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Kym Ridley  0:10
Good afternoon, everyone. Thank you for attending our second market briefing. We'd just like to start by apologising for the technical difficulties on Friday last week, but we really appreciate you making the time to come to this meeting today to listen again to this presentation. 
So just a little bit of housekeeping today. This is an open meeting to make sure that everybody could attend. While we're presenting and answering questions, please make sure that you're on mute during that time.
We'll answer questions in the chat first, so please submit your questions through the chat function. This allows us to capture these questions to then put in addenda documents if needed. We will be releasing this recording link also as an addenda. You'll find the recordings for the first market briefing on our AID page on the Army Research Centre website, where we have a page. Make sure that you're respectful and professional in all of the interactions that you have. And if you can, please make sure that your name is displayed so we know who's asking the questions. Make sure that your notifications are on silent and reduce any background noises to avoid distractions. Again, if you're having technical difficulties or anything like that, this will be recorded. Don't stress too much, and we will make sure that the recording is sent out. If you end up missing some of this, you will get a notification for the agenda. What I'll do now is hand over to our director, Colonel Jake Penley, for a brief introduction of the topic.

COL Jake Penley
Thanks, Kym. I wanted to thank everybody again for dialling in and apologise for the obviously undesirable issues in the last market briefing. Today is going to be focused on question and answer. I'm going to give a quick recap of some of the points that I spoke to previously, and then Jordan Zahra will follow me to give some brief points on his aspect of it before we open the floor to question and answers. What we're looking for is people to type the questions into the chat and then we will move through the chat. Aaron Crocker, who's part of the team here, will help us consolidate which questions we're going to answer in a priority order as needed. So at any point, please put your questions in and we'll focus on those at the back end.

