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CIRM Ad Hoc Group on Freeform Maritime Identities
August 2026 Meeting


REPORT OF THE AD HOC GROUP ON FREEFORM MARITIME IDENTITIES


Date: 		13 August 2026
Venue: 		Online via Teams

Participants

· Richard Doherty (CIRM) - Convenor
· Chris Jones (CIRM)
· Chris Hoffman (ACR Electronics, Inc.)
· Tim Jarvis (Ocean Signal Ltd)
· Daniel Bailey (Seas of Solutions)
· Anders Bergström (Trelleborg Marine Systems Denmark A/S)

Background

1 The first meeting of the CIRM Ad Hoc Group on Freeform Maritime Identities considered the implications of the revised numbering arrangements introduced by Recommendation ITU-R M.585-10 and how CIRM should exercise its responsibility for assigning manufacturer identifiers.

2 It was recalled that CIRM historically assigned two-digit manufacturer IDs (X4X5) for AIS-SART, MOB and EPIRB-AIS devices. The original pool of 99 manufacturer IDs had been exhausted in 2024 and, in accordance with guidance from ITU-R Working Party 5B (WP 5B), CIRM had subsequently reassigned existing IDs to new applicants.

3 ITU-R M.585-10 had introduced numbering changes related to devices using a freeform maritime identity. A three character (M6P7P8) suffix was now to be transmitted through AIS Message 14 burst transmissions, incorporating an alphanumeric supplementary manufacturer ID suffix (M6), that could be appended to the existing 9-digit identity transmitted in Message 1 to derive a unique 12-digit identity for the device. 

4 ITU had made CIRM responsible for assigning both the existing two-digit manufacturer ID (X4X5) and the newly introduced M6 suffix. 

Technical implementation and transition

5 The Group noted that M.585-10 was now in force and agreed that CIRM should update its assignment procedures accordingly, rather than continue indefinitely with the arrangements developed following exhaustion of the original manufacturer ID pool.

6 The Group discussed how the supplementary identity information would be handled operationally. M6P7P8 would be transmitted through AIS Message 14, while the existing identity information would continue to be transmitted in Message 1. Receiving equipment would therefore need to associate the relevant Message 1 and Message 14 transmissions in order to derive the unique 12-character identity of the transmitting device.

7 The Group noted that relevant IEC standards would need to be updated to support the new arrangement. Work was expected within IEC TC 80, including revisions to the relevant AIS-SART/MOB and EPIRB standards and work concerning the appropriate NMEA message/sentence for transfer of the identity information to receiving and display equipment.

8 A significant transition period was expected. Existing ECDIS, chart plotters and other AIS receiving equipment would not currently make use of the new supplementary identity information. Over time, relevant receiving and display equipment would be updated through revisions to the applicable standards.

9 The Group agreed that this transition issue should not prevent CIRM from implementing the new assignment arrangements. Manufacturers could begin implementing M.585-10 before all receiving equipment had been updated, recognising that the M6 information might not initially be used or displayed by existing equipment.

10 The Group discussed the likely regulatory implementation timescale. Revision of the relevant IEC standards was expected to take approximately one to two years, with subsequent incorporation into applicable regulatory arrangements potentially resulting in a period of approximately three to four years before compliance became mandatory in some markets. However, implementation would differ between jurisdictions.

11 The Group considered that the changes should also be brought to the attention of IMO, potentially through an ITU-R liaison statement and subsequently an IMO Circular, to make Administrations and other stakeholders aware of the revised identity arrangements during the transition period.

Future CIRM allocation approach

12 The Group considered three possible allocation models identified by the Technical Office. The principal question was whether all M6 suffixes associated with an existing X4X5 identifier should be reserved for its incumbent holder, or whether X4X5 identifiers should be shared between manufacturers, with M6 providing the additional manufacturer differentiation.

13 The Group supported Option 1, under which M6 suffixes associated with a given X4X5 identifier could be allocated between the existing holder and other manufacturers. This approach was deemed to be the fairest, and would provide substantially greater capacity for new entrants.

14 Accordingly, the combination X4X5 + M6 would form the relevant manufacturer allocation under the revised scheme. Multiple manufacturers could share the same X4X5 identifier, with M6 providing the additional differentiation between them.

15 The Group considered that manufacturers should not receive large numbers of M6 allocations automatically. A single M6 allocation provided capacity for one million or more individual device identities. A manufacturer requiring further capacity could subsequently apply to CIRM for a further M6 allocation, with additional allocations made only where justified by demonstrated need.

