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Executive summary 
1. Maritime New Zealand (Maritime NZ) is proposing to amend the Maritime Rules (the 

Rules) to improve safety and to be more consistent with the international maritime 
framework. The Rules we propose to amend are:  

• Part 53 – Pilot Transfer Arrangements and Ship - Helicopter Pilot Transfers, and  

• Part 23 – Operating Procedures and Training.  

2. The proposed amendments will clarify requirements for stakeholders. 

Proposal to amend Rule 53.4(2)(a) 
3. On 8 December 2020, the Regulations Review Committee (the Committee) received a 

complaint about an exemption from Maritime Rule 53.4(2)(a). Rule 53.4(2)(a) requires 
pilots boarding or leaving a ship by a pilot transfer arrangement1 to not use it if the pilot 
considers it is non-compliant with Part 53.  

4. The Director of Maritime NZ issued the exemption after concerns were raised by port 
companies and some pilots about the Rule’s practicality and the potential for 
prosecutions. For example, a pilot might not be able to assess a pilot ladder’s safety until 
they were actually on the ladder and boarding a vessel. If the ladder proved to be unsafe, 
then the pilot could be liable to prosecution.   

5. The complaint stated the exemption power under the Maritime Transport Act 1994 (MTA) 
had been misused and, as the exemption was effectively an amendment to the Rules, the 
MTA’s notice and consultation procedures for rulemaking were not followed. After 
considering the complaint, the Committee recommended in June 2021 that the 
Government consider remaking the exemption as an amended rule.  

6. We have identified two options for amending the Rule:  

• Option one: revoke Rule 53.4(2)(a) and not remake the exemption. 

• Option two: remake the exemption as an amendment to Part 53. 

7. Our preferred option is option one. We consider this will address stakeholder concerns 
about possible prosecutions and is a simpler option than incorporating the exemption into 
the Rule. Pilots, their employers, and ports will still be required to comply with, and will be 
protected by, the Maritime Rules and the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 (HSWA).  

Other proposed amendments to Part 53 
8. We are also proposing other improvements to Part 53 that will improve safety and enable 

the Rules to be more consistent with international conventions. We propose:    

• The length of the accommodation ladder should be sufficient to ensure that its angle 
of slope does not exceed 45°, not 55° as is currently required under Rule 53.11(3).   

• The thickness of the side ropes of a pilot ladder be not less than 18mm.  

                                                   
1 Usually a pilot ladder.  
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• The Director of Maritime NZ be able to approve equivalent alternative pilot transfer 
arrangements and ship-helicopter transfer arrangements if they are safe, rather than 
‘safe and efficient’ as currently required under Rule 53.5(1)(c). 

Proposal to amend Part 23  
9. Part 23 sets operating and training procedures for ships in relation to emergency 

situations or to prevent such situations occurring. Maritime Rules 23.9(7)(a) and 
23.21(7)(a), which set the requirements for lifeboats drills, are not consistent with the 
international maritime framework.  

10. These Rules require that lifeboats are launched and manoeuvred with crew aboard. This 
is a risk to crew safety and has caused injuries and deaths. We propose to amend these 
Rules so crew are not required to be aboard lifeboats when they are lowered during drills. 
This change aligns New Zealand with the international maritime framework.   
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1 Part A — Introduction  
1. You are invited to comment on the proposed amendments to Maritime Rules Part 23 

and Part 53.  

2. This document explains the policy, application, and impact of these amendments. The 
full text of the amendments is in a separate document. This invitation is issued to fulfil 
formal consultation requirements under the MTA. 

1.1 Content of this document 
3. This document covers the following: 

• Part A – Introduction: outlines background matters such as Regulatory Impact 
Analysis, legal authority for the Rules, implementation, and information on making 
submissions.  

• Part B – Changes are needed to align to the international maritime framework: 
sets the context for the proposed amendments, provides an overview of Part 53, 
and the reasons for reviewing Rule 53.4(2)(a). It also discusses options for 
amending Rule 53.4(2)(a) and assesses their effectiveness against a set of criteria.   

• Part C – Other improvements to Part 53: during policy work on Rule 53.4(2)(a), 
we identified other changes to Part 53 that could improve safety and make the 
Rules more consistent with the international maritime framework. Part C assesses 
these proposed using the same criteria as in Part B. The proposed amendments 
deal with: 

o the approval of equivalent pilot transfer arrangements 

o requirements for accommodation ladders, and 

o the thickness of side ropes on pilot ladders. 

• Part D – Amendments to requirements for lifeboat drills under Part 23: this 
section proposes changes to improve safety so it is clear that crew are not required 
to be aboard lifeboats when they are lowered during a drill.  

• Appendix one – Analysis of proposals for amending Part 53 and Part 23: sets 
out the analysis for the proposed amendments in further detail.  

1.2 Regulatory Impact Analysis  
4. This document is exempt from Regulatory Impact Analysis requirements as the 

proposed amendments are minor and technical and seek to make the Rules more 
consistent with existing international obligations. We expect the proposed amendments 
to impose little or no cost to stakeholders.  