COL Jake Penley   3:12
Autonomous mass in the littoral. Most people should have had an opportunity to listen to the market briefing that was recorded from last week. That's on the Australian Army Research Centre website. We are looking to contribute to the National Defence Strategy, and Army's contribution to it, through the development of increased mass focused on expendable and attritable systems.
We need to be able to achieve this in littoral environments to support the projection of long-range fires and other assets that enable sea denial, sea control and the Army's contribution to that strategy.
For us, the autonomous mass in the littoral is a problem that's been around for obviously a number of years. It was a focus in AID 25 and continues to be so now. The manner in which we're going to go about answering this challenge statement this year will be focused on a couple of key events. First will be the answer to this RFI, then it's going to move to Land Forces 2026 and the Chief of Army Symposium in October in Perth, where successful vendors will be invited to attend. Following that, we may also be invited to attend an experimentation event in November in South Australia, which Jordan will outline in further detail. 
There are a number of training opportunities available to us and experimentation opportunities available to us in November in South Australia. And successful applicants will be work, we will work with the successful applicants to make sure that the experimentation events that we look to in November meet the requirements of both the industry partner that we're with and answer the questions that we're seeking for autonomous mass in the littoral.
What we're looking to do here is a fundamental reapproach to the way that Army has approached Army Innovation Day in the past. Many people online will be familiar with the AID concept as it stands now, where typically we've gone out for an approach to market with a request for tender or similar, which has resulted in months of contractual back and forth to support ongoing experimentation and development inside Army. What we're doing now is we've looked around, particularly to our office partners and some other partner nations across the globe and see how they do it, see how we can do it better. And we think that the RFI process under the new land capability reform, which obviously many of people online I expect to be familiar with, enables us to better inform how we approach market and how we introduce items, platforms and systems into a programmatic approach. What I'm saying there and the way that we're designing this is instead of an RFT, we have specifically gone for an RFI.
Now, whilst there may not be any deliberate money at the back end of the RFI, and Jordan will extrapolate on this further, what we really offer here is the ability to work with select industry personnel that are successful in the down select at the back end of the RFI to make sure that your product is better and confirmed with an army concept at the back end of this process.
At the end of the November event, what you should be able to walk away with is a clear written report from us that companies can then take to either generate further revenue externally or further research grants for academia and similar, and further work both within the ADF and external to the ADF on the platform or system that you choose to pitch to us as part of the RFI.
Not only can you do that, you can receive validation that your platform does or does not fit within a military concept or an Army approach to war fighting. That means that there is the enhanced opportunity for spiral development between Army, industry, DSTG, academia, and other research functions between now and Army Innovation Day 27. 
Army Innovation Day 26 does not represent the end of this cycle. Army Innovation Day 27, 28, 29, it will continue to be a series instead of a day and it offers opportunities for select personnel and industry to come back each year.
At higher TRLs or with different systems or with adjusted systems at the same TRL that we want to move back through a parted collaboration and experimentation with. Once we have a platform or system that meets a certain TRL or a certain capability, there is now a clear landing point under the LCD reform into a program.
So, it's a more obvious pathway to a programmatic function that my office can provide. There's many different ways that we can do that and we can explore some avenues for that in the Q&A. But for now, I'm just going to end on the fact that the focus of AID 26, as the first of type for a new approach to AID - is focused on development and on a lowest cost possible but mutually beneficial approach to the new series concept.
We're focused on development to make sure that it is low cost and mutually beneficial for both parties, being the Department of Defence and industry. The mutually beneficial value proposition that I mentioned earlier really requires a teamwork approach and collaboration. This is really something for us to explore together as we move through what I've just described. The opportunity for collaboration between industry partners is also prevalent, and we've seen that to be very successful in similar constructs overseas. If successful applicants arrive at Land Forces with us and arrive in the experimentation events in November, we are really looking for a collaborative environment. We will do everything we can and everything legally required to protect IP and the legalities of your product or system or company. However, there will be express opportunities for you to collaborate left and right with industry partners, academia, Defence Science and Technology Group, and obviously us to represent the end user perspective. With that, I'm going to pause and then I'll move to Jordan to discuss in more detail before we move to the Q&A in a quicker form.
Thanks, Jordan.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra   9:38
All right. Thanks, sir. Good afternoon, everyone. So Jordan Zahra, my position inside the G58 is SO1 Trials and Exploration. In particular for AID 26, the experimentation framework is my remit and I'll just run through what that looks like.
In front of you here is the method of test running through informal layers and through to a reporting activity at the end of the experiment. On Friday, we went through this in a lot more detail and that is recorded, so I'll ask you to go have a look at that if you want that detail. I'll just recap a couple of points here so that we have sufficient time for Q&A. Firstly, the way that this is designed, and as touched on already by the director, is that it is very low cost entry. We've tried to design it as much as possible so that the barriers to entry are lowered and the application process is as easy as possible. What that means is if you are on the fence or you're thinking about applying, we hope that this doesn't create too much impost on you and that can encourage more people to attend.
The next one I want to talk about is the mutual collaboration piece. Please think of this as a mutually beneficial experiment. In the scoping phase, we'll reach out to your companies and we intend to do a site visit with a combination of 1 Armoured Regiment soldiers as well as G58 staff. And what we want to do is have a look at your technology, have a look at your company, understand it more, understand what you want to get out of the experiment and what benefits you the most, and then enter into a phase of co-developing an actual test for you, including a series of
measures of effectiveness, MOEs, and technical performance measures. You get buy-in to those measures and they will be co-agreed well before the experiment is undertaken.
And at that stage also, we will talk about stretch goals so that we have something to pivot onto if you find that you've achieved all of those MOEs and TPMs. That's all done in the scoping phase, well ahead of the experiment. Another point I'd like to emphasise is the G58 has been doing R&D experimentation with academia and industry for several years. We do understand what R&D looks like and I just want to make sure I talk to a degree of flexibility within the experiment.
This isn't an experiment where you hand over tech to Army to go and use, and it needs to be at that readiness level. This experiment will be applicable to a broad range of TRLs, and those experiment criteria will match where the TRL is at. And you can expect a degree of flexibility on that. Lastly, I just want to touch on the benefit of the report and the so what behind this experiment.
The G58 is an accredited T&E unit, and that means that we've got some procedures that we can use to generate objective quality evidence and a report. And that report can feed a lot of different things. The main reason why it's good to have a T&E accredited unit do the reporting is because it can inform acquisition and procurement decisions.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra   13:03
That's what comes out of the back end and we're going to be calling that a Warfighter Report. When you receive that Warfighter Report, there won't be any surprises in there. That will basically detail all the scoping that we've done, the co-agreed MOEs and TPMs. It'll detail what was tested, whether there are any amendments to the test, what data was gathered, what Defence passes as your technology, how we see it being employed in the battlefield, and it will come on out in a TRL validation, and with this TRL validation, the way we are structuring this experiment, we believe that we can deliver a test environment up to approximately TRL 6. But noting again, we will match that to your technology, so it can be lower. 
The report will actually identify, based on our evidence, what TRL we believe your technology is at. In the red box there is the target audience. TRL 4, 5 and 6. We think that before TRL 4, technologies would benefit to a greater degree with further in-house development before interfacing with Army.
At the four, five, and six level, we think that we could offer a touch point with industry and academia to generate an experiment that meets that technology and provides you some user feedback, whatever that may be. That may be, you know, access to soldiers, rangers, vehicles. We can tailor that depending on the responses.
TRLs above 6 are welcome to apply. However, as the director said, there might be a different target audience outside of the G58 that is more applicable to those more mature TRLs.
And that is all I really wanted to focus on. The rest of my brief in terms of the detailed walkthrough of the method of test is already recorded, and I'm happy to move on to Q&A.

