-assisted systems where the risk profile does not justify their
installation, while still ensuring rescue boats can be rapidly deployed when required.

We also note that this flexibility aligns with the Australian NSCV framework and reflects what has
been safely practiced under prior exemptions.

Q5.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not foresee any adverse cost implications or structural impacts resulting from this change.

In fact, the proposal is likely to reduce compliance burdens by avoiding unnecessary retrofitting or
equipment upgrades, particularly for smaller commercial vessels with limited available space and

simple rescue boat arrangements.

We believe this amendment provides operators with clarity and certainty, maintaining safety
outcomes while supporting practical vessel design. This is especially relevant for operators who
have previously relied on GE-02-17, with no expected disadvantage.

11



6 GE-06-17: Egress or means of escape for passenger accommodation

Questions on proposal — amend rule to allow multiple means of escape.

Q6.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposed alternative to the required width of a single
opening in 40A.19(1)?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes - we agree.

Allowing multiple means of escape with equivalent or greater combined capacity ensures
emergency egress is hot compromised and, in many cases, will enhance safety by offering more
options for evacuation flow. This better reflects modern escape modelling principles and the
practical realities of accommodating passengers on different vessel layouts.

Q6.2 Do you agree that option 2 is the best way to achieve this? Why / Why not?
[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?
Yes — Option 2 is strongly supported as it allows the following:

- Maintains or improves maritime safety outcomes through capacity-based escape design
- Provides flexibility in vessel layout and design practicality

- Allows operators to choose the most cost-efficient solution

- Aligns with contemporary international safety principles

However, we reiterate our strong position that these requirements should apply only to vessels built or materially modified after the
rule comes into force. Existing vessels that comply with the current rule, or that have been accepted into survey under the previous
requirements or exemptions (such as GE-06-17), should continue to be recognised as compliant. In the majority of cases these
vessels already meet equivalent safety outcomes in practice.

Where an existing vessel has operated in survey for many years with a strong safety record, this should be considered adequate
evidence of compliance, without retrofitting requirements being imposed.

This ensures:

— Proportionality of regulation

— Protection from unnecessary structural change costs

— No disruption to the safe operation of older or legacy fleet vessels

12



Q6.3 Are you aware of any existing vessels that would not comply with option 2, if implemented?
Please provide specific examples if so.

There may be older vessels whose structural configuration makes compliance with the proposed
changes impractical or would require significant modification without any corresponding safety
benefit. We therefore strongly recommend that Maritime NZ include a clear grandfathering
provision for all vessels currently in survey, as well as a defined exemption pathway where a
vessel has demonstrated safe operational performance under its existing escape arrangements.
This approach will ensure legacy vessels are not subject to unreasonable retrofit obligations and
that regulatory changes remain proportionate to actual risk. In summary, our position is that safety
will be maintained or improved under Option 2, practicality is high and supports diverse vessel
layouts, no adverse cost impacts arise if requirements are not applied retrospectively, and the
existing fleet should retain its current compliance status.

13



7. GE-07-17: Breathing apparatus set and firefighters’ outfit

Questions on proposal — require two firefighter’s outfits and SCBAs for these types of vessels, with
some exceptions.

Q7.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to require two firefighting outfits and SCBAs for
these vessels?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

We support the intent to strengthen firefighter protection and improve fire response capability; however, we
do not support the proposal as drafted. The requirement for two firefighters’ outfits and SCBASs on
non-passenger vessels operating within inshore limits represents a departure from established alignment
with Australian regulatory settings, without sufficient evidence that this vessel class presents a greater fire
risk than passenger, fishing, or sailing vessels. Inshore-limit vessels typically have faster access to
shore-based emergency response, which reduces the need for onboard structural firefighting to the same
extent as vessels operating in coastal or offshore environments. We therefore request that further
information be provided on the underlying safety risk assessment, including incident data and comparative
analysis with Australia, particularly given the relatively high number of vessels (around 60) that would be
newly impacted by this change.

At the same time, we recognise that some vessels - including both passenger and non-passenger craft -
may carry dangerous goods or undertake operations that elevate their fire risk profile. In these cases, we
would support a risk-based requirement for two sets of firefighters’ outfits and SCBAs in Inshore limits,
determined through a transparent and nationally consistent assessment process set out in the rule and
guided by clear criteria..

Q7.2 Do you agree with the proposed discretion surveyors would have to not require some ships
to have firefighters’ outfits and SCBA?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Surveyor discretion should apply only within this defined framework (as above), ensuring
consistency in application and avoiding undue burden on vessels where direct firefighting is
neither safe nor practical.

