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Text Starters

Text: The USFG should immediately de-fund NASA and create substantial tax incentives for private firms to ____________________________.

Text: The USFG should immediately de-fund NASA and repeal the potions of ITAR pertaining to space technologies.

Text: The USFG should immediately de-fund NASA and substantially modify existent tax law pertaining ___________.

Text: The USFG should immediately de-fund NASA and re-allocate 1 billion dollars to establish and X-Prize for _________________________.

Text: The USFG should immediately de-fund NASA and re-allocate current funding to the establishment of an American branch of the ISU.

Private >NASA (General) Solvency
by Robert Garmong  (June 27, 2004) Privatize Space Exploration: The Free-Market Solution For America's Space Program Robert Garmong, Ph.D. in philosophy, was a writer for the Ayn Rand Institute from 2003 to 2004.

There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of [hu]man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their thinking and judgment. Yet, by placing the space program under governmental funding, we necessarily place it at the mercy of governmental whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals. The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing constituencies, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors--which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments--which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well. Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them--but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf. There is reason to believe that the political nature of the space program may have even been directly responsible for the Columbia disaster. Fox News reported that NASA chose to stick with non-Freon-based foam insulation on the booster rockets, despite evidence that this type of foam causes up to eleven times as much damage to thermal tiles as the older, Freon-based foam. Although NASA was exempted from the restrictions on Freon use, which environmentalists believe causes ozone depletion, and despite the fact that the amount of Freon released by NASA's rockets would have been trivial, the space agency elected to stick with the politically correct foam. It is impossible to integrate the contradictory. To whatever extent an engineer is forced to base [their] his decisions, not on the realities of science but on the arbitrary, unpredictable, and often impossible demands of a politicized system, [they] he is [are ] stymied. Yet this politicizing is an unavoidable consequence of governmental control over scientific research and development. Nor would it be difficult to spur the private exploration of space--it's been happening, quietly, for years. The free market works to produce whatever there is demand for, just as it now does with traditional aircraft. Commercial satellite launches are now routine, and could easily be fully privatized. The so-called X Prize, for which SpaceShipOne is competing, offers incentive for private groups to break out of the Earth's atmosphere. But all this private exploration is hobbled by the crucial absence of a system of property rights in space. Imagine the incentive to a profit-minded business if, for instance, it were granted the right to any stellar body it reached and exploited. We often hear that the most ambitious projects can only be undertaken by government, but in fact the opposite is true. The more ambitious a project is, the more it demands to be broken into achievable, profit-making steps--and freed from the unavoidable politicizing of government-controlled science. If space development is to be transformed from an expensive national bauble whose central purpose is to assert national pride to a practical industry, it will only be by unleashing the creative force of free and rational minds. We have now made the first steps toward the stars. Before us are enormous technical difficulties, the solution of which will require even more heroic determination than that which tamed the seas and the continents. To solve them, America must unleash its best engineering minds, as only the free market can do.
[This text has been modified to remove gendered language]
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How we mold our policy agenda with respect to space is very key as to whether or not an undertaking of this magnitude will succeed or fail. For the private sector, the government just needs to get out of the way and let private business and the free market take charge and innovate. For the public sector (NASA, University Research Grants, etc.), the government can finally direct the proper funding to space, science and technology in a way that they've never done before. Additionally, what the government can do is promote the endeavor and establish a solid playing field for everyone involved. One focus of the effort applies to tax laws, international laws, and federal, state and local laws. It must be an all encompassing approach, so that once complete, it gives private businesses and governments around the world the ability to work together to undertake the challenges of space, from advanced rovers, probes and satellites for scientific research, to sending humans to colonize the Moon and Mars, to future endeavors of building large scale spacecraft that are capable of carrying hundreds of people to the far reaches of space. One of the best policy moves to spark business development, no matter the industry, is for the government to get out of their wallet. Tax incentives should be given to any new space industry businesses. This can be done in many different ways, such as keeping the tax on the new business extremely low for the first 5 years of operation (like ½ the standard rate). Then after that 5 year span the tax would move back to the industry standard. This would give the new company the ability to conduct its research and development with a greater amount of capital during its most important and crucial first years. No matter the solution, legislators need to develop a way to spark business development in America. 