COL Jake Penley   15:11
Thanks, Jordan. Hey, so I can see some questions in the chat already. I'm just going to move through what's there while people have a think about what they may or may not want to ask. The first one I can see is from Tony Allen. If a company is exhibiting in Australia before the Adelaide field experimentation in November, would the G58 and 1st Armoured consider visiting another state due to existing arrangements? Look, as successful applicants as part of AID 26, we'll really be looking for those teams to come to Adelaide so we can start to integrate them into the 1st Armoured Regiment training areas. And what we want to do at the back end of the experimentation phase in November is demonstrate through a live fire event, and this is kind of new and it's evolving and it will be discussed with the successful applicants. There is a live fire demonstration to senior leaders, run by the 1st Armoured Regiment, largely predicated on autonomous systems that exist already in the unit. Now they're not in service systems, they are in trial or experimentation systems, but some external vendors and some people on the line might have one of those systems in there already. The 1st Armoured Regiment is going to do a demonstration of sorts and then what we will be looking to do is, as we've taken TRL 4 to 6 platforms through AID 26 and through that two-week experimentation, we will slot them into the demonstration where applicable does not mean at all that they have to be live fire, does not mean that they need to be a high TRL, but what it will offer is an opportunity to see your platform or system and how it operates in a
platoon to company size level autonomous action. So whilst everything's up for discussion – in terms of where myself or the team or 1st Armoured might move to around Australia, or be invited to observe an experiment, which is always an option as well, Tony – whether or not that meets the intent of how we want to operate that November piece is up for discussion. But what I implore is that you still put the RFI in, you put the caveats around it, and we will address that separately if needed. And we're always happy to receive invites to industry events and experimentation or demonstrations. With that, we'll move to Darren Trevena's question. You're asking for TRL 4 to 6. What if there's already something that might meet the needs of the RFI that is TRL 7 or 8?
I personally am very happy to receive your RFI response for a higher TRL. If you are successful in moving through the Land Forces and to the experimentation event, it just means that simply the Warfighter Report is only going to report to TRL 6 plus. So you've still received one. Jordan's spoken about it today and it's also on the recording. It just means that we don't have the capability at the moment to say you are TRL 7, 8 or 9. But we will say your system is TRL 6 plus if we agree. Please put your response in regardless. For Nam Nguyen, for the trial portion, are synthetic or remote ops trials suitable given the NATO, AUKUS and Allied trials. The test window might mean that the trial platforms may not be physically back in Australia.
Great question. I would invite you to discuss the complexities of your situation as part of an RFI response. Again, we've tried to make that RFI response low drag, low cost. Please put it in writing and we can have some subsequent discussions with you as required. It's really going to depend on the platform or system and our ability to move it through an experimentation event.
Obviously, things that are physically present would be preferred. 
Down to Brian Winship, could you provide further context and perspective of what constitutes a littoral environment and the jobs to be done? That's a great question. And we did touch on it earlier in the recording. What we're talking about in littoral, our broad definition of it, and it's spoken to the NDS and the Army's contribution to the National Defence Strategy, is the area between the land and the sea where the people on the sea and things in the sea can influence the land and, vice versa, things on land can influence the sea. For us, it represents the primary area of military interest to our north in the archipelagic region that we must operate within and the difficulties and the friction points that that presents. Obviously jungle, islands, small island chains, long logistics lines, vulnerable logistics lines, the requirement for extended information surveillance or reconnaissance platforms, electronic warfare capabilities, long-range strike, supporting existing crude long-range strike platforms across an archipelagic region.
For me, if you envisage, and for those that are going to attend the LEWG [Land Environment Working Group], we're trying to develop a video based on some vignettes we've circulated previously to really articulate this point as well as possible. A video is unfortunately just not ready now. We're going to release it at the LEWG. What we're looking to achieve there is, you know, if you think about a force that needs to project from Australia primarily, that needs to cover a sea gap, we've got crude and people-focused systems that enable that now.

