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Abstract: Hybrid rockets using specific oxidizer–fuel combinations are considered a green alternative
to current propulsion systems, as they do not release very toxic or polluting exhausts, but only
much less harmful substances such as carbon monoxide/dioxide and soot. However, in a long-term
vision where space access and rocket transportation become a daily routine all around the world,
the simple use of current green propellants could begin to become insufficient if the rest of the
industry already follows much stricter rules, which are expected to tighten significantly in the future,
thereby making emissions from rocket flights no more negligible. In this paper, the possible use
of alternative sustainable solid fuels for hybrid rockets that are not derived from fossil fuels and
are ideally carbon neutral is investigated and discussed based on the available data in the hybrid
literature and on the literature related to renewable fuels in general. Even if this topic is apparently
far away from the current necessities, as hybrid propulsion is not yet operational, it is paramount to
consider a long-term vision and associated research efforts to make sure that the potential hybrid
propulsion introduction to the commercial market is more than a simple flash in the pan, but offers a
solid opportunity.

Keywords: hybrid rockets; alternative fuels; sustainable fuels

1. Introduction

In recent times, there has been a great deal of focus regarding green technologies, as
pollution and climate change have become a hot topic in the media. The rocket and space
business have also been affected by this trend. However, thanks to the really small size
of the industry and due to the difficulties related with rocket science and space technol-
ogy, this sector has always followed a special paradigm, one which is much more relaxed
compared to the conventional industry. In fact, the chemicals used in space propulsion
have often been toxic, carcinogenic, and corrosive, such as, for example, storable liquid
propellants including hydrazine and the mixed oxides of nitrogen. The solid propellants
used in launch vehicles emit hydrochloric acid due the ubiquitous use of ammonium per-
chlorate oxidizers and the release of alumina particles from metallized fuel. After decades
of relative stagnation, in recent years there has been a spectacular surge of interest towards
multiple activities in space, both from governmental and commercial entities, with the
birth of the so-called New Space Economy [1–5]. This boost has been possible thanks to
several factors, which in particular include increased competition, new manufacturing
technologies, miniaturization, reduced launch costs and higher availability, the prolifer-
ation of small satellites, and the rise of very large constellations in low earth orbit. The
predicted number of satellites to become operational in the next decade is estimated to
be higher than all the satellites produced in the previous space history combined. For
these reasons, the number of launches is foreseen to grow exponentially in the following
years. Moreover, new businesses such as suborbital/orbital space tourism are projected
to start full operation and sustained growth, together with the commercialization and ex-
pansion of current activities that include, for example, Earth observation, communication,
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microgravity research/manufacturing, and many others. Many are even predicting the
possibility of frequent and affordable point-to-point suborbital space travel [6–23]. In this
context, the space propulsion industry, particularly the New Space one, is shifting away
from the old conventionally used chemicals in order to reduce costs, time, and environ-
mental impact, thus trying to mimic the other terrestrial industrial fields in the means of
production. In this regard, hybrid propulsion has several potential advantages that could
favor this trend [24–27]. Hybrid rockets can use green propellants, mainly hydrocarbon
solid fuels coupled with oxidizers such as liquid oxygen, hydrogen peroxide, or nitrous
oxide, which are widely available chemicals. These combinations do not release very toxic
or polluting exhausts, but only much less harmful substances like water vapor, carbon
monoxide/dioxide, unburnt hydrocarbons, and soot. Moreover, hybrid rockets are suitable
to be produced in an industrial manner, as already pioneered by the American Rocket
Company (AMROC) in the 1980s. This is in contrast with large solid propulsion that is
a batch process only made possible by few specialized large companies (e.g., Northrop
Grumman, Safran, IHI Corporation, Avio . . . ). Hybrid rockets are non-explosive in nature,
as the oxidizer and fuel are not inherently mixed as is done in solid propulsion, thereby
facilitating production and operations. Furthermore, they are less sensitive to tiny cracks
and temperature, thus contributing to high reliability at frequent launch rates.

Space shuttle solid rocket boosters (SRBs) were nominally reusable, but their complex
refurbishment tends to exclude solid propulsion from the reusable technologies. As already
mentioned, current solid rockets are heavily polluting. Green oxidizer replacements such
as ammonium nitrate, ammonium dinitramide, and hydrazinium nitroformate [28] have
been under study for a while, but it seems that there are no current plans for upscaling. For
these reasons, it is highly probable that the European Ariane 6 and the American United
Launch Alliance (ULA) Vulcan will be the last newly developed major launch vehicles to
use solid rocket boosters in the future, while some smaller launch vehicles could continue
to be developed with this technology, thus borrowing know-how from the military ballistic
missile field, particularly in China [29] and India [30].

Liquid propulsion, on the other hand, is having a huge development in recent years.
While in the past, a typical cryogenic propulsion system was generally considered to be
much more expensive on a thrust basis compared to a solid one (e.g., Shuttle RS-25 [31,32] vs.
SRBs [33]), New Space companies now claim to have drastically reduced costs thanks to several
manufacturing improvements, particularly through the use of additive manufacturing [34].
Liquid rockets can also be green, as they can use the same oxidizers as hybrids, together
with analogous hydrocarbon fuels (e.g., Rocket Propellant-1, RP-1) or even better ones such as
methane or hydrogen. Moreover, the modern (shuttle excluded) reusability of liquid propulsion
has been demonstrated by SpaceX and is being pursued by many other players [35–43]. Thus,
liquid propulsion seems to be the baseline for the future of space transportation.

Compared to liquids, hybrid rockets have nominally half the plumbing, but generally,
their architecture is even simpler, particularly as they are frequently ablatively cooled,
while liquid engines are more often regeneratively cooled [44]. The solid fuel cannot spill
and is much more difficult to ignite and burn than a liquid fuel. For these reasons, hybrid
propulsion is gaining tremendous popularity for small sounding rockets.

Several issues have always hindered hybrid rockets from reaching operational status,
but this topic is out of the scope of this paper, and an extensive literature is already available
e.g., [24–27,45–49]. At the moment, a few companies have serious plans to develop hybrid
launch vehicles, such as HyImpulse (Neuenstadt am Kocher, Germany) [50], Gilmour Space
Technologies (Helensvale, Australia) [51], INNOSPACE (Sejong-si, Republic of Korea) [52],
TiSPACE (Taiwan) [53], DeltaV (Turkey) [54–56], and NAMMO (Raufoss, Norway) [57],
while many others have similar ambitions but are still behind in large scale development
(Equatorial Space Systems [58], Vaya Space [59], Hybrid Propulsion for Space [60] . . . ).
Even if hybrid propulsion development is more focused on low production costs than
reusability, it is possible to claim that much of the propulsion system can be conceived as
reusable with the fuel/thermal protection cartridge as well as the nozzle parts that need
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refurbishment. Hybrids promise to provide increased reliability, shorter schedules, and
lower costs compared to liquids. These aspects could be more and more important in the
future if the number of launches should increase significantly. Typical current launchers’
failure rates are around a few percent, which is orders of magnitude higher than what is
acceptable for the other industries. If the launch business should expand exponentially,
these numbers cannot be tolerable anymore and should be drastically reduced. In this
regard, hybrids are often claimed to be a potential game-changer, even if the actual proof
has not been possible to fully demonstrate yet.

2. Preliminary Assessment

Coming back to the original discussion, in a long-term vision where space access and
rocket transportation become a daily routine all around the world, the difference in the green
definitions between the space industry and other fields could be lifted, and the simple use of the
of current green rocket propellants could begin to be not enough if the rest of the industry today
already follows much stricter rules, which are expected to tighten significantly in the future,
thereby making emissions from rocket flights no more negligible. In fact, many countries and
stakeholders have proposed to enforce robust long-term (mainly carbon) emission reduction
goals for 2050 (and beyond) that are consistent with the two different but related global
warming limits: holding warming below a 2 ◦C increase above pre-industrial levels and
reducing global warming below 1.5 ◦C by 2100. According to the recommendations, global
energy and industry CO2 emissions should reach zero around 2050 [61].

It is important to briefly highlight here that combustion emissions are strictly related
to two very different issues: global warming and pollution, which have different effects
but with the general media and public opinion often confusing the two.

Some space companies are already claiming to take into consideration the rocket
emission aspect beyond the basic green definition, for example, Orbex (Forres, UK) [62],
which is developing the prime liquid launch vehicle using bio-propane produced from
renewable feedstocks such as plant and vegetable waste supplied by Calor, a major UK
supplier; or bluShift Aerospace (Brunswick, ME, USA) [63], which is developing the hybrid
rocket powered Red Dwarf launch vehicle, which uses a proprietary bio-derived solid fuel
claimed to be renewable, carbon-neutral, clean burning, and biodegradable.

It is thus worth checking if these claims have a real meaning or if they have more of a
marketing purpose (at least for now). To do so, only a rough order of estimated magnitude is
sufficient. First of all, considering the different oxidizer options, only three green chemicals
are widely available: liquid oxygen (LOX), nitrous oxide (N2O), and hydrogen peroxide
(H2O2). The first two are available in their pure form, while the latter is produced in a water
solution, and the vast majority are not already at propulsion concentrations. Combustion
with a typical solid hydrocarbon such as paraffin wax or polyethylene mainly releases
water and carbon dioxide (Table 1), with significant quantities of carbon monoxide and
unburned hydrocarbons, particularly for fuel-rich mixture ratios.

Table 1. Typical major hybrid rocket exhaust emissions for green oxidizers burned with solid
hydrocarbon fuels (mass fraction, %).

Oxidizers/
Chemical Species LOX H2O2 N2O

H2O 21 60 9
CO2 29 23 14
CO 26 7 10
O2 13 5 4
O 3 0 1

OH 7 4 2
N2 0 0 56
NO 0 0 2

others 1 1 2
Sum 100 100 100
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In the case of nitrous oxide, a large quantity of inert nitrogen is present with minor
quantities of harmful nitrogen oxides, thus making it slightly more polluting. Moreover,
nitrous oxide is a very powerful greenhouse gas, approximately 300 times more powerful
than carbon dioxide, so, if used extensively, it is important to carefully minimize its release
during operations (e.g., filling/venting). The results in Table 1 have been calculated at
40 bar of chamber pressure and at the respective mixture ratio corresponding to each
maximum specific impulse [64], and they will change somewhat with different inputs.

Oxygen combustion emits more carbon emissions on a kg basis compared to the other
two; however, due to its high specific impulse (around 10–15%), less propellant mass is
required [25–27]. A balanced comparison is out of the scope of this paper. The selection of
the fuel can also contribute to different levels of carbon emission, both directly (emission
per kg of propellant) and indirectly (higher/lower propellant mass due to lower/higher
performance, respectively). It is worth noting that all hydrocarbon fuels (paraffin wax, PE,
HTPB . . . ) tend to have nearly equal performance [64]. Other common solid materials
that contain other molecules (such as sorbitol, ABS, PMMA, PVC etc.) generally provide
equal or, more often, lower performance. Only exotic fuels or energetic additives can
provide performance benefits compared to hydrocarbons, but they come with significant
drawbacks, not only from a pollution point of view. What this paper wants to point out is
that emissions will become, in the future, another major point to take into consideration in
the classical propellant combinations trade-off analyses.

For the sake of an initial order of magnitude assessment, the typical total carbon
emissions of launch vehicles burning hydrocarbons can be considered between 25–70% of
the initial propellant mass, depending on the oxidizer–fuel combination and mixture ratio.

Total carbon emissions per year are around 40 billion tons [65–72]. The transportation
field constitutes around 21% of that. The aviation industry is responsible for 12% of the
transportation emissions, which corresponds to 2.5% of the total emissions, i.e., around one
billion tons per year. There are 40 million flights per year (i.e., around 100,000 per day).
The average flight time is around 2 h, with a carbon emission of 26 tons. It is worth noting
that nearly 3

4 of the mass of the carbon dioxide emitted by an air-breathing engine is the
oxygen taken from the atmosphere. Thus, contrary to rocket engines, the total emitted
carbon dioxide mass is higher than the propellant (i.e., fuel) stored on board (theoretically
around three times).

In 2022, there have been 178 launches [73]. The most-employed launch vehicle has
been the SpaceX Falcon 9, which has around 400 tons of propellant and has been launched
60 times last year [35].

In order to assess the problem of rocket emissions, three hypothetical launch vehicles
are considered here: a 40 t propellant one, representing a possible generic small launch
vehicle (Table 2), a 400 t one (such as the F9, Table 3), and finally a 4800 t one, similar to
SpaceX Starship/Super Heavy [7] (Table 4). For the sake of simplicity, carbon emissions
have been considered equal to 50% of the propellant mass. It is worth noting that, in
reality, the payload efficiency (and consequently the emission efficiency) is higher for the
400-ton launch vehicle compared to the small launcher (around 4% vs. 1% [35]), while
the Starship is proportionally less efficient for its massive size (2–3% [7]), probably due
to its particularly full reusability features (such as stainless steel design). As a sideline
note, reusable launchers, particularly using retro-propulsion for the reentry and landing,
are slightly more polluting (as emissions) on a payload basis (roughly 40% for a F9) com-
pared to their equivalent expandable versions [35]. However, we cannot neglect that the
expendable launchers drop large pieces of hardware on the Earth, which are almost always
not recovered.