14



Q7.3 Do you think that there should be more, or less choice available for the number of
firefighters’ outfits and SCBA that operators need on board their vessels?

Why / why not?

We support more choice as every operation is different. A simple risk assessment process set out
in the rule would work best.

15



8. GE-13-20: Anchor chain cables and accessories, testing and marking

Questions on the proposal to remake GE-13-20: Anchor chain cables and accessories, testing and
marking as changes to the current rules.

Q8.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to remake GE-13-20 as changes to the current
rules?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree  [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes - we agree with this proposal.

Replacing the expired GE-13-20 with clear rule provisions that align with the updated anchor and cable
requirements consulted on in 2024 will provide regulatory certainty and remove the current state of
technical non-compliance for second-hand Australian imports. The revised thresholds and reliance on
manufacturer certificates for smaller vessels are practical and proportionate, maintaining appropriate safety
standards without unnecessary classification society costs.

We also strongly submit that existing vessels should be grandfathered and not required to retrospectively
upgrade anchoring equipment solely due to amendments in rule wording. Where a vessel has safely
operated in survey and meets the existing rule requirements, that should remain recognised as compliant
unless and until replacement equipment is required in the normal course of operation.

We believe that implementing these amendments now will allow a smooth transition ahead of the broader
DCE rules coming into force in 2026.

Q8.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not foresee any negative cost impacts from this proposal.

To the contrary, requiring manufacturer certification for anchors =275 kg and chain 214 mm
diameter on vessels <24 m will reduce transaction and certification costs compared with
mandatory class society testing. It also better harmonises with the Australian NSCV framework,
facilitating vessel imports and consistency across shared supply chains.

We reiterate that existing vessels should not face unnecessary costs or structural changes arising
from retrospective application of new requirements. Grandfathering the in-survey fleet ensures that
compliance obligations remain proportionate while maintaining safety.
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9. GE-20-20: MF/HF radio in respect of Narrow-band Direct Printing

Questions on proposal to amend rules for MF/HF radio, in respect of requirements for NBDP.

Q9.1 Do you agree with Maritime NZ’s proposal to remake GE-20-20 as a change to the current
rules for MF/HF radios?

[] Strongly agree [ ] Agree [ Neutral [IDisagree [IStrongly disagree [ INo comment

Why / why not?

Yes — we agree.

Removing the NBDP requirement aligns domestic rules with modern global communications
capability under SOLAS Chapter IV and reflects the redundancy of NBDP technology within the
GMDSS system. This change supports practical vessel operations, maintains safety outcomes,
and removes unnecessary compliance barriers for fishing vessels operating beyond offshore
limits. It also provides regulatory continuity as GE-20-20 expires and avoids any period of technical
non-compliance while the new Radio Equipment rules are finalised.

Q9.2 Are there specific costs, benefits, or other impacts that you would like to let us know
about?

We do not foresee any negative cost implications from this change.

In fact, removing outdated functionality requirements reduces equipment burden and compliance
costs, while maintaining safety and international performance standards. The clarified alignment
with SOLAS ensures operators can continue to use widely available MF/HF radio systems
supported by satellite-based MSI services, improving flexibility and operational certainty.
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Permission to publish your submission

Can Maritime NZ include an anonymous summary of your submission when we publish an overall
summary of submissions?

0 Yes

No

If No, please state why (for example, the information is commercially sensitive)

Do you want to be notified when the summary of submissions for RAP 2.0 is released?

O  Yes, confirm email address info@marinetransport.co.nz

O No
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Returning this form

Please return this form and any supporting information by 5pm on Friday 24 October 2025.

Email this form to: consultations@maritimenz.govt.nz

Post this form to:

Regulatory Reform Projects Team
Maritime New Zealand

PO Box 25620

Wellington 6140

Courier this form to:

Regulatory Reform Projects Team
Maritime New Zealand

Level 11

1 Grey Street

Wellington 6011

Privacy Act statement

Information in this form is collected and processed for the purpose of supporting the activities of Maritime New Zealand. We will
process your personal data in accordance with the Privacy Act 2020. Maritime New Zealand will not disclose personal information
unless allowed or required to do so under Principle 11 of the Privacy Act 2020. For more information about how we collect and use
your information, please see our Transparency Statement. Please note that if requested, Maritime NZ will release submissions
under section 16(1)(e) of the Official Information Act 1982. Please indicate clearly if parts of your submission are commercially
sensitive, or if there is another reason you would not want any part of your submission (or your identity) disclosed.

