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Carrier Strat
On Case:
I really like the on case arguments we have here.  This is another one of those cases you can win without even going off case, which makes it all the more sweet!

BTW – don’t run both Heg 2 and Heg 3… you don’t have enough time unless you are allowed to spread… like a lot

@ solvency – This card is just meant to piss tem off a bit.  Saying that their ships will be destroyed always makes the gov a little more pissed off then before.  It is true though, their tagged harm is that Nimitz is inefficient.  If the new Carrier is inefficient they should lose!
@ Heg 1 – This is fun, we say that they bankrupt the US or at least spend too much money.  That means the US can’t spend that money on Disaster relief.  Simple enough, right?
@ Heg 2 – This says we will use heg poorly and cause conflit… so true!

@ Heg 3 – Typical Kato argument.  They talk about nuclear war.  That is bullshit!  Protect our Indigenous peoples NOW!

@ Heg 4 – Says heg is not forever and it causes counter balancing.  This counter balance is China and it will be bad for the US.  It is in spot #4 because it is the worst but still viable.

Off Case:

This is a slam dunk for us.  You should be reading 2 positions: T and either the Reverse Spending DA or Consult NATO CP.  If you are going to run the NATO CP only use the solvency args and the T/CP.  If not you should lose, if you don’t lose you should have and you are lucky, go buy a lotto ticket.
T – Run T on Transportation Infrastructure.  They shouldn’t have any good Counter Interpretations to T/I so you should win on that alone.  Watch some kind of kritikal T response though, but overall you should be fine.

DA – Reverse Spending ftw!  This will feed their heg Advantage so you have to win heg bad or heg maybe bad at the least.  It will also give you a chance to say NMD proves heg bad, too.  I took a card out of the aff case that says it will save 20-30% and you should be able to win that the GOP would move that around to NMD by pure logic… 
Consult NATO CP – This is a last minute addition so far.  I have not read the whole file but I think it will be awesome.  The first generic solvency says NATO wants to be consulted on any major security issues.  This is a major security issue.  If you are scared of them saying it isn’t run T on substantial to remind them it has to be a big change, but that SHOULD not be necessary.  The CP looks like it will work alright but be careful with what you do on case with it…
**********Frontline**********
@ Solvency

1) The CVN-21 is a failed idea; it is highly vulnerable to attack – They don’t get solvency because they are replacing Nimitz with another inefficient carrier!
David Crane, CEO of Defense Review, September 2007 [“U.S. Aircraft Carriers Vulnerable to Attack?: The TickingTime Bomb”, http://www.defensereview.com/us-aircraft-carriers-vulnerable-to-attack-the-ticking-time-bomb/] JH, Garcia
Basically, the stated mission of the Northrop Grumman CVN 21 Program is to "conceptualize, design, build, test and deliver a state-of-the-art aircraft carrier that meets operational requirements of the United States Navy and results in specified reductions in acquisition costs, manning and weight while enhancing operational capabilities." How, a 13.7 billion super aircraft carrier is going to lead to reductions in acquisition costs is anyone’s guess, but it sounds good. And, good PR is everything these days when it comes to huge-budget military programs. However, there are a couple of little "flies in the ointment" in the form of… the latest ship-killing unmanned weapon systems like supercavitating torpedoes and supersonic anti-ship cruise missiles being produced and/or developed by other countries that can probably sink the CVN-21, even if it is protected by its own highly-advanced, highly-lethal systems like fighter aircraft (primarily F/A-18s), ASW (Anti-Submarine Warfare i.e. "sub-hunting") aircraft, the Raytheon Ship Self-Defense System (SSDS), Aegis-radar-equipped and highly-weaponized cruisers and destroyers, submarines, etc. That’s not to mention unmanned aircraft systems (UAS) a.k.a. unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) being produced and developed by other countries that can also potentially wreak a lot of havoc and destruction on surface ships. And, at the end of the day, that’s what the CVN-21 will be, a large, hulking, incredibly expensive (albeit very sexy) surface ship. The thing about surface ships is, they’re vulnerable to antiship missiles, torpedoes, AND UAS/UAVs, the whole trifecta, and these unmanned yet highly lethal weapons are increasing in sophistication all the time. 
@ Heg (turns towards ad 2)
1) US hegemony destroys the economy