The emissions of the three classes of launch vehicles have been compared with the
total aviation emissions as a function of the foreseen launch rate. Moreover, to take the
future regulation restrictions into account, four scenarios have been considered: one with
the current situation and the others where the decarbonization of the aviation industry
reaches 90%, 95%, and 99% of today values, respectively.
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Table 2. Relative launcher CO2 emissions (space launch/aviation, %). 40-ton propellant launch vehicle.

Aviation Decarbonization Level/
Launches per Year (Day) 0% (Current) 90% 95% 99%

30 (1 every 10) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01
300 (1) 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06

3000 (10) 0.01 0.06 0.12 0.58
30,000 (100) 0.06 0.58 1.15 5.77

Table 3. Relative launcher CO2 emissions (space launch/aviation, %). 400-ton propellant launch vehicle.

Aviation Decarbonization Level/
Launches per Year (Day) 0% (Current) 90% 95% 99%

30 (1 every 10) 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06
300 (1) 0.01 0.06 0.12 0.58

3000 (10) 0.06 0.58 1.15 5.77
30,000 (100) 0.58 5.77 11.5 57.7

Table 4. Relative launcher CO2 emissions (space launch/aviation, %). 4800-ton propellant launch vehicle.

Aviation Decarbonization Level/
Launches per Year (Day) 0% (Current) 90% 95% 99%

30 (1 every 10) 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.70
300 (1) 0.07 0.70 1.39 6.96

3000 (10) 0.70 6.96 13.9 69.6
30,000 (100) 6.96 69.6 139 696

From the previous tables, it is possible to infer some basic but important conclusions.
The actual impact of launch vehicles emissions is completely negligible. For the medium
launch vehicle, emissions reach a few percent only for 90–99% of the decarbonization levels
and an astonishing 10–100 launches per day, which is 20–200 times the levels of the actual
market. The total payload released into orbit will be in the order of 45 thousand tons (in
LEO). It is difficult to envision such a huge increase in the mass into orbit. Regarding the
small launcher, emissions reach a few percent only for 95–99% of the decarbonization levels
and at least 100 launches per day. A total of 100 launches per day, considering an average
payload of 1–2 small satellites of few hundreds kg, means a full mega constellation launched
in a single year! It is difficult to think that such a large number of satellites would be put into
orbit only by small launchers. To be certain, problems with orbital debris, as well as traffic
management both in space and in the atmosphere, the availability of launch complexes and
safety ranges would hit the market hard well before reduced carbon emissions are realized.
Regarding the Starship, the warning threshold is reached in advance thanks to its high-
propellant mass, which is still an incredibly large number of launches (particularly for its
size), and deep decarbonization levels of the aviation industry are required. The only way
this could occur would be to use the rocket launch vehicle for aircraft-like transportation,
such as the nowadays often-cited point-to-point suborbital space travel. Proponents claim
that this is possible thanks to dramatic cost reductions related to reusability and improved
safety provided by technology development [7]. However, it is worth noting that modern
aviation had less than two accidents per million flights in 2020 [74,75] compared with more
than one out of 100 by typical rocket launchers [76]. The Airbus A380 has been certified after
five planes flew more than 2000 flying hours in total [77]. It seems that the rocket industry
is far from guaranteeing such levels, and it is probably only ready for the less-regulated
space tourism market. A plane such as the Boeing 747 consumes approximately 150 tons
of fuel for a 10 h flight [78], while the Starship will require an order of magnitude more
of fuel for a single trip [7]. Even if the challenging full reusability target is met, it is really
difficult to achieve the same level of reliability and costs. It is interesting to remember that
the supersonic Concorde flew, on average, around 2000 flights per year [79–86]. The price
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of the ticket was approximately around 10k USD adjusted for inflation. This is still an order
of magnitude less than the price of a ticket for a flight on Virgin Galactic SpaceShipTwo [87],
even if prices are allegedly predicted to decrease significantly as commercial operations
start to become routine. At the moment, there are slightly more than 200.000 ultra-wealthy
individuals, i.e., with more than 30 million USD in net worth [88–91]. More than 56 million
people are millionaires. The potential consumers are there. A total of 3000 flights per year
would correspond, for instance, to one flight a day from ten different spaceports at the same
time. A total of 30,000 flights per year would correspond, instead, to one flight a day from
100 different locations all around the world. However, the SpaceShipTwo is a much smaller
vehicle, and its carbon emissions are estimated to be around 1.7 tons per flight, which will
be negligible in every previous scenario [92]. As another side note, interestingly enough,
the carbon emissions of the White Knight Two carrier are much higher, around 27 tons,
as its flight time is around two hours compared with 60 s for the rocket and because, as
already pointed out, in an air-breathing engine, carbon emissions are much higher than the
amount of consumed propellant stored onboard (i.e., only the fuel).

Based on current trends and previous evaluations, carbon emission concerns are not
an issue, as confirmed by several reports [93–103] and the impact assessments from various
authorities [92,104]. However, if space activities grow significantly, it is possible that an
indirect impact could come from regulations by local authorities, sometimes pushed by
environmental groups or other entities, particularly in case of new commercial spaceports
located relatively near to inhabited areas or natural habitats. In this case, pollution can be
considered as a more important issue than global warming.

Another pressure for change could come from lobbying by other sectors such as
the aviation industry, particularly if the rocket business starts to be seen as partially in
competition with them (particularly in the case of point-to-point suborbital space travel) or
simply by the scarcity of raw materials or increased prices due to the dismissal of the same
chemicals by the other industries (such as in the case of hydrazine in the space business).
In this regard, it is helpful to evaluate if hybrid propulsion can face these potential future
issues, particularly as the technology is still not operational, so it would be not wise to
invest money to field a technology that is at risk of being phased out soon afterwards.

Local environmental regulations regarding pollution and noise tend to not affect
emissions released above a certain altitude; for example, airplane operations in the USA
at or above 3000 feet (914 m) above ground level (AGL) are considered a categorical
exclusion for the modeling of local air quality impacts as defined by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) [105]. Consequently, the air launch of rockets is a good way to
avoid ground restrictions.

From the Aerospace Corporation report [93], it is important to underline that the major
source of concern is considered to come from chlorine (by solid rockets), alumina (again
by solid rockets, but potentially also hybrids), soot particles (mainly but not restricted
to solids, hybrids, and kerosene liquid engines), and their not well known interactions
with the ozone layer. Other minor constituents of the plume such as hydrogen oxides and
nitrogen oxides could also affect ozone concentrations in the atmosphere. It is worth noting
that nitrogen oxides can be produced indirectly by all propellant combinations through the
thermal heating of the atmosphere, particularly for over-expanded plumes [103].

Again from [93], particles accumulate in the stratosphere in distinct layers and inter-
cept incoming solar radiation. The lifetime of small particles injected into the stratosphere
can be as long as four years. The energy from the intercepted solar flux warms the strato-
sphere, thereby indirectly adding to ozone loss by accelerating ambient-ozone-destroying
reactions and producing a negative radiative forcing that cools the Earth’s surface. Rocket
emissions, therefore, act in the same manner as geoengineering schemes to counteract the
warming from greenhouse gases. However, geoengineering is controversial, and there is no
formal policy regarding its deployment. Moreover, ozone depletion has been the reason for
banning specific substances such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFC), so rocket emissions could
come into scrutiny in the future.
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In any case, the interaction of rocket emissions with the atmosphere is still a very com-
plex and not well understood topic, with models and predictions giving widely uncertain
and sometimes contradictory results [93–103]. In particular, as will be more evident in the
following, radiation forcing and other effects produced by soot emissions are the critical
aspects that needs to be better interpreted and quantified when evaluating the impact of
hybrids compared to liquid technology.

The first lesson learned is that, for commercial Earth applications (not deep space or
military), the use of metals or other solid additives that exit the nozzle as particles and
leave a visible trail, which is often used to improve the hybrid propellant density impulse,
is not favorable. Moreover, the neat fuel should cover the walls of the combustion chamber
as much as possible, while the thermal protections should release as few particle and toxic
gases as possible. Finally, combustion should be as efficient as possible and should use
the least amount of fuel as possible. The last two aspects go on par with an increase in
performance, so they are in synergy with usual development efforts but come at the price
of higher development difficulties, for example regarding limiting nozzle erosion due to
higher temperatures and the higher presence of oxidizing species. Research into affordable
high temperature/oxidation-resistant lightweight green ceramic materials is thus favorable
to limit both erosion and particle/toxic emissions.

The engine architecture also has a tremendous impact on emissions. For example, the
SpaceX gas generator cycle Merlin engine of the Falcon 9 produces a large amount of soot
from the fuel-rich exhaust of the turbopump unit (Figure 1). Staged combustion engines,
tank pressure, electric pump feeding, and clean gas generators (e.g., Soyuz H2O2 units)
should provide much better emissions.
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A typical qualitative example of different exhausts’ behaviors is the visual comparison
between the plume of the SpaceShipTwo test flights performed with the HTPB-based motor
(Figure 2), which presented a significant black smoke trail [106], and the Nylon-based one
(Figure 3), which, on the contrary, presented a much cleaner flame [107]. We do not know if
the effect is due only to the fuel itself or also to different motor configurations, combustion
efficiencies, and/or mixture ratios (considering that they have been developed by different
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teams as well [108–110]). Moving forward, the hybrid exhausts characteristics should be
more carefully taken into account in the future.
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In any case, the non-premixed turbulent diffusive flame of hybrid rockets [111–122],
burning a solid material, could probably never compete with the best liquid engines
burning liquid methane, or even less with liquid hydrogen. Additionally, methane-fueled
engines can be expected to emit, uniquely, potentially significant amounts of hydrogen
oxides (HOx) into the stratosphere [93].

Based on previous considerations, of all the pollutants and soot emissions seem to
be the inherent Achilles heel of hybrids when compared with modern and future liquid
engines, as they have a significant environmental impact and apparently cannot be reduced
at the same level. At the moment, most of the hybrid development is focused on sounding
rockets [123,124], small launch vehicles [125–127], and suborbital spaceships [87,92], which
hold only a few tons of propellant or a few dozen tons at maximum, and they release a
relatively modest total amount of soot compared with larger launch vehicles that burn
hundreds of tons of propellant per flight.

Anyway, internal fluid dynamic design aside, it is possible to state that some fuels
inherently burn more cleanly than others. HTPB has been a workhorse in hybrid rocket
research and development, which has been borrowed from solid propulsion, together
with its casting process. However, it seems to not be the ideal fuel when it comes to wide
availability, the ease of mass production in a simple industrial environment, and pollution.
Thermosets and elastomers often do not burn cleanly and do not allow for the possibility
of melting and recycling production waste. In this regard, commodity plastics such as
polypropylene and polyethylene [128], which are the two most widely used thermoplastics,
seem to be a better choice. Paraffin wax is also an important candidate, particularly because
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it also has a high regression rate [129–137]. Other plastics such as polystyrene (PS) and
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) release toxic gases (styrene and chlorine, respectively) when
burnt [138–140]. Nylon and polyurethane (PU) have also been found to release hydrogen
cyanide [141]. Poly (methyl methacrylate) (PMMA) has been used extensively in past
hybrid research [113–121]. Polycarbonate and acrylonitrile butadiene styrene (ABS) are
two plastics that have been also proposed and, particularly with the latter, have been
investigated for hybrid propulsion, as they are also suitable (together with some others) for
production by modern flexible technologies such as 3D printing [142–146].

Based on the previous considerations, there is a large variability in emissions between
different hybrid solutions, so if limiting pollution is set as a requirement, this ends up
having a huge impact on hybrid motor design. Therefore, it is better to keep this in mind
during current development efforts and trade-offs before emission regulations will come
into play in the future.

An environmental advantage of hybrids is that it is not possible to release the fuel
through spill or evaporation, contrary to liquid fuels. Methane released during evaporation
of the cryogenic liquid is a powerful greenhouse gas if vented in the atmosphere (80 times
more than carbon dioxide on a twenty years scale [147,148]). RP-1 spills can hurt the
environment, and this is one of the reasons sometimes that ethanol is preferred instead.
Finally, the increased safety of hybrid solid fuels makes it more difficult for them to catch
fire or lead to an explosion, thereby making hybrid propulsion easier to integrate with the
surrounding environment.

In the following chapter, some possible paths for future sustainable hybrid fuel pro-
duction are discussed.

