
  

 

Chapter 2 
Views on the bill 

2.1 Overall, submitters to the inquiry expressed support for the Space Activities 
Amendment (Launches and Returns) Bill 2018 (the bill), which seeks to support 
innovation and investment and provide additional flexibility to adjust to the changing 
operational environment of the space industry, while balancing safety and risk of 
potential damage with the national interest. 
2.2 This chapter examines the evidence received in relation to the bill. It 
considers the issues raised in relation to the subordinate legislation—the rules, 
particularly in relation to the inclusion of high power rockets in the regulatory 
framework and the new debris mitigation strategy requirements. It also considers 
changes to the insurance requirements and fee structures.  

Support for the bill 
2.3 Dr Elias Aboutanios, Deputy Director of the Australian Centre for Space 
Engineering Research at the University of New South Wales, described the bill as 'a 
welcome improvement over the existing legislation'. Dr Aboutanios considered that 
moving the detail of the regulatory framework to the legislative instruments will allow 
the government to adapt the implementation of the legislation as the context changes 
noting the rapidly changing technological environment. At the same time, 
Dr Aboutanios commented that while the bill contains clear improvements, 'the job is 
only half-done' as the details will be included in the rules.  Dr Aboutanios believed it 
'essential that these rules and regulations are appropriately constructed to bring about 
the full promise of the new bill'.1  
2.4 The Adelaide Law School highlighted the importance of getting the legislative 
framework right, stating:  

…the Australian space industry is capable of generating significant benefits 
to the Australian economy, however it is currently poised at a crucial 
moment and any changes to the legislative environment at this time will 
either promote the industry to a world leading position or supress and stifle 
it like the developing space industry in the late 1990s and early 2000s.2 

2.5 Asia Pacific Aerospace Consultants (APAC), a consulting firm providing 
services to the space and communications industries, considered that the current  
Space Activities Act 1998 (Space Activities Act) had created some difficulties with 
regard to the workability of the regulatory regime, which have largely been addressed 
in the new legislation. APAC highlighted: 

In particular the new legislation updates the terminology to more accurately 
reflect the nature of the particular activities. This includes replacing the 

                                              
1  Dr Elias Aboutanios, Submission 14, pp.1–2. 

2  Adelaide Law School, University of Adelaide, Submission 3, p. 1. 
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term 'space licence' with 'facility licence' and also separates the launch 
facility from the launch vehicle in the regulatory process. This is a welcome 
change for a number of current Australian companies which plan to provide 
launch facility and range services as a managed service for a wide range of 
overseas built launch vehicles. This is just one example of how the nature 
of the space industry is changing and how the new legislation has adapted 
to handle this. Another example is the inclusion of mobile platforms 
including aircraft as possible launch vehicles which reflects current 
technological trends in the space industry.3 

2.6 The Australian National University (ANU) was very supportive of the 
direction and aim of the bill. In particular, the ANU noted that the bill 'recognises that 
technology is changing rapidly and the legislative framework needs to keep pace with 
those changes so Australia does not miss opportunities as they arise'.4 The ANU noted 
that plasma propulsion is an example of an evolving technology, commenting: 

Over time, plasma propulsion should see an increase in miniaturised launch 
and flight technologies, which will allow for cheaper and more efficient 
launch and spacecraft manoeuvrability. Having this Bill, which allows for 
these emerging technologies to be used and tested, is critical.5 

2.7 Sitael Australia, a company involved in the design and manufacture satellites 
and payloads of up to 300kg, was supportive of the bill overall and considered that 'it 
holistically updates the legislative framework in Australia to be broadly in line with 
other nation's space law, with many parts remaining unchanged'.6 
2.8 While the Adelaide Law School was of the view that the bill addresses a 
number of concerns that were raised in the Expert Reference Group's (ERG) review of 
the Space Activities Act, it expressed disappointment that the majority of the Space 
Activities Act will remain unaltered by the proposed amendments in the bill.  
2.9 However, the Australia New Zealand Space Law Interest Group (ANZSLIG), 
believed that the Space Activities Act should not be subject to wholesale change until 
the newly established Australian Space Agency has had the opportunity to establish its 
regulatory role; develop a strategy; develop relationships with other national space 
agencies, and with other federal government departments and state governments and 
delimit responsibilities; engage with community; collaborate with industry; and 
determine its appropriate statutory basis.7 
2.10 Communications Alliance Satellite Service Working Group (SSWG), which 
includes companies in the space and satellite sector, supported the government's 
decision to amend rather than re-write the Space Activities Act, which it viewed as 'a 
prudent step'. SSWG observed: 