Tax Incentives Solvency (R&D)
Atkinson Ph.D, April 2007, writing for the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation ( Robert D. “Expanding the R&D Tax Credit to Drive Innovation, Competitiveness and Prosperity”  http://www.itif.org/files/ExpandR&D.pdf )

The U.S. economy faces a new and formidable competitiveness challenge. Not only has the emergence of a global economy led to the creation of robust new economic competitors, but within the last decade many nations, including most of Southeast Asia and Europe, have made innovation-led economic development a centerpiece of their national economic strategies. Their aggressive use of research and development (R&D) tax incentives is just one indicator of that commitment. Unfortunately, the United States has not kept pace. While we provided the most generous tax treatment of R&D in the late 1980s among OECD nations, by 2004 we had fallen to 17th. Addressing this new competitiveness challenge will require policy makers to take a host of steps, including improving education and significantly increasing funding for research.2 Yet while these steps are necessary, they are not sufficient to win the competitiveness challenge. Policy needs to do more than boost the supply of innovation resources (e.g., a better trained workforce and increased basic research discoveries); it must also spur demand by companies to locate more of their innovation-based production in the United States. If the United States is to remain the world’s preeminent location for technological innovation (and the high paying jobs that result), Congress will need to significantly expand the Research and Development Tax Credit. Expanding the credit would not only spur more R&D investments here at home, leading to faster economic growth and more quality-of-life enhancing innovations, it would also make the U.S. a much more competitive location for internationally-mobile R&D. In fact
ITAR Repeal Solvency (Cost)
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With additional space agencies like the European Space Agency, the Japanese Aerospace Exploration Agency and the Canadian Space Agency, major nations around the world have stepped up to the challenges of space, creating a true global community of space industry leaders and developers. However, it is still the United States that leads the charge, and in most cases, picks up the larger portion of the bill. This lopsided financial setup must stop. The push to permanent space settlement is a global effort, and not the sole responsibility of one nation. With that comes the responsibility of other nations to put their money where their mouth is and work with the United States in developing advanced space systems for human exploration and development. Of course to do this, certain barriers need to be eliminated that currently impede nations from working together and sharing the costs. One of these obstacles is ITAR (International Traffic in Arms Regulation). The original premise behind ITAR makes sense, and it's basically the notion that we cannot share military or national defense secrets or technology with another nation. You don't want the rest of the world knowing your defense capabilities, because that can make you vulnerable.  However, the problem with ITAR as it sits now is that it's far too overbearing, bleeding over to the commercial market. For example, ITAR was modified by virtue of the 1999 U.S. Foreign Affairs Bill to include strict controls of satellite exports. This was in response to a 1998 incident in which the company Loral and Hughes were accused by Washington officials of giving China development aid for commercial and military rockets. A U.S. federal grand jury investigation resulted in the attachment of IT AR export controls to a 1999 U.S. defense bill that gave U.S. Congress the authority to supervise the exporting of satellites. Even former President Bill Clinton was critical of it, issuing a statement that it threatened to "hamper the U.S. satellite industry." He was right, even though he signed it anyway. This severely limited U.S. satellite communication companies from doing business with other nations, killing their market potential and ruining their business. In 1998, the year before this revamped version of IT AR took effect, U.S. firms accounted for 73 percent of the world market. Two years later U.S. market share had plunged to 27 percent. During the same period, Europe's share rose from about a quarter to more than half, according to the Satellite Industry Association in Washington, D. C. These rules have also restricted U.S. suppliers in the growing space-launch business. U.S. launch firms earned $304 million in revenues from launch services in 2003, but by 2007 they had dropped to $150 million. This is the best example where federal meddling and too much regulation can serve to destroy private industry. If IT AR is not relaxed to a reasonable level, how can anyone expect the nations of the world to work together in the development of space based initiatives that demand the resources of multiple nations? This paranoia needs to stop, or we're never going to get anywhere. 
ITAR Repeal Solvency (Growth)
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Another example would be the August 2007 Defense Industrial Base Assessment of the U.S. Space Industry. This report focuses on the health and competitiveness of the U.S. space industrial base, including the associated impacts of U.S. export controls (IT AR, which was discussed earlier in this book). The Department of Defense, through the Under Secretary of the Air 

