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Sullivan warns of "severe economic consequences" if Russia invades Ukraine
Melissa Quinn - CBS News
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Washington — White House national security adviser Jake Sullivan warned Sunday
that Russia will face "severe economic consequences" from the United States and
Western allies if it invades Ukraine.
"In terms of sanctions, what we have laid out is a very clear message to the Russians,
and we've done so in concert and in unison with our allies that if they do further
invade Ukraine, there will be severe economic consequences and a price to pay,"
Sullivan said in an interview with "Face the Nation." "If it turns out that Russia is
pummeling Ukraine with cyberattacks, and if that continues over the period ahead, we
will work with our allies on the appropriate response."
The Biden administration has been pursuing a diplomatic response to the build-up of
tanks and more than 100,000 Russian forces along Ukraine's eastern border, and it
has been clear it prefers the diplomatic route. U.S. and Russian diplomats met in
Geneva, Switzerland, last week to try to defuse the security crisis involving Ukraine.
Still, Sullivan said that if Russia does take military action, the U.S. will "take
measures that go at their economy, that go at their strategic position in Europe, that
strengthen the solidarity of NATO."
"We're ready either way. If Russia wants to move forward with diplomacy, we are
absolutely ready to do that in lockstep with our allies and partners. If Russia wants to

go down the path of invasion and escalation, we're ready for that too, with a robust
response that will cut off their strategic position," he said.
"So, from our perspective, we are pursuing simultaneously deterrence and diplomacy,
and we've been clear and steadfast in that again, fully united with the transatlantic
community."
The threat of a Russian invasion into Ukraine has continued to intensify, and U.S.
officials believe Russian President Vladimir Putin could order military action as soon
as this month or February.
While Russia has sent mixed signals about a possible invasion, it has not indicated
there will be a reduction in its troop presence, and Putin has demanded NATO scale
back its troop presence in Eastern Europe, among other security guarantees.
Amid the rising tensions, Ukrainian government servers were hit with a
cyberattack late last week that brought government websites down. Hours before the
cyber offensive, Ukrainian Ambassador to the U.S. Oksana Markarova told CBS
News the country believes such an attack would come before major military action by
Putin's troops.
Sullivan said the Biden administration has been warning for months that cyberattacks
could be part of a "broad-based Russian effort to escalate in Ukraine," and the U.S.
has been working with the Ukrainian government to harden their defenses.
"That's part of their playbook. They've done it in the past in other contexts," he said.
Still, Sullivan said the Biden administration has not yet attributed the cyberattack, but
added, "it would not surprise me one bit if it ends up being attributed to Russia."

Russia Issues Subtle Threats More Far-Reaching Than a Ukraine Invasion
Anton Troianovski & David E. Sanger - The New York Times
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VIENNA — No one expected much progress from this past week’s diplomatic
marathon to defuse the security crisis Russia has ignited in Eastern Europe by
surrounding Ukraine on three sides with 100,000 troops and then, by the White
House’s accounting, sending in saboteurs to create a pretext for invasion.
But as the Biden administration and NATO conduct tabletop simulations about how
the next few months could unfold, they are increasingly wary of another set of options
for President Vladimir V. Putin, steps that are more far-reaching than simply rolling
his troops and armor over Ukraine’s border.
Mr. Putin wants to extend Russia’s sphere of influence to Eastern Europe and secure
written commitments that NATO will never again enlarge. If he is frustrated in
reaching that goal, some of his aides suggested on the sidelines of the negotiations
last week, then he would pursue Russia’s security interests with results that would be
felt acutely in Europe and the United States.
There were hints, never quite spelled out, that nuclear weapons could be shifted to
places — perhaps not far from the United States coastline — that would reduce
warning times after a launch to as little as five minutes, potentially igniting a
confrontation with echoes of the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.
“A hypothetical Russian invasion of Ukraine would not undermine the security of the
United States,” said Dmitry Suslov, an analyst in Moscow who gave a closed-door
presentation on the standoff to Russian lawmakers last month.
“The overall logic of Russian actions is that it is the U.S. and NATO that must pay a
high price.”
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a question during his annual news conference in Moscow on Dec. 23.
And as Ukrainians were reminded anew on Friday, as the websites of the country’s
ministries were defaced in a somewhat amateurish attack, Russia’s army of hackers
can wreak havoc in Ukraine, but also in power grids from Munich to Michigan.

It could all be bluster, part of a Kremlin campaign of intimidation, and a way of
reminding President Biden that while he wants to focus American attention on
competing and dealing with China, Mr. Putin is still capable of causing enormous
disruption.
The Russian leader telegraphed that approach himself by warning repeatedly in the
past year that if the West crossed the ever-shifting “red line” that, in Mr. Putin’s
mind, threatens Russia’s security, he would order an unexpected response.
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pro-Russian rebels in the Donetsk region of Ukraine last month.
“Russia’s response will be asymmetrical, fast and tough,” Mr. Putin said last April,
referring to the kinds of unconventional military action that Russia could take if
adversaries threatened “our fundamental security interests.”
The current crisis was touched off by the Kremlin’s release of a series of demands
that, if the U.S. and its allies agreed, would effectively restore Russia’s sphere of
influence close to Soviet-era lines, before NATO expanded into Eastern Europe.
It has also demanded that all U.S. nuclear weapons be withdrawn from Europe,
saying it felt threatened by their presence — though the types and locations of those
weapons haven’t changed in years. And it wants a stop to all Western troop rotations
through former Warsaw Pact states that have since joined NATO.
It has reinforced those demands, which the U.S. calls “non-starters,” with a troop
buildup near Ukraine and repeated warnings it was prepared to use unspecified
“military-technical means” to defend what it considers its legitimate security
interests.
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In response, the Biden administration has issued warnings of financial and
technological sanctions if the Kremlin should follow through with its threats,
particularly in regard to Ukraine.
American officials say that for all the talk about moving nuclear weapons or using
asymmetrical attacks, so far the U.S. has seen little evidence.
At a White House briefing on Thursday, Jake Sullivan, Mr. Biden’s national security
adviser, declined to be drawn into the question of what kind of Russian action would
trigger a U.S. response — whether, for example, the U.S. would respond to a
cyberattack the way it would an incursion into Ukrainian territory.
“The United States and our allies are prepared for any contingency, any eventuality,’’
he said. “We’re prepared to keep moving forward down the diplomatic path in good
faith, and we’re prepared to respond to fresh acts. And beyond that, all we can do is
get ready. And we are ready.”
Of course, the most obvious scenario given the scale of troop movements on the
ground is a Russian invasion of Ukraine — maybe not to take over the entire country
but to send troops into the breakaway regions around the cities of Donetsk and
Luhansk, or to roll all the way to the Dnieper River. At the Pentagon, “five or six
different options” for the extent of a Russian invasion are being examined, one senior
official reported.