Eland 2 (Ivan, Director of defense policy studies Cato Institute, Policy Analysis No. 459- The Empire Strikes Out: The New Imperialism and Its Fatal Flaws, November 26, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa459.pdf)
Most of all, the strategy of empire is likely to overstretch and bleed America’s economy and its military and federal budgets, and the overextension could hasten the decline of the United States as a superpower, as it did the Soviet Union and Great Britain. The strategy could also have the opposite effect from what its proponents claim it would have; that is, it would alarm other nations and peoples and thus provoke counterbalancing behavior and create incentives for other nations to acquire weapons of mass destruction as an insurance policy against American military might. 
2) Hegemony will bankrupt the US

Hoke 6 (Zlatica, Voice Of America News, June 8, http://www.voanews.com/english/archive/2006-06/AmericasRole2006-06-08-voa60.cfm?CFID=31442881&CFTOKEN=75492258)

But U.S. services to the rest of the world are not cheap. According to the Congressional Research Service, for example, the U.S. cost of war and reconstruction in Iraq is approaching 200 billion dollars. The United States gave more than 16 billion dollars in aid to developing countries in 2003, almost twice as much as the next biggest donor, Japan. And in 2004, the U.S. budget deficit exceeded 400 billion dollars, reaching an all-time high. So the question for many observers is whether America can continue to afford its leadership role in world affairs. Robert Guest, Washington Bureau Chief for The Economist magazine, suspects it may not. "There is nothing unforeseen about this whatsoever. When empires run out of money, they either run out of the will to fight or they tend to retreat into themselves. And the looming gap that you see with the retirement of the 'baby boomers' [i.e., Americans born between 1946 and 1964], bringing Medicare, Social Security and, to a lesser degree, Medicaid fairly rapidly into bankruptcy is the single greatest threat to American global hegemony," says Guest.
3) This means the US no longer has money to respond to disasters and acts as a turn to Advantage 2!

@ Heg 2
1) US Russian relations are on the brink. Russia doesn’t like our unilateralist policies because it sees them as destabilizing. Unilateralist policies will result in counterbalancing wars!
Sutherland 7 (Well published author on geopolitics and international relations, rebuilding the u.s.-russia relationship, http://ezinearticles.com/?Rebuilding-the-U.S.-Russia-Relationship&id=568610)