                                              
3  Asia Pacific Aerospace Consultants, Submission 13, p. 4. 

4  The Australian National University, Submission 16, p. 1. 

5  The Australian National University, Submission 16, p. 1. 

6  Sitael Australia, Submission 2, p. 1. 

7  Australia New Zealand Space Law Interest Group (ANZSLIG), Submission 19, p. 5. 
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The Bill appears to have been drafted to retain flexibility, with provisions to 
be covered under subordinate legislation via disallowable instruments. This 
is a good starting point and our members look forward to seeing how the 
implementation of the Bill turns out in practice.8 

Inclusion of a preamble or statement of purpose 
2.11 A number of submissions proposed the inclusion of a preamble or statement 
of purpose in the bill. The bill includes proposed amendments to the Objects of the 
Act with the inclusion of paragraph 3(b) which states: 

(b) to ensure that a reasonable balance is achieved between:  

(i) the removal of barriers to participation in space  activities and 
the encouragement of innovation and  entrepreneurship in the 
space industry; and 

(ii) the safety of space activities, and the risk of damage to 
persons or property as a result of space activities, regulated by 
this Act; and  

2.12 Inovor Technologies, a satellite and defence technologies company, deemed 
the bill to be 'singularly underwhelming' compared to recent space legislation passed 
in the United Kingdom and Luxembourg. It put forward the inclusion of a preamble to 
highlight Australia's openness to the space industry, as currently, the bill placed 'a 
heavy emphasis on compliance without the counter balance of holding ourselves out 
to offering a competitive regulatory regime that encourages innovation and investment 
in the industry.'9 
2.13 The Space Industry Association of Australia (SIAA), the peak space industry 
body in Australia, also believed the bill should include a stronger pro-industry 
statement of purpose, in order to demonstrate the importance the Australian 
government attaches to economic growth and entrepreneurial activity in space. Such a 
statement should make clear that one of the objectives of the legislation is to 'create a 
supportive regulatory environment for the growth and encouragement of Australian 
space activities'.10 

Subordinate legislation—the rules  
2.14 As noted in the previous chapter, the bill seeks to amend the legislation to 
refer to the making of rules instead of regulations. This amendment is intended to 
provide greater flexibility, as the rules can be updated when necessary to maintain 
currency with changing government policy. The proposed commencement date of the 
bill allows for a 12-month delay to provide sufficient time for the subordinate 

                                              
8  Communications Alliance Satellite Service Working Group (SSWG), Submission 21, p. 1.   

9  Inovor Technologies, Submission 5, pp. 5–6. 

10  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, pp. 4–5; see also Asia Pacific 
Aerospace Consultants, Submission 13, p. 2; Australia New Zealand Space Law Interest Group 
(ANZSLIG), Submission 19, p. 7. 
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legislation to be drafted, so the full regulatory package can commence at the same 
time. 
2.15 APAC noted that the real test of whether the new legislative regime will be 
workable will be in the development of the rules. It strongly recommended that 'the 
Rules be written in a way that facilitates the widest scope of Australian space activity 
and take a realistic and practical approach to the level of risk involved'.11 
2.16 Southern Launch, a space launch operator, was supportive of the introduction 
of rules as they have the potential to allow for more regular updates as required. 
However, it noted that without having seen the rules, the specifics of the proposed 
changes are difficult to quantify.12 
2.17 ANZSLIG also noted it was difficult to assess the bill without the rules, which 
have not been provided with the bill. It notes that the rules are extensively referred to 
in the bill. ANZSLIG notes the rules will provide further detail on a range of matters, 
including: 
• key definitions including 'gross negligence', 'high power rocket', 'launch 

party', 'liability period[s]', and 'responsible party'; 
• criteria for authorisations and permits; 
• the definition of 'related party'; 
• the conditions that will be applicable to such authorisations and permits; 
• application, variation or transfer of a launch facility licence; 
• the period that a permit will be effective for; 
• the debris mitigation strategy that parties are required to include with certain 

permits; 
• the minimum amount of insurance that is required (which must not exceed 

$100 million); 
• the method for working out an amount of insurance; 
• setting of fees and the time for payment of fees; 
• keeping of a Register of Space Objects; 
• definition of 'accident'; and 
• certain details in respect of investigations.13 
2.18 The Adelaide Law School supported the urgent development of the rules 'as 
they represent the essential detail of the new regime and delay in their implementation 