Emile Ducke for The New York Times Anti-ship missile systems moving from positions
near the Trefoil base, Russia’s most northern military outpost, in May.
Researchers tracking social-media footage have spotted numerous signs of additional
Russian military equipment being shipped westward by train from Siberia.
In Russia, state television has been filled with commentators’ warnings that Ukraine
could soon attack Russian-backed separatists in eastern Ukraine — fitting with
Washington’s allegation on Friday that Russian operatives, with specialties in
explosives and urban warfare, have infiltrated Ukraine and might be planning to
stage a provocation to justify an invasion. Russia denied the allegation.
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Yevgeny Buzhinsky, a retired lieutenant general and a regular Russian television
commentator, predicted a looming “limited” war provoked by Ukraine that Russia
would win in short order through devastating airstrikes.

“There will be no columns of tanks,” General Buzhinsky said in a phone interview.
“They will just destroy all the Ukrainian infrastructure from the air, just like you do
it.”
In Geneva, Russian diplomats insisted there were no plans to invade Ukraine. But
there were hints of other steps. In one little-noticed remark, a senior Russian diplomat
said Moscow was prepared to place unspecified weapons systems in unspecified
places.
That merged with American intelligence assessments that Russia could be considering
new nuclear deployments, perhaps tactical nuclear weapons or a powerful emerging
arsenal of hypersonic missiles.
In November, Mr. Putin himself suggested Russia could deploy submarine-based
hypersonic missiles within close striking distance of Washington.
He has said repeatedly that the prospect of Western military expansion in Ukraine
poses an unacceptable risk because it could be used to launch a nuclear strike against
Moscow with just a few minutes’ warning. Russia, he made clear, could do the same.
“From the beginning of the year we will have in our arsenal a new sea-based missile,
a hypersonic one,” Mr. Putin said, referring to a weapon that travels at more than
five times the speed of sound and could likely evade existing missile defenses.
In an apparent reference to the American capital, he added: “The flight time to reach
those who give the orders will also be five minutes.”
Mr. Putin said he would deploy such missiles only in response to Western moves, and
President Biden told Mr. Putin in their last conversation that the United States has no
plans to place offensive strike systems in Ukraine.
Russian officials hinted again in recent days about new missile deployments, and
American officials repeated that they have seen no moves in that direction. But any
effort to place weapons close to American cities would create conditions similar to
the 1962 crisis that was the closest the world ever came to a nuclear exchange.
Asked about the nature of what Mr. Putin has termed a possible “military-technical”
response, Sergei A. Ryabkov, a deputy foreign minister, said in Geneva on Monday:
“Right now there is no reason to talk about what systems will be deployed, in what
quantity, and where exactly.”
And when a Russian reporter asked Mr. Ryabkov in an interview broadcast on
Thursday whether Russia was considering deploying military infrastructure in
Venezuela or Cuba, he responded: “I don’t want to confirm anything or rule anything
out.”
Moving missiles, however, is obvious to the world. And that is why, if the conflict
escalates further, American officials believe that Mr. Putin could be drawn to
cyberattacks — easy to deny, superbly tailored for disruption and amenable to being
ramped up or down, depending on the political temperature.

Mr. Putin doesn’t need to do much to insert computer code, or malware, into
American infrastructure; the Department of Homeland Security has long warned that
the Russians have already placed malware inside many American power grids.
The Biden administration has sought to shore up U.S. systems and root out malware.
The nation’s biggest utilities run an elaborate war game every two years, simulating
such an attack.
But much of corporate America remains far less protected.
The fear is that if sanctions were imposed on Moscow, Mr. Putin’s response could be
to accelerate the kind of Russian based ransomware attacks that hit Colonial Pipeline,
a major beef producer, and cities and towns across the country last year.
The F.S.B., Russia’s powerful security service, on Friday announced the arrest of
hackers tied to the REvil ransomware group — a gang connected to some of the most
damaging attacks against American targets, including Colonial Pipeline.
The move was welcomed by the White House, but it was also a signal that Moscow
could flip its cyberwarriors on or off at will. No one knows Putin’s next move, of
course — not even his diplomats — and he likes it that way.
“There could be all sorts of possible responses,” Mr. Putin said when asked last
month about the “military-technical” response he warned about.
“The Russian leadership is rather inventive,” said Andrey Kortunov, director general
of the Russian International Affairs Council, a research organization close to the
Russian government.
“It’s not necessarily only about Ukraine.”
Analysts in Moscow believe that beyond a more threatening Russian military posture,
the United States would be particularly sensitive to closer military cooperation
between Russia and China.
Mr. Putin will travel to Beijing on Feb. 4 to attend the opening ceremonies of the
Winter Olympics and hold a summit meeting with the Chinese leader, Xi Jinping,
Russia said on Friday.
The Kremlin has noted that Mr. Biden sees China, not Russia, as America’s most
complex, long-term challenger — an economic, military and technological competitor
that plays in a different league from Russia.
Yet forcing the United States to increase its investment in a confrontation with Russia,
analysts say, would undermine Mr. Biden’s greater strategic goal.
“The United States, objectively, does not want to increase its military presence in
Europe,” said Mr. Suslov, the analyst.
“This would be done at the cost of containing China.”