3. Sustainable Hybrid Fuels

First of all, in order to be affordable and sustainable (in a broader meaning), a fuel
should be available in significant quantities at a reasonably low price. Hybrid rockets have
been demonstrated to be able to burn a very large multitude of solid materials, including
lard and food such as salami and pasta. However, for practical operational systems,
the choice is more complicated and restricted. Compared to industrial applications and
stationary power plants, there are some specific problems with burning fuels for rocket
propulsion: First, the exhausts are released directly into the atmosphere without any
possibility of filtering, purification, or capture. Secondly, the requirement for very high
performance (e.g., specific impulse, density, regression rate, thermo-mechanical properties
. . . ) significantly limits the practical fuel material choices and composition.

In this respect, three main paths toward sustainability have been identified, which are
not mutually exclusive. The first one is to use recycled plastics that have been originally
produced for other applications. The second possibility is the use of natural or bio-derived
fuels. The final option is the production of synthetic fuels from renewable resources.

3.1. Plastic Recycling

Plastic recycling is the reprocessing of plastic waste into new and useful products.
When executed properly, this practice has the potential to diminish reliance on landfills,
preserve resources, and safeguard the environment against plastic pollution. Despite the
growing trend of increasing recycling rates, they still fall considerably short of what is
technically achievable, primarily due to economic factors. In 2015, the global recycling
rate stood at 19.5%, with 25.5% being incinerated and the remaining 55% being mainly
deposited in landfills [149–155].

More than 90% of plastic waste consists of thermo-softening polymers, which can be
melted and reformed into new items through a process called mechanical recycling. This
practice is the most widely used form of recycling globally. Its prevalence is attributed to
its simplicity, cost-effectiveness, and lower carbon footprint compared to other methods.
However, the quality of the recycled polymer can be diminished due to factors such as
polymer degradation and the accumulation of impurities, which restricts its usefulness and
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effectiveness. Technological solutions exist for many of these issues, although they come at
a financial expense [149–155].

Nonetheless, this could be a relatively minor issue for the rocket industry, where
the cost of the propellant is often almost negligible compared with the other expenses.
Moreover, the fuel mass in a hybrid rocket burning a typical hydrocarbon such as HDPE
or paraffin is only around 30% of the total propellant mass in an oxygen-based system
(mixture ratio around 2–3) and less than 15% in a hydrogen peroxide or nitrous-oxide-based
motor (mixture ratio around 6–8). On the contrary, in rocket propulsion, particularly for the
most demanding applications, the quality and consistency of the fuel grain characteristics
is of paramount importance. Moreover, as emissions are considered here, the purity of the
final product that has to be burnt greatly affects the exhaust composition.

When plastic is recycled in open-loop recycling (also called downcycling), the quality
of plastic is progressively diminished with each recycling cycle. This is the main solution
that is adopted, as the only industrial successes of closed-loop or primary recycling have
been with PET, polyethylene terephthalate, and bottles [155]. More than 50% of all plastic
produced and plastic waste is made up of polyolefins (HDPE, LDPE, PP, and much less
PS). HDPE is accepted at most recycling centers in the world, as it is one of the easiest
plastic polymers to recycle. ESE World B.V. carried out a test to demonstrate that HDPE
can be recycled at least 10 times [156]. ESE found that the plastics injection molding and
shredding techniques do not alter the material properties over the entire period of reuse. In
order to meet the strict quality requirements of rocket propulsion and to also minimize the
unwanted collateral emissions, it is possible that batches of recycled fuel plastic could be
melted and purified further before casting the solid grain.

Feedstock recycling offers an alternative approach to mechanical recycling by convert-
ing waste plastic back into its original chemical components (monomers). These monomers
can then be polymerized again to create fresh plastic, thereby theoretically allowing for
nearly infinite recycling. However, in practice, feedstock recycling is significantly less
common than mechanical recycling. Its implementation is limited due to the lack of reliable
industrial-scale depolymerization technologies for all types of polymers and the higher
equipment costs involved. While commercially viable depolymerization of PET, PU, and
PS exists to some extent, the feedstock recycling of polyolefins, which account for nearly
half of all plastics, is much more limited.

Almost all the plastic cited in advance can be recycled in one way or another. A special
mention goes to ABS. ABS has very good mechanical properties and has been shown to
have a combustion performance analogous to HTPB. ABS finds great application in the
production of products through the use of rapid prototyping machines and production
techniques such as FDM (fluid deposition modeling). For this reason, several researchers
advocate the use of ABS in hybrid propulsion in order to exploit the advantages of this
manufacturing technique, in particular the flexibility in the grain design shapes. ABS is
assigned the number 7—“Other Plastics”—recycling code. Most municipalities do not
recycle number 7 (contrary to HDPE, which uses code number 2). Instead, a very large
percentage of these “Other Plastics” wind up in landfills. Nowadays, ABS recycling is
limited to industrial froth floatation and injection molding units. ABS is relatively easy to
recycle, so it is possible that, in the future, recycling efforts will expand as the market of 3D
printing will continue to grow [157]. However, ABS mechanical properties tend to degrade
more rapidly with the number of re-cycles than HDPE.

In general, the mixing of virgin plastic and recycled plastic is a way to obtain interme-
diate properties and still partially improve the sustainability of the material.

Despite the inability of thermoset polymers to be re-melted, advancements have been
made in mechanical recycling techniques for these materials. Typically, this process entails
breaking down the material into small crumbs, which can subsequently be combined
with a binding agent to create a new composite material. For instance, polyurethanes can
undergo recycling to become reconstituted crumb foam. Similarly, tire recycling produces
crumb rubber that can be utilized as an aggregate. While there have been developments
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in devulcanization technologies to facilitate the recycling of rubber waste, only a limited
number of these methods hold commercial significance.

For the reasons exposed in this paragraph and in the previous chapter, thermoplastic
fuels, in particular polyethylene, polypropylene, and paraffin wax, are by far preferable
as potential sustainable hybrid fuels, as they are the most abundant, clean, and easy
to recycle.

Nevertheless, the firing of recycled plastic in a hybrid rocket does not avoid the
emissions due to the combustion. However, the hybrid rocket can be thought of as a
sort of incinerator, thus eliminating material potentially directed to landfill. Conventional
industrial ground incinerators can be considered much better in a one-to-one comparison
thanks to their specific design, large size, and filtering/purification units, but the hybrid
rocket is providing a capability (rocket propulsion) that will require something to burn
anyway, so in this way it can provide an added contribution to the reduction of waste
without requiring the further extraction of fossil fuels.

In this respect, in addition to a tight control of the fuel supplies and a careful attention
to obtaining clean burning (or as clean as possible) to keep polluting emissions at a mini-
mum, in order to completely eliminate fossil fuels as the primary source, it is necessary to
resort to one of the two following solutions.

3.2. Bio-Derived Fuels

A bio-derived fuel is produced through contemporary processes from biomass, rather
than by the very slow geological processes involved in the formation of fossil fuels, such as
oil. Thanks to photosynthesis, the energy for the growth of plants is taken by the Sun, and
the carbon is absorbed from the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Thus, ideally, biofuels
are carbon neutral, as the amount of carbon released by combustion is the same as that
absorbed during the plant lifetime. In reality, the collateral works tend to make the equation
less perfect, even if the use of renewable resources for the energy required by cultivation
activities help improve the balance [158,159].

Bio-polyethylene (PE) can be produced by synthesizing the ethylene monomer via
the dehydration of bioethanol obtained from glucose [160]. The glucose can be obtained
from different biological feedstocks, such as sugar cane, sugar beet, starch crops coming
from maize, wheat, or other grains and lignocellulosic materials. In 2010, on a commercial
scale, the first companies to produce bio-PE have been the Brazilian company Braskem
and the joint venture between Dow and Crystalsev. Dow is the second largest chemical
manufacturer in the world, while Crystalsev is the major Brazilian ethanol producer.
Furthermore, the chemical companies Solvay, Nova Chemicals, and Petrobras are in the bio-
PE market, wherein they contribute to the production of about 20% of the world’s bio-based
plastics production. At the beginning, bio-ethylene production was not considered to be
cost-competitive when compared with petrochemical-derived ethylene, but, starting from
2008, the price of one barrel of ethanol derived from sugar cane has become competitive
with the price of one barrel of crude oil (about 115 USD versus 80 USD in 2020, where
1 L = 0.0085 barrel). The price of 1 kg of bio-PE is about 30% higher than petrochemical
PE [160].

PS, epoxy resins, and rubbers such as ethylene propylene diene monomer rubber
(EPDM) could be further bio-based candidates for the use of bio-based ethylene. (Rein-
forced) EPDM is a typical solid rocket thermal protection, and epoxy resin can be used in
thermal protections and structural parts made out of composite materials.

Bio-PP could be obtained from biological resources through the butylene dehydration
of bio-isobutanol obtained from glucose and subsequent polymerization. With respect to
the production of bio-PE, the process followed to obtain bio-PP has been less explored,
which explains why bio-PP has not yet been commercialized.

Bio-PU can be produced from soybean (polyol)-based pre-polymers [161]. Two types
of polyurethane were synthesized in Brazil for testing in hybrid rockets [162]; one was
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plasticized with a mineral oil, and the other was created with castor oil; the second was
also later mixed with paraffin wax particles.

Stearic acid (formula CH3(CH2)16CO2H) obtained from palm oil can also be considered
as a natural additive to paraffin wax [163] due to their similar characteristics (density,
melting point, viscosity, hydrogen–carbon ratio of two . . . ).

Another very interesting natural fuel is beeswax [164–170]. Beeswax (cera alba) is a
natural wax produced by honeybees of the genus Apis. Worker bees use the beeswax to
build honeycomb cells. Chemically, beeswax consists mainly of esters of fatty acids and
various long-chain alcohols. Beeswax is edible, has similarly negligible toxicity to plant
waxes, and is approved for food use in most countries.

Beeswax is a tough wax formed from a mixture of several chemical compounds. An
approximate chemical formula for beeswax is C15H31COOC30H61. This means that the
carbon-to-hydrogen ratio is around two, such as for a typical hydrocarbon fuel (HDPE,
paraffin wax, kerosene . . . ). The oxygen content is less than 5%. Its main constituents are
palmitate, palmitoleate, and oleate esters of long-chain (30–32 carbons) aliphatic alcohols.
Beeswax has a relatively low melting point range of 62 to 64 ◦C. The flash point of beeswax
is 204.4 ◦C. The specific gravity of beeswax at 15 ◦C is from 0.958 to 0.975 [164–170].

The use of beeswax in hybrid propulsion has been investigated by several researchers,
as its properties (thermomechanical, melting point, viscosity, energy content, and elements
composition) are very similar to those of paraffin wax, including the high regression rate
due to the entrainment of liquid droplets from its low viscosity melted surface layer (lique-
fying fuel behavior). Mixtures of beeswax with different additives (aluminum, ethylene-
vinyl-acetate, charcoal . . . ) have been tested in order to improve impulse density and/or
mechanical properties. Centrifugal casting of beeswax grain, again in analogy with paraffin
wax, has also been studied [170].

The annual production of beeswax reached 66,000 tons in 2019, with the top producer
being India at 25,700 tons, followed at a distance by Ethiopia, Argentina, Turkey, and South
Korea at 5800, 4900, 4700, and 3800 tons, respectively [171]. To put this into perspective,
the fuel mass of the SpaceShipTwo is around one ton. A total of 300 launches per year will
require less than 0.5% of the annual production of beeswax. A total of 3000 launches per
year will require less than 5% of the current annual production. Scaling up the production
of beeswax does not require building complex infrastructures.

BluShift Aerospace is developing fully modular hybrid rocket motors, which are
referred to as MAREVLs (Modular Adaptable Rocket Engines for Vehicle Launch). Over
the last five years, bluShift has been developing a very specific hybrid rocket motor that has
some particular advantages [63]. The proprietary hybrid fuel that bluShift has been testing
is claimed to be 100% bio-derived, to be carbon neutral, and to not contribute to a net gain
in greenhouse gases. Moreover, the wax-based fuel that bluShift uses is claimed to have a
high enough regression rate that fuel grains can be left with a simple single fuel port.

The mixing of biofuels with analogous/compatible fossil fuels, which is already
performed in the automotive industry and, to a lesser extent, in the aviation sector, is an in-
termediate path to improve sustainability before a full satisfactory substitution is available.

To conclude this section, it is possible to affordably obtain bio-derived sustainable
solid fuels with equal or similar properties to the currently used hybrid fuels such as PE
and paraffin wax.

3.3. Synthetic Fuels

In the broadest definition, a synthetic fuel is a fuel that is not derived from natural
occurring crude oil, but is obtained from either syngas, a mixture of carbon monoxide and
hydrogen, or a mixture of carbon dioxide and hydrogen. The balance of the reactants is
controlled through the water–gas shift reaction:

CO + H2O 
 CO2 + H2.
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The syngas could be derived from the gasification of solid feedstocks, such as coal or
biomass, or by the reforming of natural gas.

During gasification, the coal is blown through with oxygen and steam (water vapor)
while also being heated (and in some cases pressurized). It is essential that the supplied
oxidizer is insufficient for the complete oxidation (combustion) of the fuel. During the
reactions mentioned, oxygen and water molecules oxidize the coal and produce a gaseous
mixture of carbon dioxide (CO2), carbon monoxide (CO), water vapor (H2O), and molecular
hydrogen (H2).