Force and the Space Industrial Base Council directed the study. The Commerce Department's Bureau of Industry and Security and Office of Space Commercialization contributed to the collection and analysis of industry data used in the report. This material is actually located at a BIS web server. A key and important finding in this report was how Export Regulations (IT AR and EAR) adversely affect the industry when it comes to international sales opportunities. The report itself states several key issues as related to ITAR, and if ITAR affects the federal space industry in this way, imagine what it does to the private space industry. Here are the four main points related to Export Control as listed from the report itself: 

License Process Issues - Impacts of export control processes vary by tier with more pronounced impacts at lower tiers. Although less than 1 % of IT AR license applications were denied from 2003-2006, the reported loss of foreign sales due to ITAR was $2.35B, mainly due to lengthy processing times. The average processing time for Technical Assistance Agreements has grown to over three months. 

Cost of Compliance - Export control compliance costs averaged $49M/year industry-wide. Compliance costs grew 37% during the 2003-2006 period with the burden of compliance significantly higher for firms in the lower tiers. 

Unintended Consequences - Foreign competitors leveraged their countries' more relaxed regulatory climate in marketing their products as "ITAR-free"-purportedly directly affecting U.S. companies' ability to compete. Some U.S. companies claimed the European Space Agency (ESA) directed European companies to find non-U.S. sources for space products, and ESA has also funded development of competing products to either avoid ITAR requirements, develop indigenous capabilities, or both. 

Industry Remedies - Almost 60% of the recommended industry actions were to update U.S. export control lists more often to accurately reflect current global technology and the competitive environment. Nearly 23% of respondents recommended specific actions for streamlining the U.S. export control licensing process. Some firms also made recommendations to reform the Congressional review process. 

As you can see, my consternation over ITAR is not a one man tirade against another federal bur~aucracy. The entire space industry fully understands that major aspects of federal export controls are difficult, out dated, un-reasonable and restrictive. 

Tax Law Solvency
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The government can help by modifying certain laws and tax codes to make it more enticing to get into the space business here on American soil, thereby creating more companies, jobs and basic tax revenue. This costs absolutely nothing to accomplish. Not one dollar needs to be spent in order to establish a strong playing field where companies are interested and excited to do their business in America. Imagine a United States with 10+ spaceports throughout the nation, where companies employ (directly and indirectly) hundreds of thousands of people. Now factor in the companies competing against each other for the development, production, sale and maintenance of spacecraft (manned and robotic) throughout the world. Factor in the scientists doing research to make space travel better, or learn more secrets of the universe as a result of numerous spaceflight opportunities. Consider the engineers designing, manufacturing and improving systems, and factor in the countIes other ancillary industries that would be involved in such a massive, long term, long range national endeavor. 