1.3 Stakeholder engagement 
5. We engaged with stakeholders, including maritime pilots, about the proposed 

amendments to Part 53. Stakeholders supported the amendments. 
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1.4 Legal authority for the Rules 
6. The authority for making Part 53 is found in section 36(1)(b), (1)(f), (1)(g), (1)(k), and 

(1)(u)(ii) of the MTA. The authority for making Part 23 is found in sections 36(b), (g) 
and (h) of the MTA.   

7. Under the Legislation Act 2019, the Rules are secondary legislation and are required to 
be tabled in the House of Representatives which may, by resolution, disallow any rules. 
The Committee is the select committee responsible for considering the Rules under 
this Act. 

1.5 Proposal to waive 28-day rule before amendments take effect 
8. We would be interested in your views on when you think the amended Rules should 

take effect. We propose that the 28-day rule be waived for the amended Rules. 
Stakeholders are likely to already be complying and it will improve health and safety 
particularly for crew in lifeboat drills (see Part D of this document).  

Consultation questions on waiving the 28-day rule 
 
Q1 – Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not? 
 
Q2 – Are there costs, benefits or other impacts that you want to mention? 
 

 

1.6 Implementation of amended Rules 
9. We will communicate with stakeholders about the changes after the Minister has 

agreed to and signed off the amended Rules. We will provide guidance on the 
amended Rules and update the Maritime NZ website. 

1.7 Related offences and interim and transitional provisions 
10. No changes to offences and penalties are required as a result of proposed Rules 

amendments.   

11. No interim or transitional provisions are required for the proposed Rules amendments. 

1.8 We welcome your submission 

Focus for your feedback 
12. There are questions in this document to assist you in your feedback. You may also 

wish to comment on: 

• what you think the impacts of the proposed amendments are likely to be on 
industry, operations and maritime safety, and  

• whether the proposed amendments are accurate, free of error, and as clear and 
understandable as possible. 

Making a submission 
13. If you wish to comment on the proposed amendments, you can:  
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• send an email to consultations@maritimenz.govt.nz, or  

• post your submission to Regulatory Policy Design Unit, PO Box 25620, Wellington 
6146. 

14. The deadline for submissions is 5pm on 3 October 2022.  

Submissions are public information 
15. Submissions are public information and may be subject to an Official Information Act 

1982 (OIA) request. Please tell us clearly if your comments are commercially sensitive 
or if, for some other reason, you consider they should not be disclosed. Maritime NZ 
will consider your confidentiality request in accordance with the grounds for withholding 
information set out in the OIA. Additionally, if you are an individual (that is, your 
comments are made personally and not on behalf of a company or an organisation) 
please tell us clearly if you consider that your identity should not be disclosed.  

16. Maritime NZ will acknowledge all submissions received. Once the amended Rules are 
finalised, we will make a summary of the submissions available on our website.    
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2 Part B – Changes are needed to align to the international 
maritime framework 

2.1 Maritime Rules Part 53 and the requirements for pilot transfer 
arrangements 

17. Pilots have a crucial role in providing pilotage services for ships coming to, or leaving 
from, New Zealand ports. Maritime trade is vital to New Zealand’s economy as 
approximately 99% of trade volumes and 90% of trade value enters and exits New 
Zealand by sea. Boarding and disembarking ships at sea in a dynamic and changing 
environment can be challenging and dangerous. Maritime Rules Part 53 sets specific 
and rigorous requirements for ensuring the safety of pilot transfer arrangements.   

18. More specifically, Part 53 sets requirements for the provision, design, construction, 
securing, testing and operation of pilot transfer arrangements. The purpose of such 
arrangements are to allow pilots to safely embark and disembark on either side of a 
ship at sea. Part 53 gives effect to standards for pilot transfer arrangements as set out 
in Regulation 23 of chapter V of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at 
Sea 1974 (SOLAS), and International Maritime Organization (IMO) Assembly 
resolution A.1045(27). Part 53 applies to:  

‘…  
a) any New Zealand ship that is engaged on any voyage in the course of which a 

pilot is required to be engaged or is likely to be engaged; and  
b) any foreign ship that is within, approaching or leaving  

i. any port in New Zealand; or  
ii. any offshore installation located in the internal waters of New Zealand or 

New Zealand marine waters; or  
iii. any offshore terminal located in the internal waters of New Zealand or New 

Zealand marine waters— where a pilot is required to be engaged or is likely 
to be engaged.’2 
 

19. Part 53 originally came into effect in 2000 replacing the Shipping (Pilot Ladders) Rules 
1974. Since then, Part 53 has been amended several times due to changes to SOLAS 
or IMO resolutions affecting pilot ladders. The most recent significant changes were 
made in 2016 and included updating the definition of a pilot ladder transfer 
arrangement and related duties relating to a pilot transfer arrangement.3  

2.2 Pilots have specific duties when dealing with non-compliant pilot 
transfer arrangements (usually pilot ladders)  

20. Rule 53.4 sets duties in respect of pilot transfer arrangements. Specifically, rule 53.4(2) 
requires that when a pilot boards or leaves a ship via a pilot transfer arrangement 
(usually by pilot ladder) that they consider does not comply with Part 53, they must:  

‘… 

(a) not attempt to use the arrangement until the deficiency has been remedied; and 

                                                   
2 Rule 53.3 application, see https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/rules/part-53/Part53-maritime-rule.pdf  
3 Rule 53.4 and 53.21(1) were updated. 

https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/rules/part-53/Part53-maritime-rule.pdf
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(b) advise the master of the ship of the deficiency; and 

(c) report the circumstances of each such case to the Director as soon as practicable.’ 