Steam reforming or steam methane reforming is a method for producing syngas
through the reaction of hydrocarbons with water. Commonly, natural gas is the feedstock.
The main purpose of this technology is hydrogen production. The reaction is represented
by this equilibrium:

CH4 + H2O 
 CO + 3H2.

The reaction is strongly endothermic. Today, the steam reforming of natural gas
produces most of the world’s hydrogen.

A common method for refining synthetic fuels includes the Fischer–Tropsch conver-
sion [172]. The Fischer–Tropsch process involves a collection of chemical reactions that
convert a mixture of carbon monoxide and hydrogen or water gas into liquid or solid hydro-
carbons. These reactions occur in the presence of metal catalysts, typically at temperatures
of 150–300 ◦C and pressures of one to several tens of atmospheres. The Fischer–Tropsch
process involves a series of chemical reactions that produce a variety of hydrocarbons,
ideally having the formula CnH2n+2. The more useful reactions produce alkanes as follows:

(2n + 1) H2 + n CO→ CnH2n+2+ n H2O,

where n is typically 10–20 for the production of liquid fuels (jet fuel, diesel fuel), but it is
higher for solid waxes and around 3–4 for liquefied petroleum gas (LPG, mostly propane
C3H8 and butane C4H10)

Most of the alkanes produced tend to be straight-chain and suitable as diesel fuel. In
addition to alkane formation, competing reactions yield small amounts of alkenes, as well
as alcohols and other oxygenated hydrocarbons. In the process, lighter hydrocarbons are
produced from the heavier ones by hydrocracking. Hydrocracking is a catalytic cracking
process that is assisted by the presence of added hydrogen gas. Cracking is the process of
breaking a long chain of hydrocarbons into short ones by the breaking of carbon–carbon
bonds in the precursors.

Sasol Performance Chemicals, which produces the SASOL 0907 microcrystalline wax
that is already used by several researchers in hybrid propulsion [173–178], is also one of
the world leaders in the large-scale commercial application of proprietary technology for
the production of synthetic Fischer–Tropsch (FT) waxes [172].

These synthetic waxes are made in a controlled environment using carbon monoxide
and hydrogen as the feedstock to produce saturated, straight-chain hydrocarbons of consis-
tently high purity and quality. The very linear molecular structure of the wax results in
many desirable properties.

One significant advantage of synthetic fuels compared to the classical ones is the much
higher purity of the product, which is beneficial both in keeping at minimum the unwanted
secondary emissions and also in controlling/tailoring the physical/chemical properties of
the solid fuel grain.

However, today the original constituents of the wax are still predominantly derived
from fossil fuels, but if they are obtained by different cleaner methods, synthetic fuels could
represent a possible path toward sustainability. In this regard, there are two main methods
for making carbon-based sustainable synthetic fuels [179]:

1. Electro-fuels (e-fuels) made using captured carbon dioxide in a reaction with hydro-
gen, which are generated by the electrolysis of water;
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2. Synthetic biofuels made through the chemical or thermal treatment of biomass
or biofuels.

In the first case, the so-called green hydrogen can be obtained from water electrolysis
using electricity produced from renewable resources, while the carbon content can derive
from CO2 removed from the atmosphere.

The second option is strictly related to the discussion on the previous section about
biofuels, as the original sources belong to the same category. A distinction can be made
depending on if the final product is obtained through chemical (catalytic conversion,
synthesis) or biological processes (fermentation, anaerobic digestion). Regardless, as the
full production path requires several steps, it is possible for both kinds of processes to occur
at different points in the production chain.

Biomasses are already a renewable resource that can be used for gasification. Natural
gas used in reforming can be replaced by biogas. Biogas is produced from the decomposi-
tion of organic materials. These residues are placed in a biogas digester in the absence of
oxygen. With the help of a range of bacteria, organic matter breaks down, thus releasing a
blend of gases: 45–85 vol% methane and 25–50 vol% carbon dioxide. This natural process,
also called anaerobic digestion (AD), has long been used to leaven bread and brew beer.
The output is a renewable gas which can be used for multiple applications. By upgrading
biogas, biomethane is obtained. This purified form of raw biogas can be used as a natural
gas substitute: CO2, H2O, H2S, and other impurities are removed during biomethane
production, thus leaving a high-caloric, pure gas.

Other ways of producing sustainable synthetic fuels are also available. In any case, if
all the carbon present in the synthetic fuel is extracted from the atmosphere, either directly
(artificial carbon dioxide removal) or indirectly (bio-sequestration through biomass growth),
the combustion of the fuel turns out to be ideally carbon neutral. Obviously, the production
of the fuel should employ renewable energy to maintain the balance of emissions.

Synthetic fuels are currently more expensive than fossil fuels and biofuels, but costs
are expected to decrease in the future. Moreover, as mentioned before, fuel costs currently
have an almost negligible impact on the whole expense of space operations. Even with
advances in reusability, it is safe to assume that the impact will always be lower compared
to the aviation sector. Therefore, the space sector could exploit the much larger pressure
for the change and market size of the aviation industry. Because of the extreme sensitivity
of flight performance on the weight, the fuel energy density is critical for the aeronautical
field. Moreover, the huge complexity of the aeronautical certification process makes new
alternative technologies more problematic to introduce. For these reasons, the field of avia-
tion is pursuing the research on alternative fuels under the acronym of SAF (sustainable
aviation fuel), which has been conceived as a drop-in replacement to currently used fossil
fuels [180–198]. Again, the mixing of synthetic fuels with classical fuels (or even biofuels)
can be thought as a possible transitory path toward full sustainability. In fact, in aviation,
SAFs are already used in blends (up to 50% of the fuel), and tests are currently being carried
out with 100% SAF [193–198].

Synthetic fuels usually require more energy to be produced compared with biofuels
(unless in the latter, artificial light is used instead of the Sun), but with much less time and
land surface (unless some of the constituents are also bio-derived).

The utilization of concentrated solar energy to directly provide the heat for certain steps
of the production of synthetic fuels in a thermochemical reactor seems to be a promising
solution to dramatically improve the energetic efficiency and sustainability of the process,
and it is already under development [199–201], particularly for the aviation sector, where,
as already mentioned, battery energy storage and hydrogen fuel cells still have a long way
to go as alternatives to liquid fossil fuels.

To conclude, synthetic fuels have the concrete possibility to provide a sustainable,
cleaner, and even higher-performing alternative to current fossil fuels for hybrid
rocket propulsion.
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4. Conclusions

After a period of relative stagnation, the space business is now expanding dramatically,
being particularly led by the New Space Economy and its players. For routine access
to space, low costs, high reliability, safety, and environmental friendliness are the key
to success. Hybrid rockets have the potential to provide all these features to a greater
extent than ever before. In the long term, the commercial space industry could face more
restricted environment regulations, so it is important to analyze the possibility for the
further improvement of rocket emissions.

It has been shown that carbon emissions from access to space will remain negligible in
the coming years in almost all possible scenarios. Pollution from exhaust particles/soot
is a much higher but still not a well understood concern. In any case, it is not guaranteed
that an expanding rocket business will continue to be granted different (more relaxed)
rules compared to the other industrial fields, so it is important to be prepared for future
restrictions, particularly at local levels in privately owned/controlled sites. The air launch
of rockets can mitigate some of these restrictions.

Hybrid rockets have much better exhausts than conventional solid rockets; moreover,
they have some environmental advantages compared to liquids, but they generally cannot
match the best-in-class emission levels of liquid propulsion. Nevertheless, it seems that,
with the right tricks, which will also improve performance, hybrid emissions could be
brought under sufficient control. Some suggestions include the following: using a neat
fuel without additives that produce solid particles, running at an optimum mixture ratio
and high combustion efficiency, using non-eroding ceramic inserts and green thermal
protections, limiting the amount of ablative thermal protections, and lining the chamber
with the fuel as much as possible.

Numerous kinds of plastics release undesirable toxic gases during combustion; in this
regard, the most promising fuels both from an environmental and performance point of
view are pure hydrocarbons such as PE, PP, and paraffin wax. To improve hybrid fuel
sustainability, three solutions that are not mutually exclusive have been identified.

The first one is the use of recycled plastics. It has been shown that both thermoplastic
and thermosetting material can be reused, but the latter are much more convenient to
recycle for the production of solid fuel grains. Considering their performance and ease
of reuse, polyethylene, polypropylene and paraffin wax are again considered as the best
candidates, with other plastics as secondary options. Great care should be given to the
quality of the final material that is (re)used for the realization of the solid grains, and some
further purification steps are probably necessary, but the added cost is more tolerable in the
space business compared to other industries. However, as the fuel is burned definitively,
the release of greenhouse and/or polluting gases cannot be avoided.

The second, a more effective possibility is the use of bio-derived fuels, with the most
investigated up to now in hybrid propulsion being natural beeswax for its strong similarity
with paraffin wax. Bio-PE is also another promising candidate, as it is already commercially
available at moderate costs.

Finally, the third option considers the use of synthetic fuels produced from renewable
resources. Synthetic fuels are made in a controlled environment using carbon monoxide
and hydrogen as the feedstock, thereby producing saturated, straight-chain hydrocarbons
of consistently high purity and quality, generally trough the Fischer–Tropsch process. One
significant advantage of synthetic fuels compared to the classical ones is the much higher
purity of the product, which is beneficial in both keeping at minimum the unwanted
secondary emissions and also in controlling/tailoring the physical/chemical properties of
the fuel grain for better repeatability and performance.

Based on the analyses and results provided in this paper, current hybrid rocket research
for commercial applications should be focused on neat fuels such as PE, PP, and paraffin
wax without particle-producing additives, not only for they already-known interesting
propulsive characteristics, low costs, and large availability, but also because they are the
most straightforward replacements to an analogous sustainable fuel in the near future, thus
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exploiting strong synergies with the aviation sector. Moreover, more research and attention
on hybrid rockets soot emissions is strongly recommended.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.

References
1. Euroconsult. Space Economy Report, 9th ed.; Euroconsult: Courbevoie, France.
2. BryceTech. Start-Up Space Report 2022; BryceTech: Alexandria, VA, USA, 2022.
3. BryceTech. Smallsats by the Numbers 2023; BryceTech: Alexandria, VA, USA, 2023.
4. BryceTech. 2022 State of the Satellite Industry Report; BryceTech: Alexandria, VA, USA, 2022.
5. BryceTech. 2022 Orbital Launches Year in Review; BryceTech: Alexandria, VA, USA, 2023.
6. Commercial Hypersonic Transportation. Developed for NASA by BryceTech and SAIC. 14 September 2021. Available online:

https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20210015471 (accessed on 4 June 2023).
7. SpaceX. SpaceX—Starship. Available online: https://www.spacex.com/vehicles/starship/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
8. SpaceX. SpaceX—Missions: Earth. Available online: https://www.spacex.com/human-spacefight/earth/index.html (accessed

on 6 May 2023).
9. SpaceX. Making Life Multiplanetary. Available online: https://www.spacex.com/media/making_life_multiplanetary_2016.pdf

(accessed on 6 May 2023).
10. Sippel, M.; Klevanski, J.; Steelant, J. Comparative Study on Options for High-Speed Intercontinental Passenger Transports.

In Proceedings of the 56th International Astronautical Conference 2005, Fukuoka, Japan, 17–21 October 2005.
11. Sippel, M.; Trivailo, O.; Bussler, L.; Lipp, S.; Valluchi, C. Evolution of the SpaceLiner Towards a Reusable TSTO-Launcher.

In Proceedings of the International Astronautical Congress 2016, Guadalajara, Mexico, 26–30 September 2016.
12. Sippel, M.; Schwanekamp, T.; Trivailo, O.; Kopp, A.; Bauer, C.; Garbers, N. SpaceLiner Technical Progress and Mission Definition.

In Proceedings of the 20th AIAA International Space Planes and Hypersonic Systems and Technologies Conference, Glasgow, UK,
6–9 July 2015; AIAA 2015-3582. ISBN 978-1-62410-320-9. [CrossRef]

13. Sippel, M. Promising Roadmap Alternatives for the SpaceLiner. Acta Astronaut. 2010, 66, 1652–1658. [CrossRef]
14. Sippel, M. SpaceLiner—A Visionary Concept of an Ultra Fast Passenger Transport under Investigation in FAST20XX. In Proceed-

ings of the 16th AIAA/DLR/DGLR International Space Planes and Hypersonic Systems and Technologies Conference, Bremen,
Germany, 19–22 October 2009.

15. Sippel, M.; Schwanekamp, T.; Trivailo, O.; Lentsch, A. Progress of SpaceLiner Rocket-Powered High-Speed Concept.
In Proceedings of the International Astronautical Congress 2013, Beijing, China, 23–27 September 2013.