X-Prize Solvency
Mallette  9
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The government could also help push science, technology and economic development by supporting and getting involved with the X-Prize Foundation. The X-Prize Foundation is based on the same principle that helped Charles Lindbergh fly non-stop from New York to Paris in 1927, the Orteig Prize, which was $25,000. This was no small cash prize at the time, and the prizes today follow the same lines. The first X-Prize was the Ansari X-Prize, a $10 million purse to the first non-governmental organization to launch a reusable manned craft into space twice within two weeks. The winner of this was Burt Rutan, who achieved this feat with SpaceShipOne in 2004. The cost of actually doing the venture was around $100 million, but the technological advances to pull it off are unquestionable, and being applied to Virgin Galactic's business of private space tourism. The Ansari X-Prize was one of the most famous X-Prizes, but by far not the only ones the Foundation has started. The Archon X-Prize was started in 2006, with a $10 million prize to be awarded to the first Team that can build a device and use it to sequence 100 human genomes within 10 days or less, with an accuracy of no more than one error in every 100,000 bases sequenced, with sequences accurately covering at least 98% of the genome, and at a recurring cost of no more than $10,000 per genome. Then there's the Progressive Automotive X-Prize, which actually does have television exposure thanks to Progressive Auto Insurance commercials promoting the challenge. There are two separate competitions within this overall challenge: the mainstream class and the alternate class. The mainstream vehicle must seat 4 people, have 10 cubic feet of storage room, accelerate from 0 to 60 mph in 12 seconds, be able to drive 200 miles, achieve a speed of 100 mph, and have a fuel economy of 100 mpg. The alternate class vehicle must seat at least two people, achieve a speed of 80 mph, be able to drive 100 miles, and have a fuel economy of 100 mpg. The mainstream class has a prize of $7.5 million and the alternate class's prize is $2.5 million. The other major space related X-Prize is the Google Lunar X-Prize, which is a larger $20 million challenge to have a private company land a rover on the Moon and return images of the surface. Bonus money would go to a team that landed close to any previous lunar site from the Apollo era and return pictures of the stuff we left behind. And as of April 2009, the most recent prize is the $10 million Healthcare X-Prize, designed to have teams compete for the best ways to revolutionize healthcare and make life better for all of humanity. As you can see though, all of the prize funds are relatively small compared to the challenges they are applied too. What should be done is to make the prize money more substantial for greater challenges, especially space related challenges. This is where the government can help, by either matching 100% of whatever is raised for an X-Prize challenge, or just flatly contributing a large lump sum of cash to an already existing amount. A $500 million X-Prize or a $1 billion X-Prize would definitely encourage more interest in whatever the challenge is. 
ISU Solvency
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As stated by the Universities website, "The International Space University provides graduate-level training to the future leaders of the emerging global space community at its Central Campus in Strasbourg, France, and at locations around the world. In two month Space Studies Program and one year Masters gram, ISU offers its students a unique Core Curriculum covering disciplines related to space programs and enterprises - space science, space engineering, systems engineering, space policy and , business and management, and space and society. Both grams also involve an intense student research Team Project viding international graduate students and young space professionals the opportunity to solve complex problems by working together in an intercultural environment." The concept is simple enough; bring together space industry people from around the world and educate them from a global perspective. This kind of educational environment builds relationships that transcend borders, which is necessary for the advancement of space exploration and development. Alumni from lSU share a common bond, almost like fraternity brothers and sorority sisters, but as a collective coed group. This bond is carried with them throughout their careers and only helps international relations as projects of significant magnitude are undertaken that involve multiple nations, like establishing a permanent human presence on the Moon. The Alumni of lSU may end up working together on these projects, and their instant association can only serve to help the cause. For economic reasons (among others), the lSU's main campus is located in France. The United States should and must have campuses of its own if we are to advance our educational foundation, especially since the lSU is supported by American interests like NASA, Boeing, Lockheed and more. Two stand alone campuses of decent size would be sufficient enough, with one on the east coast and one on the west coast. The lSU is a private university, and should remain as such given its niche and type of education provided, but the federal government could help make it easier for the lSU to establish campuses in the United States. This would help bring quality minds from around the world to a special university that is dedicated to the advancement of the space industry, an industry which can help the United States become economically stable and globally strong once again. 