                                              
11  Asia Pacific Aerospace Consultants, Submission 13, p. 4. 

12  Southern Launch, Submission 11, p. 1. 

13  Australia New Zealand Space Law Interest Group (ANZSLIG), Submission 19, pp. 7–8. 
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represents yet another delay for the Australian space industry which has been awaiting 
reform for several years'.14 
2.19 The Northern Territory (NT) Government informed the committee that it is 
ready to work with 'industry, investors and other jurisdictions to realise the vision of 
Australia securing a greater share of the global space economy', and is actively 
working with Equatorial Launch Australia (ELA) to support the development of the 
proposed spaceport. As such, it argued that is critical that the bill is passed and the 
rules are developed as soon as possible 'to provide Australian launch proponents with 
a clear operating environment upon which to make business decisions'.15 It stated 
further: 

The NT Government recognises that the new rules associated with the 
regulations have not yet been drafted and that these rules cover areas of 
critical importance to the feasibility of Australia launch facilities, including 
licensing fees; insurance and financial requirements and the application 
process. It is essential that these rules be developed in a timely manner and 
in consultation with industry.16 

2.20 SIAA also expressed concerns about the 12-month delay of the 
commencement of the bill in order to allow for the development and approval of the 
subordinate legislation—the new rules. It argued that the rule making process should 
be given high priority in order to bring the new legislation into force as soon as 
practicable.  
2.21 SIAA noted that during the period before the legislation commences there will 
likely be a number of launch and satellite projects requiring permits or certificates 
under the existing legislation. Some of SIAA's members had expressed concern that 
this may lead to duplicated regulatory processes or a possible 12-month delay in the 
licensing process if they elect to wait for the new rules to come into effect.17  
2.22 The committee notes that the bill does provide transitional arrangements for 
existing and pending approvals. The EM notes the transitional arrangements and 
acknowledges that it would be unreasonable for a person who has been granted a 
permit/authorisation under the current Act to take any action or reapply as a result of 
the amendments to the Act or to require a person who has made an application under 
the current Act to make a new application as a result of the amendments to the Act.18 
High power rockets 
2.23 The bill seeks to introduce safeguards for high power rocket activities. The 
bill introduces a new requirement for an Australian high power rocket permit or an 
authorisation certificate for the launch of a high power rocket from a facility or place 

                                              
14  Adelaide Law School, University of Adelaide, Submission 3, pp. 4–5. 

15  NT Department of Trade, Business and Innovation, Submission 7, p. 1. 

16  NT Department of Trade, Business and Innovation, Submission 7, p. 1. 

17  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 5. 

18  Explanatory Memorandum, p. 32. 
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in Australia. The definition of 'high power rocket' will be included in the rules to 
provide greater flexibility so the definition can be readily updated when necessary to 
maintain currency with changing technology. 1920 The bill defines a launch to 'include 
the launch of high power rockets into an area that is not beyond 100km above mean 
sea level'.21 
2.24 SIAA noted inclusion of high power rockets in the regulatory regime and 
understood the reasoning behind the inclusion—that high power rockets, particularly 
rockets designed for high altitude, should be regulated in the same way as is the case 
for rocket launches to an altitude of at least 100km or launches to orbit. However, it 
argued that:  

…regulation of high powered rockets under this legislation should not 
detract from Australia's attractiveness as a location for rocket development. 
[SIAA] would recommend a scaled or graduated approach in the Rules in 
relation to safety standards, perhaps based on intended altitude or total 
energy of the particular type of rocket. [SIAA] also argue that the Rules 
should allow for experimentation and development of new rocket systems 
in Australia by a light handed regulatory approach, particularly in remote 
areas where the risk of damage to persons and valuable property is low.22 

2.25 Black Sky Aerospace (BSA), a launch services provider, believed operations 
should be considered launch services regardless of whether they operated above or 
below 100km where the launch vehicle and/or space object is ultimately destined for 
space, including testing for such launches. However, it raised concerns about the use 
of the term 'high power rockets', noting the potential to negatively impact operations 
of organisations launching vehicles that are below 100km that are not intended for 
flights into space.23 
2.26 APAC highlighted the need to ensure the rules around high power rockets are 
carefully crafted so as not to diminish Australia's attractiveness as a location for rocket 
development. APAC submitted: 

Ideally it should be designed to encourage experimentation and 
development of new rocket systems. APAC also notes that it is critical to 
get the definition of high power rockets correct to ensure that amateur 
rocket activities, that are such a valuable student activity for promoting 
interest in STEM subjects, are not inadvertently driven out of existence by 
the high power rocket rules.24 

                                              
19  Space Activities Amendment (Launches and Returns) Bill 2018, Section 8, item 20—'high 

power rocket means an object of a kind prescribed by the rules for the purposes of this 
definition'. 

20  Explanatory Memorandum, p. 32. 

21  Space Activities Amendment (Launches and Returns) Bill 2018, Section 8, item 24. 

22  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, pp. 5–6. 