16. Sippel, M.; Schwanekamp, T.; Bauer, C.; Garbers, N.; van Foreest, A.; Tengzelius, U.; Lentsch, A. Technical Maturation of the
SpaceLiner Concept. In Proceedings of the 18th AIAA/3AF International Space Planes and Hypersonic Systems and Technologies
Conference 2012, Tours, France, 24–28 September 2012; AIAA 2012-5850. ISBN 978-1-60086-931-0. [CrossRef]

17. Schwanekamp, T.; Bauer, C.; Kopp, A. Development of the SpaceLiner Concept and its Latest Progress. In Proceedings of the 4th
CSA-IAA Conference on Advanced Space Technology, Shanghai, China, 5–8 September 2011.

18. Wilken, J.; Sippel, M.; Berger, M. 2022 Critical Analysis of SpaceX’s Next Generation Space Transportation. In Proceedings of the
2nd International Conference on High-Speed Vehicle Science Technology (HiSST) 2022, Bruges, Belgium, 15–20 May 2022.

19. Sippel, M.; Stappert, S.; Koch, A.D. Assessment of Multiple Mission Reusable Launch Vehicles. In Proceedings of the 69th
International Astronautical Congress 2018, Bremen, Germany, 1–5 October 2018.

20. Wilken, J.; Callsen, S. Mission Design for Point-to-Point Passenger Transport with Reusable Launch Vehicles. CEAS Space J. 2023.
[CrossRef]

21. Callsen, S.; Wilken, J.; Sippel, M. Feasible Options for Point-to-Point Passenger Transport with Rocket Propelled Reusable Launch
Vehicles. In Proceedings of the 73rd International Astronautical Congress (IAC) 2022, France, Paris, 18–22 September 2022.

22. FAST20XX (Future High-Altitude High-Speed Transport 20XX). Available online: https://www.esa.int/Enabling_Support/
Space_Engineering_Technology/FAST20XX_Future_High-Altitude_High-Speed_Transport_20XX (accessed on 6 May 2023).

23. Savino, R.; Russo, G.; D’Oriano, V.; Visone, M.; Battipede, M.; Gili, P. Performances of a Small Hypersonic Airplane (Hyplane).
In Proceedings of the 65th International Astronautical Congress 2014, Toronto, ON, Canada, 29 September–3 October 2014.

24. Altman, D. Overview and History of Hybrid Rocket Propulsion. In Fundamentals of Hybrid Rocket Combustion and Propulsion;
Chiaverini, M.J., Kuo, K.K., Eds.; American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics: Reston, VA, USA, 2007; pp. 1–36.

25. Altman, D. Hybrid Rocket Propulsion Systems. In Space Propulsion Analysis and Design, 1st ed.; McGraw–Hill: New York, NY,
USA, 1995; pp. 365–370.

26. Ordahl, D.D.; Rains, W.A. Recent Developments and Current Status of Hybrid Rocket Propulsion. J. Spacecr. Rocket. 1965, 2,
923–926. [CrossRef]

https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20210015471
https://www.spacex.com/vehicles/starship/
https://www.spacex.com/human-spacefight/earth/index.html
https://www.spacex.com/media/making_life_multiplanetary_2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2015-3582
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actaastro.2010.01.020
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2012-5850
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12567-023-00498-9
https://www.esa.int/Enabling_Support/Space_Engineering_Technology/FAST20XX_Future_High-Altitude_High-Speed_Transport_20XX
https://www.esa.int/Enabling_Support/Space_Engineering_Technology/FAST20XX_Future_High-Altitude_High-Speed_Transport_20XX
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.28315


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 17 of 22

27. Martin, F.; Chapelle, A.; Orlandi, O.; Yvart, P. Hybrid Propulsion Systems for Future Space Applications. In Proceedings of the
46th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference and Exhibit, Nashville, TN, USA, 25–28 July 2010. AIAA Paper
2010-6633.

28. Chaturvedi, P.; Choudhary, S.; Madhu, S.; Kedia, R.; Shetty, M.S. Green Propellants: Bio-Products and Water as Fuel for Cubesat
Propulsion. In Proceedings of the 71st International Astronautical Congress (IAC)—The CyberSpace Edition, Virtual Format,
12–14 October 2020. IAC-20-C4.9.8 (59948).

29. Huang, E. THIRD TIME LUCKY, A Private Chinese Space Firm Successfully Launched a Rocket into Orbit. Available online:
https://qz.com/1674426/ispace-to-attempt-chinas-third-private-rocket-launch (accessed on 6 May 2023).

30. Vikram-S India’s First Private Space Launch. Available online: https://skyroot.in/vks.html (accessed on 6 May 2023).
31. Jue, F.H. Space Shuttle Main Engine: 30 Years of Innovation. Available online: https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20020046693

(accessed on 6 May 2023).
32. Hale, W. An SSME-Related Request. NASASpaceflight.com. 17 January 2012. Available online: https://forum.nasaspaceflight.

com/index.php?topic=27783.0 (accessed on 6 May 2023).
33. Rice, W.C. Economics of the Solid Rocket Booster for Space Shuttle. Acta Astronaut. 1979, 6, 1685–1694. [CrossRef]
34. NASA. Materials and Manufacturing. Additive Manufacturing Pioneering Affordable Aerospace Manufacturing. Available

online: https://www.nasa.gov/sites/default/files/atoms/files/additive_mfg.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).
35. SpaceX. Capabilities & Services. Available online: https://www.spacex.com/media/Capabilities&Services.pdf (accessed on

6 May 2023).
36. Dawn Aerospace Website. Available online: https://www.dawnaerospace.com/spacelaunch (accessed on 6 May 2023).
37. Strickland, J.; Wattles, A. SpaceX’s Starship Rocket Lifts off for Inaugural Test Flight but Explodes Midair. CNN. 20 April 2023.

Available online: https://edition.cnn.com/2023/04/20/world/spacex-starship-launch-thursday-scn/index.html (accessed on 6
May 2023).

38. Sheetz, M. Relativity Space Unveils a Reusable, 3D-Printed Rocket to Compete with SpaceX’s Falcon 9. CNBC. 25 February 2021.
Available online: https://www.cnbc.com/2021/02/25/relativitys-reusable-terran-rocket-competitor-to-spacexs-falcon-9.html
(accessed on 6 May 2023).

39. Berger, E. Relativity Has a Bold Plan to Take on SpaceX, and Investors Are Buying It. Ars Technica. 8 June 2021. Available
online: https://arstechnica.com/science/2021/06/relativity-has-a-bold-plan-to-take-on-spacex-and-investors-are-buying-it/
(accessed on 6 May 2023).

40. Berger, E. Blue Origin Has a Secret Project Named “Jarvis” to Compete with SpaceX. Ars Technica. 27 July 2021. Available
online: https://arstechnica.com/science/2021/07/blue-origin-is-developing-reusable-second-stage-other-advanced-projects/
(accessed on 6 May 2023).

41. STOKE Space Raises $65M Series A to Make Space Access Sustainable and Scalable. 15 December 2021. Available on-
line: https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20211215005168/en/STOKE-Space-Raises-65M-Series-A-to-Make-Space-
Access-Sustainable-and-Scalable (accessed on 6 May 2023).

42. Sesnic, T.; Volosín, J.I.M. Full Reusability by Stoke Space. Everyday Astronaut. 4 February 2023. Available online: https:
//everydayastronaut.com/stoke-space/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).

43. Sippel, M.; Stappert, S.; Bussler, L.; Dumont, E. Systematic Assessment of Reusable First-Stage Return Options. In Proceedings of
the 68th International Astronautical Congress, Adelaide, Australia, 25–29 September 2017. IAC-17-D2.4.4.

44. Barato, F.; Paccagnella, E.; Franco, M.; Pavarin, D. Numerical Analyses of Thermal Protection Design in Hybrid Rocket Motors.
In Proceedings of the AIAA Propulsion and Energy 2020 Forum, Virtual Event, 24–28 August 2020. AIAA 2020-3769.

45. Barato, F.; Bellomo, N.; Pavarin, D. Integrated approach for hybrid rocket technology development. Acta Astronaut. 2016, 128,
257–261. [CrossRef]

46. Kuo, K.K. Challenges of Hybrid Rocket Propulsion in the 21st Century. In Fundamentals of Hybrid Rocket Combustion and Propulsion;
American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics: Reston, VA, USA, 2007; pp. 593–638.

47. Okninski, A.; Kopacz, W.; Kaniewski, D.; Sobczak, K. Hybrid rocket propulsion technology for space transportation revisited-
Propellant solutions and challenges. FirePhysChem 2021, 1, 260–271. [CrossRef]

48. Barato, F. Challenges of Ablatively Cooled Hybrid Rockets for Satellites or Upper Stages. Aerospace 2021, 8, 190. [CrossRef]
49. Barato, F.; Paccagnella, E.; Pavarin, D. Explicit Analytical Equations for Single Port Hybrid Rocket Combustion Chamber Sizing.

J. Propuls. Power 2020, 36, 869–886. [CrossRef]
50. Hyimpulse Website. Available online: https://www.hyimpulse.de/en/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
51. Gilmour Aerospace Website. Available online: https://www.gspace.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
52. Park, S. South Korea’s Innospace Succeeds in Test Launch. 21 March 2023. Available online: https://spacenews.com/south-

koreas-innospace-succeeds-in-test-launch/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
53. Tispace Website. Available online: https://www.tispace.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
54. DeltaV Website. Available online: https://deltav.com.tr/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
55. Daily Sabah. Turkish Firm to Develop Hybrid Rocket Tech for 2023 Moon Mission. Available online: https://www.dailysabah.

com/business/tech/turkish-firm-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-2023-moon-mission (accessed on 6 May 2023).
56. Turkish Company Set to Develop Hybrid Rocket Tech for Turkey’s Moon Mission. Available online: https://www.trtworld.com/

magazine/turkish-company-set-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-turkeys-moon-mission-12746837 (accessed on 6 May 2023).

https://qz.com/1674426/ispace-to-attempt-chinas-third-private-rocket-launch
https://skyroot.in/vks.html
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/citations/20020046693
https://forum.nasaspaceflight.com/index.php?topic=27783.0
https://forum.nasaspaceflight.com/index.php?topic=27783.0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0094-5765(79)90006-7
https://www.nasa.gov/sites/default/files/atoms/files/additive_mfg.pdf
https://www.spacex.com/media/Capabilities&Services.pdf
https://www.dawnaerospace.com/spacelaunch
https://edition.cnn.com/2023/04/20/world/spacex-starship-launch-thursday-scn/index.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2021/02/25/relativitys-reusable-terran-rocket-competitor-to-spacexs-falcon-9.html
https://arstechnica.com/science/2021/06/relativity-has-a-bold-plan-to-take-on-spacex-and-investors-are-buying-it/
https://arstechnica.com/science/2021/07/blue-origin-is-developing-reusable-second-stage-other-advanced-projects/
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20211215005168/en/STOKE-Space-Raises-65M-Series-A-to-Make-Space-Access-Sustainable-and-Scalable
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20211215005168/en/STOKE-Space-Raises-65M-Series-A-to-Make-Space-Access-Sustainable-and-Scalable
https://everydayastronaut.com/stoke-space/
https://everydayastronaut.com/stoke-space/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actaastro.2016.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fpc.2021.11.015
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace8070190
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.B37992
https://www.hyimpulse.de/en/
https://www.gspace.com/
https://spacenews.com/south-koreas-innospace-succeeds-in-test-launch/
https://spacenews.com/south-koreas-innospace-succeeds-in-test-launch/
https://www.tispace.com/
https://deltav.com.tr/
https://www.dailysabah.com/business/tech/turkish-firm-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-2023-moon-mission
https://www.dailysabah.com/business/tech/turkish-firm-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-2023-moon-mission
https://www.trtworld.com/magazine/turkish-company-set-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-turkeys-moon-mission-12746837
https://www.trtworld.com/magazine/turkish-company-set-to-develop-hybrid-rocket-tech-for-turkeys-moon-mission-12746837


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 18 of 22

57. Faenza, M.G.; Boiron, A.J.; Haemmerli, B.; Verberne, O. The Nammo Nucleus Launch: Norwegian Hybrid Sounding Rocket
over 100km. In Proceedings of the AIAA Propulsion and Energy Forum 2019, Indianapolis, IN, USA, 19–22 August 2019. AIAA
2019-4049.

