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The President announced a “bold approach
for space exploration and discovery,” to
guote the 2010 White House statement. In
considering his FY 2012 budget proposals
for NASA, Congress rightly should ask just
how “bold” is this approach versus what
America requires in the intense geopolitical
environment of space. In addition, Congress
should ask for specifics as to why this ap-
proach would be better than the Constella
tion Program previously approved by a
Congress controlled by the President’s own
Party, and whether it truly “advances Amer-
ica’s commitment to human spaceflight and
exploration of the solar system” to again
guote the White House. Congress aso
should question if the proposals support the
primary constitutional rationale for funding
NASA, that is, as a contribution to “the
common Defence.”

The previous United States space policy,
twice approved by the Congress in response
to President George W. Bush’s FY2005 and
subsequent budget requests, called for fo-
cused technology development and mission
formulations that would (1) enable a return
to the Moon not later than 2020; (2) be con-
sistent with future Mars exploration; (3)
complete the construction of the Internation-
a Space Station; and (4) replace the Space
Shuttle with a new crewed vehicle not later
than 2014. The Constellation Program’s de-
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sign could have achieved these goal's subject
to the projected run-out funding for NASA
in that original FY 2005 budget.

Unfortunately, the Bush White House
submitted annual budgets for FY2006-10
that funded Constellation $11 hillion less
than originally deemed necessary to main-
tain the proposed schedule. This includes the
effects of an Office of Management and
Budget error of about $3.8 billion in 2004
budgeting for the run-out cost of the Space
Shuttle. Congress exacerbated this continued
under-funding for Constellation through in-
flation-related cuts of about $1.5 hillion in
its 2006 and 2008 Continuing Resolutions.

In spite of these budgetary complications
amounting to under-funding of some $12.5
billion over six years, and contrary to the
Augustine-Crawley Commission’s allega-
tions, Constellation remained “executable”
in 2009-2010, abeit with some delay rela
tive to the original schedule. The Augustine-
Crawley Commission did not look at the re-
aity of the existing Constellation Program
and its previously approved funding, but
constrained itself to the cumulative cuts of
$28 hillion for FY2010-20 submitted in the
Obama budget for FY2010. Clearly, Con-
stellation would not be “executable” with
such drastic cuts to the original funding
plan.



New funding of about $4 billion per year
for the next five years could restore and
maintain Constellation and possibly remove
dependency on Russia in 2015 for Space
Station access (NASA’s FY2011 budget of
$18.5 billion is less than 0.5 percent of total
federal spending.). If this budgetary aug-
mentation to current space policy were
made, the United States could indefinitely
maintain its dominant position as the world
geopolitical and technical leader in space.

With the 2004-2010 period of intense
design and development for Constellation
already behind us, President Obama’s budg-
et proposals would substitute the following
policy elements:

1. A NASA budget increase of $6 bil-
lion over five years. These new dol-
lars would be wused largely to
increase expenditures for space,
Earth, and climate science. (This
same $6 billion increase, if dedicated
to Constellation, would give the U.S.
its own Orion spacecraft and Ares
launch vehicle for access to Space
Station.)

2. A “commitment to decide in 2015”
on a specific approach to a heavy-
lift rocket. Such a launch vehicle
would be required if future policy
added flights to “lunar orbit, La-
grange Points, Asteroids, moons of
Mars, and Mars.” (With no commit-
ment to any specific objective for a
new heavy-lift, this policy position is
made to order to be abandoned. It
contains the technically and philo-
sophically ludicrous suggestions that
Lagrange points could be fuel depots
without getting fuel from the Moon,
and that a one-shot mission to an as-
teroid has greater historical and

scientific value than a base on the
Moon.)

. Technology development and test

to increase space capabilities and
reduce costs. The objective would
be to “establish the technological
foundation for future crewed space-
craft for missions beyond Earth-
orbit.” (As with heavy-lift, the policy
gives no focus for these technology
efforts as valuable as they could be,
particularly with the development of
a domestically produced, large hy-
drocarbon fueled rocket engine like
we had for Apollo. Claims of provid-
ing “more jobs for the country” are
disingenuous, however, as many
more thousands of jobs disappear
with the cancellation of Constellation
and the retirement of the Space Shut-
tle).

. A “steady stream of precursor ro-

botic exploration missions.” (A
steady stream of such missions has
been underway for two decades so
this is nothing new.)

Restructuring of Constellation
with the Orion spacecraft down-
sized to an emergency escape ve-
hicle for the Space Station. (Orion
development has progressed to the
point that this proposal amounts to
its termination and the start of a new
spacecraft program that will cost
more than completing Orion. Con-
trary to White House claims, this
logically does nothing to reduce de-
pendence on Russia to carry Ameri-
cans to the Space Station. Major
additional costs would be incurred to
fly the new Orion uncrewed to the
Station and replace it periodically.)



6. An increase in “astronaut days in
space by 3500 over 10 years.” (No
obvious means of doing this exist
based on available Russian Soyuz
flights to the Space Station and cur-
rent biomedical limits on crew expo-
sure to the space environment.)