Russia was humiliated. At the same time, it was constrained by its major weakness. Emboldened by the march of world events, Neoconservative thinkers believed that the new “Unipolar” world made U.S. consideration of the major interests of the world’s other great powers relatively less important than in it was past. Under such an assumption, they advocated an increasingly assertive unilateral approach to U.S. foreign policy toward creating a safer world. In stark contrast, Russia saw unilateralism as hazardous to international peace and security. Today, Russia continues to believe that single-power hegemony and a unilateralist approach to foreign policy are dangerous and destabilizing. Consequently, it views U.S. unilateralism as posing a threat to its critical interests and wellbeing. Toward that end, Russian President Vladimir Putin has consistently spoken out on those issues. On May 8, 2001, he declared that “claims to world domination…still are the cause of many wars” and that “these sorts of claims still linger on today and this is very dangerous.” A day later, he added, “Our entire post-war [post-World War II] history teaches us that no country can build a safer world for itself alone, and even more so, cannot build its security to the detriment of others.” Following the 9/11 terrorist attacks, a wholly Neoconservative approach to foreign policy blossomed in the U.S. Unilateralism became arguably the major means by which the U.S. conducted its relations with the international community. “Regime Change” replaced “Containment” and “proactive war” replaced “pre-emption.” In June 2002, the U.S. withdrew from the ABM Treaty. In March 2003, it invaded Iraq in the face of strong Russian opposition and in the absence of a United Nations Security Council resolution. Currently, it is pursuing plans to place 10 missile interceptors in Poland and a radar system in the Czech Republic to construct a limited missile defense shield against countries such as Iran. Russian alarm grew. On February 10, 2007, President Putin made a seminal speech that detailed his objections to the Neoconservatives’ “Unipolar” vision and U.S. uniltateralism. Excerpts from Putin’s speech at the Munich Conference on Security Policy detail his views and follow: The history of humanity certainly has gone through unipolar periods and seen aspirations to world supremacy. And what hasn’t happened in world history? However, what is a unipolar world? …It is [a] world in which there is one master, one sovereign. And at the end of the day this is pernicious not only for all those within this system, but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys itself from within… I consider that the unipolar model is not only unacceptable but also impossible in today’s world. And this is not only because if there was individual leadership in today’s—and precisely in today’s—world, then the military, political and economic resources would not suffice. What is even more important is that the model itself is flawed because at its basis there is and can be no moral foundations for modern civilization. Along with this, what is happening in today’s world…is a tentative to introduce precisely this concept into international affairs, the concept of a unipolar world. And with which results? Unilateral and frequently illegitimate actions have not resolved any problems. Moreover they have caused new human tragedies and created new centers of tension. Judge for yourselves: wars as well as local and regional conflicts have not diminished… Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force—military force—in international relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss of permanent conflicts. As a result we do not have sufficient strength to find a comprehensive solution to any one of these conflicts. Finding a political settlement also becomes impossible. Putin explicitly blamed the United States for such developments. “One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped its national borders in every way,” he charged, “This is visible in the economic, political, cultural and educational policies it imposes on other nations.” A full-fledged rupture in U.S.-Russia relations is still avoidable. In fact, the relationship can still be repaired fairly easily, as unilateralism, and not a clash of critical interests between the two nations, is at the root of the worsening relationship. A pragmatic, interest-driven U.S. foreign policy that restores primacy to diplomacy, eliminates idealistic “Regime Change,” and returns emphasis to relations between allies and great powers can overturn the unilateralism that is currently harming the relationship. 
2) Increased US power would be Unilaterally directed towards the Caspian Sea in order to secure both oil and strategic placement near Iran provoking Russians.

Riemer 4 (Mathew, power and interest news, jan 12, caspian region likely to remain critical for foreseeable future, http://www.globalpolicy.org/security/natres/oil/2004/0112caspian.htm)

It is these countries that the United States and Russia will attempt to woo and intimidate over the coming decade in their competition for political influence in the region that will lead to long-term energy security. Beginning in the west, the two flashpoints at the moment are Georgia's and Russia's own never ending -- at least so far -- "war on terrorism" in Chechnya and other neighboring republics. The Caucasus are perhaps the region in which unbridled U.S. influence most irks Moscow. Within the Soviet realm, this area of the country was closer to home so to speak, being nearer to Moscow and St. Petersburg and more culturally similar than many of the frontier territories to the far east. Because of this, Moscow has always attempted to keep a tight hand on the reigns of power here; during the Second World War, Joseph Stalin -- himself a Georgian -- deported hundreds of thousands of Chechens to Kazakhstan because he believed they were Nazi sympathizers. Boris Yeltsin commenced the bombing of Grozny, Chechnya a mere three years after the break-up of the Soviet Union and launched a decade-long war just because a tiny, mountainous republic on the border of Georgia wanted its independence. As much as Moscow is truly offended by U.S. presence in the area, Washington wants to be there. Neighboring Azerbaijan is the point of departure for the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline -- one of the most prominent, new energy projects in the entirety of Asia, and one in which Western interests are heavily invested. Azerbaijan also borders Iran, which has the possibility of becoming a flashpoint in the coming year because of questions concerning Tehran's nuclear weapons program. At this point, Moscow must understand that the U.S. has no intention of limiting or even leveling its presence in the region and will no doubt be reacting to this inevitability. 
@ Heg 3 (Kato)

Finally, the K, don’t be fooled by their good intensions, their discourse gives themselves away

Link – Their framing of a global nuclear war that ends in extinction delocalizes nuclear war and ignores the fact that nuclear catastrophe is a local event for the Indigenous populations of the world.

