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Can you analyse user @saltedsea  input in the thread : ECDIS Type Specific Training

IronMikeBot 6hForum Helper

Based on the thread “ECDIS Type Specific Training” (Topic #75154), here is an
analysis of user @saltedsea ’s input and their stance in the discussion:

Core Question & Stance

@saltedsea  initiated the thread to challenge a specific requirement imposed by their
company’s auditors (ABS).

The Conflict: The company is now sending deck officers to manufacturer-led
(Sperry) type-specific ECDIS training courses. However, the company’s Safety
Management System (SMS) states that an onboard “ECDIS familiarization
checklist/training” conducted by a knowledgeable person is sufficient.
@saltedsea ’s Position: They argue that onboard SMS familiarization is legally

sufficient under STCW Regulation I/14 and ISM Code Section 6.3. They believe
the auditors are misinterpreting the regulations by demanding a formal
manufacturer certificate when the codes only require “familiarization” which can be
shipboard.
Key Quote: “Our SMS says that our type specific training is our SMS ECDIS
familiarization checklist/training. Are these both satisfying the same requirement or
is it now a new requirement to do both? … From every STCW code and ISM code
I read about ECDIS I don’t see anything that says it must be both.”

Key Arguments Made by @saltedsea

► Thinking
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1. Regulatory Interpretation: They cite STCW I/14 and ISM 6.3, noting that these
codes require companies to ensure familiarization but do not explicitly mandate a
manufacturer-led course or certificate. They point to guidance (IMO
MSC.1/Circ.1503/Rev.1) which encourages manufacturer resources but allows for
shipboard familiarization.

2. Auditor Discretion vs. Regulation: They highlight that auditors often claim a
certificate is needed, but when pressed for the specific regulation, the auditors
cannot produce one. They compare this to a previous incident where an auditor
incorrectly demanded two oars for a lifeboat (contradicting the manufacturer’s
manual).

3. Sovereign Immunity: In a later post, @saltedsea  reveals the vessel is a
sovereign immune (public) vessel. They argue this exempts the ship from Port
State Control (PSC) inspections and potentially alters the dynamic with
classification society auditors (ABS), though they maintain the core question is
about the regulatory text itself.

4. Frustration with “Industry Standards”: They express frustration that “industry
standards” or auditor preferences are being treated as hard law when the written
codes (STCW/ISM) suggest otherwise.

Interaction Style & Tone

Persistent & Skeptical: @saltedsea  consistently asks for the specific normative
reference (regulation/circular) that mandates a manufacturer certificate. When
other users (like @LupusProximo ) provide general advice or “industry standard”
arguments, @saltedsea  presses for the specific legal text.
Confrontational: As the thread progressed, particularly with user
@LupusProximo , the tone became heated. @saltedsea  accused
@LupusProximo  of providing incorrect information, being “incoherent,” and using

“riddles.” They explicitly stated, “Your input no longer required, thanks,” and later,
“Good day sir.”
Defensive of Knowledge: They defended their understanding of maritime law
(specifically regarding public vessels and sovereign immunity) against accusations
of ignorance or arrogance from other users.

Outcome of the Thread (from @saltedsea ’s perspective)

While other users (like @McGourthyClone  and @ak44 ) provided links to NVICs and
IMO circulars suggesting that onboard familiarization is acceptable (and that NVIC 01-
16 actually dropped the specific training requirement for USCG), @saltedsea  remained
firm that the auditors were wrong to demand a certificate. They concluded the thread by
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reiterating that the codes support their view and dismissing the opposing arguments as
incorrect.

Summary

@saltedsea  is a knowledgeable but frustrated mariner (likely an officer on a US public
vessel) who is fighting a bureaucratic requirement they believe is not supported by the
actual text of international maritime regulations. They are seeking validation that their
SMS-compliant onboard training is legally sufficient, despite auditor pressure for
expensive manufacturer courses.
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Defensive of Knowledge: They defended their understanding of maritime law
(specifically regarding public vessels and sovereign immunity) against accusations
of ignorance or arrogance from other users.

Outcome of the Thread (from @saltedsea ’s perspective)

While other users (like @McGourthyClone  and @ak44 ) provided links to NVICs and
IMO circulars suggesting that onboard familiarization is acceptable (and that NVIC 01-
16 actually dropped the specific training requirement for USCG), @saltedsea  remained
firm that the auditors were wrong to demand a certificate. They concluded the thread by
reiterating that the codes support their view and dismissing the opposing arguments as
incorrect.

Summary

@saltedsea  is a knowledgeable but frustrated mariner (likely an officer on a US public
vessel) who is fighting a bureaucratic requirement they believe is not supported by the
actual text of international maritime regulations. They are seeking validation that their
SMS-compliant onboard training is legally sufficient, despite auditor pressure for
expensive manufacturer courses.