How the White House hopes to save Biden's spending bill
Andrea Shalal & Jarrett Renshaw - Reuters
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WASHINGTON (Reuters) - The White House is preparing an alternative to its $1.75
trillion spending bill that will keep climate change measures but pare down or cut
items like the child tax credit and paid family leave, hoping to appeal to U.S. Senator
Joe Manchin and other Democrats as soon as this week, said two people working on
the plan.
President Joe Biden's administration is expected to pivot from a long-shot attempt to
pass voting rights legislation through the Senate
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/us-voting-rights-bill-passes-house-senate-prospect
s-remain-unclear-2022-01-13 on Tuesday, then renew talks in earnest with lawmakers
on a slimmed-down version of the Build Back Better
https://www.reuters.com/business/cop/whats-bidens-175-trillion-build-back-better-pa
ckage-2021-11-05 bill, the sources said.
White House climate czar Gina McCarthy and U.S. Treasury officials will head to
Capitol Hill to meet with lawmakers and staff on the bill, the sources said, as part of
the effort to preserve some of Biden's economic and environmental agenda.
Manchin, a moderate Democrat, abruptly halted talks
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/senator-manchin-says-he-is-no-bidens-domestic-in
vestment-bill-fox-interview-2021-12-19 on the spending package before Christmas,
citing his concerns over inflation, deficit spending and what he called an attempt to
"reshape our society."
Biden, Manchin and Senator Kyrsten Sinema of Arizona, another Democrat who has
expressed reservations about the spending bill, met Thursday at the White House to
talk about voting rights. The president hadn't spoken to Manchin since the West
Virginia senator's surprise announcement last month.

"There needs to be a reset" to negotiations, said one person working on the plan.
"There's not a lot of mystery anymore about what Manchin would accept. We need to
calibrate as much as possible to what he can accept, and then there needs to be a
personal ask (by Biden) for his vote."
With all 50 Republicans in the 100-seat Senate opposed to the spending bill, the White
House has to win over Manchin and any other Democratic holdouts. If it succeeds,
Democratic Vice President Kamala Harris could cast a tie-breaking vote.
The revamped measure would likely run over $1 trillion, these people said, and could
jettison billions of dollars of funding for social safety net programs like paid family
leave, universal pre-kindergarten and home health care.
It is unclear which programs would be slimmed down or scrapped entirely. The White
House and Democrats are weighing imposing stricter income caps on the child tax
credit and other social safety net measures.
Capping who gets child tax credits could target the money to lower-income earners
but stretch funding out for a decade, in line with Manchin's demands. The monthly
payments, which began in July of 2021, lifted some 3.6 million children out of poverty
in October, according to Columbia University research.
Manchin indicated earlier this month that he supported $555 billion in climate
spending, including production tax credits for solar and wind industries, which are
seen as vital to ensure the United States reaches its 2030 emissions reduction goals,
the sources said.
Manchin's approval of this funding is seen as the "fulcrum" to move the bill forward,
on top of which progressive-friendly social spending, including expansion of the 2010
Affordable Care Act, can be added.

Russia Thins Out Its Embassy in Ukraine, a Possible Clue to Putin’s Next Move
Michael Schwirtz & David E. Sanger - The New York Times
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KYIV, Ukraine — The week before intensive diplomatic meetings began over the
buildup of Russian troops on the Ukrainian border, American and Ukrainian officials
watched from afar as Russia began emptying out its embassy in Kyiv, the Ukrainian
capital.
On Jan. 5, 18 people — mostly the children and wives of Russian diplomats —
boarded buses and embarked on a 15-hour drive home to Moscow, according to a
senior Ukrainian security official.
About 30 more followed in the next few days, from Kyiv and a consulate in Lviv, in
western Ukraine. Diplomats at two other Russian consulates have been told to
prepare to leave Ukraine, the security official said, speaking on the condition of
anonymity to discuss national security matters.
How to interpret the evacuation has become part of the mystery of divining the next
play by President Vladimir V. Putin of Russia. Thinning out the Russian Embassy may
be part propaganda, part preparation for a looming conflict or part feint, Ukrainian
and U.S. officials say. It could be all three.
Russia’s Foreign Ministry said on Tuesday that its embassy in Kyiv was functioning
normally despite what it said were threats against Russian diplomats and their
families.
“Yet again, despite the provocations and the aggressive behavior of local radicals, I
repeat that our missions are operating as usual,” the ministry’s spokeswoman, Maria
V. Zakharova, told reporters.
In recent days, the slow departures — which the Russians most likely knew that the
Americans and the Ukrainians would see — have become part of the puzzle of what
happens next. They are a more ominous data point, in addition to cyberattacks on
Ukrainian ministries last week, and reports from Microsoft and the U.S. government
that far more destructive malware has been planted in Ukrainian networks but not
activated.