58. Equatorial Space Website. Available online: https://www.equatorialspace.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
59. Vaya Space Website. Available online: https://www.vayaspace.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
60. Hybrid Propulsion for Space Website. Available online: https://hypr-space.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
61. Rogelj, J.; Schaeffer, M.; Hare, B. Timetables for Zero Emissions and 2050 Emissions Reductions: State of the Science for the ADP

Agreement; Climate Analytics: Berlin, Germany, 2015.
62. Orbex Website. Available online: https://orbex.space/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
63. BluShift Aerospace Website. Available online: https://www.blushiftaerospace.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
64. Gordon, S.; McBride, B.J. Computer Program for Calculation of Complex Chemical Equilibrium Compositions and Applications, I. Analysis;

National Aeronautics and Space Administration; Lewis Research Center: Cleveland, OH, USA, 1994; NASA-RP 1311.
65. Aviation Report. International Energy Agency. 2020. Available online: https://www.iea.org/reports/aviation (accessed on

6 May 2023).
66. Aircraft Engine Emissions. International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). Environmental Protection. Available online:

https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/pages/aircraft-engine-emissions.aspx (accessed on 6 May 2023).
67. Lee, D.S.; Fahey, D.W.; Skowron, A.; Allen, M.R.; Burkhardt, U.; Chen, Q.; Doherty, S.J.; Freeman, S.; Forster, P.M.; Fuglestvedt, J.;

et al. The Contribution of Global Aviation to Anthropogenic Climate Forcing for 2000 to 2018. Atmos. Environ. 2021, 244, 117834.
[CrossRef]

68. Graver, B.; Zhang, K.; Rutherford, D. CO2 Emissions from Commercial Aviation; International Council on Clean Transportation:
Washington, DC, USA, 2018.

69. Reducing Emissions from Aviation. Climate Action. European Commission. 23 November 2016. Available online: https:
//climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/transport-emissions/reducing-emissions-aviation_en (accessed on 6 May 2023).

70. Brasseur, G.P.; Gupta, M.; Anderson, B.E.; Balasubramanian, S.; Barrett, S.; Duda, D.; Fleming, G.; Forster, P.M.; Fuglestvedt, J.;
Gettelman, A.; et al. Impact of aviation on climate: FAA’s Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative (ACCRI) Phase II. Bull.
Am. Meteorol. Soc. 2016, 97, 561–583. [CrossRef]

71. IsaDsen, I.; Grewe, V.; Hauglustaine, D. Aviation radiative forcing in 2000: An update on IPCC. Meteorol. Z. 2005, 14, 555–561.
[CrossRef]

72. Lee, D.S.; Fahey, D.W.; Forster, P.M.; Newton, P.J.; Wit, R.C.; Lim, L.L.; Owen, B.; Sausen, R. Aviation and Global Climate Change
in the 21st Century. Atmos. Environ. 2009, 43, 3520–3537. [CrossRef]

73. 2022 in Spaceflight. Orbital and Suborbital Launches. Available online: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2022_in_spaceflight
(accessed on 6 May 2023).

74. Air Traffic by the Numbers. Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Available online: https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/by_the_
numbers (accessed on 6 May 2023).

75. Annual Report 2019/The World of Air Transport in 2019. International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). Available online:
https://www.icao.int/annual-report-2019/Pages/the-world-of-air-transport-in-2019.aspx (accessed on 6 May 2023).

76. Comparison of Orbital Launch Systems. Available online: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of_orbital_launch_
systems (accessed on 6 May 2023).

77. Simons, G. The Airbus A380: A History; Pen and Sword Aviation: Barnsley, UK, 2014; p. 31. ISBN 978-1-78303-041-5.
78. 747 Classics Technical Specifications. The Boeing Company. Available online: http://www.boeing.com/commercial/747family/

pf/pf_classics.html (accessed on 6 May 2023).
79. Masefield, P.G. Can Concorde Make a Profit? Flight International, 10 August 1972; pp. 214–216.
80. British Airways. The New York Times, 29 December 1983.
81. Airliner Price Index. Flight International, 10 August 1972; p. 183.
82. McCusker, J.J. How Much Is That in Real Money? A Historical Price Index for Use as a Deflator of Money Values in the Economy of the

United States; American Antiquarian Society: Worcester, MA, USA, 1992.
83. McCusker, J.J. How Much Is That in Real Money? A Historical Price Index for Use as a Deflator of Money Values in the Economy of the

United States: Addenda et Corrigenda; American Antiquarian Society: Worcester, MA, USA, 1997.
84. Orlebar, C. The Concorde Story: Seventh Edition; Osprey Publishing: Oxford, UK, 2011.
85. Sobieczky, H. New Design Concepts for High Speed Air Transport; Sobieczky, H., Ed.; National Defence Industry Press: Arlington,

VR, USA, 1997; p. 356.
86. Arnold, J. Why Economists Don’t Fly Concorde. BBC News, 10 October 2003.
87. Virgin Galactic Website. Available online: https://www.virgingalactic.com/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
88. Millions of Millionaires. The Economist, 22 October 2019; ISSN 0013-0613.
89. Shorrocks, A.; Davies, J.; Lluberas, R. Global Wealth Databook 2022; Credit Suisse Research Institute: Zurich, Switzerland, 2022.
90. The Global Wealth Report. Raw Data Material. Available online: https://www.credit-suisse.com/about-us/en/reports-research/

global-wealth-report/tables.html (accessed on 6 May 2023).
91. Wealth, X. Reach the World’s Wealthiest Individuals. Available online: https://altrata.com/products/wealth-x (accessed on

6 May 2023).

https://www.equatorialspace.com/
https://www.vayaspace.com/
https://hypr-space.com/
https://orbex.space/
https://www.blushiftaerospace.com/
https://www.iea.org/reports/aviation
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/pages/aircraft-engine-emissions.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2020.117834
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/transport-emissions/reducing-emissions-aviation_en
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/transport-emissions/reducing-emissions-aviation_en
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-13-00089.1
https://doi.org/10.1127/0941-2948/2005/0049
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.04.024
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2022_in_spaceflight
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/by_the_numbers
https://www.faa.gov/air_traffic/by_the_numbers
https://www.icao.int/annual-report-2019/Pages/the-world-of-air-transport-in-2019.aspx
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of_orbital_launch_systems
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of_orbital_launch_systems
http://www.boeing.com/commercial/747family/pf/pf_classics.html
http://www.boeing.com/commercial/747family/pf/pf_classics.html
https://www.virgingalactic.com/
https://www.credit-suisse.com/about-us/en/reports-research/global-wealth-report/tables.html
https://www.credit-suisse.com/about-us/en/reports-research/global-wealth-report/tables.html
https://altrata.com/products/wealth-x


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 19 of 22

92. Federal Aviation Administration. Final Environmental Assessment for the Launch and Reentry of SpaceShipTwo Reusable Suborbital
Rockets at the Mojave Air and Space Port; Federal Aviation Administration: Washington, DC, USA, 2012.

93. Ross, M.; Vedda, J.A. The Policy and Science of Rocket Emissions; The Aerospace Corporation, Center for Space Policy and Strategy:
Arlington, VR, USA, 2018.

94. Ross, M.N.; Sheaffer, P.M. Radiative forcing caused by rocket engine emissions. Earth’s Future 2014, 2, 177–196. [CrossRef]
95. Larson, E.J.L.; Portmann, R.W.; Rosenlof, K.H.; Fahey, D.W.; Daniel, J.S.; Ross, M.N. Global atmospheric response to emissions

from a proposed reusable space launch system. Earth’s Future 2017, 5, 37–48. [CrossRef]
96. Ross, M.; Mills, M.; Toohey, D. Potential climate impact of black carbon emitted by rockets. Geophys. Res. Lett. 2010, 37, L24810.

[CrossRef]
97. Ross, M.; Toohey, D.; Peinemann, M.; Ross, P. Limits on the Space Launch Market Related to Stratospheric Ozone Depletion.

Astropolitics 2009, 7, 50–82. [CrossRef]
98. Maloney, C.M.; Portmann, R.W.; Ross, M.N.; Rosenlof, K.H. The climate and ozone impacts of black carbon emissions from global

rocket launches. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos. 2022, 127, e2021JD036373. [CrossRef]
99. Ryan, R.G.; Marais, E.A.; Balhatchet, C.J.; Eastham, S.D. Impact of rocket launch and space debris air pollutant emissions on

stratospheric ozone and global climate. Earth’s Future 2022, 10, e2021EF002612. [CrossRef]
100. Tait, K.N.; Khan, M.A.H.; Bullock, S.; Lowenberg, M.H.; Shallcross, D.E. Aircraft Emissions, Their Plume-Scale Effects, and the

Spatio-Temporal Sensitivity of the Atmospheric Response: A Review. Aerospace 2022, 9, 355. [CrossRef]
101. Piesing, M. The Pollution Caused by Rocket Launches. BBC Future, 15 July 2022. Available online: https://www.bbc.com/future/

article/20220713-how-to-make-rocket-launches-less-polluting(accessed on 6 May 2023).
102. Karcher, B. Formation and Radiative Forcing of Contrail Cirrus. Nat. Commun. 2018, 9, 1824. [CrossRef]
103. Kokkinakisa, I.W.; Drikakis, D. Atmospheric pollution from rockets. Phys. Fluids 2022, 34, 056107. [CrossRef]
104. Yan, X. Spaceport Cornwall Carbon Impact Assessment, Main Report; Environment and Sustainability Institute, University of Exeter:

Penryn, UK, 2019.
105. Wayson, R.L.; Fleming, G.G. Consideration of Air Quality Impacts by Airplane Operations at or above 3000 Feet AGL; U.S. Department

of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration: Washington, DC, USA, 2020; FAA-AEE-00-01 DTS-34.
106. Stunning Video Shows Virgin Galactic Test Flight. The Telegraph. Available online: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y-

1QRivGgzI (accessed on 6 May 2023).
107. Video Shown during NTSB Board Meeting on In-Flight Breakup of SpaceShipTwo near Mojave, CA. NTSBgov. Available online:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qv8Y0aMNix8&t=32s (accessed on 6 May 2023).
108. Foust, J. SpaceShipTwo Bounces Back to Rubber Fuel. Available online: https://spacenews.com/virgin-galactic-switching-back-

to-rubber-fuel-for-spaceshiptwo/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
109. Messier, D. Virgin Galactic Spins Its Way Back to Rubber Engine for SpaceShipTwo. Available online: https://parabolicarc.com/

2015/10/20/virgin-galactic-spins-rubber-engine-spaceshiptwo/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
110. Messier, D. “Minor Nuance” in SpaceShipTwo’s Propulsion System Was Neither. Available online: https://parabolicarc.com/20

15/10/13/minor-nuance-spaceshiptwos-propulsion-system/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
111. Marquardt, T.; Majdalani, J. A Primer on Classical Regression Rate Modeling in Hybrid Rockets. In Proceedings of the AIAA

Propulsion and Energy 2020 Forum, Virtual Event, 24–28 August 2020; p. 3758.
112. Marquardt, T.; Majdalani, J. Review of Classical Diffusion-Limited Regression Rate Models in Hybrid Rockets. Aerospace 2019, 6,

75. [CrossRef]
113. Marxman, G.; Gilbert, M. Turbulent boundary layer combustion in the hybrid rocket. Symp. (Int.) Combust. 1963, 9, 371–383.

[CrossRef]
114. Marxman, G.A. Combustion in the turbulent boundary layer on a vaporizing surface. Symp. (Int.) Combust. 1965, 10, 1337–1349.

[CrossRef]
115. Marxman, G.; Muzzy, R.; Wooldridge, C. Fundamentals of Hybrid Boundary Layer Combustion. In Proceedings of the Heteroge-

neous Combustion Conference, Palm Beach, FL, USA, 11 December–13 December 1963.
116. Smoot, L.D.; Price, C.F. Pressure dependence of hybrid fuel regression rates. AIAA J. 1967, 5, 102–106. [CrossRef]
117. Smoot, L.D.; Price, C.F. Regression rates of nonmetalized hybrid fuel systems. AIAA J. 1965, 3, 1408–1413. [CrossRef]
118. Wooldridge, C.; Muzzy, R. Measurements in a turbulent boundary layer with porous wall injection and combustion. Symp. (Int.)

Combust. 1965, 10, 1351–1362. [CrossRef]
119. Wooldridge, C.E.; Muzzy, R.J. Internal ballistic considerations in hybrid rocket design. J. Spacecr. Rocket. 1967, 4, 255–262.

[CrossRef]
120. Netzer, D.W.; Bae, W.E. Hybrid Rocket Internal Ballistics. In Technical Report; Chemical Propulsion Information Agency:

Laurel, MD, USA, 1972.
121. Chiaverini, M.J. Review of Solid-Fuel Regression Rate Behavior in Classical and Nonclassical Hybrid Rocket Motors.

In Fundamentals of Hybrid Rocket Combustion and Propulsion; American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics: Reston, VA, USA,
2007; pp. 49–92.