21. Rule 53.4(2)(a) requires that pilots must make a judgment about whether a pilot ladder 
does not comply with the requirements of Part 53. Pilots may find this challenging in 
practice, as they may be unable to tell if a pilot ladder is unsafe until they are actually 
using it to board the ship. Pilots may be liable to prosecution under the MTA or HSWA 
through not realising that a pilot transfer arrangement is unsafe until they are boarding. 
This is a situation that pilots cannot effectively control.      

2.3 Why we are reviewing Rule 53.4(2)(a)  
22. In December 2020, the Committee received a complaint about an exemption from Rule 

53.4(2)(a). The Director of Maritime NZ had issued an exemption from the Rule 
because of stakeholder concerns over its practicality and possible prosecutions that 
could result. Holders of pilot licences were exempt from the Rule4 on the condition that: 

• every pilot conducts a dynamic risk assessment before and during boarding or 
leaving a ship by means of a pilot transfer arrangement, and 

• any known deficiency in the pilot transfer arrangement would not significantly 
increase safety risk. 

23. The complaint stated that the exemption power had been misused as it only provided 
for making exemptions for a specific person, ship, or maritime product. The complaint 
also stated that as the exemption was essentially a substantive amendment to the 
Rule, it should have followed the MTA’s notice and consultation procedures for 
rulemaking.   

24. In response the Committee, in an interim report: 

• considered the exemption had the effect of amending Rule 53.4(2)(a), and 

• recommended the Government consider remaking the exemption as a rule 
amendment using the consultation and rulemaking requirements5 in the MTA.   

25. In response, in 2021 we began reviewing Part 53 with a view to improving its 
effectiveness and consistency with international conventions. Details of the options and 
our proposed solution are in Part B.   

2.4 Proposal for amending Rule 53.4(2)(a)   
26. We have identified two options for amending Rule 53.4(2)(a).  The analysis also 

considers maintaining the current status quo. The options are: 

• Option one: revoke Rule 53.4(2)(a) and not remake the exemption, or 

• Option two: remake the exemption as an amendment to Part 53. 

                                                   
4 Full text of the exemption can be found at https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/rules/general-exemptions/GE-15-

20.pdf  
5 Under sections 446 to 452 of the MTA. 

https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/rules/general-exemptions/GE-15-20.pdf
https://www.maritimenz.govt.nz/rules/general-exemptions/GE-15-20.pdf
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2.5 Criteria 
27. Each option was scored on whether it met, partially met, did not meet, or was not 

applicable to the following criteria: 

• Maintain safety – the option maintains maritime safety. 

• Durable – the option and the resulting change would be durable over time.   

• Internationally compliant – the option is compliant with international maritime 
conventions. 

• Certain and predictable – the option provides operators, the public and others 
with a reliable regulatory response. 

• Cost-effective – the option is cost-effective and does not pose undue costs for 
operators. 

28. Further detail on the options analysis for Part B is attached as Appendix one. 

2.6 Maintaining the status quo 
29. If the status quo was maintained, then the general exemption would be removed and 

Rule 53.4(2)(a) would not be amended. Any further exemptions would need to be 
considered on an individual basis.  

Assessment of maintaining the status quo 
30. Under the status quo, the safety requirement in the rules would remain and pilots would 

be covered by the legislative / regulatory duties under HSWA. The general exemption 
would be removed. 

31. There are no identified impacts on New Zealand’s compliance with international 
conventions. There are no similar requirements to the current Rule 53.4(2)(a) in 
international conventions 

32. There may be impacts on the durability of Part 53. If there were no amendments to the 
rule and this may lead to further challenges and make Part 53 less durable over time. 

33. There could also be less certainty and predictability. Maintaining the status quo would 
mean less certainty for pilots and others because of potential possible prosecutions.   

34. No specific costs were identified for pilots, operators, ports or government from 
maintaining the status quo. 

35. In summary, Maritime NZ did not consider maintaining the status quo as a viable option 
given that it may impact the rule’s durability of the rule and certainty for operators. Also 
it would not meet the Committee’s recommendation to amend the Rule.  

2.7 Option one — Revoke Maritime Rule 53.4(2)(a) and not remake the 
exemption 

36. Under this option, Rule 53.4(2)(a) would be revoked and the exemption would not be 
remade. HSWA would continue to cover the duties employers and pilots have towards 
health and safety at work.  
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Assessment of option one 
37. Option one would maintain safety while reducing the concerns of pilots, employers, and 

ports about the potential for prosecutions from not complying with Rule 53.4(2)(a). This 
option directly addresses the concerns that led to the creation of the exemption.  

38. Progressing this option and removing the rule could lessen the concerns of pilots, their 
employers, and ports over potential prosecutions and make it more durable over time. 
Pilots are aware of their safety, rights and obligations. Safe pilot transfer arrangements 
would continue be covered by duties under HSWA. For example, pilots would still have 
the right to refuse dangerous work that could pose health or safety risks to them. This 
would include being able to refuse using unsafe pilot transfer arrangements. 