Kato, Professor of Political Science at the University of Hawaii, 1993

(Masahide "Nuclear Globalism: Traversing Rockets, Satellites, and Nuclear War via the Strategic Gaze," Alternatives: Global, Local, Political. Pages 350-352, MAG) 

Nuclear criticism finds the likelihood of “extinction” as the most fundamental aspcct of nuclear catastrophe. The complex problematics involved in nuclear catastrophe are thus reduced to the single possible instant of extinction. The task of nuclear critics is clearly designated by Schell as coming to grips with the one and only final instant: “human extinction- whose likelihood we are chiefly interested in finding out about.” Deconstructionists, on the other hand, take a detour in their efforts to theologize extinction. Jacques Derrida, for example, solidified the prevailing mode of representation by constituting extinction as a fatal absence: “Unlike the other wars, which have all been preceded by wars of more or less the same type in human memory (and gunpowder did not mark a radical break in this respect), nuclear war has no precedent. It has never occurred, itself; it is a non-event. The explosion of American bombs in 1945 ended a “classical,” conventional war; it did not set off a nuclear war. The terrifying reality of the nuclear conflict can only be the signified referent, never the real referent (present or past) of a discourse or text. At least today apparently.” By representing the possible extinction as the single most important problematic of nuclear catastrophe (posing it as either a threat or a symbolic void), nuclear criticism disqualifies the entire history of nuclear violence, the “real” of nuclear war is designated by nuclear critics as a “rehearsal” (Derrik De Kerkhove) or “preparation” (Firth) for what they reserve as the authentic catastrophe. The history of nuclear violence offers, at best, a reality effect to the imagery of “extinction.” Schell summarized the discursive position of nuclear critics very succinctly, stating that nuclear catastrophe should not be conceptualized “in the context of direct slaughter of hundreds of millions of people by the local effects.” Thus the elimination of the history of nuclear violence by nuclear critics stems from the process of discursive “delocalization” of nuclear violence. Their primary focus is not local catastrophe, but delocalized, unlocatbale, “global” catastrophe. The elevation of the discursive vantage point deployed in nuclear criticism through which extinction is conceptualized parallels that of the point of the strategic gaze: nuclear criticism raises the notion of nuclear catastrophe to the “absolute” point from which the fiction of “extinction” is configured. Herein, the configuration of the globe and the conceptualization of “extinction” reveal their interconnection via the “absolutization” of the strategic gaze.,. 
Impact – Anti-nuke activists have perpetuated the strict definition of nuclear war that has allowed the war against the Indigenous people to be labeled as anything but what it is- full-out extermination. 

P/C Kato1993

(Masahide "Nuclear Globalism: Traversing Rockets, Satellites, and Nuclear War via the Strategic Gaze," Alternatives: Global, Local, Political. Page 349 & 350, MAG) 