7. A “jumpstart” to non-NASA,
“commercial space launch” capa-
bilities for human space flight.
(With no known business case that
would justify referring to such a ca-
pability as a “commercial” venture
that private investors would support,
and no definition of the final level of
requirements and  specifications
NASA ultimately would demand,
this  fully subsidized initiative
amounts to another, probably under-
funded program by government. It is
not clear how much funding will be
requested for this subsidy, but a total
of about $4 billion of new money
each year over ten years would have
kept Constellation on track for a
2015 availability of Orion and a
2020 return to the Moon.)

8. Placing the space program on a
more ambitious trajectory. (Clear-
ly, the President’s proposals are not
as ambitious as the Constellation re-
turn to the Moon and Mars explora-
tion program. Rather, the President
takes American human space flight
out of the calculations of other na-
tions.)

Although many inherent logical, tech-
nical, and implementation flaws in the Ob-
ama policy are evident, it is important to
examine the consequences for the United
States if the President’s promises could be
kept in their entirety:
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1. The United States’ human space

flight capability will rapidly atro-
phy and then disappear by about
2020. With this atrophy would come
the rapid disappearance of the psy-
chological geopolitical edge from
which we have benefited immensely
since World War Il and particularly
since Neil Armstrong stepped on the
Moon.

China will control lunar resources
for terrestrial energy and space
flight as well as dominate the Set-
tlement of the Moon and eventual-
ly Mars. China repeatedly expresses
interest in harvesting helium-3 fusion
fuel present in the Moon’s surface
materials. A lunar settlement, sus-
tained by the by-products of helium-
3 production, constitutes the most
cost and politically effective means
of gaining this critical future energy
resource. If the Moon comes under
China’s control, long-term geopoliti-
cal reality would be changed in the
same way that the Middle East’s
control of oil dominates our current
national security vulnerabilities.

Russia will control access to the In-
ternational Space Station. Prices
per astronaut visit to the Station, in-
cluding the astronauts of our non-
Russian partners, will escalate from
the $63 million today to whatever the
traffic will bear. After the Space Sta-
tion must be abandoned due to aging,
probably no later than 2025, any fu-
ture station will be left to China
and/or Russia to build, crew, and
use.

Europe, Japan, and other nations
with limited space capabilities will
cut deals with China, India and
Russia for space access. A clear
loss of international interest in space



and other partnerships with the Unit-
ed States will result.

. Without a clear set of space objec-
tives, NASA will be reduced to a
Space Science Agency. Past strong
technical and professional synergism
with national security will disappear.

Subsidized human space flight de-
velopment for national space
projects will see cost escalation
and schedule slips. If this nebulous
alternative to traditional NASA con-
tracting received adequate funding,
including needed reserves, then this
potential problem might disappear;
but, since Apollo, that is too much to
expect in modern federal budgeting.
Inevitable cost and schedule prob-
lems will follow inadequate initial
funding, unanticipated or unknown
technical issues, requirement and
specification creep, and progressive
NASA intrusion into design and im-
plementation. As taxpayer dollars
will fund this effort, cost increases
will be driven by the unfortunate and
overly risk-adverse nature of main-
stream media reporting; and political
reactions by the Congress, White
House, and NASA bureaucracy.

Inevitable shrinkage and loss of
innovation of the aerospace and
defense industrial base will occur.
Combined with the Administration’s
and Congress’ under-funding of ad-
vanced research, development, and
test for national security systems, the
lack of funding and focus on specific
space objectives will worsen this
progressive weakening of our essen-
tial development and manufacturing
foundations. Congress clearly has the
constitutional power to increase or
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decrease defense-related funding;
however, it also has the constitution-
al obligation to provide for the
“common Defence” relative to exist-
ing threats. Along with the President,
Congress clearly is not addressing
existing threats adequately.

8. Engineering and science education
and research will lose another ma-
jor foundation. The governmental
and academic establishments conti-
nually underestimate the importance
of national human space flight initia-
tives in stimulating academic educa-
tion and research; but it is none-
theless still as real in the minds of
young people today as it was after
the launch of Sputnik in 1957.

In light of these obvious adverse conse-
quences if all the President’s promises are
kept, and much worse if any are not, why
would the President not just budget to prop-
erly restart, fund and manage Constellation?
Compared to trillions of dollars of other
spending he has asked for, this would have
added a relative pittance. Would not Presi-
dent John Kennedy, or Presidents Jefferson,
Polk, Lincoln, Eisenhower, Johnson, and
Reagan, have moved forward in space rather
than backward, given the global challenges
we face?

The depth of the current Administra-
tion’s antagonism toward the historical vi-
sion of America, as well as toward a
preceding President, is unprecedented. The
philosophical wedge driven between citizens
and their government reaches deeper than
any time since just before the Civil War.
Our national future on Earth, as well as in
the ocean of space, requires that this nega-
tive view of America, its people, and its fu-
ture be overturned in upcoming elections.
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