39. We have not identified any impacts from option one on New Zealand’s compliance with 
SOLAS and IMO resolutions. There are no similar requirements to Rule 53.4(2)(a) in 
international conventions.  

40. There may be concerns that the safety requirements for pilot transfer arrangements are 
being weakened. However, HSWA would still cover pilot transfer arrangements. 
Similarly, there may be concerns that this change may impact pilots’ safety behaviour 
regarding pilot transfer arrangements. This seems unlikely given the training and 
knowledge of the occupational group. Pilots, as part of their practice, assess the safety 
of pilot transfer arrangements when embarking or disembarking vessels. In general, 
option one would provide certainty by removing a rule that is not always practical to 
comply with. 

41. We did not identify any additional costs, or any reduction in costs, from option one for 
pilots, operators, ports, or government. No specific extra actions would be required 
from pilots, operators, ports, or government to comply with option one and no changes 
to equipment or ships would be necessary.    

2.8 Option two — Remake the exemption as an amendment to Part 53 
42. This option would remake the exemption for pilot licence holders as an amendment to 

rule 53.4(2)(a).   

Assessment of option two 
43. Option two responds directly to the Committee’s recommendation in the interim report. 

This option maintains safety. The previous exemption would be incorporated into the 
Rule and pilot safety would be covered by the duties of employers and pilots under 
HSWA.   

44. Incorporating the exemption into the Rule may make it less durable and may add extra 
complexity. The exemption required pilots to conduct a dynamic risk assessment while 
boarding or disembarking a ship and make a judgement about whether any known 
deficiency in the pilot transfer arrangement would not significantly increase the risk to 
their safety. Having a formal assessment codified in the Rules may be more complex 
and difficult in practice for pilots to consider when they are boarding or disembarking a 
ship. 

45. We have not identified any impacts from option two on New Zealand’s compliance with 
SOLAS and IMO resolutions. There are no similar requirements to Rule 53.4(2)(a) in 
international conventions.  

46. Option two would provide certainty and predictability and address the concerns of 
some pilots and ports about the potential for prosecution under the Rule.  
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47. We did not identify any specific costs from option two for pilots, ports, operators, or 
government. No changes would be required to vessels or infrastructure. For example, 
operators would not need to change their pilot transfer arrangements in response to 
this amendment.  

2.9 Maritime NZ’s preferred option is option one — Revoke Maritime 
Rule 53.4(2)(a) and not remake the exemption 

48. Both options would meet the Committee’s recommendation, although in different ways. 
Our preferred option, based on a preliminary assessment, is option one – to remove 
the Rule. We consider option one would be less complex for pilots and have a lesser 
impact on pilots, ports and other relevant stakeholders. We consider that incorporating 
the exemption into an amended rule, as in option two, would lead to a more complex 
rule. This could mean the Rule becomes a burden over time and less durable.  

49. Pilot safety would be maintained under option one, through the Maritime Rules and 
HSWA. Pilots would still have duties under the Rules and HSWA. The concerns of 
pilots and port companies about prosecution would be lessened.  

 

Consultation questions on options for amending Rule 53.4(2)(a)   
Q3 – Which option do you consider should be progressed for amending Rule 53.4(2)(a) 
and why? 

Q4 – Are there costs, benefits or other impacts from these options that you want to 
mention? 
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3 Part C – Other proposed amendments to Part 53 to improve 
safety and international alignment 

50. We identified four other areas where we could improve safety and consistency with the 
international maritime framework.  

51. We used the same criteria used in Part B to assess the proposed amendments to Part 
53. Further details of this analysis is in Appendix one.  

3.1 Proposal one — Clarify the requirements for approving equivalent 
pilot transfer arrangements  

Issue 
52. Rule 53.5(1)(c) provides for the Director of Maritime NZ or a recognised organisation to 

approve other pilot transfer arrangements if they are as ‘safe and efficient’ as existing 
pilot transfer arrangements and ship-helicopter transfers.6  

53. Over time, it is likely there will be improvements and innovation in pilot transfer 
arrangements. It is important that any novel pilot transfer arrangements are safe for 
pilots. We consider this rule could be improved to be more clearly focused on safety.  

Status quo 
54. Currently if ship operators apply for approval of alternative pilot transfer arrangements 

then those arrangements must be as safe and efficient as pilot transfer or ship-
helicopter transfer arrangements. The current rule may not be as focussed on safety as 
it could be. 

Assessment of the status quo 
55. This would likely maintain safety and be durable, as the Rule would continue to require 

approval for safe and efficient alternative pilot-transfer arrangements. However, the 
Rule would have two focus points – safe and efficient arrangements – instead of just 
‘safe’ arrangements. 

56. New Zealand would also likely be consistent with the international maritime framework, 
depending on what type of innovation was approved.   

57. The current Rule provides certainty in that it allows for the approval of safe and efficient 
arrangements. However, this may be less focused and certain than having a rule 
focused solely on safe arrangements.  

58. No specific extra costs from the status quo. Operators can choose to apply for the 
approval of an equivalent pilot transfer arrangement or not. 