Reflecting the historical context mentioned above, in which nuclear critique gained unprecedented popularity, one can say that nuclear criticism has been shaped and structured by the logic of superpower rivalry. The superpower rivalry has distracted our attention from the ongoing process of oppression/violence along the North-South axis. After all the superpower functioned complementarily in solidifying the power of the North over the South. Therefore, nuclear criticism has successfully mystified the North-south axis as much as the superpower rivalry. Just as the façade of superpower rivalry (or interimperial rivalry in general for that matter) gave legitimation to the strategy of global domination of capital, nuclear criticism has successfully legitimated the destruction of periphery through nuclear violence. What is significant here is to locate the discourse in a proper context, that is, the late capitalist problematic. To do so, we need to shift our focus back to the questions of strategy and technology discussed earlier. Let us recall our discussion on the genealogy of global discourse. The formation of global discourse has been a discursive expression of the formation of technological interfaces among rockets, cameras, and media furnished by the strategy of late capitalism. In a similar vein, nuclear criticism, whose epistemological basis lies in the exchange of nuclear ballistic missiles between superpowers, emerged from yet another technostrategic interface. Significantly, the camera on the rocket was replaced by the nuclear warhead, which gave birth to the first Inter Continental ballistic Missile in the late 1950s both in the United States and the former Soviet Union. Thus, the discourse of nuclear criticism is a product of technostrategic interfaces among rocket, satellite, camera, photo image, and nuclear warhead. I net decipher the discourse of global capitalism (globalism) interwoven throughout nuclear criticism by linking the technostrategic interface to the formation of discourse.
Alternative – The alternative is to reject the Aff and its forms of technosubjectivity in order to overcome the dominating nature of our social movements 
P/C Kato ’93 Masahide Kato, 1993, “Nuclear Globalism: Traversing Rockets, Satellites, and Nuclear War via the Strategic Gaze,” Department of Political Science, University of Hawaii, p. 339

The dialectic (if it can be still called such) should be conceived in terms of resistance to and possibly destruction of global space, time, perception, and discourse for the possibility of reinventing space. The nuclear warfare against the Fourth World and Indigenous Peoples should be viewed in this context. It is not their expendability or exclusion from the division of labor; rather it is their spatial-temporal construction that drives transnational capital/state to resort to pure destruction. In other I words, what has been actually under attack by the nuclear state/capital are certain political claims (couched in the discourse of "sovereignty") advanced by the Fourth World and Indigenous Peoples for maintaining or recreating space against the global integration of capital.55 The question now becomes: Can there be a productive link between the struggles of the Fourth World and Indigenous Peoples against the exterminating regime of nuclear capital/state, and First World environmentalist and antinuclear social movements? This link is crucial and urgent for a subversion of the global regime of capital/state. Nevertheless, we have not yet seen effective alliances due to the blockage that lies between these social movements." The blockage, as I have shown in this article, is produced primarily by the perception and discourse of the social movements in the North, which are rooted in technosubjectivity. The possibility of alliances, therefore, depends on how much First World environmentalist and antinuclear movements can overcome their globalist technosubjectivity, whose spatio-temporality stands in diametrical opposition to the struggles of the Fourth World and Indigenous Peoples. In other words, it is crucial for the former to shatter their image-based politics and come face to face with the "real" of the latter.
@ Heg 4

1) The idea that the US can hold on to its hegemony for ever is a flawed ideology with disastrous consequences. 
Christopher Layne, professor at Texas A&M University, George H. W Bush School of Government and Public Service, January 2008 [“China's Challenge to US Hegemony”, available online at

marshallfoundation.org/ChallengeforChina.rtf] JH, Garcia

One of the few ironclad lessons of history is that great powers that seek hegemony are always opposed-and defeated-by the counterbalancing efforts of other states. Yet the prevailing belief among the American foreign policy community is that the United States is exempt from the fate of hegemons. This belief, really a form of American exceptionalism, is wrong. If Washington gives in to the temptation of hegemonic power, dangerous times lie ahead. 

2) The Counter Balance is called China and it fears the US navy, and US naval presence drives China to proliferate ballistic missile technology to Iran
Dan Blumenthal, Middle East Quarterly, Spring 2005 ["Providing Arms: China and the Middle East." http://www.meforum.org/695/providing-arms]