Enormous train convoys loaded with tanks, missiles and troops continue to push west
through Russia, apparently heading for the Ukrainian border.
Aleksandr G. Lukashenko, the authoritarian leader of Belarus, announced on Monday
that Russian forces and equipment had begun arriving in his country for a joint
military exercise that would be held in two places: on Belarus’s western edge, near
Poland and Lithuania, two NATO countries; and along the Ukrainian border, which
could prove another pathway for invasion.
The exercise has been given a very American-sounding name: Allied Resolve. But in
Kyiv, Ukrainian officials fully expect any Russian troops deployed to Belarus for the
exercises to remain in place indefinitely, leaving Ukraine open to attack from the
north, the east and the south.
“We’ll be fully surrounded by equal forces,” the senior Ukrainian security official
said.
In Washington, U.S. officials say they still assess that Mr. Putin has not yet made a
decision to invade. They describe him as more a tactician than a grand strategist, and
they believe that he is constantly weighing a host of different factors. Among them is
how well he could weather the threatened sanctions on his banks and industry, and
whether his demands that Ukraine stop veering toward NATO — and that NATO stop
spreading toward Russia — are receiving enough attention.
But the U.S. officials say Mr. Putin may also have concluded that with the United
States and other countries arming Ukraine, his military advantage is at risk of
slipping away. Britain’s defense secretary, Ben Wallace, announced in an address to
Parliament on Monday that the country would begin providing Ukraine with light,
anti-armor defensive weapons. Mr. Putin may become tempted to act sooner rather
than later.
U. S. officials saw Russia’s embassy evacuations coming. “We have information that
indicates the Russian government was preparing to evacuate their family members
from the Russian Embassy in Ukraine in late December and early January,” a U.S.
official said in a statement.
V.
Ukrainian officials say they saw the Russians leave.
But that leaves open the question of what, if anything, the Russians were signaling.
It is possible they were trying to bolster the case that the United States and its
Western allies should take seriously their demands that Ukraine can never join NATO,
and that troops, nuclear weapons and other heavy weaponry must be removed from
former Warsaw Pact states, like Poland, that were once allied with the Soviet Union.
It could also be that the Russians were trying to indicate that an attack was brewing,
though there were no other signals. In fact, the buildup of Russian troops on the
Ukrainian border is not increasing at a rate that Pentagon officials expected a month
ago.
The latest U.S. estimates are that about 60 battalion tactical groups, known as
B.T.G.s and each with an average of 800 soldiers, are now in place at the border with

Ukraine. Combined with other local forces, the Russians have about 77,000 troops at
the border, with more on the way. Others put the figure at closer to 100,000 — much
depends on how different forces are counted — but that is well short of the
Pentagon’s estimate more than a month ago that the total number could rise to
175,000.
U. S. and European intelligence and military officials say Mr. Putin may be waiting
for the ground to freeze, making it easier to get heavy equipment over the border. Or
he may be building up slowly, for diplomatic advantage, as he awaits a written reply
from the Biden administration and NATO to his demands that they roll back NATO’s
military posture to what it was 15 years ago — much farther from Russia’s borders.
While U.S. officials still believe Mr. Putin is undecided about his next move, officials
in Kyiv are assessing what an attack may look like, if it happens. It could come in the
form of a full-on invasion, the Ukrainian security official said. Or Russia could
launch a cyberattack on the Ukrainian energy grid — far larger than the ones
conducted in 2015 and 2016 — combined with military escalation in Ukraine’s east,
where Russian-backed separatist forces remain deeply entrenched.
No one but the leaders in the Kremlin seem to know for sure how the next days and
weeks might play out.
Against this backdrop, a senior delegation of U.S. senators arrived in Kyiv on
Monday. Their trip followed a visit to Kyiv last Wednesday by the C.I.A. director,
William J. Burns, who consulted with intelligence officials and met with Mr. Zelensky
to discuss efforts to de-escalate tensions with Moscow, a U.S. official said. Mr.
Burns’s trip was reported earlier by CNN.
The senators’ visit was a bipartisan show of support from Ukraine’s most powerful
ally, even if they brought few specific proposals for staving off a Russian attack.
“Russia’s actions in eastern Ukraine and Crimea, and the actions that they are
planning today, represent the most serious assault on the post-World War II order in
our lifetime,” Senator Christopher S. Murphy, a Connecticut Democrat who sits on
the Foreign Relations Committee, said at a news conference in Kyiv.
Russia annexed the Crimean Peninsula in 2014 and instigated a violent separatist
uprising that effectively cleaved away two Ukrainian provinces. More than 13,000
people were killed in the fighting.
At the news conference, Mr. Murphy said he hoped legislation that outlines punishing
sanctions against Russia’s leadership, including Mr. Putin, would reach President
Biden’s desk before any Russian action and possibly help deter it. In a meeting with
the senators late Monday, President Volodymyr Zelensky of Ukraine urged them to
impose sanctions quickly “to counter the aggression” from Russia.
The senators’ pledges to defend democracy and vanquish tyranny seemed a
throwback to the Cold War. Indeed, observers have argued that Mr. Putin’s threats
against Ukraine are rooted in a desire to reconstitute a Moscow-led Eastern bloc
reminiscent of Soviet times.

Similarly, Mr. Lukashenko, the Belarusian leader who is close to Mr. Putin, made his
own argument that the Russians were responding to the Americans.
“What are the Americans doing here?” Mr. Lukashenko said. “There are these
hotheads who are calling for war.”
It is possibly in that spirit that Russian troops will begin military exercises in Belarus
next month. Security officials fear that the exercises could become a pretext for
long-term deployment of Russian forces in the former Soviet republic, which shares a
lengthy western border with the European Union and NATO.
Mr. Lukashenko has pledged to follow Mr. Putin’s lead on any action in Ukraine.

Oil prices are at a 7-year high, but Exxon CEO Darren Woods is confident they will
trend lower.
Pippa Stevens - CNBC
Oil prices rose to a seven-year high Tuesday amid ongoing supply concerns and
escalating tensions in the Middle East.
Exxon Mobil CEO Darren Woods, however, is confident prices will trend lower.
"[W]e anticipated higher prices. We also anticipate a lot of volatility. And frankly
we're anticipating lower prices as we go forward," he said.

CNBC Darren Woods, CEO, Exxon Mobil
Oil prices rose to a seven-year high Tuesday amid ongoing supply concerns and
escalating tensions in the Middle East, but Exxon Mobil CEO Darren Woods is
confident they will trend lower.
In the immediate future, however, the oil executive said the market should expect
volatile prices as the industry's recovery from Covid-19 continues.

