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1. Summary of proposal

The International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974 (“SOLAS” or “the Convention”) is an
international maritime treaty that establishes minimum safety standards for ships and to which the
United Kingdom is a party. Chapter V in the Annex to SOLAS was negotiated and agreed in the
International Maritime Organization (“IMO”) and contains measures to regulate safety of navigation,
and to reduce the risk of accidents occurring at sea, specifically in the areas of the carriage and use
of equipment to assist in safe navigation, the receipt of vital safety information and communications,
including emergency communications and signals.

Chapter V is currently implemented in the UK by the Merchant Shipping (Safety of Navigation)
Regulations 2020 (S.l. 2020/0673) (“the 2020 Regulations”). It is proposed to replace the 2020
Regulations with a new instrument for the reasons which follow.

The 2020 Regulations revoked and replaced the Merchant Shipping (Safety of Navigation)
Regulations 2002 (S.I. 2002/1473) (“the 2002 Regulations”) which transposed the Chapter V
requirements at that time. The 2020 Regulations transposed outstanding amendments to Chapter V
which had been agreed after the 2002 Regulations were made, and, at the same time introduced an
ambulatory reference with the aim of incorporating future amendments to Chapter V into UK law
without the need for secondary legislation. The ambulatory reference provision captured the
amendments adopted by IMO Resolution MSC.532(107) with respect to a new requirement in
Regulation 19 of SOLAS Chapter V for containerships and bulk carriers of 3,000 gross tonnage (“GT”)
and above constructed on or after 1 January 2026 to be fitted with an electronic inclinometer, or other
means, to determine, display and record the ship's roll motion. As such, this requirement did not



require further transposition to pass into UK law, and therefore came into effect domestically on the
same date as it entered into force internationally, i.e. 1 January 2026.

However, ambulatory reference only works in relation to updates to international provision which is
directly referenced in secondary legislation; where updates occur to provision, which is not referenced
in the legislation, there will be no automatic incorporation of the update. This is the case with respect
to the amendments to Chapter V relating to danger messages, which have not been automatically
incorporated into the 2020 Regulations.

The requirements comprise obligations to report the loss of containers from a ship, or observation of
containers in the water. The requirements were adopted by IMO Resolution MSC.550(108) and
comprise amendments to Regulation 31 and 32 in SOLAS Chapter V. The amendments took effect
internationally on 1 January 2026. Accordingly, absent a replacement instrument, the 2020
Regulations would require amendment to implement these requirements into UK law.

The 2020 Regulations unintentionally removed some obligations that had previously applied to Class
IV passenger ships under the 2002 Regulations. This omission was corrected by the Merchant
Shipping (Safety of Navigation) (Amendment) Regulations 2025 (S.l. 2025/134) (“the 2025
Regulations”), which came into force in February 2025 and amended the 2020 Regulations to restore
those obligations.

As part of the five-yearly review of the 2020 Regulations, it was considered that the clarity of the
Regulations could be improved, particularly in relation to how the requirements of Chapter V are
referenced and set out; it would be possible to make these requirements more accessible to those
who are required, or may not be required, to comply with them. This legislative opportunity is therefore
being taken to reframe the 2020 Regulations for greater clarity. Consequently, it is intended to revoke
and replace the 2020 Regulations with a new Statutory Instrument.

Additionally, passenger ships in scope of the Merchant Shipping (Passenger Ships on Domestic
Voyages) Regulations 2000 (S.I. 2000/2687) (“the 2000 Regulations”) are currently excluded from the
application of the 2020 Regulations. The 2000 Regulations incorporate the safety requirements of
Directive (EC) 2009/45, which includes the requirements of SOLAS Chapter V. Because the Directive
was referenced in the 2000 Regulations, under principles of EU law which applied at the time, those
references were ambulatory. However, once EU law ceased to apply to the UK, on IP (Implementation
Period) completion day (31 December 2020), the reference to Directive (EC) 2009/45 in the 2000
Regulations became static. This means that passenger ships to which the 2000 Regulations apply
are only obliged to comply with SOLAS Chapter V as it existed on 31 December 2020 and not with
any subsequent updates to Chapter V. If the proposed Merchant Shipping (Safety of Navigation)
Regulations 2026 carry over this exclusion, it would mean that the UK would not be fully implementing
the updates to SOLAS Chapter V. Therefore, it is considered appropriate to bring domestic passenger
ships that are in scope of the 2000 Regulations into scope of the proposed replacement Regulations
in order to ensure that the UK is up to date with its international obligations.

In addition to the above, in June 2025 at the 110th meeting of the IMO Maritime Safety Committee
(“MSC”), amendments to Regulation 23 of SOLAS Chapter V (pilot transfer arrangements), including
revised performance standards, were adopted by Resolution MSC.576(110)) which will come into
force on 1 January 2028. Marine pilots undertake high risk transfers usually from smaller vessels to
large ships, sometimes in adverse conditions, and inferior equipment or inadequate training can result
in serious accidents and incidents. The changes seek to improve the safety of pilot transfers by
introducing mandatory performance standards for both equipment and protocol. As the reference to
existing regulation 23 is ambulatory, and that ambulatory reference provision is to be carried over
from the 2020 Regulations to the proposed Regulations, it will continue to have the same effect. The
amendments, the date of entry into force for which has been stipulated by the relevant SOLAS
amendment, will therefore be implemented through the proposed Regulations on 1 January 2028,
aligning with their international entry into force.