COL Jake Penley 19:54
We need to protect those in some capacity in transit. They are going to eventually reach a shoreline, which we then need to get machines and people onto at some stage to facilitate logistics and facilitate the combat function, which the logistics will support. That means that we need to have underwater ISR capabilities of various forms and EW capabilities of various forms. Everybody's familiar with the Ghost Shark and, from an Army perspective, that is a force multiplier and a significant capability, but maybe not something that we want to rely on solely.
We need to have our own systems that complement that Navy-led capability, but are completely controlled and reliant towards the land force. We then need to have a period of established beachheads, if you want to use sort of old nomenclature, and understand how the logistics and the combat forces will flow from point A to point B.
And when I say logistics and combat forces here, I'm not just talking people, I'm talking uncrewed systems, like I mentioned before, attritable systems, expendable systems that can project in front of a forward line of own troops. They then are going to likely be involved in an environment that is heavily characterised by jungle, some urban fringes, urban areas that meet the ocean, mountainous regions, hot climates, wet climates, and these are the systems that we need to start moving towards.

COL Jake Penley   21:09
Clearly, the next thing is going to be that South Australia and the experimentation event that we're referring to doesn't represent jungle islands or climate, et cetera, et cetera. I'm just going to refer back to my original point that this is the first of type for a new approach to AID. The way that we intend to replicate the littoral environment the best we can, and I'll just make a caveat here that we are focused on a TRL 4 to 6. If your response to this RFI is focused on something that operates on the surface of the water or under the water, then we will find a non-Defence training area, we'll hire a boat, we'll use Osborne Fish shipping yard, whatever we need to get access to the water and test your system within the experimentation events that we've designed in the lead up to it and also what we think we need to see to validate that Warfighter Report.
That means that we can find access to the ocean in an experimentation environment and test your platform or system to the TRLs already described. If your platform or system is a UAV focused thing, then maybe it doesn't matter so much about where we are, how close to the ocean we are, but we need to have a safe environment that we can test its flight characteristics and we can look to introduce some denied EW capabilities as required. It really, again, it depends on what your system is, what you seek out of an experimentation with us and how we can design that with Jordan and his team between now and November. The littoral environment is an excessively complex location to replicate unless you move up there to the equator. We are doing the best that we can with what we have this year. As I said at the start as well, this is not just a day, it's moving towards an Army Innovation Series. So next year, the focus is on North Queensland training areas for the same sort of construct. And we will, as this new concept for Army innovation develops, we will make sure that future iterations are in what I described as much as possible, the archipelagic training areas. Now, I'll just make one small caveat, because this is the longest answer in the world.
What I've spoken to there is really a SOCOM and First Division mission set, for lack of a better term, the forces that are going to project offshore. There is an entire other division, the Second Division, and other ways and means that we need to protect the key points and key infrastructure within Australia as part of our homeland defence, which contributes to this strategy of denial. To do that, we can expand from the littoral into just land-based systems. Autonomous mass on the tutorial and human on the loop is the focus, but please don't let that be a constraint. If you think your product or system can contribute, then please answer the RFI anyway.
Andrew Lucas: For the November 2026 field exercise, and for those who are planning to import a UGV, there is little time to arrange this. Does Army recognise that this will require notification before October? Yes, we do. We are focused on getting answers out by the end of August.
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Zahra, Jordan LTCOL   24:24
And sorry, yes, and more on that, Andrew. September will be a massive month for collaboration between the G58, 1 Armoured Regiment and industry and academia to scope all of those experiment requirements and for us at the back end trying to resource all those needs.