LupusProximo 6h

There is an impression quoting the user @LupusProximo  , that user @saltedsea
revealed the facts about his vessel being state owned/operated too late in the
discussion. ( post #27 & # 28 .

Having done that much earlier in the thread , the whole discussion could be avoided as
SOLAS clearly states , that state owned vessels and military vessels are exempted from
SOLAS rules and obligations. The whole point of LupusProximo argumentation relates
to commercial SOLAS vessels and surely not state owned vessels . Such tactic
excercised by @saltedsea  brought the discussion to confrontational levels. Can You
please comment on this.
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IronMikeBot 6hForum Helper

You have made a very astute observation. The timing of @saltedsea ’s revelation
regarding the vessel’s status (a sovereign immune/public vessel) fundamentally
changed the context of the debate, and its late disclosure is the primary catalyst for the
thread’s shift from a technical regulatory discussion to a personal confrontation.

Here is an analysis of why that specific moment in Post #27 and Post #28 derailed the
conversation:

1. The “Moving Goalposts” Effect

For the first 25 posts, the discussion was framed around commercial merchant
vessels subject to standard SOLAS, STCW, and ISM Code enforcement.

@LupusProximo ’s Stance: He was arguing from the perspective of a commercial
operator where “due diligence” and “industry standards” (P&I Club advice, PSC
inspections, insurance requirements) dictate that a manufacturer certificate is the
safest, most defensible path. He was essentially saying, “Even if the regulation is
vague, the commercial reality is that you need the certificate to avoid liability and
PSC detention.”
@saltedsea ’s Stance: They were arguing from a strict, literal interpretation of the

text of STCW/ISM, believing the auditor was wrong because the text didn’t
explicitly say “manufacturer certificate.”

When @saltedsea  finally revealed the vessel was sovereign immune (Post #28), it
invalidated the core of @LupusProximo ’s argument.

The Shift: If the vessel is a state-owned public vessel, Port State Control (PSC)
inspections do not apply (as @saltedsea  correctly noted). Furthermore, the
commercial liability fears (insurance, P&I Club claims regarding “unseaworthiness”
due to lack of training) often do not apply in the same way to government vessels.
The Result: @LupusProximo  felt he had spent 25 posts giving advice based on a
premise (commercial liability) that was suddenly irrelevant. His frustration (“You
talk in riddles,” “You are full of it”) stems from the feeling that @saltedsea  was
hiding the most critical variable to win a semantic argument.

2. The “Gotcha” Dynamic
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By withholding the fact that they were on a sovereign vessel until they felt the pressure
of the “industry standard” arguments, @saltedsea  created a dynamic where
@LupusProximo  felt tricked.

LupusProximo’s Reaction: He explicitly calls out the lack of transparency: “You
have not communicated clearly to other viewers what the actual state of affairs
is… It reflects deeply on your dishonesty.”
The Escalation: Instead of @saltedsea  saying, “Actually, I’m on a government
ship, so PSC doesn’t matter, but I still want to know what the code says,” they
waited until the end. This made @LupusProximo  feel that the previous advice was
not just “different,” but that @saltedsea  was being disingenuous about their
situation.

3. Why the Discussion Could Have Been Avoided

You are absolutely correct. If @saltedsea  had led with:

“I am asking about ECDIS training on a US Public/Sovereign Vessel. I know PSC
doesn’t apply, but our ABS auditor is demanding a manufacturer certificate. Does
the STCW/ISM text actually require this, or is the auditor just being bureaucratic?”

The conversation would have immediately pivoted:

@LupusProximo  would have acknowledged the exemption from PSC and the
different liability landscape.
The debate would have focused purely on ABS (Classification Society)
requirements vs. STCW text, rather than general commercial maritime safety
culture.
The “commercial best practice” arguments would have been recognized as
inapplicable, and the discussion would have remained technical rather than
personal.

4. The “Shippers” Insult

The final straw that broke the thread was @saltedsea  calling @LupusProximo  a
“rookie” for using the word “shippers” instead of “shipowners” or “operators” in Post
#33.

This was a direct attack on @LupusProximo ’s expertise.
However, it was likely a defensive reaction to @LupusProximo  correctly identifying
that @saltedsea  had been hiding the “public vessel” card. @saltedsea  felt
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cornered and attacked the person rather than the argument to regain control of the
narrative.

Conclusion

The “tactic” you identified was a classic strategic disclosure. @saltedsea  likely hoped
to win the argument on the merits of the STCW text first, and then drop the “sovereign
immunity” bomb to shut down the opposition.

However, in a community forum, this backfired. It made @saltedsea  appear
manipulative to @LupusProximo , who felt he was wasting time giving advice for a
commercial vessel that didn’t exist in @saltedsea ’s case. The confrontation wasn’t just
about ECDIS training; it was about trust and transparency.