"As you get supply and demand tighter, events that happen around the world ... lead
to a lot more volatility because there's less of a buffer, and I think we're going to see
that for some time now," he said Tuesday on CNBC's "Squawk Box."
"Until industry begins to ramp up productions and increase the level of supply to meet
this growing demand, or in turn demand starts to come down a little bit ... you're
going to see a lot more volatility until we get better stability."
Woods added that it's hard to predict when the market might balance out given the
many players involved.
West Texas Intermediate crude futures, the U.S. oil benchmark, traded as high as
$85.74 per barrel on Tuesday, a price last seen in October 2014. The price marks a
blistering recovery after the contract briefly traded in negative territory in April 2020,
as the pandemic sapped demand for petroleum products.
International benchmark Brent crude broke above $88 per barrel, also hitting the
highest level since 2014. As producers continue to keep a lid on production while
demand recovers, some observers have called for oil to top $100 per barrel this year.
But Woods said he doesn't get "overly enamored" with today's high prices. When
looking at new investments the company focuses on ensuring operations can be
competitive across a wide range of price environments, he said.
"[W]e anticipated higher prices. We also anticipate a lot of volatility. And frankly
we're anticipating lower prices as we go forward," he said.
Exxon said Tuesday it's targeting net-zero greenhouse gas emissions for its operated
assets by 2050. The announcement follows similar targets from competitors, and
comes as Exxon faces board pressure to act on climate change.
In 2021, upstart activist firm Engine No. 1 successfully placed three of its
candidates on the oil giant's board.
Exxon's target does not include so-called Scope 3 emissions — the environmental
footprint from the products a company generates — or the company's supply chain.
Scope 3 emissions are typically the highest, and the hardest, to quantify.
Tuesday's climate-focused pledge builds on prior announcements from Exxon on how
it plans to cut its emissions. The company has also pledged billions of dollars to
develop emissions-reducing technologies like carbon capture.
Woods said the target is "more than just a pledge" and that the company has a "line
of sight" for how it plans to slash its emissions.
"We have road maps that we're developing in each of our facilities around the world
to deliver those reductions," Woods said.

"There are plans behind this ambition that takes us clearly through 2030 and then
beyond that. I think that should give folks some confidence. This is more than just out
there positioning on something; this is actually work that we're doing."
The company said in a statement that it identified more than 150 potential steps and
modifications that can cut emissions across its operations, including electrifying
equipment and reducing emissions leaks.
Wood said that further down the line, technological advancements and market
incentives will help drive down the cost of more expensive decarbonization efforts.
Exxon is the latest in a growing list of companies pledging to slash emissions. But
critics note that with no enforcement mechanism some of these promises could
potentially be without merit.
Shares of Exxon advanced more than 2% on Tuesday to their highest level in more
than two years.

Who Is Riley Roberts, Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez’s Longtime Partner Who She Met
In College
India McCarty - Suggest

Suggest
New York Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez is known for making headlines,
whether it’s for her strong opinions or her fashion statements. However, as much as
she stays in the public eye, the congressperson from the Bronx keeps her private life
private. For example, many were surprised to hear that she was in a relationship.
So, who is Riley Roberts?
Where Did They Meet?
Details about the relationship were revealed in AOC’s 2018 Vogue profile.

According to the profile, the couple met at their alma mater, Boston University. They
both attended a weekly conversation with the Dean of the school, called “Coffee and
Conversations.”
“I think people see how glamorous she is, but these were not two glamorous people,”
the couple’s friend Raul Fernandez shared in a 2020 Vanity Fair profile.
“These were two awkward, supersmart, like-to-talk-about-issues kind of people that
met through this super-wonky, nerdy thing.”
The two dated throughout college, broke up after graduation, then reconnected a few
years later.
Roberts is one of her biggest supporters. In the Netflix documentary, Knock Down
The House, he can be seen throughout the film as Ocasio-Cortez attempts to win her
congressional race.
Roberts was also by her side at her swearing-in ceremony, alongside her brother and
mother. He told the New York Post that it was “a really incredible day, really
special.” He also shared his opinion of Washington, DC, saying, “It’s great.”
Roberts Has Full Family Approval
So, what does Roberts do for a living? According to his LinkedIn page, Roberts is the
head of marketing at HomeBuilder.com, a company that helps people manage the
maintenance on their homes.
He also works as a consultant to help tech startups increase revenue through
marketing and development.
AOC has spoken a little about their relationship in the past few months, sharing
details and dating advice on her social media accounts.
When the representative from New York was asked on Instagram about the key to a
healthy relationship, she posed the question to Roberts, who joked, “We spend
mornings together, spend quality time together, browse TikTok together.”
In addition to being a supportive partner to Ocasio-Cortez, Roberts also has full
approval from her family. In a gushing interview with the Daily Mail,
Ocasio-Cortez’s mother said, “I love him. He is the most loving, supporting person
I’ve seen. He helped her tremendously during the election.”
“They’ve been together for four years now, after they reconnected from a college
breakup,” she continued.
“I know they love children, and they do very well with children from the family. So, I
hope they get married soon.” For now, she’ll have to make do with being
grandmother to the couple’s French bulldog, Deco.

US informs Israel it no longer supports EastMed pipeline to Europe
LAHAV HARKOV - The Jerusalem Post
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The Biden administration informed Israel, Greece and Cyprus in recent weeks that
the US no longer supports the proposed EastMed natural gas pipeline from Israel to
Europe.
State Department officials conveyed the new position to the Israeli Foreign Ministry,
a diplomatic source in Jerusalem confirmed on Tuesday.
The reversal of position from that of the Trump administration was first reported in
Greece earlier this month. Washington informed Athens of its concerns about the
project in a “non-paper,” a diplomatic term for an unofficial or off-the-record
communication.
"The American side expressed to the Greek side reservations as to the rationale of the
EastMed pipeline, [and] raised issues of its economic viability and environmental
[issues]," Greek government sources told Reuters.
"The Greek side highlighted that this project has been declared a 'special project' by
the European Union and any decision on its viability will logically have an economic
impact," the official said.