Because the Chinese government views the United States as a strategic rival, it remains concerned about becoming reliant for its oil imports upon sea lanes secured by the U.S. Navy. It has therefore embarked on a twopronged approach. In the medium-term—perhaps for decades to come—China will have no alternative to the Middle East for the bulk of its energy supply. The core of China's energy strategy is thus to buy equity stakes in Middle Eastern development projects and to improve ties with two of its main suppliers—Iran and Saudi Arabia. Acquiescing in Tehran and Riyadh's demands for conventional and unconventional weapons systems is a price Beijing has no problem paying. As a hedge against reliance on the U.S. Navy for sea-line protection, Beijing has constructed a naval base in Gwadar, Pakistan, not far from the mouth of the Strait of Hormuz, facilities in Myanmar close to the Strait of Malacca, and the Kompong-Sihanoukville Port in Cambodia.[6] Beijing might be seeking the ability to hold U.S. tankers at risk in these waters in the case of a conflict with the United States. In the longer-term, the Chinese government hopes that increased domestic exploration will allow China to bolster its own production. Beijing has also increased its investment in Central Asian oil and gas resources. While crude oil delivered by pipeline from Kazakhstan may be more expensive than other alternatives, Beijing believes the strategic advantage of not being reliant on the United States for oil security more than offsets the added expense. Nevertheless, despite promising developments in Central Asia such as the $700 million deal signed with the Kazakh government in 2004 to run a pipeline from Atasu in central Kazakhstan to Xinjiang, China's northwestern province, Beijing remains wary of political instability in Central Asia and the vulnerability of pipelines to terror attacks. Russia also provides a potential alternative source of oil for China, but the countries still mistrust each other. It was only after China agreed to bankroll the de facto nationalization of Yukos' biggest oil producing unit that Moscow amended its January decision to back a Japanese plan to run a pipeline to Russia's Pacific port of Nakhodka over a Chinese plan to terminate the pipeline in the northeastern Chinese city of Daqing. Although China will now be connected with a branch from the Nakhodka trunk line, Beijing has not been reassured by the unpredictability of Russian oil politics. While Iranian advances in its nuclear program have focused new light upon the Islamic Republic's relationship with a number of different suppliers, Beijing's relationship with Tehran is already more than two decades old. Since the mid-1980s, China has sold Iran, in whole or in parts, different variants of anti-ship cruise missiles such as the Silkworm (HY-2), the C-801, and the C-802. While Beijing was initially happy with the hard currency proceeds of such sales, the Chinese government's motivations have expanded. Beijing considers its Achilles' heel to be a U.S. naval blockade. So far as Chinese tacticians are concerned, an Iranian anti-ship cruise missile capability able to erode U.S. naval superiority provides insurance. The naval facilities that China is constructing along the Straits of Malacca and Hormuz—and a well-equipped, compliant Iran—exploit the greatest weakness of the U.S. Navy: the challenge of operating in the littoral environment where large ships are especially vulnerable to missiles. Chinese efforts to bolster the Islamic Republic's anti-ship missile capability continue. Recently, Jane's Defence Weekly reported that China is producing several classes of tactical guided missiles – the JJ/TL-6b and 10A, the KJ/TL-10B and a new variant of the C-107 anti-ship missile, specifically for Iran.[7] Iran's appetite for Chinese weaponry is far from sated. The Chinese government has sold Iran surface-to-surface cruise missiles and provided assistance in the development of long-range ballistic missiles. By November 2003, a year after Iran successfully tested the Shihab-3 missile—which can carry a 1,000 kilogram payload for a distance of 1,300 kilometers—the CIA issued a report that China, along with Russia and North Korea, were the leading providers of assistance to Iran's ballistic missile programs.[8] Repeated U.S. sanctioning of Chinese firms for proliferating missiles and missile technology to Iran have so far not stopped the practice.[9] Beijing has also contributed substantially to Iran's nuclear and chemical weapons programs despite assurances to Washington that it has ceased such work. 