23  Black Sky Aerospace Pty Ltd, Submission 9, p. 1. 

24  Asia Pacific Aerospace Consultants, Submission 13, pp. 4–5. 
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2.27 Dr Maria Pozza, a participant in ANZSLIG, noted the inclusion of high power 
rockets had the potential to create conflict with the scope of compliance between the 
Australian Space Agency and the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA).25 
International Aerospace Law & Policy Group (IALPG), a specialist aviation and space 
legal practice, pointed out that currently rockets are primarily regulated by CASA 
under Part 101 of the Civil Aviation Safety Regulations 1998 (CASR). IALPG 
expressed concern that: 

It is not clear what aspects of the regulation of high power rockets will be 
within the scope of the amended Act, and what will remain under CASA 
Part 101 (noting that there are no apparent plans to amend Part 101). This 
immediately introduces a level of disconnect as between aviation and space 
agencies that might exacerbate existing safety issues with the launch of 
high power rockets in Australian airspace – an activity that is likely to grow 
in frequency and number from commercial operators.26 

2.28 The Australian Airline Pilots Association (AusALPA) highlighted the lack of 
transparency surrounding the rules and expressed concerned about the way the new 
legislative framework would work with the existing aviation safety regime, 
particularly with the inclusion of high power rockets and launches from aircraft in 
Australian airspace.27 
2.29 Australian Model Rocket Society Inc. (AMRS), the national body for hobby 
rocketry activities in Australia, expressed concerns there is no clear definition of high 
power rockets contained in the bill. AMRS submitted that the reference to high power 
rockets is a 'poor choice of terminology', noting that:  

Irrelevant of the altitude, power, mass etc., strictly commercial operations 
should be defined as a launch vehicle. With 100km being the upper limit for 
all non-commercial activities, [high power rockets] hobby users are already 
bound by existing CASA regulations.28 

2.30 AMRS raised concerns that the responsibilities of the Australian Space 
Agency and CASA under the new legislative framework were not clearly defined.29  
2.31 Australian Rocketry, a rocketry products provider, noted that it was unclear 
from the bill what the impact of the inclusion of high power rockets in the legislation 
would have on its non-commercial customers, specifically in the amateur/hobby and 
educational sectors. It noted that the proposed bill appears to be have been drafted for 
commercial activities, however, it sought further clarity on the definition of high 
power rockets and permit requirements. Australian Rocketry was particularly 

                                              
25  Dr Maria Pozza, Submission 20, p. 3. 

26  International Aerospace Law & Policy Group, Submission 17, p. 5. 

27  AusALPA, Submission 18, p. 2. 

28  Australian Model Rocket Society Inc. (AMRS), Submission 8, p. 2. 

29  Australian Model Rocket Society Inc. (AMRS), Submission 8, p. 1. 
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concerned about the impact of the changes as it is hosting Thunda Down Under, an 
international rocketry event, in April 2019, as well as for future events.30  

Launch facility licences 
2.32 Proposed Division 3 to the bill introduces a launch facility licence, which 
replaces the space licence in the current legislation. The Adelaide Law School 
supported the shift from space licences to launch facility licences as it clarifies the 
position of a domestic launch facility operator. It observed that this is a clear adoption 
of international best practice as this change will align the Australian legislation with 
that of New Zealand and the United Kingdom where a distinct 'facility licence' is 
used.31 
2.33 Gilmour Space Technologies, a small launch development company, noted 
the lack of clarity in the bill on the requirement for the launch company to also require 
a permit for the payload to be launched. In other countries, the process is the payload 
owner (satellite owner) gets a separate approval to launch, and provides that to the 
launch company before they launch the payload. It was also unclear whether 'a mobile 
launch platform that is used at a permitted launch site is covered by the launch site 
permit. A mobile launch platform allows easier transportation to the launch site and is 
used instead of a fixed launch tower at the site'.32 

Australian launch permits 
2.34 The bill seeks to broaden the regulatory framework to include arrangements 
for launches from aircraft in flight. Proposed Division 3 to the bills relates to 
Australian launch permits, which will be required for a launch of a space object from a 
launch facility in Australia, from an Australian aircraft that is in flight, or from a 
foreign aircraft that is in the airspace over Australian territory.33 
2.35 Fleet Space Technologies, a satellite telecommunications company, welcomed 
the inclusion of air-launch, either overseas or from Australian territory, in the bills as 
it considered these to be a commercially attractive future option.34 
2.36 Equatorial Launch Australia (ELA), which is establishing Australia's first 
commercial spaceport, in East Arnhem Land, Northern Territory, was concerned that 
the proposed amendments relating to space launch vehicles had the potential to reduce 
Australia's competitiveness and limit development of innovative industry. ELA found 
'the legislative inclusion of vehicles not ultimately intended for the transit to space 
problematic'.35 