The related IMO Circular, MSC.1/Circ.1690, encourages parties to implement the revised regulation
23 early (i.e. ahead of the international in-force date of 1 January 2028) for ships under their
own flag. The UK position is not to implement early in legislation but instead to recommend early
compliance by owners (which will be done in MGN 610). This is considered to be the best option as
making the new requirements mandatory for UK flagged vessels alone without requiring non-UK
flagged vessels to comply could be problematic and possibly discriminatory. Early implementation
would involve compliance with a higher standard so it can be treated as equivalent to the existing
requirements.

A regulatory gap has also been identified between the bridge visibility standard for small passenger
ships, which applies to such ships under 45 metres registered length (“RL”), and the bridge visibility
standards in regulation 22 of Chapter V, which applies from 55 metres length overall (“LOA”) (for all
ships to which Chapter V applies).

Regulation 3(1) of the Merchant Shipping (Bridge Visibility) (Small Passenger Ships) Regulations
2005 (SI 2005/2286) (“the 2005 Regulations”) applies some of the SOLAS standards to specified
classes of domestic passenger ships (Classes IV, V VI and VI(A)) of less than 45 metres in length.
These SOLAS standards were driven by the Maritime Accidents Investigative Branch (MAIB)
recommendations following the collision of the passenger launch Marchioness and MV Bowbelle,
resulting in the loss of 51 lives on the River Thames on 20 August 1989.

SOLAS Chapter V was last implemented in UK law by the 2020 Regulations. The 2020 Regulations
apply the bridge visibility requirements of SOLAS Chapter V to all ships to which Chapter V applies
of 55 metres or more LOA.

Originally, the SOLAS threshold had been 45m, but this was elevated to 55m in 2006 by amendments
to Chapter V adopted by Resolution MSC.142(77), which applied the new threshold to ships
constructed on or after 1 July 1998. The new 55 metre threshold was implemented by the 2020
Regulations, meaning that a legislative gap arose in UK law.

Notably, the 2005 Regulations apply to vessels of less than 45 metres RL, whereas SOLAS Chapter
V applies to ships of 55 metres LOA and above. Increasing the application of the 2005 Regulations
to less than 55 metres could roughly close the gap, but it is not entirely accurate unless it also changes
the measurement system from RL to LOA. With ships of this sort of size, this can sometimes be quite
significant.

The UK had already sought to close these gaps as part of the Merchant Shipping (Bridge Visibility)
(Small Passenger Ships) Regulations 2019 (SI 2019/1025) (“the 2019 Regulations”), which revoked
the 2005 Regulations and applied to passenger ships under 55 metres, applying LOA rather than RL
(the 2005 Regulations). This made the UK small passenger ship bridge visibility standards fit
seamlessly with the 2020 Regulations which implemented SOLAS Chapter V. However, the 2019
Regulations were later annulled as a result of a judicial review which successfully challenged the
basis for some of the provisions in those Regulations, making the 2005 Regulations extant once again.

As the 45-55 metre gap could not be closed as a result of the judicial review, that just left a discrepancy
in the definitions of length between the 2005 Regulations and the 2020 Regulations/SOLAS Chapter
V. Very few vessels are affected by this distinction and none in a material way; for that reason, the
cost of making this sole amendment could not be justified and this will be tested at consultation.
However, it was noted that if the change could be incorporated in another suitable legislative vehicle,
such as this instrument, this would be a convenient way of dealing with the issue.

The opportunity is also being taken to amend the Merchant Shipping (Official Log Books) Regulations
1981 (Sl 1981/569) and the Merchant Shipping (Official Log Books) (Fishing Vessels) Regulations
1981 (Sl 1981/570) as there are references to pilot hoists which are no longer permitted under
SOLAS.



MGN 610(M+F) Amendment 1, which provides guidance on the 2020 Regulations, advises vessels
falling into the gap to comply with the 2005 Regulations to prevent safety being compromised, but this
is only advice and carries no mandatory force. In court proceedings it would be likely to be considered
persuasive but not binding.

While the advice in MGN 610(M+F) may be considered a mitigation to the risk of non-compliance, the
task nevertheless remains to plug the legislative gap.

Additionally, the new Regulations re-instate an exception in the 2025 Regulations which extended the
requirement for carriage of AIS to Class VI passenger vessels under 300GT. This is less onerous
than the 2025 Regulations. For this reason and because no vessels were required to fit AlS as a result
of the 2020 Regulations, there will be no impact on industry. This will be tested at consultation.

There will also be some AIS carriage requirements transferred from the regulation 8 of the Merchant
Shipping (Vessel Traffic Monitoring and Reporting Requirements) Regulations 2004 (SI 2004/2110)
to consolidate them. Again, this will have no impact as there are no new obligations.