COL Jake Penley   24:45
Thanks, Jordan. Just going to Ryan Carter's question, will you consider platform agnostic sub-component submissions demonstrated on representative platforms, which are themselves not part of a capability under development? 
Broadly, yes, we would. It's going to come down to what those sub-components are. So if it's an EW thing, then yeah, I don't really mind too much what it's
strapped to, I care about what the EW thing does. For example, if there's an acoustic sensor, same-same. So yes, we would. It's going to come down to the information relayed through the RFI response, and then potentially some subsequent discussion with Jordan and his team about how we can do what we just described to generate an effective experimentation event. 
Michael Hughes. As above, will components be considered, for example, make a gyro stabilizer… Yep, yep, yep. In this scenario, that would be an ideal payload for the other company systems. Yeah, so whilst our focus will be on more complete systems, as I said before, we are trying to generate a level of collaboration and a team approach to solving the problem set of autonomous mass in the littoral. And because this is an RFI, I think it gives us some more flexibility. And I would look forward to still reading that response and understanding who we might be able to connect you with and how we can potentially drag your capability forward as required.
Cool. I've got one from King AI in terms of expeditionary for support, but I might just pause and see if there's more detail around that… Otherwise, yep.
Brian. If technology is expressly looking to generate discrete persistence for underwater sensors autonomous, is there a possibility to extend testing beyond two weeks? Yes, there is. I think there's always a possibility for that. That would be part of a discussion with how we would want to do that and where we would want to do that.
Yeah, that's an interesting question and an interesting capability. Yes, is a broad answer. How we get to that would be an ongoing discussion, Brian. Thank you. 


Kym Ridley   
I think to add to that, Brian, as well, you will hear in the initial market briefing in Jordan's section where he describes that the process and the exercise planning itself
will actually be done in conjunction with you as a company. Jordan, do you want to talk to a little bit more about that?
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Zahra, Jordan LTCOL   27:17
Yeah, yeah, that's right. So our team will reach out to those who are successful and they will have a bunch of phone calls to understand that technology. We'd like to be as familiar as possible with the technology and with your company and a brand when we design the experiment. We suggest a site visit would be the most appropriate way to do that, to understand that as best as possible and there would be a series of scoping meetings as well. It would begin with a set of draught MOEs and TPMs that are tailored to you, but it's an ongoing discussion and it needs to be co-agreed so that what you're getting is something that is of value to you, it has R&D value. And likewise for us to get exposure to.

COL Jake Penley  28:05
Thanks, Jordan. And for Jason King, yeah, absolutely very, very focused on expeditionary force support capabilities like you've outlined in your question. Absolutely, like logistics is everything, particularly in the archipelagic regions. Absolutely.

Kym Ridley
We have no more questions in the chat. We still have a little bit more time available that we've reserved for people to ask questions. There's another one that's come through from Andrew. But if people want to start potentially raising their hands, or if somebody is already speaking, still continue to please put them in the chat.