                                              
30  Australian Rocketry, Submission 10, p. 1. 

31  Adelaide Law School, University of Adelaide, Submission 3, pp. 2–3. 

32  Gilmour Space Technologies, Submission 1, p. 1. 

33  Space Activities Amendment (Launches and Returns) Bill 2018, Part 3, Division 3. 

34  Fleet Space Technologies, Submission 6, p. 1. 

35  Equatorial Launch Australia Pty Ltd, Submission 4, p. 1. 
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Debris mitigation strategy 
2.37 The bill includes a new requirement for the inclusion of a debris mitigation 
strategy when applying for an Australian launch permit or an overseas payload permit. 
It is understood that the matters which must be addressed in a debris mitigation 
strategy will be prescribed in the rules.36 
2.38 Sitael Australia supported the inclusion of appropriate debris mitigation 
processes in order to ensure the sustainable use of the space environment for all 
nations and organisations.37 The Adelaide Law School noted that the inclusion of 
references to debris mitigation is becoming standard practice in modern legislative 
regimes. It believed the inclusion of a reference to debris mitigation 'brings the 
legislation into the 21st century, where consideration of the space environment is 
essential.'38 At the same time, the Adelaide Law School raised concerns about the 
'lingering uncertainty' regarding the details of the new requirements that are to be dealt 
with in the rules, which are not yet available for review. It noted that: 

Whilst we acknowledge the significant importance of debris mitigation to 
the future of a viable uses of space, it certainly would need to be nothing 
more onerous than accepted in international industry standard.39 

2.39 The NT Government advised the committee that it was aware that industry 
participants had expressed concern about the practical implications of the debris 
mitigation strategy requirements. It noted that the current wording in the bill indicates 
that an Australian applicant for a launch permit may be required to prepare a debris 
mitigation strategy for a payload upon which it has no control. As such, the NT 
Government considered that it would be 'appropriate for the Australian Government to 
restrict the space debris mitigation requirements to those parts of the space object 
under the control of the Australian applicant, when designing 'the rules'.40 
2.40 SIAA also raised this concern regarding debris mitigation strategy 
requirements, as drafted in the bill, and recommended particular care be taken in 
drafting the rules to avoid any unintended consequences. It observed: 

It is unlikely that it was intended to impose an obligation on an Australian 
permit applicant in relation to a matter over which it has no influence or 
control. We are of the view that the rule making power in clauses 34(3) and 
46G(3) grants power under the Rules to provide that the debris mitigation 
strategy is only required in relation to the part of the relevant space object 

                                              
36  Space Activities Amendment (Launches and Returns) Bill 2018, Division 3, subsection 34 and 

Division 5, subsection 46G. 

37  Sitael Australia, Submission 2, p. 1. 

38  Adelaide Law School, University of Adelaide, Submission 3, p. 3. 

39  Adelaide Law School, University of Adelaide, Submission 3, p. 4. 

40  NT Department of Trade, Business and Innovation, Submission 7, p. 1. 
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that is the responsibility of the Australian applicant i.e. either the launch 
vehicle or the payload.41 

2.41 Sitael Australia considered that specific requirements for a debris mitigation 
strategy contained in the rules should: 

a. Only address the payload portion, and not the launcher vehicle, 
adapter, fairing or any other element outside of the control of the 
payload provider 

b. Any strategy imposed by the rules should be at the same level of 
those required by other major space fairing nations, to avoid 
discouraging Australian industry and Australian payloads from 
transferring to a more favourable jurisdiction.42 

Insurance requirements 
2.42 As noted in chapter 1, the bill seeks to significantly reduce the insurance 
requirement from the current figure of not less than $750 million (or maximum 
probable loss), to not more than $100 million. The proposed measure provides that the 
insurance required for each authorised launch or return will be specified in the rules. 
2.43 Submissions broadly supported the reduction of the insurance requirement to 
a maximum of $100 million. For example, SIAA welcomed the change as it: 

…reflects the practical reality that in most jurisdictions the potential cost of 
damage caused by a launch failure is usually less than this amount. In the 
50 year history of the space treaties, claims for loss or damage under 
international law that this type of indemnity protects the government 
against, have been very rare and the chance that the Australian government 
will ever need to invoke the indemnity is therefore very small.43 

2.44 SIAA noted that insurance costs for many satellite operators remain high 
relative to the overall cost of their satellite and launch circumstances of the permit 
applicant and the nature of the mission. It supported the approach in the current 
regulations under the Space Activities Act which allows for maximum probable loss 
calculations to be used as a means of reducing the indemnity level, while arguing that 
the methodology for such calculations could be simplified.44 
2.45 SIAA also recommended that when developing the rules, consideration should 
be given to mechanisms to minimise the level of insurance required for Australian 
satellite operators to a minimum. It noted that some of its members had proposed a 
simple sliding scale based on parameters such as satellite size and intended orbit. 45  

                                              
41  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 6. 