2. Strategic case for proposed regulation

The Merchant Shipping (Safety of Navigation) Regulations 2026 sets out to revoke and replace the
2020 Regulations with a new Statutory Instrument. The new safety requirements to be introduced in
UK law arise from amendments to the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea 1974
(“SOLAS” or “the Convention”), as well as addressing regulatory gaps relating to passenger ships
engaged on domestic voyages, updating bridge visibility standards for small passenger ships, and
correcting outdated references to pilot hoists which are no longer permitted under SOLAS. In addition,
the post implementation review of the 2020 Regulations recommended the revision of some sections
of the 2020 Regulations to improve clarity.

As a member state of the IMO and a signatory to the SOLAS Convention, the UK is obliged to
transpose international regulations under SOLAS into domestic legislation so that they both enter into
force on the same date, where feasible. In this case, Government action or intervention is necessary
to fulfil the UK’s obligations as a signatory to the SOLAS Convention by bringing UK legislation in line
with the amending resolutions of SOLAS Chapter V. The changes are required to ensure that the
relevant United Kingdom ships are conforming with SOLAS to which the UK is a party. If the
government does not intervene by way of new regulations or amendments, the new requirements will
not be transposed into UK law, and the United Kingdom will contravene its international obligations.

In addition to contravening the UK’s international obligations, an absence of government intervention
may result in reputational damage to the UK flag and could adversely affect the UK’s status on the
Paris Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) ‘whitelist™. The Paris MoU on Port State Control (PSC)
is a formal agreement among 28 European and North Atlantic countries to inspect foreign ships
visiting their ports for compliance with international maritime conventions. The “White, Grey and Black
(WGB) list” provides a spectrum of flag State performance, ranging from quality flags to those with
poor performance that are considered high or very high risk. It is based on the number of inspections
and detentions over a 3-year rolling period, for flag States with at least 30 inspections during that
period. A loss of position on the white list means that in the future, UK-flagged vessels could be
subject to increased scrutiny by other port states during the port State control inspection.

In essence, the economic rationale for intervention is to address market failures with respect to safety
of crew and passengers on UK flagged vessels as well as foreign vessels calling on UK ports, by
enforcing requirements on danger messages, bridge visibility standards and other safety
requirements. In addition, the intervention addresses potential information failures resulting from lack
of clarity in some sections of the 2020 Regulations.

1 White, Grey and Black List | Paris MoU



https://parismou.org/Statistics&Current-Lists/white-grey-and-black-list

The United Kingdom is a signatory to the SOLAS Convention and plays a leading role in the
International Maritime Organisation (IMO). As the IMO has adopted amendments to the SOLAS
convention, the United Kingdom will fail to meet its commitment to the international convention if the
necessary steps are not taken to effect the changes in UK law. This could lead to a lack of clarity on
the applicable requirements for UK-flagged vessels, resulting in information failure. In addition, there
will be regulatory failure arising from the UK’s inability to enforce the international requirements for
vessels calling at UK ports as well as UK-flagged vessels if the international measures are not
implemented in UK law. Furthermore, a failure to revise provisions within existing regulations that are
considered to be unclear may result in widespread misinformation and regulatory non-compliance.

In addition to the risk of information gaps and regulatory shortcomings, there is also the potential for
market failure where safety standards are not effectively enforced. Maritime accidents can result in
fatalities, injuries, and environmental harm, including pollution of the sea, all of which carry wider
social costs.

These impacts are considered to be negative externalities and are not borne solely by vessel owners.
In many cases, the consequences, such as loss of life, harm to crew, damage to other vessels, and
environmental degradation, extend beyond those directly involved, with a substantial portion of the
cost falling on society more broadly

As a result, there may be a tendency for some vessel owners to prioritise commercial considerations
without fully accounting for the wider impacts. Without appropriate regulatory oversight, this could
lead to insufficient investment in safety measures and navigational standards, increasing the
likelihood of adverse outcomes. Thus, a market solution is not considered sufficient to mitigate the
risk and Government intervention deemed appropriate and necessary.

3. SMART objectives for intervention

The main goal for this policy intervention is to enhance safety for UK-flagged vessels as well as
foreign-flagged vessels calling on UK ports by implementing amendments to the International
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) 1974 Convention and to address regulatory and
information gaps in existing regulations. In concrete terms, the SMART objectives for intervention are:

1) To improve safety for UK vessels and foreign vessels operating in UK waters by ensuring
compliance with mandatory regulatory standards that facilitate safe navigation of vessels.

This objective will be achieved by implementing the safety requirements in UK law via a Statutory
Instrument (Sl). By use of a regulatory approach rather than through guidance, the safety
requirements will be mandatory and enforceable, thereby minimising the risk of non-compliance with
the essential safety standards. This will in turn enhance safety for UK seafarers and vessels in UK
waters.

2) To fulfil the UK’s obligations as a signatory to the International Convention for the Safety of
Life at Sea (SOLAS) 1974 Convention and preserve its reputation by implementing the
international amendments in UK law.