COL Jake Penley   28:41
Andrew. Does Army seek greater value and submissions focused on a single autonomous capability or with solutions that integrate multiple functions, e.g. sensing protection, electronic warfare, command support and effects into coherence system of systems be considered within the scope of the challenge statement? Yeah, I think it would. If you're offering a C2 system there that incorporates other platforms and systems into it and allows us to command and control with a human on the loop focus as per the challenge statement, then yes, that would be considered.
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LTCOL Jordan 29:09
To build on that, there is a possibility for multiple entrants. You have the option of entering a system if you want, or it can be a system of systems if you prefer. If you have constraints on your resourcing and you can only run one experiment, you'll have to prioritise which one you're putting forward as the most promising.
But yeah, I do want to make it known that you can put forward multiple entries.

COL Jake Penley   29:39
We'll just continue to pause and see if there's any more questions or people want to raise their hand.
Scott. Are you interested in supporting data analytics that provides capability proofs? Jordan, I might allow you to jump on that one if you can.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra 29:59
Absolutely. Yes, we are interested in that. Please submit the RFI and we'll have a look.
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COL Jake Penley   30:14
Jason, we just might look to, if you can push that question in an e-mail to the Army Innovation Day inbox, we might be able to answer that in a more fulsome manner. We are just going to have to do some background research if we answer the question on Mosa style systems.


COL Jake Penley  31:01
Hey, thanks, Nathan. So if you have classified information that can't go into response, how would you inform us? Please just get in contact with the Army Innovation Day e-mail that Aaron just dropped in the chat there, and we can find another way to get that information through to us. As long as you're happy for those things to be held on our system, but you may not want them to be provided otherwise, that's fine.
If you have access to the Defence Secret environment already, then we can obviously move through that direction as well. But just drop an e-mail straight to Army Innovation Day inbox and we'll go from there.

Kym Ridley
We'll be downloading, to answer your question, Bernard, the recording will be downloaded this afternoon and we hope to have the addendum released by tomorrow for you to be able to officially receive that from AusTender. We will be putting it in the same website as the current recording. 



Kym Ridley  31:57
You may see it earlier than the addendum goes out. So we're hoping for that to go up either this morning or this afternoon, depending on how long it takes to upload onto the website. But you will see it within the next 24 to 36 hours.

Hey, Nerman, we're just trying to look through your question now. So can I just make sure everybody's on pause? We're just getting some hot mic this end. Is Army seeking a total capability cost of the proposed solution, including future scalable deployment or cost of specific configuration proposed for AID26 experimentation? I think that's a great question. In an RFP, we'd be looking at just what it's going to cost for the item as part of the experimentation. I would, I think the most important thing for us at the moment is to understand your platform per item cost.
If as part of the RFI, you would like to then extrapolate what those costs might lead to for scaling and development, then please add that detail as well. If not, just stick with the cost per item or per platform, as you know, we would see it at face value and when the other information can come out through the site visits and other means that Jordan's spoken to.
Ryan Carter. Do you have a framework for system autonomy integration that you are already evaluating, such as UK-based Sapient? That's a great question. We've been talking about it this morning. We have had some systems that we've been using for the last couple of years. I don't want to go too far into it now. And again, it's going to be a discussion with successful applicants in greater detail. But under the new Land Capability Division reform and the development of a number of autonomy programs, which is great because it enables scale and something Army has not had before in terms of autonomy focused programs, we are looking at exactly that problem. My personal goal, and I'm sort of going out a bit of a limb here, and don't quote me too much, but my personal goal, and I know that my boss's goal, is to make sure that we have a coherent C2 backbone for the operation of robotics and autonomous systems, human on the loop, human off the loop, et cetera, that is in service in the Army. Now, what we want to do for AID 26 is have a system like that, even if from teams like LC4, LNIC, who many people on the line would be familiar with, to test with in AID26. Now what form that looks like is yet to be determined as those new programmes have been, although now only 16 days old, but we will know more in the coming two to four weeks of what that might look like. In an ideal world, we do have a framework for system autonomy integration that we would be evaluating off and that would be owned by Army. At the moment, Ryan, if you can drop that question into the chat, sorry, into the e-mail inbox, we can probably provide a more fulsome answer.
I'll pause there to see if Jordan might be able to jump on it as well though.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra   35:12
No, no, that was a really good answer. We will definitely respond by e-mail.