The Jerusalem Post Cypriot President Nicos Anastasiades, Greek Prime Minister
Kyriakos Mitsotakis and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu pose for a photo
before signing a deal to build the EastMed subsea pipeline to carry natural gas from
the eastern Mediterranean to Europe, at the Zappeion Hall in Athens, Greek (credit:
REUTERS/ALKIS KONSTANTINIDIS)
The EastMed Pipeline, meant to transfer natural gas from Israeli waters to Europe
via Greece and Cyprus, was announced in 2016, and several agreements have been
signed between the three countries on the subject. The three states aimed to complete
the 6 billion Euro project by 2025, but no financing has been secured for it.
Claims over gas in the eastern Mediterranean has been a point of contention with
Turkey in recent years, with Ankara saying it should be part of the EastMed project.
Former US secretary of state Mike Pompeo and energy secretary Dan Brouilette
expressed US support for the pipeline when they were still in office.
The US Embassy in Greece said last week that Washington still supports the 3+1
mechanism, of meetings between Israel, Greece, Cyprus and the US.
“We remain committed to physically interconnecting East Med energy to Europe,”
the embassy stated.
“We are shifting our focus to electricity interconnectors that can support both gas
and renewable energy sources.”
Among the proposals the US still supports is the EuroAsia interconnector linking
Israeli, Cypriot and European electricity grids, which “would not only connect vital
energy markets but would also help prepare the region for the clean energy
transition.”
Turkish state media channel TRT aired a documentary opposing the EastMed pipeline
titled “The Pipe Dream” last week, which includes footage of State Department

Senior Advisor for Energy Security Amos Hochstein discussing the matter before he
was appointed to his current position.
Hochstein said he would be “extremely uncomfortable with the US supporting this
project” because of its environmental implications.
“Why would we build a fossil fuel pipeline between the EastMed and Europe when
our entire policy is to support new technology...and new investments in going green
and in going clean?” he asked.
“By the time this pipeline is built we will have spent billions of taxpayer money on
something that is obsolete - not only obsolete but against our collective interest
between the US and Europe.”
Hochstein also argued that the project is not financially feasible. He thinks it will cost
more than 6 billion Euros and pointed out that international financial institutions are
committed to no longer investing in fossil fuels.
The pipeline plan was “totally driven by politics,” but “multibillion dollar deals
should be driven by the commercial side,” he added.
“This idea came up in 2016, but no movement has been made except for signing some
controacts, MOUs and the big hoopla of politics…Some ministers in the region are
talking about the EU supporting [the plan]; they agreed to a feasibility study on the
project. That’s a big difference,” Hochstein said.
“This is politicians talking but there's no there there,” Hochstein said. “This project
probably will not happen because it’s too complicated, too expensive and too late in
the arch of history.”
Gabriel Mitchell, the director of external relations for the Mitvim Institute for
Regional Foreign Policy, said that Israel’s relationship with Greece and Cyprus,
which has grown very warm in recent years, does not depend on the EastMed
pipeline.
“The cooperation between the parties has expanded beyond the narrow scope of an
undersea pipeline project, incorporating multiple fields and inter-ministerial
cooperation,” Mitchell stated.
And when it comes to Israel’s future in exporting natural gas, the EastMed was never
Israel’s only option.
“The story of the EastMed pipeline should serve as a reminder that these projects
require a high level of commercial, technical, and political feasibility,” Mitchell said.
“As one door potentially closes, others could open that present a different but no less
important set of commercial and geopolitical opportunities.”

“The EastMed pipeline's feasibility issues were well-documented, but in the end it
may be other energy initiatives - such as the EuroAsia Interconnector - that become
the tripartite relationship's flagship project,” he added.

US stocks tumble, with Dow falling 439 points as surging bond yields batter big tech
shares
Isabelle Lee (ilee@insider.com) - Business Insider

Xinhua News Agency/Getty Images Stocks have risen sharply over the last year,
helping the Dow Jones finally break the 36,000 barrier. Xinhua News Agency/Getty
Images
Us stocks slipped on Tuesday as Treasury yields surged to two-year highs.
The 10-year Treasury yield rose to 1.818% to its highest level since January 2020, up
from Friday's 1.771%.
All indexes, dragged by mega-cap tech giants from Meta to Tesla, were in the red.
US stocks plunged on Tuesday as a jump in Treasury yields hammered at many of the
largest tech names.
The Nasdaq was down nearly 2% at the open and the Dow Jones Industrial Average
fell by 439 points. Mega-cap tech giants from Meta (formerly Facebook) to Tesla,
were in the red to begin the shortened trading week after the Martin Luther King Jr.
Day holiday.
The 10-year Treasury yield rose to 1.818% — its highest level since January 2020 —
up from Friday's 1.771%. Bond yields move inversely to prices.
Here's where US indexes stood shortly after the 9:30 a.m. ET open on Tuesday:
S&P 500: 4,609.03, down 1.15%
Dow Jones Industrial Average: 35,472.70, down 1.22% (439.11 points)
Nasdaq Composite: 14,631.95, down 1.78%
Stock markets have been roiled in early 2022 by expectations that the Fed
will repeatedly hike rates and start reducing its balance sheet, bringing an end to the
central bank's massive support of the US economy through the pandemic.