Failure to implement these amendments through appropriate legislative measures would result in the
UK not meeting its international obligations. Consequently, UK-flagged vessels could be non-
compliant with SOLAS requirements, exposing them to increased scrutiny during port state control
inspections. This could lead to adverse outcomes, including detention, reputational impact on the UK
flag, and a potential decline in its standing on the Paris Memorandum of Understanding (MoU)
Whitelist. In essence, this objective will be achieved with the implementation of the amendments in
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UK via a legislative intervention. A regulatory approach will ensure enforceability and enable UK
authorities to take legal action against non-complying vessels. While implementation in UK law fulfils
the UK’s obligation under SOLAS, enforceability will eliminate or minimise non-compliance and hence
contribute to preserve the UK’s reputation and place in the Paris MoU whitelist.

3) To provide stakeholders with access to the most relevant and accurate information on
requirements for safety of navigation for relevant classes of vessels, thereby improving clarity
of regulations, minimising the risk of information failures, and reducing regulatory
shortcomings.

This objective will be achieved by revising certain provisions of the existing legislation to improve
clarity, particularly in relation to the scope of application and the categories of vessels to which specific
requirements apply. This is in line with recommendations from the post-implementation review of the
2020 Regulations. The redrafting of the text within existing legislation will enhance transparency and
support industry stakeholders in achieving compliance more easily.

4) To provide a level playing field for UK ships and businesses. UK ships are subject to port state
control inspections outside of the UK and if the UK does not implement amendments to
international instruments UK ships could find themselves subject to increased scrutiny in
foreign ports.

The objectives are specific as they aim to transpose the changes made to SOLAS, an International
Convention to which the UK is a party. The changes are specifically in relation to Chapter V Safety of
Navigation, which is fundamental to the safety of ships and crew at sea.

The objectives are measurable as ships which fall under scope of the changes to SOLAS Chapter V
will be required to conform, and failure to do so is identifiable during survey and inspections.

The objectives are achievable through regulatory approach by reviewing, redrafting and replacing
the 2020 Regulations to seek clarity of the drafting mainly to include the changes made to Chapter V.

The proposed Regulations are realistic as a version of the Regulations are already in force and the
changes seek to provide improved and incorporate the latest changes to Chapter V.

The changes are time-limited as the changes made to SOLAS Chapter V came into force
internationally on 1 January 2026. The new requirement adopted by Resolution MSC.532(107)
automatically came into force on 1 January 2026 in the UK as it is caught by the ambulatory reference
provision in the 2020 Regulations. The requirements adopted by Resolution MSC.550(108) also took
effect internationally on 1 January 2026 and the UK should implement those requirements in UK law
as soon as practicably possible. While the amendments adopted by Resolution MSC.576(110) do not
come into force until 1 January 2028, however, the IMO are encouraging contracting governments to
effect early implementation, in some manner.

Compliance with the new obligations will be monitored on UK ships through surveys and on non-UK
ships visiting UK ports by Port State Control inspections. Additionally, in line with the new danger
message requirements, the guidance document will include contact details for UK-flagged ships to
enable direct communication with the Maritime and Coastguard Agency in the event of container loss.

The objectives align with the MCA'’s vision to be a world-leading and highly respected maritime
organisation with non-negotiable safety standards that put people, customers and the environment
first. The changes implement key updates to safety standards and align with the core values of safety,
professionalism, trust and respect. Effective safety measures also facilitate growth, as maritime
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accidents disrupt business operations, reduce profitability and damage the reputation of the operators
concerned.

4. Summary of long-list and alternatives

A limited range of options has been considered for the proposed intervention at the longlist stage. As
noted above, the policy intervention arises from the international SOLAS Convention, to which the UK
is a signatory. Accordingly, Option 0 (do nothing) and Option 1 (a non-regulatory approach) offer
minimal net benefit.

Of the four options identified, two have been shortlisted and are presented in the following section.
The remaining two options have been discounted at this stage, with the reasons for their exclusion
set out below.

Option 0 - Do Nothing. Doing nothing will not achieve the policy objectives for intervention set out in
previous sections. Without intervention, the United Kingdom will fail to meet its international
obligations as a party to the SOLAS convention and the amendments adopted by Resolution
MSC.550(108) will not enter into UK law. Doing nothing also would not allow the closing of the
legislative gap in bridge visibility, ensuring domestic passenger ships are subject to all of SOLAS
Chapter V and the removal of references to pilot hoists in the aforementioned Sls as they are no
longer permitted under SOLAS. As the SOLAS amendments relate to safety, doing nothing will be a
missed opportunity to enhance maritime safety. Additionally, this option would not allow for redrafting
of the regulations for greater clarity. This option does not meet the objectives for intervention and is
therefore not a viable policy approach and is therefore discounted.