Proposal 
59. We propose Rule 53.5(1)(c) is amended so the Director of Maritime NZ or a recognised 

organisation can approve alternative arrangements equivalent to pilot ladders and ship-
helicopter transfers if they are considered to be ‘safe’, rather than currently, under Rule 
53.5(1)(c) they must be ‘safe and efficient’.  

                                                   
6 A recognised organisation is one that has entered into a memorandum of agreement with the Director of 

Maritime NZ in compliance with the IMO's Code for Recognized Organizations whereby that organisation may 
carry out surveys and issue convention certificates on behalf of the Director in respect of SOLAS. 



 

10 
 
 

Assessment of proposal one 
60. This proposal clarifies what alternative arrangements would be allowed. Maritime NZ 

considers that the term ‘efficient’ does not add value to the Rule and that the Rule 
should focus exclusively on ‘safety’. This proposal would help future-proof the rule.   

61. We did not identify specific costs that may arise from this proposal. Operators can 
choose, or not, to apply for an alternative pilot transfer arrangement and seek approval 
from Maritime NZ. Any extra costs associated in designing, building, or applying for 
approval of such an alternative transfer arrangement is a choice for the operator.  

62. No impacts for New Zealand’s compliance with international conventions were 
identified. Neither SOLAS nor IMO resolution A1045(27) have a specific alternative 
provision for dealing with equivalent pilot transfer arrangements. Any alternative 
arrangement would still need to conform to international requirements. 

63. If this proposal progresses, it could lead to an increase in the number of applications 
and types of alternative arrangements for pilot transfer arrangements. There may be 
some limited cost impacts for Maritime NZ. Maritime NZ undertakes a rigorous 
technical assessment of alternative pilot transfer arrangements before approving them. 

Consultation questions on Proposal one — Clarify the requirements for 
approving equivalent pilot transfer arrangements 
 
Q5 – Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not? 
 
Q6 – Are there costs, benefits or other impacts from this proposal that you want to 
mention? 
 

 

3.2 Proposal two — Aligning the rules for accommodation ladders 
used in conjunction with pilot ladders with international 
requirements 

Issue 
64. Rules 53.10 and 53.11 set requirements for accommodation ladders used in 

conjunction with pilot ladders. These requirements cover the design, construction, 
position and reach of accommodation ladders. Rule 53.11(3) sets the angle at which an 
accommodation ladder is hung. Specifically, it states:   

‘… the length of the accommodation ladder must be such that the angle of the 
accommodation ladder does not exceed 55°’.  

65. In contrast, IMO resolution A1045(27) sets a different requirement for accommodation 
ladders used with pilot ladders. It states the length of an accommodation ladder (used 
with a pilot ladder) should be sufficient to ensure that its angle of slope does not 
exceed 45°.  

Status quo 
66. Under the status quo, the settings for accommodation ladders used with pilot ladders 

would remain unchanged. This setting is different to other jurisdictions meaning ship 
operators would face different legal requirements when coming to New Zealand or 
leaving to go to other jurisdictions. 
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Assessment of the status quo 
67. If Rules 53.10 and 53.11 are not amended, pilots may need to climb accommodation 

ladders set at a higher angle than in international rules which could potentially put their 
health and safety at risk.  

68. In their current forms, Rules 53.10 and 53.11 are not consistent with international 
guidance and rules. This could mean Rules 53.10 and 53.11 are not as durable as they 
could be. Similarly, operators may face uncertainty from different rule requirements in 
New Zealand than in other jurisdictions. 

69. We did not identify any cost impacts from maintaining the status quo. 

Proposal 
70. We propose that Rule 53.11(3) is amended to align with IMO resolution A1045(27). 

This would mean the length of the accommodation ladder should be sufficient to 
ensure its angle of slope does not exceed 45°.  

Assessment of proposal two 
71. The proposed change would align Rule 53.11(3) with SOLAS and IMO resolution 

A1045(27) on pilot transfer arrangements.   

72. Reducing the angle of the accommodation ladder by 10° could reduce the risks of pilots 
being injured (or killed) when boarding or disembarking ships. Pilot transfer 
arrangements may also be quicker to use when boarding.    

73. We consider there would be few costs or compliance issues for operators from this 
proposal. Most relevant ships should already be compliant with SOLAS and IMO 
resolution A1045(27). Operators would probably not have a separate approach for New 
Zealand. Should an operator be non-compliant, they could adjust the angle of any 
accommodation ladder to 45°.  

Consultation questions on proposal two — Aligning the rules for 
accommodation ladders used in conjunction with pilot ladders with 
international requirements 
 
Q7 – Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not? 
 
Q8 – Will this proposal require vessel or pilot ladder modifications? If so, what would 
you estimate the costs to be with this? 
  

3.3 Proposal three — Aligning the rules for the thickness of side 
ropes on pilot ladders with the international maritime framework 

Issue 
74. Pilot ladder side ropes should be fit for purpose, constructed of appropriate materials, 

and durable. Good construction is important for pilots’ safety. Part 53 sets requirements 
for pilot ladder ropes, including the thickness of pilot ladder side ropes. These are set 
out in several places including:    

• Rule 53.7(1)(c)(i): — ‘The side ropes of the pilot ladder must be made of - manila of 
not less than 20 mm in diameter’. 
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• Rule 53.8(6) — ‘The securing strongpoints, shackles and securing ropes for a pilot 
ladder must be at least as strong as the 20 mm or 18 mm side ropes referred to in 
rule 53.7’. 