Free Market Good (Cost)

Mallette  9
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about a permanently established infrastructure system dedicated to \ e infinite reaches of space. Private companies, like SpaceX, Bigelow Aerospace and Virgin Galactic have started the revolution, called New Space, where the notion of going to space is not reserved or the select few as appointed by the government (our present day astronauts), but open for everyone to enjoy. They are also breaking down the walls of high cost and low return on space travel. One of the main reasons why space is so expensive right now is because we have so few players in the game, and those players develop limited scope and unique products that only serve specific purposes. Mass production is what helps to drive prices down. For example, the rovers Spirit and Opportunity cost a few hundred million each just to design and build, but how much would that cost drop if you mass produced them, in assembly line fashion, with "plug-in" ports to hold vast arrays of scientific instruments? If you manufactured a few hundred rovers a year in this format, the cost would drop significantly. Now marry this idea with long range rockets designed the same way (mass produced) and we could have rovers and probes exploring our solar system by the hundreds every year, where the costs are no more drastic than the cost of maintaining commercial airliners. Can you imagine the amount of science and discovery that that alone would provide? 

CP doesn’t link to spending
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The best part about stimulating further economic growth of the space industry is that the government, initially, doesn't need to contribute a single dime to make this happen. All they need to do is enact legislation to make it desirable to start a space company in America. I will detail these in the Space Policy chapter. From this point the companies begin building their offices and research facilities. As progress is made, spaceports would need to be constructed or enhanced, like the Mohave Spaceport in California or Spaceport America in New Mexico. 