**********Extension**********
US can’t prevent Caspian Sea conflict
US Influence cannot prevent conflict over the Caspian Sea

Aras 2K (BÜLENT, Professor Political Science Faith University Istanbul, www.bulentaras.com/files/caspian.pdf)

The patterns of development pursued by the Caspian states seem to follow an analogous line. The reliance on the prospective fruits of natural resources, rather than on socio-political reform and institution-building, recalls the historical experiences of the Middle Eastern countries, further confirming the fateful alignment of these two regions in strategic thinking. Most of the countries in the Middle East acquired their statehood following the colonial period, a fact evidenced by the artificial boundaries separating them. Their state-building experiences were driven largely by their oil-centered socio-economic structure. The recurring instabilities in the region stem from this over-dependence on oil revenues without a genuine industrial production base and from the lack of a firm legacy of state tradition. Similar processes might be experienced in the Caspian region, though in no worse conditions. The Caspian states emerged from the formal disintegration of the Soviet empire in a manner analogous to the end of colonial rule in the Middle East. In dealing with the state-building problems, the Caspian states are also oriented more toward the promises of natural riches than toward institutionalized reform. Given the diminishing returns of a volatile oil market and the declining oil prices predicted for the following decades, this kind of attitude and policy can easily result in chronic internal tensions within the Caspian states as well as in the Gulf. Furthermore, neither these indigenous countries nor the United States, which is the prime security manager in the region, are prepared for these growing internal instabilities. In handling inter-state clashes in these regions the United States proved itself well, but as the Iranian revolution in 1979 and the bloody conflicts in the Balkans—especially in Bosnia—indicate, U.S. initiative cannot resolve mature internal instabilities easily.18 In this sense, the Caspian’s wealth in natural resources may turn into a self-destructive possession.
**********Neg**********

Topicality

A: Interpretation

T/I is rail, crane trackage, roads, and runways

US Office of Personnel Management ’08 [OPM GS- 0800, 2008 WL 5953194 (O.P.M.Gen.Class.) U.S. Office of Personnel Management (O.P.M.) JOB FAMILY POSITION CLASSIFICATION STANDARD FOR PROFESSIONAL WORK IN THE ENGINEERING AND ARCHITECTURE GROUP, 0800  November 2008   General Schedule Position Classification Standards. MJS.]

Level 1-7: Civil Engineer, 0810 (Illustration 2) Professional knowledge of, and skill in applying, the theories, concepts, principles, computer systems applications, and methodology of the science of civil engineering relevant to the repair, operations, and maintenance of a wide range of facility and public works projects sufficient to: • anticipate, investigate, evaluate, and resolve problems and issues involving a broad spectrum of facilities, systems, and equipment such as: - roofing systems, fire extinguishing systems, and/or pavements; - waterfront structures such as piers and quay walls; - elevators, towers, and/or antennas; - utility plants and/or utility distribution systems; - hospitals, research laboratories, air recirculation facilities, air stations, training centers, and industrial and administrative offices; - family housing units and/or grounds and recreation facilities; - hazardous waste disposal systems and/or trash and scrap metal collection systems; and - transportation infrastructure components such as rail and crane trackage, roads, and runways; • execute project management and engineering practices such as: - evaluating, advising on, overseeing, and/or directing contracted work to ensure its quality and compliance with plans, designs, and specifications; - evaluating and advising on designs, cost estimates, and associated documentation presented by other engineers and architects within and outside the organization; and - preparing a variety of reports, contractual change orders, fact sheets, and correspondence; and • anticipate, investigate, evaluate, and resolve problems and conditions affecting the quality, scheduling, budgeting, or progress of work performed in completing public works projects. 
B: Violation 

1) 1AC doesn’t meet this definition because it doesn’t reform Transportation infrastructure of rail, cranes, roads, or runways
2) Prefer my definition based on the following standards

C: Standards

1) Policy making supports – This is what the Office of Personnel Management says Transportation Infrastructure is 
2) Predictability - Without predictability the neg could never be as prepared, if at all, making the neg always lose.

D: Voters

This is an A priori subject – comes before case
1) Rules – Topicality is a voter according to the NFA-LD rules, if their not topical they lose.

2) Fairness/Ground - Debate must be fair to win, if the aff isn’t topical they should lose.  Ground is the fundamental impact to all theory arguments, if ground isn’t a voter you’ll never have anything to vote on.