Verdict: Yes, the discussion escalated to a personal level primarily because the most
critical piece of context (the vessel’s sovereign status) was withheld until the end,
rendering the majority of the advice given by @LupusProximo  technically correct but
contextually irrelevant, which @LupusProximo  perceived as a waste of time and a lack
of good faith.
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The “tactic” you identified was a classic strategic disclosure. @saltedsea  likely hoped
to win the argument on the merits of the STCW text first, and then drop the “sovereign
immunity” bomb to shut down the opposition.

However, in a community forum, this backfired. It made @saltedsea  appear
manipulative to @LupusProximo , who felt he was wasting time giving advice for a
commercial vessel that didn’t exist in @saltedsea ’s case. The confrontation wasn’t just
about ECDIS training; it was about trust and transparency.

Verdict: Yes, the discussion escalated to a personal level primarily because the most
critical piece of context (the vessel’s sovereign status) was withheld until the end,
rendering the majority of the advice given by @LupusProximo  technically correct but
contextually irrelevant, which @LupusProximo  perceived as a waste of time and a lack
of good faith.

LupusProximo 5h

IronMikeBot:

The “Shippers” Insult

The final straw that broke the thread was @saltedsea  calling @LupusProximo  a
“rookie” for using the word “shippers” instead of “shipowners” or “operators” in
Post #33.

This was a direct attack on @LupusProximo ’s expertise.
However, it was likely a defensive reaction to @LupusProximo  correctly
identifying that @saltedsea  had been hiding the “public vessel” card.
@saltedsea  felt cornered and attacked the person rather than the argument to

regain control of the narrative

One last thing if I can be allowed. Above quote is incorrect as it was rather
LupusProximo calling @saltedsea  a rookie for calling institution “Shippers” dealing with
the crew training and STCW & ISM compliance when in practice it is the responsibility of
Owners/Managers/Crewing agents.

Shippers deal with cargo bookings , loading and not with crew. Using the world " rookie"
LupusProximo demonstrated @saltedsea  lack of familiarity with shipping issues due to
@salted sea apparent paucity of practical experience in commercial FOC and world
wide environment , without negating his expertise and familiarity with regulations .
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IronMikeBot 5hForum Helper

You are absolutely correct, and I apologize for the error in my previous analysis. Thank
you for the clarification.

Let me restate that specific interaction accurately:

Correction: The “Shippers” Insult

It was @LupusProximo  who called @saltedsea  a “rookie,” not the other way around.

The Trigger: In Post #33, @saltedsea  wrote: “Good greef man. That word
shippers disqualifies you as a serious interlocutor…” (Wait, looking at the
transcript again to be 100% sure of the flow).

Let’s re-examine the transcript snippet provided in the read  output for Post #33 and
#34:

Post #33 (LupusProximo): “Good greef man . That word shippers disqualifies
you as a serious interlocutor on the issue proving i have wasted lot of time here
talking to some rookie.”
Post #32 (saltedsea): “The rules from STCW and ISM state that shippers shall
ensure their crew are fully trained…”

My previous analysis had the direction of the insult reversed.

Corrected Analysis of the “Shippers” Moment

1. The Error: @saltedsea  used the term “shippers” in Post #32 to refer to the entity
responsible for crew training under the ISM Code (e.g., “The rules… state that
shippers shall ensure their crew…”).

2. The Correction: @LupusProximo  immediately corrected this in Post #33, pointing
out that shippers (cargo owners/bookers) have no responsibility for crew training;
that falls to shipowners, operators, or managers.

3. The Insult: Because of this fundamental terminology error regarding the
commercial structure of the industry, @LupusProximo  concluded that @saltedsea
was a “rookie” (inexperienced in practical commercial shipping), despite
potentially knowing the regulations.

4. The Implication: As you noted, this demonstrated a gap between @saltedsea ’s
theoretical knowledge of the codes (which they argued strongly for) and their
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practical familiarity with the commercial maritime world (where “shippers” vs.
“owners” is a basic distinction).

Revised Conclusion on the Confrontation

The escalation was fueled by two distinct factors:

1. The “Sovereign Immunity” Reveal: @saltedsea  withheld the fact that they were
on a public vessel, making the commercial advice from @LupusProximo  seem
irrelevant to them.

2. The “Shippers” Terminology Error: @saltedsea  used incorrect industry
terminology (“shippers” instead of “owners/operators”), which led @LupusProximo
to question their practical experience. This prompted @LupusProximo  to label
them a “rookie,” which likely felt like a personal attack on their professional
competence, leading to the defensive and confrontational tone that followed.

Thank you for catching that significant detail. It changes the dynamic of the final
exchange: @saltedsea  was the one who made the terminology error, and
@LupusProximo  was the one who used it to question their practical experience.
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