CP Doesn’t Link to Politics

Taylor Dinerman Monday, April 18, 2011 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1824/1 NASA’s continuing problems
It’s been fourteen and a half months since the Obama Administration announced plans to cancel the Constellation program, and only last week, with the passage of a final fiscal year 2011 appropriations bill, is NASA now free to cancel those contracts. Ironically, the Ares 1, perhaps the most controversial element of Constellation, may live on in some fashion: ATK has proposed under NASA’s Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) program the Liberty rocket, using the same SRB lower stage and an upper stage derived from the core stage of the European Ariane 5 rocket. Since once of the goals of CCDev is to build up the American launch industry, Liberty may pose something of a headache to NASA. President Obama’s new plan to freeze annual NASA spending at $18.7 billion per year for the next five years may be the agency’s best case scenario. Liberty is hardly the only problem NASA is facing today. The agency is lucky that the GOP-controlled House of Representatives managed to cut only $250 million from its 2011 budget. After all NASA’s leaders have done nothing to convince the Republicans—or, for that matter, many Democrats—that they can be wise stewards of taxpayer money. They killed the Constellation Moon exploration program using dubious assumptions about future funding. They show no sign of being any better at keeping the costs of major space science programs like the James Webb Space Telescope or the Mars Science Laboratory under control than previous NASA administrators. President Obama’s new plan to freeze annual NASA spending at $18.7 billion per year for the next five years may be the agency’s best case scenario. Instead of the Bush-era Constellation Moon-Mars program, NASA now has Obama’s goal of getting to a near Earth asteroid. Yet the new NASA proposal does not include any money for this specific mission. Last year Congress passed and the President signed a NASA authorization bill that promised the agency $19.5 billion in fiscal year 2012. The same bill ordered that NASA begin work on a new heavy lift vehicle, called the Space Launch System (SLS), not dissimilar to the Ares 5 launcher that had been under development for the Constellation program. Now the agency’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate says that they cannot build the rocket that Congress and the President ordered them to build. This raises the question: when did NASA realize it couldn’t build the SLS? If it was sooner than January’s preliminary report to Congress that contained that conclusion, did NASA’s leadership raise those concerns with the White House and Congress? By taking away the goal of going back to the Moon and building a base there, NASA has eliminated the element of national pride that has always been the most important and unspoken aspect of America’s space program. If NASA is now just another international partner, its funding will reflect the importance most Americans give to passing what Senator, and failed presidential candidate, John Kerry called the “global test”. There is also now no reason for Congress to give NASA’s technology development program more than a billion dollars to do essentially nothing. None of the proposed development programs are sufficiently funded to produce any operational hardware within the foreseeable future. With no goal, except uncertain and ill-defined asteroid and Mars missions that will almost certainly never take off before 2030, NASA’s Chief Technologist reminds one of the title character in the old Beatles song “Nowhere Man.” NASA’s $5-billion science budget is almost certainly going to be cut. Many in Congress are suspicious of its earth science programs since not only do they seem to have little to do with the agency’s core space exploration mission, but the programs are so intertwined with the controversies and political battles over global warming that cutting them or putting them on “pause” would seem logical. At the very least many of the new earth observation satellites will be delayed while Congress examines the role of earth sciences at NASA. That effort is complicated by the loss of the Glory spacecraft earlier this year on a Taurus XL launch vehicle made by Orbital Sciences Corporation. This firm is one of the two winners of the commercial space station resupply contracts that NASA hopes will lead to a manned taxi service into orbit. Unfortunately, Orbital Sciences plans to fulfill this contract using a rocket called the Taurus II. Spaceflight is, at the moment, an inherently unsafe business and failures are to be expected, but if the commercial space industry on which NASA is betting its future cannot do better than this, then the agency will be in even worse political shape than it is in already. Reps. Ralph Hall (R-TX) and Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-TX), the chair and the ranking member, respectively, of the House Space, Science, and Technology Committee, have expressed their disappointment—to put it mildly—with the 2012 proposed NASA budget. The administration’s proposal, according to both of them, ignores the NASA authorization bill that President Obama signed last year. Congressman Hall has promised, “I will continue to push NASA to adhere to congressional direction and follow the priorities that are now the law of the land.” US civil space policy is now subject to a bitter and prolonged tug-of-war between Congress and the administration. For future political scientists, the actions of Bolden and the White House’s science policy makers may turn out to be a textbook case in how not to reform a government program
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Line item 250 is dedicated specifically to general science, space and technology at $29.6 billion (which includes NASA), but the 050 National Defense line item is at $611.1 billion, which is a general umbrella that deals with the military and also includes space related endeavors such as missile defense, spy satellite technology and who knows how many other classified space based projects the various branches of the military have. A significant amount of money is available for the space industry from the government, and the government contractors survive economically by bidding against each other for contracts awarded by NASA or the Defense Department. The customer is the government, which has been the case for quite some time. In a round about way this does provide economic stimulus to the private sector, but it's a circular trail of money. The government (NASA or DoD) provide the contracts, the companies bid on them at various levels (Primary, Secondary, Sub Level Contracts), then primary contractors distribute work to subcontractors as a way to maintain a sense of fairness, such that it's not always the big three or four major aerospace corporations always getting the work. In sum, the companies pay taxes, pay their employees that pay taxes, and that tax revenue goes back to the government that handed out contracts in the first place. 

Perm Fails (Competition)
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It is the private space industry, via human space exploration, that will take space to the next level, making it more affordable and economically productive. Such is the case with major industries like this. Let's briefly look at the airline industry, starting off with the advent of the airplane itself. Although Sir George Cayley's idea in 1799 represented the first official concept of the airplane, it was the Wright brothers first sustained, controlled, and powered flight in 1903 that most consider to be the mark of when manned flight began. It was not long thereafter that the government sought to use airplanes for national defense. As World War I arrived, the airplane was improved from a machine for scouting and observation to a versatile weapon with both defensive and offensive capabilities. It was also during this time that private industry took hold of the airplane to develop the commercial airline industry, which at first was mainly regulated to a mail carrier service. But the airplane was still young and expensive, so the freedom to fly was not so affordable to the average person and flights were not very common. Typically only those with a thick enough wallet could afford the luxury of flight. However, as time passed and competition bred innovation and greater production capabilities, the airline industry became a viable form of transport for the everyday person, as it is now. The space industry currently finds itself in this very position, albeit long after the development of the industry itself. The commercial airline industry came to pass just 11 years after the right brother's infamous flight, but the commercial space industry taken over 50 years to develop, or be allowed to develop. Intense government regulation has stunted the growth of the American commercial space industry. National security concerns, political grandstanding, fear of risky commercial development that could endanger lives, all of these can be attributed to the reasons ,by it's taken so long to develop this vibrant and economically strong sector of America. The key now is to move past this and understand that the private space industry is vital to scientific, technological and economic growth and should be allowed to grow and prosper such t it will eventually dwarf NASA and other governmental agencies, becoming the backbone of the American Space Industry, and the American economy as a whole.