Option 1 - Publish Marine Guidance/Advice to industry (non-regulatory). This would involve issuing
guidance in relation to the changes made to SOLAS Chapter V. This option would not achieve the
necessary legislative outcome of updating UK law in line with SOLAS, which is the UK’s international
obligation as a party to SOLAS, and is also highly desirable for maritime safety purposes. It also does
not allow for redrafting of the regulations for greater clarity and the additional amendments required
to be made in relation to closing of the legislative gap in bridge visibility, ensuring domestic passenger
ships are subject to all of SOLAS Chapter V and the removal of references to pilot hoists in the
aforementioned Sls as they are no longer permitted under SOLAS . Therefore, this is an unsuitable
option.

5. Description of shortlisted policy options carried
forward

The proposed policy intervention is intended to achieve the specific objectives outlined above. From
the longlisted options, two have been shortlisted as they meet the objectives of the intervention to
varying degrees, as set out below.

Option 2- amend the 2020 Regulations with an SI which will address the changes being made to
SOLAS Chapter V and amend the other desirable changes in the existing Sl such as closing the
legislative gap in bridge visibility, full inclusion of domestic passenger ships as required under SOLAS
and the removal of obsolete references to pilot hoists in other Sls. This approach will lead to at least
two separate Sls and hence cross referencing with each other. This would create unnecessary
administrative burden and potentially lead to a lack of clarity on the exact requirements in the new



legislation. As a result, this approach is not a preferred option as revocation and replacement will
bring greater clarity.

Option 3 - Revoke and replace the 2020 Regulations with new Regulations which would implement
the changes to SOLAS Chapter V and also provide a suitable legislative vehicle to simultaneously
make the other desirable improvements. This is the preferred option.

Very few Small and Micro sized businesses (SMEs) operate the ships affected. However, it would not
in any case be appropriate for the safety of life at sea or the environment to permit SMEs to operate
ships at lower safety standards than larger companies.

6. Description of preferred option and explanation of the
logical change process whereby this achieves SMART
objectives

The preferred option for intervention is option 3.

This option will revoke and replace the 2020 Regulations with new Regulations that incorporate the
latest amendments to SOLAS Chapter V and provide a comprehensive legislative framework to
address identified regulatory and information gaps. This approach enables both the implementation
of outstanding international requirements and the redrafting of existing provisions to improve clarity,
consistency, and scope of application.

This option achieves the SMART objectives through a structured regulatory change process. First, by
revoking and replacing the existing Regulations, the intervention ensures that all relevant SOLAS
amendments—particularly those not captured through the existing ambulatory reference—are fully
transposed into UK law. This guarantees that safety requirements are up to date, mandatory, and
enforceable, thereby improving compliance with essential navigation standards for both UK-flagged
vessels and foreign vessels operating in UK waters.

Secondly, the regulatory approach ensures the UK fulfils its obligations as a contracting Government
to the SOLAS Convention. By embedding the amendments within a Statutory Instrument, the
requirements become legally enforceable, enabling effective oversight, survey, and port State control
enforcement. This reduces the risk of non-compliance, supports the maintenance of high safety
standards, and helps preserve the UK flag’s reputation internationally, including its standing under
the Paris MoU regime.

Thirdly, the revocation and replacement of the 2020 Regulations allows for a comprehensive review
and redrafting of provisions to address deficiencies identified in the post-implementation review. This
includes clarifying the scope of application, and improving the accessibility and transparency of the
legislative text. By reducing ambiguity and closing regulatory gaps, the intervention minimises the risk
of misinterpretation and information failures, thereby supporting stakeholders in achieving compliance
more effectively.

Finally, by ensuring that international requirements are consistently applied in UK law, this option
promotes a level playing field for UK operators. UK-flagged vessels will be aligned with international
standards and therefore less exposed to additional scrutiny or enforcement action in foreign ports. At



the same time, foreign-flagged vessels calling at UK ports will be subject to the same enforceable
standards, ensuring fairness and consistency across the industry.

In terms of overall impacts, the Regulations are expected to result in familiarisation costs for
businesses and for MCA surveyors. In general, familiarisation costs are human resource costs and
can be deemed to be absorbed within the normal operations of businesses. However, because this
takes time away from other productive tasks, this is estimated to reflect the opportunity cost of
familiarisation to industry and government. The assessment in this DMOA is that this is the only non-
negligible financial cost of the new Regulations to businesses, and hence the only monetised cost in
addition to familiarisation cost.

Regarding impacts on relatively small businesses, it is understood that very few small and medium
scale enterprises (SMEs) operate the ships affected and this will be tested at consultation. However,
it would not in any case be appropriate for the safety of life at sea or the environment to permit SMEs
to operate ships at lower safety standards that larger companies.

7. Regulatory scorecard for preferred option

Please provide quantitative estimates and qualitative descriptions of impacts under each heading in the
following sections. The directional ratings column should be based on the description of impact and the
sign of the suggested indicator (NPV, NPSV, all impacts): Green — positive impact, m — negative impact,
amber — neutral or negligible impact, BIli@ — uncertain impact. Please see BRF guidance technical annex for
definitions.