Estimates published after the Federal Open Market Committee's December meeting
show officials expect to hike interest rates three times in 2022 and another three times
next year.
But last week, Fed Chair Jerome Powell hinted during his confirmation hearing that
the central bank is open to raising rates further in 2022 should inflation prove more
stubborn than expected.
The Fed has last year signaled that it's going to raise interest rates in 2022. It has,
since then, already started slowing bond purchases, as it tackles the strongest
inflation since the 1980s. Tech stocks, which have largely benefited from a
low-interest-rate environment, have started to feel the pressure.
Inflation remained the top investor concern based on Bank of America's January US
Credit Investor Survey. Rising interest rates followed as a close second, Yuri Seliger,
the bank's credit strategist, said in a Tuesday note.
Elsewhere, Goldman Sachs fell after missing estimates for its fourth-quarter earnings
report. The stock fell as much as 4% in premarket trading. Banks kicked off earnings
season last week Friday with JPMorgan, Citigroup, and Wells Fargo posting
fourth-quarter results.
In cryptocurrencies, bitcoin extended its losses to trade below $42,000 as the risk-off
sentiment hurting tech stocks weighs on the crypto. Ethereum, the second-largest
digital asset, was also trading lower on the back of a broader sell-off in digital assets.
West Texas Intermediate crude oil rose as much as 0.61% to $82.62 per barrel.
Brent crude, oil's international benchmark, jumped as much as 0.76% to $85.11 per
barrel. Both were trading at highs not seen since the fall of 2014.
Gold ticked up by 0.08% to $1,817.90 per ounce.
Dems stare down another failure to deliver for their base
Marianne LeVine, Nancy Vu & Sarah Ferris - Politico
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Democrats are back in a familiar spot this week, pushing hard for legislation they
know will fail. And they're grappling openly with what to tell their voters when they
come up short.
In many ways, Democrats’ bind on their election reform legislation is a sequel to the
stalemate they’re trapped in on their $1.7 trillion party-line social spending plan.
Both bills, which have no GOP support, pitted the party’s base and most of its
members against Senate centrist resistance. But Democratic leaders set the stakes
even higher for their bid to shore up the Voting Rights Act, portraying the lack of
action as a threat to democracy itself.
All of those efforts were focused on budging two centrists, Sens. Joe Manchin
(D-W.Va.) and Kyrsten Sinema (D-Ariz.), neither of whom will revisit their defense of
upper-chamber rules designed to empower the minority party.
And now that they’re days away from predictable doom in their push to enact the
legislation by changing Senate rules, rank-and-file Democrats are beginning to
acknowledge the looming defeat that their leaders won't concede in public.
“I just tell people we did the best that we could,” said Sen. Tammy Duckworth
(D-Ill.).
“I just say specifically that whoever votes no on the rules change, it’s their
responsibility that we couldn’t get this done.”
Those no votes on changing Senate rules, however, include Manchin and Sinema. And
that's the problem for Democrats as they slog through a brutal two months for
President Joe Biden’s legislative agenda: Their base is fitting its own centrists for the
black hat as often as it does the GOP.
Rank-and-file House members are shifting from criticizing Manchin and Sinema less
to training their ire on Republicans. But they’re also starting to ding their own
leaders for overpromising and underdelivering.
The Senate's election reform vote this week is an unusual move for Senate Majority
Leader Chuck Schumer. The New Yorker typically does not put votes on the floor that
are destined to fail and preaches party unity.
Even as the coming vote will only underscore Democrats' internal divisions over
changing Senate rules, many in Schumer's caucus view the vote as necessary to show
that the party did all it could to get the legislation done in response to a slew of
GOP-backed state laws that add new voting restrictions.
"This is probably one of those votes that we absolutely have to have," said Sen.
Martin Heinrich (D-N.M.).
"Whether it’s good strategy or not, it’s more important for those people whose votes
are being jeopardized. It’s absolutely critical that they understand who is on their
side."

Of course, the rules-change vote will highlight that Manchin and Sinema aren't
interested in chipping away at the filibuster. Even so, their fellow Democrats are
preparing to soon shift the blame to the GOP.
“Republicans haven’t been forced into a conversation about why they would be
opposing voting rights at this critical juncture,” Rep. Pramila Jayapal (D-Wash.),
chair of the Congressional Progressive Caucus, told reporters last week.
“If we have to go back to people and try to explain why we don’t have voting rights, it
is really important that they hear from Republicans themselves why they are blocking
this critical legislation.”
Rep. Marc Veasey (D-Texas) said in an interview that “it’s sad that you need every
Democrat to be able to pass this and that you don’t have enough Republicans in this
country that care about democracy and care about voting rights.”
Indeed, frustrations among Black lawmakers are increasingly evident within the
party.
After leading the battle to protect voting rights for decades and watching minority
voters play a central role in Biden's victory, Black Democrats are both fatalistic and
determined about their chances of rolling back the new state-level voting laws.
“First time I voted, I had to buy a poll tax,” said Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson
(D-Texas), who’s retiring at the end of this Congress.
“It’s been a struggle all my life and I just imagine it will continue to be the rest of my
life, but I will not give up.”
That the Senate's fight over rules changes would come down to an unconvinced
Manchin and Sinema might feel predictable. But it was a star-crossed appointment
the party almost had to keep; progressive activists have yearned for a whack at the
filibuster ever since Democrats won the 2020 election, and several have criticized
lawmakers for waiting too long to take one.
Schumer, however, wagered that his caucus first needed to coalesce around a
legislative vehicle that pitted it against Republicans. Once that occurred, some
Democrats privately hoped that Manchin would shift his opposition to unilateral rules
changes; after all, the West Virginian had reached out to Republicans and gotten no
support for his compromise elections bill.
But Manchin and Sinema only dug in further, prompting some other Democrats to
question whether the party needs to be more realistic with its outside groups about
how much it can accomplish with such slim congressional majorities.
All of which leaves Democrats in pre-election peril of sorts, having approved $1.9
trillion in Covid aid and a $500 billion bipartisan infrastructure deal but staking their
pitch to their voters on voting reform and social spending — both of which are
stalled.

With that in mind, the party is steadying its pitch for electing larger Democratic
majorities this fall, aware of its challenge given Biden's drop in approval and the
historical backlash in midterms against the party in power.
“There's no way around the devastation of promising a commitment to try to do
something around voting rights and not being able to make that commitment,” Rep.
Terri Sewell (D-Ala.) said in an interview.
“But at the same time … the continuous message that I have always given is that
every election is important and that elections do have consequences and every vote
does matter.”
In order to rethink their messaging to voters, some Democrats are urging their
leaders to kick the habit of over-promising and under-delivering that the election
reform and social spending bills have showcased.
Rep. Dean Phillips (D-Minn.) said he’s “afraid recent missteps have indicated” that
cycle hasn't changed yet. And Rep. Elissa Slotkin (D-Mich.) sees a similar problem in
a party that talks more about its losses than its wins.
“I don’t have a problem with the focus we’re putting on the basic tenets of democracy,
but we’re a big government,” Slotkin said.
“Do I think we’re always great at communicating? No. We have a major
communication issue, and I’ve been more and more vocal because I think it’s now
holding us back.”