***Aff Stuff***

Perm Solvency (Jobs)
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So then how do you go about building such a workforce? Some of it already exists by virtue of the aforementioned Space shuttle Program. Project Constellation is designed to run on a smaller workforce, so when it does officially come online, there will still be jobs lost because of the difference and the private sector will left to pick these jobs up. Additionally there are thousands of students across the nation working on science, math and technology degrees that are yearning to use their knowledge to work on special and important programs. Lastly, there are those who have lost jobs, other sectors that should be afforded the opportunity to get re​educated for work in the space industry. This is where the government comes into play, by stimulating growth, education and providing constant public support or space initiatives, much like the Kennedy administration did for e Moon, but more broad based and open for private and public advancement. However, this is not about one particular mission, but everything that can be imagined and done in space, even things we haven't thought of yet. Give the private sector the support, ability and confidence to take the ball and run, and they will. 
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NASA needs to be the Lewis and Clark of the American Space Industry by working on projects that would be far too expensive and/or risky for the private sector to undertake, but are important, like advanced space research and development and working with other governments to start complex missions, but then pass them off to the private sector once the initial phases of the mission were complete. To complement this, NASA should work with DARPA, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, which is well known for its cutting edge R&D. NASA's role is to clear the way and the role of the private space industry is pave the road and build the infrastructure. There are parallels to this line of thinking in our nations history. For example, there are many major cities across the United States that started off with governmentally funded expeditions that eventually led to the establishment of military fortifications. New York is one of them. New Amsterdam (New York) was initially discovered by Giovanni Da Verrazzano in 1524 and subsequently mapped by Henry Hudson in 1609. Both of these men had government backing, especially Hudson of the Dutch East India Company, which was a governmentally sponsored entity and almost a government in its own right, possessing quasi-governmental powers, including the ability to wage war, negotiate treaties, coin money, and establish colonies. It was the building of Fort Amsterdam in 1626 that made New York a defensible location, after which it grew to the city it is today.  Governments cleared the brush and established a fortification of some sort, then the private industry moved in and built the infrastructure necessary for whatever trade or industry was ongoing in the region. For New York it was shipping and trade with Native Americans. For San Francisco it was the gold rush. The Moon will  be quite similar to San Francisco in that respect, since one of the key reasons for developing a settlement there is for the mining of unique resources to be shipped back to Earth, or used on the Moon for further construction efforts. Additionally, lunar colonization offers unique scientific research capabilities, recreational opportunities and more.
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Currently NASA is doing way more than it should on a budget that is woefully inadequate, and the private sector could easily take up a large portion of this work, freeing NASA's budget for more risky and challenging work that private companies simply cannot undertake, because the risk is too high and there wouldn't be much of a profit option in it. NASA is not in the business of being in business. They don't make their money by selling products. They get their funding via the Federal Budget and even then the money allocated to them is a joke. On the Federal side of things, if the United States expects to be a global leader in space, Congress needs to understand that the national space program deserves more funding than it currently receives. The Fy2010 budget for NASA is slated to be $18.7 billion, just 0.1 % of the National GDP (Gross Domestic Product), which is forecast to be $14,729 billion. I repeat, just 0.1 % of the GDP! What kind of support do we have for an industry that creates so many technological innovations, creates thousands of high quality jobs and strives to better the human condition through space? NASA has the same spending power as it did in 1990. This basically means that the budget has NOT grown with inflation. This makes doing the tasks set forth on NASA very difficult to accomplish . 
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