Part A: Overall and stakeholder impacts

(1) Overall impacts on total welfare Directional rating

Note: Below are
examples only

Description of | The main benefit to business is the clarity of information | Positive

overall regarding the operational requirements under the SOLAS :
expected safety of navigation Regulations. The benefits of enhanced | Based on all impacts
) P safety for UK vessels and the maritime space which enhances | (incl. non-
impact safety of lives for workers and passengers on vessels as well | monetised)

as the environmental benefits are unmonetised in this DMA.
Also, by contributing to keeping the UK flag in the Paris MOU
whitelist, the regulations help minimise frequent and costly
inspections as well as potential detentions in ports outside the
UK.

Regarding costs, there is expected additional costs on
business that can mostly be classified as implementation costs
and arising mainly from the cost of familiarising with the new
regulations and the guidance notes. No direct household or
individual impacts are expected.




No monetisable wider welfare impacts (such as environmental
impacts) have been anticipated as part of this policy. While
environmental protection due to reduced marine accidents is
part of the case for intervention, this benefit is difficult to
quantify and even more difficult to attribute to the Regulations
as opposed to other SOLAS and maritime regulations.

Therefore, the overall welfare impacts, including unmonetised
costs and benéefits is likely to be positive due to the life-saving
and environmental benefits attributable to the regulations
against the costs of implementation to industry.

Monetised
impacts

Total monetised net present social value (NPSV) is estimated
at -£5.8 M in the central scenario, ranging from -£1.4M in the
low scenario to -£23.5M in the high scenario (all estimates are
in 2025 prices and 2025 present value). Familiarisation costs
to industry makes up approximately 99% of the total costs of
the regulations. The wide range in the estimates reflects the
high uncertainty with number of vessels falling in scope and
number of pages to be familiarised with.

Non-
monetised
impacts

There are unmonetised benefits related to the clarity of
information on the safety of navigation requirements and
reduced time searching for that information. The enhanced
safety for crew and passengers and environmental protection
benefits are not monetised. Beyond safety and the protection
of lives itself, the feeling of enhanced security and safety
onboard vessels by seafarers due to the enforceable
requirements enabled by this policy relates to human welfare
that is difficult to monetise.

Overall, as there are no significant unmonetised costs, total
unmonetised impacts are assessed to be positive.

Positive

Any
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?

No

No adverse or distributional impacts are expected because of
this measure.

No wider welfare impacts beyond the stated environmental
benefits have been anticipated as part of this policy, and
therefore no significant or adverse effects are expected.

With regard to the public sector equality duty, the
regulations are cross-cutting maritime legislation with no
direct observable impact on equality or on any protected
characteristic.

Neutral

(2) Expected impacts on businesses

Description of
overall

The main benefits to business includes the clarity of information
regarding the operational requirements under the SOLAS
safety of navigation Regulations. By improving safety of

Positive
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business
impact

navigation, the regulations enhance safety for UK vessels and
the maritime space which enhances safety of lives for workers
and passengers on vessels as well as reduce maritime
pollution. Also, by contributing to keeping the UK flag in the
Paris MOU whitelist, the Regulations help minimise frequent
and costly inspections as well as potential detentions in ports
outside the UK. The safety and regulatory benefits as well as
the environmental benefits are not monetisable.

Regarding costs, the cost of familiarising with the new
Regulations and the guidance notes constitute the main cost.

Overall, the benefits of the Regulations comprising information
clarity, life-saving, environmental and regulatory benefits, while
hard to quantify credibly, are likely to be substantial enough to
outweigh the monetised cost of familiarisation. Therefore, the
overall impact on businesses is assessed to be positive.

Monetised
impacts

Business Net Present Value (NPV) is estimated at -£5.8 million
in the central scenario, ranging from -£1.4 million in the low
scenario to -£23.5 million in the high scenario. The broad range
of the estimates reflects a significant degree of uncertainty as
to both the number of vessels in scope and the volume of
documentation with which relevant parties will be required to
familiarise themselves.

The equivalent annual net direct cost to business (EANDCB) is
£675 thousand, ranging from a low of £165 thousand to a high
of £2.7 million. As indicated in this DMOA the majority of the
costs of the Regulations comprise of familiarisation costs,
which is broadly administrative in nature and reflect the
opportunity cost of time spent on familiarisation.

No pass-through costs to households nor any pass-through
costs from households to business has been calculated.

Non-
monetised
impacts

No significant non-monetised costs have been identified for the
Regulations. On benefits, however, all the benefits of improved
regulation and guidance, minimised inspection cost outside of
the UK, enhanced safety of navigation and potential life-saving
benefits as well as potential welfare benefits for seafarers are
difficult to monetise.

Negative

Based on
business £NPV

Positive

likely

Any
significant or
adverse
distributional
impacts?

No.

No significant adverse or distributional impacts are expected
from the policy regulation.

No impacts on specific business sectors are expected.

No Regional impacts are anticipated as a result of the
Regulations.