Accessing personal information

You have the right to request access to personal information about you held by Maritime New Zealand under the Privacy Act. You
also have the right to request correction of any personal information held about you by Maritime New Zealand. Maritime New
Zealand will take reasonable steps to correct that information and to ensure that the information we hold is correct. If you wish to
access or correct personal information Maritime New Zealand holds about you, please contact:

The Privacy Officer
Maritime New Zealand
PO Box 25620
Wellington 6146

Phone on +64 4 473 0111
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	Strongly agree: On
	Agree: Off
	Neutral: Off
	Disagree: Off
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	Why  why not: 
Yes — we agree with this change.
This proposal is aligned with advancing workforce mobility and recognises that the competencies gained through AB Deck and AB Engine training and service already meet the core operational requirements of the IR certificate. Streamlining the pathway reduces unnecessary administrative barriers and supports more efficient career progression for seafarers.
	about: 
We do not foresee any prohibitive costs associated with this change.
By reducing duplication in qualification requirements, this amendment is expected to generate modest cost and time savings for both employers and seafarers. The change should also help improve workforce availability and flexibility - benefits that will positively contribute to vessel operations, particularly in regional and small-fleet environments.
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	Strongly disagree_2: Off
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Yes — we agree with this change.
Aligning the MEC 3 training record book requirement with STCW Regulation III/1 provides clarity and supports practical pathways into engineering roles. This approach maintains competency assurance and maritime safety standards while removing unnecessary duplication for applicants who are already able to demonstrate competence through relevant sea service and oral examination.
	about_2: 
We do not foresee any negative cost implications associated with this change.
Providing two clear sea-service pathways offers flexibility for both new trainees and experienced personnel transitioning into engineering roles. This is likely to generate small efficiency benefits for industry by reducing compliance burden where competencies are already proven, while also maintaining the integrity of qualification and safety requirements.
	Strongly agree_3: Off
	Agree_3: Off
	Neutral_3: Off
	Disagree_3: Off
	Strongly disagree_3: Off
	No comment_3: Off
	Why  why not_3: 

Yes — we agree with this proposal.
The amendments recognise that practical workplace experience provides an effective pathway for achieving the necessary competencies. Allowing experienced seafarers to demonstrate competency through longer sea service and oral examination maintains maritime safety while improving accessibility and efficiency in certification. This approach supports workforce continuity and enables experienced personnel to progress without unnecessary interruption to employment.
	about_3: 
We do not anticipate any prohibitive cost impacts arising from this change.
The proposed pathways will likely result in cost and time savings for both industry and seafarers,  including reduced course fees, fewer employment disruptions, and improved workforce retention. Maintaining alignment with STCW ensures regulatory clarity and supports consistent implementation. No adverse impact on Maritime Schools is expected, as current qualification practices will continue for those pursuing the structured training option.
	Strongly agree_4: Off
	Agree_4: Off
	Neutral_4: Off
	Disagree_4: Off
	Strongly disagree_4: Off
	No comment_4: Off
	Why  Why not: 
Yes — we agree with this proposal.
Removing this requirement improves practicality and avoids unnecessary structural modifications on small vessels where the risks associated with trunked ladderways do not typically apply. It reflects what has already been safely implemented under existing exemptions.

In addition, we strongly submit that existing vessels with compliant means of escape and/or exemptions already granted should not be required to retrofit, where doing so would impose cost or structural impact. Safe operational history should remain a valid basis for compliance.
	Why  why not_4: 
Yes - for vessels 24 metres and above, trunked ladders remain an appropriate safety measure given the increased vessel size, internal complexity, and potential fire and smoke movement pathways.