• Rule 53.9 (3) – ‘The securing strongpoints, shackles and securing ropes for a pilot 
ladder used in conjunction with a shipside door must be at least as strong as the 20 
mm or 18 mm side ropes referred to in rule 53.7, taking into account that the side 
ropes are doubled’. 

75. Currently, the requirements for the thickness of side ropes in a pilot ladder are not 
consistent with IMO resolution A1045(27). Under this resolution, side ropes are not to 
be less than 18mm thick. 

Status quo 
76. If the status quo remains, side ropes on pilot ladders will need to be at least 20 mm in 

thickness as in the rules referenced above. This would be different to the requirements 
in IMO resolution A1045(27). Operators could face a different set of requirements when 
moving between New Zealand and other jurisdictions.  

Assessment of the status quo 
77. Maintaining the status quo for the thickness of side-ropes on pilot ladders will mean 

that New Zealand’s rules are at different to what is required by international 
conventions. Maintaining the status quo will mean New Zealand’s is not as compliant 
with the international maritime framework as it could be. This may make the rule less 
durable over time and requiring further review later to align it with the international 
ruleset.  

78. As New Zealand regulations currently propose a higher level of requirements, they 
would not be aligned with international conventions such as IMO resolution A1045(27). 
This may mean a less certain and predictable regulatory environment for ship 
operators who move through multiple jurisdictions (including New Zealand) and face 
different standards for side-ropes. 

79. No specific costs were identified from maintaining the current requirements for the 
thickness of side-ropes on pilot ladders.  

Proposal 
80. We propose to make the requirements for the thickness of side ropes of a pilot ladder 

in Part 53 consistent with IMO resolution A1045(27). Section 2.2.1 of the resolution 
requires: 

‘The side ropes of the pilot ladder should consist of two uncovered ropes not less 
than 18 mm in diameter on each side and should be continuous, with no joints and 
have a breaking strength of at least 24 kilonewtons per side rope.’    

Assessment of proposal three 
81. We consider there to be no safety issues from this proposal as the amendment will 

make this Rule consistent with IMO resolution A1045(27). New Zealand’s rules for side 
ladder ropes are currently higher than international requirements. Maritime NZ 
considers that New Zealand should remain compliant with the international maritime 
framework as far as possible.  

82. This proposed amendment will also provide certainty for ship operators in that New 
Zealand’s requirements for pilot ladder side ropes are similar to those elsewhere in the 
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world. This certainty is important as operators will move through multiple jurisdictions 
on journeys to New Zealand. Practically, it is also unlikely that international operators 
are currently altering side ropes to align with New Zealand rules.    

83. We have not identified any safety issues, risks, costs or compliance issues for 
operators if this proposed amendment progresses. Operators will still be permitted to 
have larger ropes. Operators would likely already be in compliance with international 
requirements and not need to make any changes. There will be no extra costs for 
operators or extra compliance required by Maritime NZ.  

Consultation questions on proposal three — Aligning the rules for the 
thickness of side ropes on pilot ladders with the international maritime 
framework 
 
Q9 – Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not?   
 
Q10 – Are there costs, benefits or other impacts from this proposal that you want to 
mention?  
 

 
  



 

14 
 
 

4 Part D: Amendments to requirements for lifeboat drills 
under Part 23 

Issue 
84. Part 23 sets operating and training procedures for ships designed to cope with 

emergency situations or to prevent such situations occurring. Under Part 23, Maritime 
Rules 23.9(7)(a) and 23.21(7)(a) require each lifeboat to be launched with its assigned 
operating crew aboard and manoeuvred in the water at least once every three months 
during an abandon ship drill. These rules are not consistent with SOLAS Regulation 
III/19.3.4.3 and IMO circular MSC.1/Circ.1326.   

85. SOLAS Regulation III/19.3.4.3 does not require crew to be on board when a lifeboat is 
lowered during a drill. This was further clarified by MSC.1/Circ.1326 in 2009. Rules 
23.9(7)(a) and 23.21(7)(a) may pose a risk for crew safety. We are aware of injuries 
and deaths of crew in New Zealand and internationally during lifeboat drills when they 
have been aboard a lifeboat. 

Status quo 
86. Part 23 requires each lifeboat to be launched with its assigned operating crew aboard 

and manoeuvred in the water at least once every three months during an abandon ship 
drill. If this situation continues, there is the possibility that crew may be injured or die 
during lifeboat drills. 

Assessment of the status quo 
87. If there is no change to requirements for lifeboat drills, then crews will continue to be 

exposed to a significant risk of injury or death. These Rules are not consistent with 
lifeboat safety regulations under SOLAS Regulation III/19.3.4.3 and IMO circular 
MSC.1/Circ.1326. 

88. This situation could lead to potential accidents or injuries meaning further changes to 
the Rules are required. There would also be less certain and predictability for the rule 
for operators because domestic and international operators moving between 
jurisdictions would face different rules. 

