
E M Collins 
Fri 7/12/2019 3:07 PM

Dear Committee:

I am keeping track of your questions/comments, and will present them at the public meeting on 
Monday.
These are great questions and thoughts, but in keeping with the Florida Sunshine Law, we will 
need to address them in a public session.
Thanks!
Eileen



Greg Johnson 
Wed 7/10/2019 5:33 PM

 
I am very supportive of the proposed language (original proposal from Eileen and new 
revisions) and look forward to the meeting next week.
 
Greg



Mike Leinbach
 Fri 7/12/2019 7:15 AM

I am fully supportive of including private/commercial astronauts on the memorial. I am opposed 
to memorializing spaceflight participants (tourists).

I’m still concerned we are leaving out potentially deserving candidates the way paragraph 4.c is 
worded, however. My view is that the required crewmembers of the purely “tourist” missions, 
the pilots, would deserve recognition if they lose their lives. The pilots of these non-government 
vehicles are professional, career astronauts in my mind providing the means for the tourists 
(spaceflight participants) riding with them to experience space flight and the inspiration that 
comes with that. If the same pilot was flying the same spacecraft without tourists but with an 
experiment of some type, he/she would qualify for the memorial. The dilemma. 

I certainly see the argument against “splitting” the total crew on a lost mission. But it seems to 
me that we are taking a path of least regret vs solving this complex question. Memorializing 
tourists in some company-sponsored way is fine and enough for me. Perhaps the sponsoring 
company could include a statement in their ‘waiver of rights’ document the tourist will inevitably
sign addressing the fact that they aren’t eligible for inclusion on our memorial? That might help. 
Maybe there are other ways to avoid the anticipated legal/emotional issue of splitting them? 

I’m certainly not proposing postponing the meeting or vote, though. Not at all. Just wanted to 
share my thoughts, and in case others were thinking along the same lines at this 11th hour.

Mike



rg Matthews
Wed 7/10/2019 6:13 PM

Thanks for the quick turn on this.  Fully supportive of the changes.  One comment/suggestion:  
Change "operates and navigates" to something that ensure the wording encompasses every 
required crew member; regardless of their position.  If "operates and/or navigates" fits that 
description, I'm good with that.  
 
rick



Wilson, Stephanie D. 
Thu 7/11/2019 1:44 PM

When I read operate and navigate it seems to refer more to CDR and PLT and less to an MS.  I 
would offer the following suggestion which may need some word-smithing but perhaps the 
concept is helpful:
 
“Astronaut” as defined by the AMF Board is   a person whose career it is to operate, 
navigate or otherwise perform required activities necessary to achieve mission 
objectives on a vehicle that  travels beyond the Earth’s atmosphere…
 
I have an additional question regarding the 2nd paragraph following the definitions which 
I have cut and pasted below.
 
Examples of accidents which would not be included are automobile accidents, travel 
aboard commercial transportation and other accidents to which many or most space 
workers are commonly exposed.
 
For the example of Sonny Carter, who was on government orders travelling 
commercially to a PR and is listed on the memorial wall, are we no longer allowing, for 
example, a NASA government astronaut on official orders travelling commercially to 
official training to be placed on the memorial wall?  As an example, if a NASA 
government astronaut on official travel orders is required to travel commercially to 
officially scheduled payload training at NASA MSFC, and that individual dies on that 
commercial aircraft from an aircraft accident, would that individual be eligible to be listed
on the memorial wall?
 
Respectfully and with many thanks,
Stephanie



Thomas Jones 
Fri 7/12/2019 2:59 PM

 
I wonder if we might propose a compromise on this issue of how to 
memorialize the professional pilots on a tourist flight. I personally 
don’t mind including professional space pilots/required crew on the 
Space Mirror. But I don’t want to see passengers/tourists there. So I 
suggest:
 

 I suggest we amend the AMF criteria to include the pilots of 
tourist flights on the Mirror, IF and ONLY IF:

 The commercial space industry is invited by AMF to establish 
their own “non-professional space traveler/spaceflight 
participant/tourist memorial on a site chosen by AMF, close to 
the existing memorial. Perhaps even visible from the same 
platform existing today. (Any other site away from the AMF 
memorial is also OK with me.)

 The industry establishes such a memorial and assumes 
responsibility for it.

 Funding for construction and operations for the commercial 
spaceflight memorial come solely from industry, and not from 
AMF.

 
AMF can point to this new memorial offer as the reason why 
passengers don’t get remembered on the Mirror.
We avoid the split crew situation: both groups go on related, yet 
separate memorials.
We’re offering a positive, new development instead of putting 
ourselves in the denial mode should a tourist accident occur.
 
Thanks to Mike for igniting a bit of brainstorming, no matter how 
impractical my suggestion might be.

TJ