However, we reiterate that existing vessels should not be retrospectively required to undertake structural upgrades that are disproportionate to risk, especially where a current exemption and safe operational record already demonstrate suitability.
	Strongly agree_5: Off
	Agree_5: Off
	Neutral_5: Off
	Disagree_5: Off
	Strongly disagree_5: Off
	No comment_5: Off
	Why  Why not_2: 
Yes - we agree.
Allowing a broader range of safe angles gives operators practical flexibility to install safer and more accessible escape arrangements.
	Strongly agree_6: Off
	Agree_6: Off
	Neutral_6: Off
	Disagree_6: Off
	Strongly disagree_6: Off
	No comment_6: Off
	Why  why not_5: 
Yes - we agree.
Step ladders can offer safer access in many configurations, particularly in confined spaces, while maintaining compliance with escape requirements.
	Strongly agree_7: Off
	Agree_7: On
	Neutral_7: Off
	Disagree_7: Off
	Strongly disagree_7: Off
	No comment_7: Off
	Why  why not_6: 
Yes - we agree.
The proposed angles represent a practical and safe range aligned with the realities of vessel layout. This helps avoid situations where vessels must resort to unsafe workarounds purely to meet an overly restrictive rule.
	Please provide details: 
Yes, there will be existing vessels where compliance would be impractical or unreasonably costly, due to structural configuration or limited ability to modify access arrangements, particularly on older commercial craft.

We therefore strongly recommend specific provision that:

Vessels with existing approved escape arrangements, exemptions, or demonstrated safe performance should be deemed to comply without requiring costly or structural modifications.

Any new requirement should apply only to new builds or to vessels undergoing major refits affecting escape arrangements.

This ensures proportionality and avoids creating unintended compliance burdens, while maintaining safety outcomes.
	Strongly agree_8: Off
	Agree_8: Off
	Neutral_8: Off
	Disagree_8: Off
	Strongly disagree_8: Off
	No comment_8: Off
	Why  Why not_3: 
Yes - we agree with this proposal.
Providing the option to use appropriately designed and secured furniture in combination with a vertical hatch offers a safe, practical and space-efficient escape solution for smaller vessels. Accommodation spaces on vessels under 13-passenger configuration are often compact, and this flexibility reflects real-world operational layouts while maintaining effective egress in an emergency.

We also strongly submit that existing vessels with proven safe escape arrangements, or with existing exemptions, should not be required to retrofit structural changes solely to meet the updated rule. Safe operational history should remain a valid demonstration of compliance.
	Strongly agree_9: Off
	Agree_9: Off
	Neutral_9: Off
	Disagree_9: Off
	Strongly disagree_9: Off
	No comment_9: Off
	Why  Why not_4: 
Yes - we agree with the proposed conditions.
Clear parameters around design, security, accessibility, and positioning ensure that this solution remains safe and reliable in an emergency situation. The ability for operators to select the most suitable and economically viable arrangement for their vessel is welcomed, as long as it satisfies emergency escape performance.

Again, we recommend that compliance requirements are applied proportionately, and that:

Existing vessels should only be subject to upgrades where a demonstrable safety risk exists, and

Current approved or exempted arrangements should continue to be recognised without mandatory structural modification.
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	Why  why not_7: 
Yes - we agree with this proposal.
For vessels operating within restricted coastal limits, manually operated launching appliances provide a safe, practical and proportionate approach. Allowing manual launching avoids the need for more complex gravity or power-assisted systems where the risk profile does not justify their installation, while still ensuring rescue boats can be rapidly deployed when required.

We also note that this flexibility aligns with the Australian NSCV framework and reflects what has been safely practiced under prior exemptions.
	about_4: 
We do not foresee any adverse cost implications or structural impacts resulting from this change.
In fact, the proposal is likely to reduce compliance burdens by avoiding unnecessary retrofitting or equipment upgrades, particularly for smaller commercial vessels with limited available space and simple rescue boat arrangements.

We believe this amendment provides operators with clarity and certainty, maintaining safety outcomes while supporting practical vessel design. This is especially relevant for operators who have previously relied on GE-02-17, with no expected disadvantage.
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	Why  why not_8: 
Yes - we agree.
Allowing multiple means of escape with equivalent or greater combined capacity ensures emergency egress is not compromised and, in many cases, will enhance safety by offering more options for evacuation flow. This better reflects modern escape modelling principles and the practical realities of accommodating passengers on different vessel layouts.
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	Why  why not_9: Yes — Option 2 is strongly supported as it allows the following:

- Maintains or improves maritime safety outcomes through capacity-based escape design
- Provides flexibility in vessel layout and design practicality
- Allows operators to choose the most cost-efficient solution
- Aligns with contemporary international safety principles

However, we reiterate our strong position that these requirements should apply only to vessels built or materially modified after the rule comes into force. Existing vessels that comply with the current rule, or that have been accepted into survey under the previous requirements or exemptions (such as GE-06-17), should continue to be recognised as compliant. In the majority of cases these vessels already meet equivalent safety outcomes in practice.