16 The Group recognised that the new approach would need to be applied to the large number of historic X4X5 assignments already made by CIRM. All existing X4X5 allocations would potentially be available for sharing under the new scheme. An existing manufacturer's historic allocation of an X4X5 identifier would therefore not prevent CIRM from assigning the same X4X5 identifier, together with a different M6 suffix, to another manufacturer.

17 Existing manufacturers should progressively be brought into the M.585-10 arrangement through the assignment of M6 suffixes. This would be particularly important where an X4X5 identifier was already shared between manufacturers following exhaustion of the original pool, since the M6 suffix would provide the means of differentiating those manufacturers under the revised scheme.

18 In determining which existing X4X5 identifiers should next be shared with new applicants, CIRM should prioritise identifiers held by manufacturers with multiple historic X4X5 allocations. The introduction of the M6 suffix significantly increased the identity capacity available to an individual manufacturer and made the continued exclusive use of multiple X4X5 identifiers by a single manufacturer less justifiable.

19 CIRM should also contact existing manufacturers to obtain information on their current use of their allocations and their presence in the market, including (where reasonably available) information on the approximate number of devices produced or remaining in service. This information would be used to establish an order of priority for sharing existing X4X5 identifiers.

20 In general, identifiers associated with manufacturers having a substantial installed base and significant continuing market presence would be placed lower in the priority order for sharing, while identifiers associated with manufacturers having a limited market presence, low production volumes, or apparently dormant business could be considered earlier.

21 Market presence would be used as a practical prioritisation criterion rather than as an exemption from the new arrangements. All X4X5 identifiers would remain potentially available for sharing, irrespective of the size of the incumbent manufacturer's installed base. However, the prioritisation process would allow CIRM to minimise the practical impact of the transition by sharing identifiers associated with the largest installed bases only when necessary.

22 The Group agreed that the detailed arrangements should be documented in a revised CIRM procedure for assignment of freeform maritime identities. An outline of the proposed procedure is provided in the Annex to this report.

Governance and external communication

23 The Group considered that the revised arrangements should be documented in a formal CIRM policy referring explicitly to the applicable provisions of ITU-R M.585.

24 The proposed policy should be circulated to CIRM Members before implementation, allowing a reasonable period for comments. Following consideration of any comments received, the procedure should be submitted through the appropriate CIRM governance process for approval.

25 The agreed procedure should then be published on the CIRM website alongside the manufacturer ID register.

26 CIRM should also communicate the approach to relevant external organisations. In particular, CIRM should consider an input to ITU-R explaining how it intended to administer M6 assignments under M.585-10. Relevant information should also be provided to IEC and ETSI to support consistency between the CIRM allocation procedure and the standards being developed for transmitting, receiving and displaying the extended identity.

27 The Technical Office would prepare the detailed procedure on this basis.

----


Annex
Outline of proposed CIRM procedure for assignment of freeform maritime identities

Scope
1 This procedure would apply to CIRM's assignment of manufacturer identifiers for devices using a freeform maritime identity in accordance with Recommendation ITU-R M.585-10, including:

· AIS-SART (970);
· MOB (972); and
· EPIRB-AIS (974).

2 The procedure would cover both existing two-digit manufacturer IDs (X4X5) and the supplementary manufacturer ID suffix (M6) introduced by ITU-R M.585-10.

Structure of a manufacturer allocation

3 Under the revised scheme, CIRM would treat the combination X4X5 + M6 as the manufacturer allocation for the purposes of administering the CIRM register.

4 X4X5 would remain the two-digit manufacturer ID transmitted as part of the existing 9-digit identity (Message 1), while M6 would provide supplementary manufacturer differentiation through the extended identity arrangements introduced by M.585-10.

5 CIRM would assign both X4X5 and M6. Manufacturers would not select their own M6 suffix.

6 The same X4X5 identifier could be shared between multiple manufacturers, on the basis that each manufacturer would be assigned a different M6 suffix.

New applications

7 A manufacturer applying to CIRM would continue to be required to provide sufficient information to demonstrate that it was developing or manufacturing an applicable product that was reasonably close to market.

8 CIRM would normally assign the applicant one X4X5 + M6 combination.

9 The X4X5 element could be an identifier already allocated to another manufacturer. In such cases, the new applicant would receive a different M6 suffix from the existing holder or holders.

10 New applicants would be expected to implement the supplementary identity arrangements in accordance with ITU-R M.585-10.

11 Further M6 allocations would be made only where a manufacturer demonstrated a genuine requirement for additional identity capacity.