42  Sitael Australia, Submission 2, p. 1. 

43  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 7. 

44  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 7. 

45  Space Industry Association of Australia, Submission 12, p. 7. 
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2.46 Fleet Space Technologies, a satellite telecommunications company, welcomed 
the reduction of the insurance requirement, however also suggested that the insurance 
requirement could be further reduced by taking a risk-based approach, that is, by 
taking into account the specific launch, orbit and operational plans of the satellite 
mission.46  
2.47 Hypersonix, an Australian company which is currently developing a small 
satellite launch system, pointed out that the small satellite launch market is predicted 
to significantly expand. Hypersonix raised concerns about the lack of specific 
information regarding the risk based approach to calculating launch liability, stating:  

As a company intending to launch small satellites from Australia, the level 
of insurance premiums for launch can have a significant effect on 
commercial viability. For example, the current international price for launch 
of a 100 kg satellite is in the neighbourhood of US$5M. A blanket 
requirement for $100M of insurance could result in an insurance premium 
that is a significant percentage of the launch cost. This must be passed onto 
customers, and could make launch from Australia uncompetitive.47  

2.48 APAC also noted that the rapid growth of the space industry has been driven 
by the reduction in size and cost of small satellites and very small satellites known as 
cubesats: 

This reduction in cost now makes it possible for small businesses and 
universities to own and operate satellites. Australia has shown its capability 
in this area with the launch of four Australian built cubesats in 2017 and 
this is an area of significant opportunity for Australian space. However, this 
promising aspect of the Australian space industry is at risk of being stifled 
by the financial and insurance requirements of the rules.48 

2.49 Fleet Space Technologies noted the current industry trend for 'piggyback' or 
'rideshare' launches (where small satellites utilise excess launch capability on larger 
missions) will continue to expand. It highlighted the need to separate the insurance 
requirements for Australian satellite operators and launch operators as the insurance 
risks associated to a rocket launch for example, is separate to the risks of collision 
during deployment and on-orbit operations of a satellite.49 SIAA suggested 
consideration be given to adjusting insurance requirements downwards to reflect the 
fact that a small satellite is a secondary or tertiary payload on a launch contracted by a 
major satellite operator.50 
2.50 Dr Elias Aboutanios also raised the fact that ride-sharing of small spacecraft is 
only set to increase, arguing that 'it is important to provide the facility for multiple 
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payloads to be considered jointly in order to reduce the procedural burden both on the 
applicant and the Australia Space Agency'.51 
2.51 Southern Launch cautioned against introducing a flat insurance regime, 
particularly in relation to high power rockets as this could 'potentially increase 
insurance requirements for high power rocket flight fivefold'. It explained that 
imposing a $100 million insurance requirement on high power rockets would 'stifle 
Australian research, development and manufacture of rocket technology, and 
ultimately result in the relocation of such activities to other countries with more 
reasoned insurance requirements'.52 
2.52 SIAA noted that proposed section 46B(2)(ii) provides that the Minister will 
not insist that the insurance/financial requirements of an overseas launch certificate be 
satisfied 'having regard to the nature and purpose of the space object or space objects 
concerned'. SIAA explained that this provision may have particular significance to the 
university and research sector. In particular, those SIAA members involved in small 
satellite research had concerns the bill does not contain guidance or criteria for the 
Minister in relation to what is relevant when assessing the nature and purpose of the 
space object or objects. SIAA suggested the following considerations would be 
relevant: 

1. What indemnities have been given by the launch provider and/or the 
government of the launching state? 

2. Is the Australian government properly covered in relation to its 
treaty liabilities by these indemnities? 

3. Is the space object part of a commercial venture or a not-for-profit 
exercise? 

4. What is the size and what are the proposed orbital parameters of the 
space object? 

5. Is the space object to be launched for scientific or educational 
purposes? 

6. What will be the public benefit in terms of the knowledge gained or 
the techniques tested or demonstrated? 

7. Is there an advantage to the Australian Government or the 
Australian people from the launch sufficient to justify the additional 
financial risk (if any) to which the Australian Government would be 
exposed?53 

Reciprocal arrangements with other countries 
2.53 Some submissions suggested establishing reciprocal arrangements with other 
countries to share risk and avoid duplication of licencing requirements. 
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2.54 In situations where overseas launch providers are being used by Australian 
satellite operators, Fleet Space Technologies suggested that the Australian Space 
Agency consider: 