Where an existing vessel has operated in survey for many years with a strong safety record, this should be considered adequate evidence of compliance, without retrofitting requirements being imposed.

This ensures:
— Proportionality of regulation
— Protection from unnecessary structural change costs
— No disruption to the safe operation of older or legacy fleet vessels
	Please provide specific examples if so: 
There may be older vessels whose structural configuration makes compliance with the proposed changes impractical or would require significant modification without any corresponding safety benefit. We therefore strongly recommend that Maritime NZ include a clear grandfathering provision for all vessels currently in survey, as well as a defined exemption pathway where a vessel has demonstrated safe operational performance under its existing escape arrangements. This approach will ensure legacy vessels are not subject to unreasonable retrofit obligations and that regulatory changes remain proportionate to actual risk. In summary, our position is that safety will be maintained or improved under Option 2, practicality is high and supports diverse vessel layouts, no adverse cost impacts arise if requirements are not applied retrospectively, and the existing fleet should retain its current compliance status.
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	Why  why not_10: We support the intent to strengthen firefighter protection and improve fire response capability; however, we do not support the proposal as drafted. The requirement for two firefighters’ outfits and SCBAs on non-passenger vessels operating within inshore limits represents a departure from established alignment with Australian regulatory settings, without sufficient evidence that this vessel class presents a greater fire risk than passenger, fishing, or sailing vessels. Inshore-limit vessels typically have faster access to shore-based emergency response, which reduces the need for onboard structural firefighting to the same extent as vessels operating in coastal or offshore environments. We therefore request that further information be provided on the underlying safety risk assessment, including incident data and comparative analysis with Australia, particularly given the relatively high number of vessels (around 60) that would be newly impacted by this change.

At the same time, we recognise that some vessels - including both passenger and non-passenger craft - may carry dangerous goods or undertake operations that elevate their fire risk profile. In these cases, we would support a risk-based requirement for two sets of firefighters’ outfits and SCBAs in Inshore limits, determined through a transparent and nationally consistent assessment process set out in the rule and guided by clear criteria..
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	Why  why not_11: 
Surveyor discretion should apply only within this defined framework (as above), ensuring consistency in application and avoiding undue burden on vessels where direct firefighting is neither safe nor practical. 

	Why  why not_12: 
We support more choice as every operation is different. A simple risk assessment process set out in the rule would work best.
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	Why  why not_13: Yes - we agree with this proposal.
Replacing the expired GE-13-20 with clear rule provisions that align with the updated anchor and cable requirements consulted on in 2024 will provide regulatory certainty and remove the current state of technical non-compliance for second-hand Australian imports. The revised thresholds and reliance on manufacturer certificates for smaller vessels are practical and proportionate, maintaining appropriate safety standards without unnecessary classification society costs.

We also strongly submit that existing vessels should be grandfathered and not required to retrospectively upgrade anchoring equipment solely due to amendments in rule wording. Where a vessel has safely operated in survey and meets the existing rule requirements, that should remain recognised as compliant unless and until replacement equipment is required in the normal course of operation.

We believe that implementing these amendments now will allow a smooth transition ahead of the broader DCE rules coming into force in 2026.
	about_5: We do not foresee any negative cost impacts from this proposal.
To the contrary, requiring manufacturer certification for anchors ≥75 kg and chain ≥14 mm diameter on vessels <24 m will reduce transaction and certification costs compared with mandatory class society testing. It also better harmonises with the Australian NSCV framework, facilitating vessel imports and consistency across shared supply chains.

We reiterate that existing vessels should not face unnecessary costs or structural changes arising from retrospective application of new requirements. Grandfathering the in-survey fleet ensures that compliance obligations remain proportionate while maintaining safety.
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	Why  why not_14: 
Yes — we agree.
Removing the NBDP requirement aligns domestic rules with modern global communications capability under SOLAS Chapter IV and reflects the redundancy of NBDP technology within the GMDSS system. This change supports practical vessel operations, maintains safety outcomes, and removes unnecessary compliance barriers for fishing vessels operating beyond offshore limits. It also provides regulatory continuity as GE-20-20 expires and avoids any period of technical non-compliance while the new Radio Equipment rules are finalised.
	about_6: 
We do not foresee any negative cost implications from this change.
In fact, removing outdated functionality requirements reduces equipment burden and compliance costs, while maintaining safety and international performance standards. The clarified alignment with SOLAS ensures operators can continue to use widely available MF/HF radio systems supported by satellite-based MSI services, improving flexibility and operational certainty.
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