122. Rampazzo, A.; Barato, F. Modeling and CFD Simulation of Regression Rate in Hybrid Rocket Motors. Fire 2023, 6, 100. [CrossRef]
123. Kobald, M.; Fischer, U.; Tomilin, K.; Petrarolo, A.; Schmierer, C. Hybrid Experimental Rocket Stuttgart: A Low-Cost Technology

Demonstrator. J. Spacecr. Rocket. 2018, 55, 484–500. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1002/2013EF000160
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016EF000399
https://doi.org/10.1029/2010GL044548
https://doi.org/10.1080/14777620902768867
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021JD036373
https://doi.org/10.1029/2021EF002612
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace9070355
https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20220713-how-to-make-rocket-launches-less-polluting
https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20220713-how-to-make-rocket-launches-less-polluting
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-018-04068-0
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0090017
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y-1QRivGgzI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y-1QRivGgzI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qv8Y0aMNix8&t=32s
https://spacenews.com/virgin-galactic-switching-back-to-rubber-fuel-for-spaceshiptwo/
https://spacenews.com/virgin-galactic-switching-back-to-rubber-fuel-for-spaceshiptwo/
https://parabolicarc.com/2015/10/20/virgin-galactic-spins-rubber-engine-spaceshiptwo/
https://parabolicarc.com/2015/10/20/virgin-galactic-spins-rubber-engine-spaceshiptwo/
https://parabolicarc.com/2015/10/13/minor-nuance-spaceshiptwos-propulsion-system/
https://parabolicarc.com/2015/10/13/minor-nuance-spaceshiptwos-propulsion-system/
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace6060075
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0082-0784(63)80046-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0082-0784(65)80268-5
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.3914
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.3160
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0082-0784(65)80269-7
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.28844
https://doi.org/10.3390/fire6030100
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.A34035


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 20 of 22

124. Barato, F.; Ghilardi, M.; Santi, M.; Pavarin, D. Numerical Optimization of Hybrid Sounding Rockets Through Coupled Motor
Trajectory Simulation. In Proceedings of the 52nd AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference & Exhibit, Salt Lake
City, Utah, USA, 25–27 July 2016. AIAA Paper 2016-4749.

125. Schmierer, C.; Kobald, M.; Tomilin, K.; Fischer, U.; Schlechtriem, S. Low cost small-satellite access to space using hybrid rocket
propulsion. Acta Astronaut. 2019, 159, 578–583. [CrossRef]

126. Karabeyoglu, M.A.; Falconer, T.; Cantwell, B.J.; Stevens, J. Design of an Orbital Hybrid Rocket Vehicle Launched from Canberra
Air Platform. In Proceedings of the 41st AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference and Exhibit, Tucson, AZ, USA,
10–13 July 2005. AIAA Paper 2005-4096.

127. Karabeyoglu, M.A.; Stevens, J.; Geyzel, D.; Cantwell, B. High Performance Hybrid Upper Stage Motor. In Proceedings of the 47th
AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference and Exhibit, San Diego, CA, USA, 31 July–3 August 2011. AIAA Paper
2011-6025.

128. Philipps Driscopipe. Burning Characteristics of Polyethylene; PDI TN-11. 16 July 1987. Available online: https://isco-pipe.com/
wp-content/uploads/2019/02/burning-characteristics-of-polyethylene.pdf (accessed on 4 June 2023).

129. Karabeyoglu, M.A.; Altman, D.; Cantwell, B.J. Combustion of Liquefying Hybrid Propellants: Part 1, General Theory. J. Propuls.
Power 2002, 18, 610–620. [CrossRef]

130. Karabeyoglu, M.A.; Cantwell, B.J. Combustion of Liquefying Hybrid Propellants: Part 2, Stability of Liquid Films. J. Propuls.
Power 2002, 18, 621–630. [CrossRef]

131. Karabeyoglu, A.; Cantwell, B.; Stevens, J. Evaluation of the Homologous Series of Normal Alkanes as Hybrid Rocket Fuels.
In Proceedings of the 41st AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference and Exhibit, Tucson, AZ, USA, 10 July–13 July
2005.

132. Karabeyoglu, M.A.; Zilliac, G.; Cantwell, B.J. DeZilwa, S. and Castellucci, P. Scale-Up Tests of High Regression Rate Paraffin-Based
Hybrid Rocket Fuels. J. Propuls. Power 2004, 20, 621–630. [CrossRef]

133. Weinstein, A.; Gany, A. Investigation of Paraffin-Based Fuels in hybrid Combustors. Int. J. Energetic Mater. Chem. Propuls. 2011,
10, 277–296. [CrossRef]

134. Sisi, S.B.; Gany, A. Combustion of Plain and Reinforced Paraffin with Nitrous Oxide. Int. J. Energetic Mater. Chem. Propuls. 2015,
14, 4. [CrossRef]

135. Sisi, S.B.; Gany, A. Heat and Mass Transfer Analysis for Paraffin/Nitrous Oxide Burning Rate in Hybrid Propulsion. Acta
Astronaut. 2016, 120, 121–128.

136. Barato, F.; Bellomo, N.; Lazzarin, M.; Moretto, F.; Bettella, A.; Pavarin, D. Numerical Modeling of Paraffin-Based Fuels Be-
havior. In Proceedings of the 48th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference and Exhibit, Atlanta, GA, USA,
30 July–1 August 2012.

137. Paccagnella, E.; Santi, M.; Ruffin, A.; Barato, F.; Pavarin, D.; Misté, G.; Venturelli, G.; Bellomo, N. Testing of a Long-Burning-Time
Paraffin-based Hybrid Rocket Motor. J. Propuls. Power 2019, 35, 432–442. [CrossRef]

138. Gurman, J.L. Polystyrenes: A Review of the Literature on the Products of Thermal Decomposition and Toxicity. Fire Mater. 1987,
11, 109–130. [CrossRef]

139. Hawley-Fedder, R.A.; Parsons, M.L.; Karasek, F.W. Products Obtained During Combustion of Polymers Under Simulated
Incinerator Conditions. J. Chromatogr. 1984, 315, 201–210. [CrossRef]

140. Huggett, C.; Levin, B.C. Toxicity of the Pyrolysis and Combustion Products of Poly (Vinyl Chlorides): A Literature Assessment.
Fire Mater. 1987, 11, 131–142. [CrossRef]

141. McKenna, T.; Hull, T.R. The fire toxicity of polyurethane foams. Fire Sci. Rev. 2016, 5, 3. [CrossRef]
142. Whitmore, S.A.; Peterson, Z.; Eilers, S. Analytical and Experimental Comparisons of HTPB and ABS as Hybrid Rocket Fuels.

In Proceedings of the 47th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference & Exhibit, San Diego, CA, USA, 31 July–3
August 2011.

143. McFarland, M.; Elsa Antunes, E. Small-Scale Static Fire Tests of 3D Printing Hybrid Rocket Fuel Grains Produced from Different
Materials. Aerospace 2019, 6, 81. [CrossRef]

144. Whitmore, S.A.; Armstrong, I.W.; Heiner, M.C.; Martinez, C.J. High-Performing Hydrogen Peroxide Hybrid Rocket with 3-D
Printed and Extruded ABS Fuel. In Proceedings of the 2018 Joint Propulsion Conference, Cincinnati, OH, USA, 9–11 July 2018.

145. Whitmore, S.A.; Walker, S.D.; Merkley, D.P.; Sobbi, M. High Regression Rate Hybrid Rocket Fuel Grains with Helical Port
Structures. J. Propuls. Power 2015, 31, 1727–1738. [CrossRef]

146. Oztan, C.; Coverstone, V. Utilization of additive manufacturing in hybrid rocket technology: A review. Acta Astronaut. 2021, 180,
130–140. [CrossRef]

147. Climate Change 2021, The Physical Science Basis, Summary for Policymakers, Working Group I Contribution to the WGI Sixth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC): Geneva,
Switzerland, 2021.

148. Global Methane Assessment. United Nations Environment Programme and Climate and Clean Air Coalition (Report); United Nations
Environment Programme: Nairobi, Kenya, 2022; p. 12. Available online: https://www.unep.org/resources/report/global-
methane-assessment-benefits-and-costs-mitigating-methane-emissions (accessed on 6 May 2023).

149. Al-Salem, S.M.; Lettieri, P.; Baeyens, J. Recycling and Recovery Routes of Plastic Solid Waste (PSW): A Review. Waste Manag.
2009, 29, 2625–2643. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actaastro.2019.02.018
https://isco-pipe.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/burning-characteristics-of-polyethylene.pdf
https://isco-pipe.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/burning-characteristics-of-polyethylene.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2514/2.5975
https://doi.org/10.2514/2.5976
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.3340
https://doi.org/10.1615/IntJEnergeticMaterialsChemProp.2012001394
https://doi.org/10.1615/IntJEnergeticMaterialsChemProp.2015011139
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.B37144
https://doi.org/10.1002/fam.810110302
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0021-9673(01)90737-X
https://doi.org/10.1002/fam.810110303
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40038-016-0012-3
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace6070081
https://doi.org/10.2514/1.B35615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actaastro.2020.11.024
https://www.unep.org/resources/report/global-methane-assessment-benefits-and-costs-mitigating-methane-emissions
https://www.unep.org/resources/report/global-methane-assessment-benefits-and-costs-mitigating-methane-emissions
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wasman.2009.06.004


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 21 of 22

150. Ignatyev, I.A.; Thielemans, W.; Beke, B.V. Recycling of Polymers: A Review. ChemSusChem 2014, 7, 1579–1593. [CrossRef]
151. Lazarevic, D.; Aoustin, E.; Buclet, N.; Brandt, N. Plastic Waste Management in the Context of a European Recycling Society:

Comparing Results and Uncertainties in a Life Cycle Perspective. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2010, 55, 246–259. [CrossRef]
152. Hopewell, J.; Dvorak, R.; Kosior, E. Plastics Recycling: Challenges and Opportunities. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B Biol. Sci. 2009, 364,

2115–2126. [CrossRef]
153. Lange, J.-P. Managing Plastic Waste—Sorting, Recycling, Disposal, and Product Redesign. ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng. 2021, 9,

15722–15738. [CrossRef]
154. Geyer, R.; Jambeck, J.R.; Law, K.L. Production, use, and fate of all plastics ever made. Sci. Adv. 2017, 3, e1700782. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]
155. Shen, L.; Worrell, E.; Patel, M.K. Open-Loop Recycling: A LCA Case Study of PET Bottle-to-Fibre Recycling. Resour. Conserv.

Recycl. 2010, 55, 34–52. [CrossRef]
156. Hdpe Multiple Recycling Proven in an Experiment. Available online: https://www.ese.com/en/ese-world/ese-news/news-

details/article/hdpe-multiple-recycling-proven-in-an-experiment/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
157. Turku, I.; Kasala, S.; Kärki, T. Characterization of Polystyrene Wastes as Potential Extruded Feedstock Filament for 3D Printing.

Recycling 2018, 3, 57. [CrossRef]
158. United Nations. The Biofuels Market: Current Situation and Alternative Scenarios; United Nations Conference on Trade and

Development; United Nations: Geneva, Switzerland; New York, NY, USA, 2009; UNCTAD/DITC/BCC/2009/1.
159. Liu, Z.; Liu, H.; Yang, X. Life Cycle Assessment of the Cellulosic Jet Fuel Derived from Agriculture Residue. Aerospace 2023, 10,

129. [CrossRef]
160. Siracusa, V.; Blanco, I. Bio-Polyethylene (Bio-PE), Bio-Polypropylene (Bio-PP) and Bio-Poly(ethylene terephthalate) (Bio-PET):

Recent Developments in Bio-Based Polymers Analogous to Petroleum-Derived Ones for Packaging and Engineering Applications.
Polymers 2020, 12, 1641. [CrossRef]

161. Lubguban, A.A.; Ruda, R.J.G.; Aquiatan, R.H.; Paclijan, S.; Magadan, K.O.; Balangao, J.K.B.; Escalera, S.T.; Bayron, R.R.;
Debalucos, B.; Lubguban, A.A.; et al. Soy-Based Polyols and Polyurethanes. Kimika 2017, 28, 1–19. [CrossRef]

162. Rocco, L.; Gomes, S.R.; Nunes Almeida, L.E.; Rocco, J.A.; Iha, K. Experimental Study of Vegetal Based Polyurethane Fuel
filled with Paraffin Particles for Hybrid Rocket Motors. In Proceedings of the 49th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion
Conference, San Jose, CA, USA, 14–17 July 2013. AIAA 2013-4038.

163. Tarmizi Ahmad, M.; Abidin, R.; Taha, A.L.; Anudip, A.; Amzaryi, A. Feasibility Study of Palm-Based Fuels for Hybrid Rocket
Motor Applications. AIP Conf. Proc. 2018, 1930, 020010.

164. Grayson Putnam, S. Investigation of Non-Conventional Bio-Derived Fuels for Hybrid Rocket Motors. Ph.D. Thesis, University of
Tennessee, Knoxville, TN, USA, 2007.

165. Naoumov, V.; Nguyen, H.; Alcalde, B. Study of the Combustion of Beeswax and Beeswax with Aluminum Powder in Hybrid
Propellant Rocket Engine. In Proceedings of the 54th AIAA Aerospace Sciences Meeting, San Diego, CA, USA, 4–8 January 2016.