…intergovernmental agreements with the nations hosting the major 
commercial launch providers (USA, India, New Zealand, Russia, Europe) 
in order to divide up the international liabilities and corresponding 
insurance requirements between the launch and post deployment phases, 
thereby avoiding any double-insurance for launch related risks.54 

2.55 SIAA also proposed establishing reciprocal arrangements with other countries 
in relation to the licensing of launches from Australia noting:  

Reciprocal arrangements could circumvent or obviate some of the 
regulatory burden on a launch operator in Australia, where the licensing 
agency is satisfied that similar standards have already been applied by the 
licensing agency in another jurisdiction.55 

Fee structures 
2.56 The bill provides for a person making an application for a licence, permit or 
authorisation under the Act to pay the Commonwealth the relevant fee prescribed by 
the rules. Setting out the prescribed fees in the rules is intended to provide greater 
flexibility, allowing the cost recovery model to be updated as required, subject to 
periodic review. The prescribed fees will operate on a cost recovery model. 
2.57 SIAA advised that some of its members had raised concerns regarding the fee 
structure for the various licencing steps. It warned that consideration should be given 
to the potential risk that heavy-handed fees and regulatory structures could have in 
causing promising Australian businesses to relocate overseas.56  
2.58 In addition, SIAA argued that the rules should address circumstances in which 
the Minister should consider waiving or reducing fees for scientific and education 
organisations. It noted that the level of fees is an important financial consideration in 
determining the feasibility of experimental satellite projects, particularly for university 
departments and not-for-profit research organisations.57 
2.59 Inovor Technologies noted that currently under the Space Activities Act, there 
is a flat fee structure for the space licence, the outcome of which is that 'the fee applies 
equally to a nanosatellite start-up as to an established player such as Optus'. It argued 
that when setting out the prescribed fees in the rules, consideration should be given to 
scaling licence fees according to categories of space operations.58  
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2.60 APAC noted that the current fee structure was established under the principle 
of full cost recovery by government for the regulatory services it provides. APAC 
noted that: 

…one of the surest ways to stifle a nascent industry is to include the costs 
of the bureaucrats regulating the industry into the overheads of the fledgling 
businesses. This is not an effective mechanism for building a successful 
industry in a promising new market. APAC strongly recommends that the 
fee structures be set in a way that encourages the Australian space industry 
and establishes Australia as a practical and attractive place to conduct space 
business.59 

2.61 SSWG suggested that with regard to fee-setting, the rules should provide the 
option for a phased application approach to facilitate new entrants, such as those 
representing the CubeSat industry. This would have the benefit of providing guidance 
during their application process. In addition, the SSWG suggested the fee charging 
model should: 
• Be clear and up-front. 
• Be reasonable, fair and non-discriminatory (in particular for scientific, 

educational and other entities that may qualify for reduced fees). 
• Be based on an incentivised approach. 
• Not discourage start-ups or introduce obstacles for innovators. 
• Discourage those who are looking to gain a 'free ride'.60 
2.62 SSWG noted that it was not clear from the bill which agency would have 
responsibility for setting fees.61  

Consultation mechanisms 
2.63 A number of submissions recommended the establishment of consultation 
mechanisms. International Aerospace Law & Policy Group (IALPG) noted that the 
aviation industry has an interest in the bill as launches and returns will indirectly 
impact the aviation community as rockets and de-orbiting objects 'will traverse 
airspace that may be in active use by air traffic, or that would normally be available 
for use of the aviation community, in accordance with relevant airspace rules'.62 

Our primary concern is about the process for the creation of space Rules in 
respect of high power rockets under the amended Act, noting that there is 
little practical information available publicly about a consultation process. 
This includes the process for ensuring CASA/aviation legal and aviation 
safety requirements are met in future by space industry participants (both 
commercial and recreational) for both launches and returns. 
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2.64 IALPG drew attention to the lack of detail on the rule-making process in the 
bill and EM. In its view, making the consultation process more transparent would 
ensure cohesion between the space and aviation communities, especially in respect of 
safety.63 
2.65 AusALPA noted that neither the current nor proposed framework contain any 
specific reference to consultative arrangements with other agencies or key 
stakeholders in normal non-emergency circumstances. It considered 'the lack of 
formally prescribed consultation and coordination arrangements to be a major 
deficiency. This is a particular concern for operational risk management'.64 
2.66 BSA warned that the bill contains 'a number of ambiguities that do not 
appropriately define the many variations of possible launches'. BSA suggested that a 
working group should be selected from a panel of industry professionals and key 
stakeholders.65 
2.67 ANZSLIG noted the bill does not include any consultation mechanism or 
mechanism for regular review. It stated:  