89. No specific costs were identified from maintaining the status quo. 

Proposal 
90. We propose amending the Rules so that it is clear that crew are not required to be 

aboard lifeboats when they are lowered during a drill. This would align with under 
SOLAS Regulation III/19.3.4.3 and IMO circular MSC.1/Circ.1326. 

Assessment of proposal four 
91. This proposal removes a significant health and safety risk for crew and reduces the 

possibility of significant injuries or fatalities during lifeboat drills. We consider that this 
amendment will not adversely impact the safety of passengers during an emergency 
situation.   

92. If these proposed amendments are accepted, it will increase New Zealand’s 
compliance and make the Rules more consistent with SOLAS Regulation III/19.3.4.3 
and IMO circular MSC.1/Circ.1326. This effectively make the Rules more durable and 
up-to-date.  
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93. We have not identified any costs to operators or compliance issues that may result 
from these proposed amendments.   

Consultation questions on Part D — Amendments to requirements for 
lifeboat drills under Part 23 
 
Q11 – Do you agree with this proposal? Why or why not? 
 
Q12 – Are there costs, benefits or other impacts from this proposal that you want to 
mention? 
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Appendix 1:  Analysis of proposals for amending for Part 23 and Part 53  
Table 1  Analysis of options to amend Rule 53.4(2)(a) 

Option Maintains safety  Maintain New Zealand’s 
compliance with 
international 
conventions 

Cost effectiveness  Durability Certainty and 
predictability 

Maintain the 
status quo 

Partially meets ++ 
Under the status quo, the 
safety requirement in the 
Rules would remain and 
pilots would also be 
covered by the legislative / 
regulatory duties under 
HSWA.  

Not applicable 0 
There are no identified 
impacts on New Zealand’s 
compliance with the 
international maritime 
framework.  
 

Meets ++ 
No specific costs were 
identified for pilots, 
operators, ports or 
government. 
 

Does not meet – 
Not amending the Rule 
could lead to further 
challenges to it and make 
Part 53 less durable over 
time.   

Does not meet – 
Maintaining the status quo 
would mean less certainty 
for pilots and others 
because of potential 
possible prosecutions.   

Option one 
– Revoke 
Maritime 
Rule 
53.4(2)(a) 

Meets ++ 
Pilots are aware of safety 
obligations and would still 
be covered by HSWA and 
the rules. Pilots could 
refuse to use unsafe 
arrangements.  

Not applicable 0 
There are no identified 
impacts on New Zealand’s 
compliance with the 
international maritime 
framework.   
 

Meets ++ 
No specific costs were 
identified for pilots, 
operators, ports or 
government. 
 

Meets ++ 
Progressing this option 
and removing the Rule 
could lessen the concerns 
of pilots, their employers, 
and ports over potential 
prosecutions and make it 
more durable over time. 

Meets ++ 
This option would provide 
certainty by removing a 
rule that is not always 
practical to comply with.  
 

Option two 
– Remake 
the 
exemption 
as an 
amendment 
to Part 53 

Meets ++ 
This option maintains both 
the safety requirement in 
the Rules and the 
legislative / regulatory 
duties under HSWA. It 
would add complexity to 
the rule. 
 

Not applicable 0 
There are no identified 
impacts on New Zealand’s 
compliance with the 
international maritime 
framework.   

Meets ++ 
No specific costs were 
identified for pilots, 
operators, ports or 
government.  
 
 

Does not meet – 
Incorporating the 
exemption into the Rule 
may make it more 
complex and potentially 
burdensome. This may 
lead to calls for further 
rules reviews and mean 
any change is less 
durable over time.  

Partially meets + 
Incorporating the 
exemption into the Rule 
would respond to the 
Committee’s interim 
report, but it would 
increase also complexity 
and make it less certain.   
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Table 2  Proposals to improve safety and international alignment    

Option Maintains safety Maintain New Zealand’s 
compliance with 
international 
conventions 

Cost effectiveness  Durability Certainty and 
predictability 

Proposal one 
Proposal one 
– Status quo 

Partially meets + 
Under the status quo, the 
Rule allows for the 
approval of safe and 
efficient alternative pilot-
transfer arrangements.  
 

Partially meets + 
Likely – it would depend 
on the type of innovation 
approved. 
 

Meets ++ 
No specific extra costs 
were identified. Operators 
can choose to apply for 
the approval of an 
equivalent pilot transfer 
arrangement or not.  
 

Partially meets + 
Under the status quo, the 
Rule allows for the 
approval of safe and 
efficient alternative pilot-
transfer arrangements. 
This may be less 
focussed than having a 
rule focussed only on 
safe arrangements.  

Partially meets + 
Requiring that alternative 
pilot transfer 
arrangements are safe 
and efficient, may make 
the rule less certain and 
predictable for operators. 

Proposal one 
– Clarifying 
requirements 
for approving 
equivalent 
pilot transfer 
arrangements 

 Meets ++ 
The proposal focuses the 
Rule on safe alternative 
arrangements. 

Partially meets + 
Likely – it would depend 
on the type of innovation 
approved. 

Meets ++ 
No specific extra costs 
were identified. Operators 
can choose to apply for 
the approval of an 
equivalent pilot transfer 
arrangement or not. 
 

Meets ++ 
The proposal would mean 
that the Rule is focused 
on the approval of safe 
alternative pilot-transfer 
arrangements. 