Neutral

11



(3) Expected impacts on households

Description of | There is no significant monetary impact on households as a | Neutral
overall result of the Regulations. While the safety standards invariably
household mean enhanced safety for seafarers and could imply life-saving
. benefits for seafaring households, this cannot be credibly
impact quantified and could not be attributed to these Regulations
alone, in the sea of maritime safety standards and Regulations.
Monetised Household NPV (if available) £0. Neutral
impacts No monetisable impacts are expected, hence the household | Based on likely
NPV and EANDCH are expected to be £0. No pass-through | household ENPV
costs are anticipated.
Non- There is no pass-through cost to final consumers as a result of | Neutral
monetised the Regulations.
impacts
Any No impacts on Low income or Other groups have been | Neutral
significant or identified. Also, given the Regulations relate to maritime safety,
adverse there is no anticipation of any regional impacts.
distributional
impacts?
Part B: Impacts on wider government priorities
Category Description of impact Directional
rating
Business The measure may contribute minimally to maintain the

environment:

Does the measure impact
on the ease of doing
business in the UK?

attractiveness of the UK flag since the UK will be seen to
enforce standard safety requirements and continue to meet
its obligations under international IMO agreements.

The nature and extent of these impacts (specifically on
ease of doing business in the UK and on competition)
remains broadly uncertain.

Regarding impact on foreign investment, it is considered
that these Regulations are unlikely to lead to significant
foreign direct investment in the UK. That said, not
implementing them could have the potential to result in
disinvestment in the UK, as the UK flag could lose its
attractiveness with respect to high maritime safety
standards.
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International The measures are unlikely to impact international trade in
Considerations: any noticeable shape or form. However, not implementing
them can have some small negative effect on maritime
Does the measure [safety and hence imperil maritime trade. The size or
support international [significance of this impact is likely to be very small and
trade and investment? broadly uncertain.

Natural capital and|The Regulations are not considered to have any noticeable
Decarbonisation: impact on the UK’s natural capital, decarbonisation or on
greenhouse gas emissions.

Does the measure Neutral
support commitments to
improve the environment
and decarbonise?

Growth Summary: The measures do not have significant growth impacts as
they are broadly safety measures for ships in accordance
Does  the measure (with SOLAS. Nevertheless, they may indirectly support

support the \UK’s maritime business by ensuring that UK flagged
Government’s vessels do not face costly obstacles such as port State
commitment to economic|detentions outside the UK due to non-compliance with the
growth? international safety requirements.

In general, however, the measures are not expected to
have any direct short run or long-term impacts on economic
activity. The supply-side is not expected to be impacted by
the regulations since they do not affect population and
labour supply, employment, investment, capital stock,
and/or total factor productivity (TFP). As a result of these
considerations, no quantitative growth impact assessment
is conducted.

Neutral

In summary, the impacts of the measures are very limited
and are expected to be retained within the maritime
industry and hence not expected to impact GDP per capita
(GDPC) and/or Real Household Disposable Income
(RHDI).

8. Monitoring and evaluation of preferred option

Given this measure is well below the + £10 million de minimis threshold for economic impact and is
not considered a controversial measure, it is proportionate that a PIR provision is not included as part
of this assessment and measure. Due to the international origins of the measure, monitoring by the
International Maritime Organization is expected to consider the impact of the measures and within the
UK monitoring will take place on an ongoing basis, informed by the number of deficiencies manifested
by ships during surveys and inspections.

In particular, the MCA will develop questions aligned with the stated objectives of the policy
intervention to be used as part of ongoing survey and inspections. This will aim to measure the extent
to which the SMART objectives are being met. Also, being SOLAS requirements, monitoring will also
take place in the IMO.
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9. Minimising administrative and compliance costs for
preferred option

The United Kingdom is a party and an original signatory to the SOLAS Convention. As such, it has
an obligation to implement the amendments agreed at the IMO into UK law, to the full extent. Making
new UK Safety of Navigation Regulations does not exceed the international requirements. Therefore,
no further administrative or other costs have been imposed on affected vessels beyond that which is
considered necessary for the purpose of compliance. As noted above, most of the cost of compliance
is administrative in nature and comprise of familiarisation cost to industry. This is expected to be
absorbed in the day to day operations of shipping companies and does not represent financial cost.
The estimate in this DMOA is only for purposes of transparently presenting the opportunity cost of
familiarising with the Regulations. In general, these impacts are low and assessed to be less than £1
million in net direct cost to business per year.

Despite the very low impact of the regulations on UK business, the MCA has taken sufficient steps to
further minimise administrative and compliance costs of the preferred option on businesses by not
gold-plating the international requirements. This is why a revoke and replace approach is being
adopted instead of amending the existing legislation, which would have led to two separate safety of

navigation Sls, with burdensome cross referencing leading to much more time being spent reviewing
documents during familiarisation.

Declaration

Department:

Maritime and Coastguard Agency, Department for Transport

Contact details for enquiries:

Nazmus Sakib (Nautical Manager) navigationsafety@mcga.gov.uk

Minister responsible:

Keir Mather MP, Minister for Aviation, Maritime and Logistics, Department for Transport

| have read De Minimis Options Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the
leading options.
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Signed:

Date:

Sign here

Date
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Summary: Analysis and evidence

For De Minimis Options Assessment, please finalise these sections including the full evidence base.