COL Jake Penley  35:16
All right, thanks, Jordan. For Tony, is 27 July a hard stop or can submission deadline be extended to 31st of July? Unfortunately, 27th of July is a hard stop. So I would welcome you to get in there as much as you can. And then, you know, if there's a subsequent discussion to be had, then that will enable it if we have your response by 27 July.
Andrew, any contractor costs for the November field exercise being covered by the Commonwealth? No, unfortunately, they're not. And this is part of the rub point for this right. We, under the RFI construct, we cannot fund industry or contractor support
to the training areas. So it'll be a pay to play scenario. What we're looking to do, as already mentioned, through the down select process and the conversations through September and October is ensure that you have the value that's going to compel you to outlay that cost. And that might be like how many people you want to bring, what the platforms look like, etc. But at the moment we are unable to fund anything, anything out of this.
Happy to stay on the line. I'm just going to go to mute for a minute. We'll see if anything else pops up and people are always also free to raise their hand at this point.
Hey David, excellent question and one again that we're focused on at the moment. Jordan's in the midst of doing some policy or assisting with some policy reform for ATO UAS at the moment, best we can. Unsure if that's going to be ready in time. If you haven't, it doesn't, to answer your question directly, your system does not have to have an ATO UAS in place to answer the RFI. If it does not, and we wanted to go through
It is successful in moving through the RFI process and will work with the required authorities to get that ATO UAS for the period of the experimentation. Thanks.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra37:59
G'day Peter, Jordan here. The CASA rules question, yes, we'll almost certainly be operating under the DASA rule set and the G5A team here will ensure that we have the appropriate ATO to do that.

COL Jake Penley  38:16
So Josh, to answer your question on what contested environment means in the literal context, so if you think about a cross-domain problem, so cyber, EW, physical contest and conflict, that's what I refer to. So in my commentary before, what I was likely referring to was the ability to operate under enemy
electronic warfare effects. So does your, you know, if your system is solely relying on GPS for navigation, that might present a problem. It might not, depending on how it communicates. And if it's successful, moving through the RFI process, and we'll develop a experimentation serial that tests that for you and us.
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LTCOL Jordan Zahra 39:28
Good day, Lawrence. Jordan here. No, there's no limitations on the subcomponents in your system. It just has to be an Australian company that is putting forward the proposal. However, it'll be a case-by-case basis. So please go ahead and submit and we'll try and understand it better and reach back out if there's any issues.

Kym Ridley   39:28
Hey.
Just to add on to that, if you are engaging with Defence, we're not necessarily asking for these details now, but if you are engaging with Defence for much larger contracts anywhere else, you will always be asked to consider your supply chain. It is super important that you do understand your supply chain and where your components do come from because that can cause an issue. Not necessarily for this, for our RFI, but just always make sure that you're considering it whenever you're engaging with Defence or other Commonwealth departments.
To answer Josh’s question, New Zealand is acceptable. I believe the acronym is ACBN or something like that. But all businesses that fall in the Australia, New Zealand region is what we accept. That is the business rules for Australia wide.
That is the construct that we're operating under for this one.

COL Jake Penley   
Thanks, Don. There are no restrictions relating to having received prior innovation defence funding for submissions. So please feel free to enter.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Hey, thanks everybody who's sending through the well wishes. It's good to see a really healthy turnout today off the back of the issues last week and I'm very happy that it's been informative to everybody online. This recording will go up as soon as we can just get it scrubbed and approved and we'll post it on the same Army website mentioned earlier. Please send through any questions to army.innovation.day@defence.gov.au as needed. Really keen to start reading into some of these submissions from the 27th of this month and looking forward to working with everybody online who is successful. Thanks very much.
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