Existing allocations

12 Existing X4X5 allocations would remain valid. Introduction of the new procedure would not require an incumbent manufacturer to relinquish its existing X4X5 identifier.

13 However, historic allocation of an X4X5 identifier would not confer exclusive rights over that identifier under the new scheme.

14 Every existing X4X5 identifier would therefore potentially be available for shared assignment, with different M6 suffixes used to distinguish the manufacturers sharing it.

15 CIRM would progressively assign M6 suffixes to existing manufacturers as the new scheme was implemented.

16 As a matter of principle, manufacturers with existing X4X5 assignment(s) would automatically be assigned the M6 suffix “A” under the associated X4X5 ID(s).

17 Where an X4X5 identifier was already shared by two or more manufacturers under the interim arrangements adopted following exhaustion of the original pool, CIRM would assign a different M6 suffix to each manufacturer.

Prioritisation of X4X5 identifiers for sharing

18 CIRM would not need to share all existing X4X5 identifiers immediately. Existing identifiers would instead be made available for sharing progressively as new applications were received.

19 In selecting an X4X5 identifier to be shared with a new applicant, CIRM would apply the following general order of priority:

1. X4X5 identifiers held by manufacturers with multiple historic X4X5 allocations

2. identifiers associated with manufacturers having little or no identifiable current market activity (including manufacturers that CIRM has been unable to contact or that have failed to respond to reasonable requests for information)

3. identifiers associated with manufacturers having relatively small production volumes or installed bases

4. identifiers associated with manufacturers having substantial production volumes and large installed bases.

20 The order of priority would be used as an administrative tool rather than creating any permanent entitlement or exemption. All X4X5 identifiers would ultimately remain potentially available for sharing.

Information from existing manufacturers

21 CIRM would contact existing holders of X4X5 identifiers to obtain information necessary to support the prioritisation process. Information provided for this purpose would be treated as confidential and used solely to inform CIRM's administration and prioritisation of manufacturer ID assignments.

22 Manufacturers would be requested to provide information including:

· whether the allocation remained in active use;
· the device type or types for which it was used;
· whether products using the allocation remained in production;
· approximate historic and current production volumes;
· the approximate number of devices believed to remain in service; and
· the continuing need for any additional X4X5 identifiers held by the manufacturer.

23 CIRM would use this information to maintain an indicative assessment of the market presence associated with each X4X5 identifier.

24 A substantial installed base would not prevent an identifier from being shared. It would instead normally result in that identifier being placed lower in the priority order, thereby delaying sharing until identifiers associated with smaller installed bases had been utilised where practicable.

25 Manufacturers holding multiple historic X4X5 identifiers would be considered first when identifying allocations for sharing, taking account of the information supplied concerning their use.

Additional manufacturer allocations

26 CIRM would normally assign one M6 suffix to a manufacturer in association with an X4X5 identifier.

27 A manufacturer requiring additional identity capacity could request a further M6 suffix. CIRM would require the manufacturer to demonstrate the need for the additional allocation before assigning it.

28 Additional M6 allocations need not be contiguous within the CIRM register. CIRM would select the allocation having regard to the efficient and equitable use of the available identity space.

CIRM register

29 CIRM would maintain a public register of assignments.

30 The register would record, as appropriate:

· X4X5 manufacturer ID
· M6 suffix
· company details
· date of assignment
· status of the allocation
· (if required) any relevant information distinguishing historic and M.585-10 assignments

31 Where an X4X5 identifier was shared, the register would clearly identify each manufacturer and its corresponding M6 suffix.

Transition arrangements

32 It is recognised that implementation of M.585-10 will take place during a transition period in which legacy and updated transmitting and receiving equipment will coexist.

33 The fact that existing receiving equipment might not initially process or display the supplementary identity information would not prevent CIRM from making X4X5 + M6 assignments under this procedure.

34 For testing purposes, CIRM would reserve the M6 suffix "0" in combination with the X4X5 identifier "00". The resulting manufacturer identity XXM = 000 would be designated as the default test identity under the revised scheme and would not be assigned to a manufacturer for operational use.

35 CIRM would continue to liaise with ITU-R, IMO, IEC, ETSI and other relevant organisations as the standards and regulatory arrangements supporting M.585-10 were developed and implemented.

Review

36 CIRM would keep the procedure under review in light of implementation experience, development of the relevant equipment standards and any further guidance from ITU-R or IMO.

37 The prioritisation criteria could be adjusted where experience demonstrated that this was necessary to maintain a fair, efficient and sustainable allocation system.
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