Price base year: 2025

PV base year: 2025
1. Business as Option 1- Publish Marine Option 2- Amend the Option 3 - preferred
usual (baseline) Guidance/advice to industry | 2020 Regulations with an option. This option will revoke
involve ssuing guidance in | changes being made to. | 212 replace the 2020
relation to the changes SOLAS Chapter V and E:gz:zzgz: with new
made to SOLAS Chapter V | implement other desirable 9
changes in the existing S
Net present social £0, as this is the This option has not been This option has not been | The net present social value is
value counterfactual against | costed but the NPSV is costed but the expectation | estimated at -£5.8 million? in
(with brief description, which other options likely to be comparable to is that it will lead to a the central scenario, with a
including ranges, of individual | are assessed. There is | the preferred option given worse NPSV than the range between -£1.4 million to
costs and benefits) however unmonetised | industry will still need to preferred option. In other | -£23.5 million. No benefits
disbenefits associated | familiarise with the words, the cost of this were monetised for the
with BAU. These guidance notices. option is expected to regulations. Thus, the NPSV
include the risk of exceed the cost of the reflects the total cost of the
reputational damage to preferred option mainly proposed regulations to UK
the United Kingdom as due to higher society.
well as UK flag losing familiarisation costs. This
its Paris MoU whitelist expectation is due to
status, with potential making a new Sl in
for costly detentions in addition to the existing Sl,
port state inspections. leading to more pages of

2 All NPSV estimates are in 2025 prices and 2025 present value.
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statutory instruments to
read.

Public sector financial

costs (with brief description,
including ranges)

£0, as this is the
counterfactual against
which other options
are assessed.

Public sector costs for this
option 1 is expected to be
comparable to the preferred
option.

Public sector costs for
this option, although not
estimated, is likely to
exceed the cost of the
preferred option. This is
due to the additional text
resulting from a separate
Sl and amendments in the
existing one.

Public sector costs reported
here reflects the cost of
familiarising with the
regulations for MCA
Surveyors. This does not
include the administrative and
legal costs associated with
transposition of the
international regulations,
impact assessments and all
other human resources
needed to implement the
option. The public sector cost,
representing public sector
administrative cost, is
estimated at £16.4 thousand in
the central scenario, ranging
between £6.5 thousand to
£39.4 thousand in the low and
high scenarios.

Significant un-quantified
benefits and costs
(description, with scale
where possible)

£0, as this is the
counterfactual against
which other options
are assessed

This option has the benefit
of providing clarity to
industry regarding
applicable standards with
safety of navigation. While
this addresses potential
information failure, it fails to
address the market failure
regarding requirements for
safety of navigation as the

Like the preferred option,
this option implements the
international requirements
in UK law, thereby
enabling the UK to
continue to meet its
international IMO
obligations. It also
provides clarity of
information for safety of

Implementing the international
requirement in UK law means
that the UK will continue to
meet its international IMO
obligations. It also provides
clarity to industry regarding
operational requirements for
safety of navigation in maritime
shipping, thereby solving
potential information failures.
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guidance provided remains
unenforceable.

navigation and cures
potential information
failures that could result.
Nevertheless, it could lead
to burdensome regulatory
provisions with cross-
referencing that is deemed
to be inefficient.

In addition, market failure
regarding potential
compromise to safety of
seafarers is addressed.
This intervention however
leads to modest cost for
businesses due to the
administrative “time” cost of
familiarising with the
regulations.

Key risks
(and risk costs, and optimism
bias, where relevant)

This option entails
significant risks of
reputational damage to
the HM Government
and the United
Kingdom for failing to
meet its obligations as
a signatory to
applicable international
conventions.

Like the BAU, this option
also entails significant risks
of reputational damage to
the HM Government and
the United Kingdom by
failing to meet its
obligations as a signatory to
applicable international
conventions as the option is
not enforceable regulation.

The risks associated with
this option are low.
Implementation of the
international requirements
with a new ambulatory
reference provision
ensures that the
regulations will stay up to
date with international
requirements

The risks associated with the
preferred approach are low.
Implementation of the
international requirements and
new ambulatory reference
provision will ensure that the
UK continues to meet its
obligations as a signatory to
SOLAS as well as keep the
regulations up to date with
international requirements.

Results of sensitivity
analysis

No sensitivity analysis
has been done for this
option.

No sensitivity has been
done as the costs and
benefits of this option have
not been directly
monetised. However, it is
likely that its costs/benefits
range will not be
significantly different from
the preferred option.

No sensitivity has been
done as the costs and
benefits of this option
have not been directly
monetised. However, it is
likely that its costs/benefits
range will differ marginally
from the preferred option

Sensitivity analysis has been
conducted for this option and
shows a very wide variation in
intervention costs across the
low, central and high
scenarios. The NPSV ranges
from -£1.4m to -£23.5 million,
with the EANDCB ranging from
-£0.2m to -£2.7m, with the
central estimate being -£0.7m
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