Considering that the previous version of the Act was not subject to many 
amendments since 1998, yet the space industry was found in various 
government reports to be rapidly changing, there is merit in including a 
regular review by a statutory committee comprising representatives from 
industry, academic institutions and other affected parties, together with 
technical and legal experts, so that the Department is provided regular 
feedback on how the Bill is working in practice. Such a committee could 
also review proposed amendments to Rules and could propose amendments 
to the Rules.66 

Other matters raised 
2.68 Some submitters highlighted areas which were not currently covered in the 
bill or should be considered in the rules. 
2.69 Sitael Australia highlighted the likelihood that suborbital tourism would occur 
in the near future, noting that the bill does not address human space flight. It 
suggested that human spaceflight from Australia, as well as the possibility of an 
Australian tourist launching on an overseas launch provider, should be addressed in 
the rules.67  
2.70 Fleet Space Technologies noted that the bill does not address the continuing 
regulation of satellites once they are in orbit. It suggested that this area should be 
further considered by the Australian Space Agency:  
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…to implement balanced legislation that protects the space environment for 
use by future generations whilst also providing Australian satellite 
operators with commercial usage rights and obligations that are comparable 
to those of other leading spacefaring nations.68 

2.71 Dr Elias Aboutanios also highlighted the need to address on-orbit liability in 
the rules.69  
2.72 The ANU noted that the bill does not address high-altitude balloons. It noted: 

While high-altitude balloons do not reach the altitudes of sub-orbital planes 
and rockets, the ways in which they are used are similar. In future, it would 
be prudent to have similar means and methods of approvals and launch 
facilities for high-altitude balloons as for rockets. As of now, high-altitude 
balloons use a different approval process through the Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority (CASA). Australia has a great history of high-altitude balloon 
launches and at ANU, with our overseas industrial partners, we are seeking 
to expand this sector.70 

Australian Space Agency 
2.73 As noted in chapter 1, the Australian Government response to the ERG report 
on the Review of Australia's Space Industry Capability indicated the establishment of 
a statutory basis for the Australian Space Agency will be considered after a review of 
its operations, which would commence within four years of the establishment of the 
Australian Space Agency. 
2.74 SIAA supported the establishment of the Australian Space Agency as a 
statutory body in the future, noting its importance in both the regulation and 
facilitation of the regulatory approval processes for launches from Australia and 
launches of Australian satellites overseas.71 The Adelaide Law School suggested it 
would be reassuring to include the establishment and role of the Australian Space 
Agency in legislation.72 

Committee view 
2.75 The committee welcomes the Australian Government's commitment to 
establish an Australian Space Agency and its response to the Expert Reference 
Group's report on Australia's space industry. 
2.76 As such, the committee supports the intention of the bill to encourage 
innovation and investment and to provide flexibility to adjust to the rapidly changing 
environment of the international space industry. This also recognises that the bill 
enables both a balance between safety and risk of potential damage to the national 
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interest.  The committee notes that a number of submitters voiced their support for the 
flexibility the bill affords by moving the details of the regulatory framework for the 
legislative instruments into the 'rules' that support the bill, allowing the government 
the ability to fine-tune the implementation of the legislation in such a rapidly evolving 
industry.  
2.77 The committee also noted the concerns regarding the rules as they are still 
being developed; a number of submitters drew attention to the lack of detail that this 
process of introducing the bill first and rules second, has created. Specifically, the 
committee notes that many have commented on the sense of ambiguity about the bill 
due to the lack of specifics and the potential for an undermining of confidence due to 
this lack of detail. Areas that the committee notes have caused some of the most angst 
are definitions that are not included in the framing legislation. Also, the intersection 
between space regulation and domestic aviation regulation was mentioned by some 
submitters. The committee further notes comments to the bill not having a strong 
enough 'pro-industry statement of purpose' in its framing. 
2.78 In order to address these issues, and any feeling of uncertainty, the committee 
encourages the Australian Government to give high priority to finalising the draft 
rules as soon as possible and releasing them for consultation.  
2.79 The committee notes too that the explanatory memorandum indicates that the 
Agency's Charter will be finalised within three months of commencing operations.  
The committee understands that introducing this bill before the Agency has had the 
opportunity to finalise its Charter has created some concern among stakeholders, as 
the Agency's role and responsibilities remain unclear. 
2.80 Nevertheless, the committee believes that the provision of a flexible 
regulatory environment will enable Australia's emerging space industry to keep pace 
with international and technological developments, while updating and streamlining 
regulation to encourage private investment. The committee is therefore comfortable 
that this bill will provide the necessary framework to support the future development 
of Australia's space industry.  

Recommendation 1 
2.81 The committee recommends that the bill be passed. 
 
 
 
 
Senator Jane Hume 
Chair 
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