166. Sri Nithya Mahottamananda, J.; Vanchhit Kumar, D.; Afreen, A.K.; Dinesh, S.; Ashiq, W.; Kadiresh, P.N.; Thirumurugan, M.
Mechanical Characteristics of Ethylene Vinyl Acetate Mixed Beeswax Fuel for Hybrid Rockets. In Advances in Design and Thermal
Systems; Lecture Notes in Mechanical Engineering, Ganippa, L., Karthikeyan, R., Muralidharan, V., Eds.; Springer: Singapore, 2021.

167. Jayapal, S.N.M.; Dubey, V.K.; Dinesh, S.; Wahab, A.; Khaleel, A.A.; Kadiresh, P.N. Thermal stability and kinetic study of blended
Beeswax-ethylene vinyl acetate based hybrid rocket fuels. Thermochim. Acta 2021, 702, 178989. [CrossRef]

168. Makled, A.E.S. Beeswax Material: Non-Conventional Solid Fuel for Hybrid Rocket Motors. Adv. Mil. Technol. 2019, 14, 99–113.
[CrossRef]

169. Hossain, M.E.; Ketata, C.; Islam, M.R. Experimental Study of Physical and Mechanical Properties of Natural and Synthetic Waxes
Using Uniaxial Compressive Strength Test. In Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Modeling, Simulation and
Applied Optimization, Sharjah, United Arab Emirates, 20–22 January 2009.

170. Stober, K.J.; Sanchez, A.; Wanyiri, J.; Jiwani, S.; Wood, D. Centrifugal Casting of Paraffin and Beeswax for Hybrid Rockets.
In Proceedings of the AIAA Propulsion and Energy 2020 Forum, Virtual Event, 24–28 August 2020. AIAA 2020-3736.

171. Beeswax Production in 2020, Crops/Regions/World List/Production Quantity (Pick Lists); UN Food and Agriculture Organization,
Corporate Statistical Database (FAOSTAT): Rome, Italy, 2022.

172. SASOL Website. Available online: http://www.sasolwax.com/index.php?id=fischer_tropsch_wax/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).
173. Grosse, M. Effect of a Diaphragm on Performance and Fuel Regression of a Laboratory Scale Hybrid Rocket Motor Using

Nitrous Oxide and Paraffin. In Proceedings of the 45th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference & Exhibit,
Denver, CO, USA, 2–5 August 2009. AIAA 2009-5113.

174. Bettella, A.; Lazzarin, M.; Bellomo, N.; Barato, F.; Pavarin, D.; Grosse, M. Testing and CFD Simulation of Diaphragm Hybrid
Rocket Motors. proceedings of the 47th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference & Exhibit, San Diego, CA, USA,
31 July–3 August 2011. AIAA 2011-6023. [CrossRef]

175. Bellomo, N.; Faenza, M.; Barato, F.; Bettella, A.; Pavarin, D. The “Vortex Reloaded” Project: Experimental Investigation on
Fully Tangential Vortex Injection in N2O—Paraffin Hybrid Motors. In Proceedings of the 48th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint
Propulsion Conference & Exhibit, Atlanta, GA, USA, 29 July–1 August 2012. AIAA 2012-4304. [CrossRef]

176. Cardillo, D.; Battista, F.; Elia, G.; Di Martino, G.D.; Mungiguerra, S.; Savino, R. Design and Testing of a Paraffin-Based Hybrid
Rocket Demonstrator. In Proceedings of the Space Propulsion Conference 2018, Sevilla, Spain, 14–18 May 2018.

https://doi.org/10.1002/cssc.201300898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2010.09.014
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2008.0311
https://doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.1c05013
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1700782
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28776036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2010.06.014
https://www.ese.com/en/ese-world/ese-news/news-details/article/hdpe-multiple-recycling-proven-in-an-experiment/
https://www.ese.com/en/ese-world/ese-news/news-details/article/hdpe-multiple-recycling-proven-in-an-experiment/
https://doi.org/10.3390/recycling3040057
https://doi.org/10.3390/aerospace10020129
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym12081641
https://doi.org/10.26534/kimika.v28i1.1-19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tca.2021.178989
https://doi.org/10.3849/aimt.01256
http://www.sasolwax.com/index.php?id=fischer_tropsch_wax/
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2011-6023
https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2012-4304


Aerospace 2023, 10, 643 22 of 22

177. Kobald, M.; Schmierer, C.; Ciezki, H.; Schlechtriem, S.; Toson, E.; De Luca, L.T. Evaluation of Paraffin Based Fuels for Hybrid
Rocket Engines. In Proceedings of the 50th AIAA/ASME/SAE/ASEE Joint Propulsion Conference, Cleveland, OH, USA,
28–30 July 2014; AIAA 2014-3646. pp. 1–14.

178. Piscitelli, F.; Saccone, G.; Gianvito, A.; Cosentino, G.; Mazzola, L. Characterization and manufacturing of a paraffin wax as fuel
for hybrid rockets. Propuls. Power Res. 2018, 7, 218–230. [CrossRef]

179. The Royal Society. Sustainable Synthetic Carbon Based Fuels for Transport: Policy Briefing. September 2019; DES6164, ISBN:
978-1-78252-422-9. Available online: http://royalsociety.org/synthetic-fuels/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).

180. Developing Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF). Available online: https://www.iata.org/en/programs/environment/sustainable-
aviation-fuels/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).

181. Sustainable Aviation Fuels Guide. ICAO. Version 2. December 2018. Available online: https://www.icao.int/environmental-
protection/Documents/Sustainable%20Aviation%20Fuels%20Guide_100519.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

182. Sustainable Aviation Fuels Fact Sheet. IATA. May 2019. Available online: https://www.iata.org/contentassets/ed476ad1a80f4ec7
949204e0d9e34a7f/fact-sheet-alternative-fuels.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

183. Holladay, J.; Abdullah, Z.; Heyne, J. Sustainable Aviation Fuel: Review of Technical Pathways. United States Department of Energy.
Bioenergy Technologies Office; Technical Report DOE/EE-2041 8292. 9 September 2020. Available online: https://www.energy.gov/
eere/bioenergy/articles/sustainable-aviation-fuel-review-technical-pathways-report (accessed on 6 May 2023).

184. Hileman, J.I.; Ortiz, D.S.S.; Bartis, J.T.; Wong, H.M.; Donohoo, P.E.; Weiss, M.A.; Waitz, I.A. Technical Report: Near-Term
Feasibility of Alternative Jet Fuels. Sponsored by the FAA. Published by RAND Corporation. Available online: http://web.mit.
edu/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

185. Biofuel Factsheet—Aviation Biofuels. European Technology Innovation Platform—Bioenergy. 2017. Available online: https:
//www.etipbioenergy.eu/images/ETIP_Bioenergy_Factsheet_Aviation_Biofuels.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

186. Sustainable Aviation Fuel Users Group. Our Commitment to Sustainable Options. Available online: https://www.boeing.com/
aboutus/environment/environmental_report_09/_inc/3.4.3-Sustainable-Aviation-Fuel-Users-group.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

187. Yousuf, A.; Gonzalez-Fernandez, C. (Eds.) Sustainable Alternatives for Aviation Fuels, 1st ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands,
31 May 2022; ISBN 9780323857154. eBook ISBN: 9780323857161.

188. Gutierrez-Antonio, C.; Romero-Izquierdo, A.G.; Castro, F.G.; Hernández, S. Production Processes of Renewable Aviation Fuel Present
Technologies and Future Trends, 1st ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 22 January 2021; ISBN 9780128197196. eBook ISBN:
9780128231715.

189. Quante, G.; Bullerdiek, N.; Bube, S.; Neuling, U.; Kaltschmitt, M. Renewable fuel options for aviation—A System-Wide comparison
of Drop-In and non Drop-In fuel options. Fuel 2023, 333, 126269. [CrossRef]

190. Clean Skies for Tomorrow: Sustainable Aviation Fuels as a Pathway to Net-Zero Aviation: Insight Report; World Economic Forum
(WEF); In Collaboration with McKinsey & Company. November 2020. Available online: https://www3.weforum.org/docs/
WEF_Clean_Skies_Tomorrow_SAF_Analytics_2020.pdf (accessed on 6 May 2023).

191. Staples, M.D.; Malina, R.; Suresh, P.; Hileman, J.I.; Barrett, S.R.H. Aviation CO2 emissions reductions from the use of alternative
jet fuels. Energy Policy 2018, 114, 342–354. [CrossRef]

192. Bauen, A.; Bitossi, N.; German, L.; Harris, A.; Leow, K. Sustainable aviation fuels. Status, challenges and prospects of drop-in
liquid fuels, hydrogen and electrification in aviation. Johnson Matthey Technol. Rev. 2020, 64, 263. [CrossRef]

193. Pechstein, J.; Zschocke, A. Blending of Synthetic Kerosene. In Biokerosene: Status and Prospects; Kaltschmitt, M., Neuling, U., Eds.;
Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2018; pp. 665–686. ISBN 978-3-662-53063-4.

194. Rumizen, M. Aviation Biofuel Standards and Airworthiness Approval. In Biokerosene: Status and Prospects; Kaltschmitt, M.,
Neuling, U., Eds.; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2018; pp. 639–664. ISBN 978-3-662-53063-4.

195. Sustainable Aviation Fuels—ReFuelEU Aviation; European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2021. Available online: https://ec.
europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12303-Carburanti-sostenibili-per-laviazione-ReFuelEU-
Aviation_it (accessed on 6 May 2023).

196. SkyNRG. SAF Market Outlook: SkyNRG’s Perspective on the ReFuelEU Aviation initiative Proposal. 2021. Available online:
https://biofuelscentral.com/skynrg-refueleu-aviation-initiative-proposal/ (accessed on 6 May 2023).

197. Zschocke, A.; Scheuermann, S.; Ortner, J. High Biofuel Blends in Aviation (HBBA); ENER/C2/2021/420-1 Final Report; European
Comission: Belgium, Brussels, 2012.

198. Moore, R.H.; Thornhill, K.L.; Weinzierl, B.; Sauer, D.; D’Ascoli, E.; Kim, J.; Lichtenstern, M.; Scheibe, M.; Beaton, B.;
Beyersdorf, A.J.; et al. Biofuel blending reduces particle emissions from aircraft engines at cruise conditions. Nature 2017, 543,
411–415. [CrossRef]

199. Falter, C.; Batteiger, V.; Sizmann, A. Climate Impact and Economic Feasibility of Solar Thermochemical Jet Fuel Production.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 2016, 50, 470–477. [CrossRef]

200. Synhelion Website. Available online: https://synhelion.com/solar-fuels (accessed on 6 May 2023).
201. Sizmann, A. SOLAR-JET Project Final Report; SOLAR-JET-D5.5 R1.0; Grant Agreement Number: FP7—285098. 2016.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jppr.2018.07.007
http://royalsociety.org/synthetic-fuels/
https://www.iata.org/en/programs/environment/sustainable-aviation-fuels/
https://www.iata.org/en/programs/environment/sustainable-aviation-fuels/
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/Sustainable%20Aviation%20Fuels%20Guide_100519.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/Sustainable%20Aviation%20Fuels%20Guide_100519.pdf
https://www.iata.org/contentassets/ed476ad1a80f4ec7949204e0d9e34a7f/fact-sheet-alternative-fuels.pdf
https://www.iata.org/contentassets/ed476ad1a80f4ec7949204e0d9e34a7f/fact-sheet-alternative-fuels.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/eere/bioenergy/articles/sustainable-aviation-fuel-review-technical-pathways-report
https://www.energy.gov/eere/bioenergy/articles/sustainable-aviation-fuel-review-technical-pathways-report
http://web.mit.edu/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf
http://web.mit.edu/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf
https://www.etipbioenergy.eu/images/ETIP_Bioenergy_Factsheet_Aviation_Biofuels.pdf
https://www.etipbioenergy.eu/images/ETIP_Bioenergy_Factsheet_Aviation_Biofuels.pdf
https://www.boeing.com/aboutus/environment/environmental_report_09/_inc/3.4.3-Sustainable-Aviation-Fuel-Users-group.pdf
https://www.boeing.com/aboutus/environment/environmental_report_09/_inc/3.4.3-Sustainable-Aviation-Fuel-Users-group.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2022.126269
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Clean_Skies_Tomorrow_SAF_Analytics_2020.pdf
https://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_Clean_Skies_Tomorrow_SAF_Analytics_2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1595/205651321X16248677698588
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12303-Carburanti-sostenibili-per-laviazione-ReFuelEU-Aviation_it
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12303-Carburanti-sostenibili-per-laviazione-ReFuelEU-Aviation_it
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12303-Carburanti-sostenibili-per-laviazione-ReFuelEU-Aviation_it
https://biofuelscentral.com/skynrg-refueleu-aviation-initiative-proposal/
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature21420
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b03515
https://synhelion.com/solar-fuels

	Introduction 
	Preliminary Assessment 
	Sustainable Hybrid Fuels 
	Plastic Recycling 
	Bio-Derived Fuels 
	Synthetic Fuels 

	Conclusions 
	References