Meets ++ 
The proposal could 
provide more certainty for 
the approval of safe 
equivalent pilot-transfer 
arrangements.  

Proposal two 
Proposal two 
– Status quo 

Partially meets + 
Under the status quo, 
pilots would have to climb 
pilot transfer 
arrangements at a higher 
angle than in international 
rules. 

Does not meet – 
The status quo is not 
aligned with the current 
international maritime 
framework.  

Not applicable  0 Partially meets + 
Maintaining the status 
quo would mean that 
New Zealand is fully 
aligned with the 
international maritime 
framework and therefore 
the Rule may not be as 
durable as it could be.  

 

Does not meet – 
The status quo is not 
aligned with international 
rules. Operators may face 
uncertainty from different 
rule requirements in New 
Zealand. 
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Option Maintains safety Maintain New Zealand’s 
compliance with 
international 
conventions 

Cost effectiveness  Durability Certainty and 
predictability 

Proposal two 
– Aligning the 
requirements 
for 
accommodati
on ladders 
used in 
conjunction 
with pilot 
ladders with 
international 
requirements 

Meets ++ 
The proposal maintains 
safety, as pilots would not 
have to climb a pilot-
transfer arrangements at 
a higher angle.  

 

Meets ++ 
This proposal accords 
with international 
guidance and it would 
therefore be more 
compliant with the 
international maritime 
framework.  
 

 

Not applicable  0 Meets ++ 
The proposal would bring 
New Zealand more in line 
in with the international 
maritime framework and 
therefore the Rule would 
be more durable. 

 

Meets ++ 
The proposal will make 
New Zealand’s Rule 
internationally compliant 
and certain for operators. 
When operators come to 
New Zealand, they will be 
assured that they do not 
have to alter their vessel 
for different rules. 

Proposal three 
Proposal 
three – Status 
quo 

Meets ++ 
Maintaining the status 
quo for side-ropes on 
pilot ladders will maintain 
safety at a higher 
standard than is required 
by international 
conventions.  

Partially meets + 
As New Zealand rules 
currently propose a 
different level of 
requirements, they are 
not aligned with the 
international maritime 
framework.  

Meets ++ 
No specific costs were 
identified from 
maintaining the status 
quo. 

Partially meets + 
Maintaining the status 
quo will mean New 
Zealand’s is not as 
compliant with the 
international maritime 
framework as it could be. 

Partially meets + 
Maintaining the status 
quo will mean less 
certainty for operators 
who move through 
multiple jurisdictions 
(including New Zealand) 
and face different 
standards for side-ropes. 
 

Proposal 
three – 
Aligning the 
requirements 
for the 
thickness of 
side ropes on 
pilot ladders 

Meets ++ 
The change in 
requirements will meet 
international standards 
for side-ropes on pilot 
ladders. 

Meets ++ 
New Zealand regulations 
currently propose a 
higher level of 
requirements. The 
proposal aligns with the 
international maritime 
framework. 
 

Meets ++ 
No specific costs were 
identified from this 
proposal. 

Meets ++ 
The proposal would make 
New Zealand’s 
requirements more 
durable through being 
more compliant with the 
international maritime 
framework. 

Meets ++ 
Having New Zealand’s 
rules for side ropes 
internationally aligned 
would provide certainty 
for operators moving 
through different 
jurisdictions. 



 

19 
 

Option Maintains safety Maintain New Zealand’s 
compliance with 
international 
conventions 

Cost effectiveness  Durability Certainty and 
predictability 

Proposal four  
Proposal four 
– Status quo 

Does not meet – 
Under the status quo, 
crew will continue to be 
exposed to a significant 
risk of injury or death. 
 

Does not meet – 
New Zealand is not be 
aligned with lifeboat 
safety regulations as 
under SOLAS Regulation 
III/19.3.4.3 and IMO 
circular MSC.1/Circ.1326. 
 

Not applicable 0 
No specific costs were 
identified from 
maintaining the status 
quo. 

Does not meet – 
Under the status quo, 
lifeboat regulations would 
not be up to date or 
aligned with the 
international framework. 
This could lead to 
potential accidents or 
injuries meaning further 
changes to the rules are 
required. 

Does not meet – 
New Zealand would not 
be internationally aligned 
meaning domestic and 
international operators 
moving between 
jurisdictions would face 
different requirements.  

 

Proposal four 
– 
Amendments 
to 
requirements 
for lifeboat 
drills 

Meets ++ 
This proposal increases 
safety for crew involved in 
lifeboat drills. Crew will no 
longer be exposed to an 
avoidable risk. This 
change should not impact 
the safety of passengers 
during an emergency 
situation. 

Meets ++ 
This proposal aligns New 
Zealand with SOLAS 
Regulation III/19.3.4.3 
and IMO circular 
MSC.1/Circ.1326. 

Not applicable 0 
No specific costs were 
identified from this 
proposal. 

Meets ++ 
This proposal makes the 
rule more enduring 
through it being up to 
date and aligned. 

Meets ++ 
The proposal aligns New 
Zealand’s with the 
international regime 
making compliance more 
certain for domestic and 
international operators 
(moving between different 
jurisdictions).  
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