The hidden blessing of China's and Russia's hostility
Erik Gartzke (opinion contributor) - The Hill
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With ongoing challenges such as COVID-19, persistent supply chain problems, the
highest inflation in nearly 40 years and domestic fractiousness, Americans at least
can count their foreign policy blessings.
At first glance, these may appear hard to find, with crises threatening to boil over on
both ends of the U.S. alliance network.
In Europe, Russia has deployed more than 100,000 troops to the border of its Western
neighbor, Ukraine, in what looks like overt staging for an invasion.
In Asia, China has intensified its military and political harassment of democratic
Taiwan, with bellicose communiques repeatedly emerging from Beijing.
Certainly, it is not a good time to be just beyond the frontier of the U.S. alliance
network. But whatever happens next - whether war or, hopefully, something less than
that - could have a silver lining for American interests.
Our adversaries are doing international affairs wrong, on so many levels. While
Washington cannot take much credit for the foibles of its peer competitors, at least it
can get out of the way and allow them to continue to make mistakes.
There was a time when being an American abroad was decidedly awkward. The
United States was, and is, the most powerful country in the world. This is hardly a
position that elicits much sympathy, and many observers abroad may consider
American foreign policy to be a bit bizarre.
In the previous two decades, the United States used its hegemonic moment to pursue
two unsuccessful wars in the Middle East, with only limited support from its allies.
The so-called "Coalition of the Willing" did more to advertise America's isolation
than to demonstrate much international willingness.
But the United States has the good fortune to be confronted by adversaries that are
even more boorish than America. China is nouveau-powerful - and acts like it. Every
time Beijing begins to look as if it might score a foreign policy victory, Chinese
Communist Party officials open their mouths and incite indignation in foreign
capitals.
Similarly, though Russia tries to refute perceptions that it is a declining power,
Russian President Vladimir Putin and his proxies behave as if they are in a great
hurry to exercise dominance over somebody, somewhere, before it is too late.
The impatience of America's chief adversaries, and their avariciousness for the
prerogatives and property of others, has made them decidedly less popular in the
world, even less popular than the United States. Indeed, it is America's relative
indifference to other nations' stuff that makes us so attractive to the world.
Better to have a well-fed guard dog than one who looks longingly at your leg. Despite
a record replete with mistakes, America benefits from the fact that, in most capitals
around the world, no one seriously thinks that Washington covets what they have.

Contrast this with Russia's or China's neighbors, most of whom are confronted by
recurring attempts to resettle their borders, on land and at sea.
At the same time that officials in Europe and Asia must contend with the prospect of
keeping America "in" militarily, they are increasingly challenged with keeping Russia
and China "out."
While neither problem is attractive, the former is much more palatable, and
resolvable, than the latter. Indeed, for Russia and China to achieve their imagined
New Year's resolutions involves the dissolution of other nations - Ukraine and Taiwan,
respectively - while America's primary goal for 2022, and the future, is mostly to be
left alone.
"Live and let live" is inevitably a more attractive attribute in a neighbor than a "what
is yours is mine" mentality. Our overarching value as an ally, beyond being powerful,
is that we won't take much, unlike other powerful nations, past and present.
This is why the United States has many security partners and why Russia and China
have few - far fewer than their power would imply. The goal in American foreign
policy should be to maintain and even enhance this contrast in objectives. We are
better than the much more rapacious alternatives. Left with these options, America
looks attractive indeed.
Many nations are eager to trade with wealthy, powerful autocratic states. China is
the number one manufacturing nation in the world. As its domestic markets grow, it
will continue to attract eager collaboration from abroad.
At the same time that Asia and the world flock to engage in commerce with China,
however, they are increasingly eager to balance China's influence by tightening their
security ties with Washington. Similarly, while Europeans are increasingly reliant on
Russia for natural gas, they also are looking to guard against the worst effects of
energy dependence on Moscow.
The ongoing crises involving Taiwan and Ukraine do much to highlight the
drawbacks of such relationships.
The problems that Russia and China face in peddling influence abroad are
fundamental. This is not a public relations issue that can be resolved through better
marketing. The rest of the world mostly does not trust them - and with good reason.
Other countries recognize their mercenary nature and will not go willingly to the
slaughter. Thus, for Putin and Chinese leader Xi Jinping, influence will prove very
costly.
In contrast, American influence has increased dramatically in recent years, as it has
become clear that we are the best game in town. Most nations have put aside their
qualms about partnering with Washington, because their need for security has
increased and American help remains a relatively good deal.

Indeed, it may be time for Americans to awake to a new era of increased leverage in
the world, as other nations finally need us more than we need them.

Feehery: DC will become the inverse of West Berlin
John Feehery (opinion contributor) - The Hill
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They used to say that Ginger Rogers could do anything Fred Astaire could do, except
backwards and in heels.
In the same vein, Washington, D.C., is doing everything West Berlin used to do,
except backwards and with a heavy dose socialism-radicalism.
West Berlin was a redoubt of capitalist freedom in a sea of Communist drudgery.
A relic of a broken-down peace agreement forged in the aftermath of the Second
World War, West Berlin stayed free as Eastern bloc oppression mandated by the
Soviet Union destroyed lives, shattered dreams and sucked the life out of the once
thriving German economy.
Washington, D.C., is becoming the exact opposite of West Berlin.
With the election of Glenn Youngkin in Virginia, the D.C. region will have two
Republican governors surrounding the nation's capital for the first time in decades.
The District has been moving quickly to the left for the last ten years or so, as young
white progressives move in and more pragmatic African-Americans move out. The
radicalism started first with banning plastic straws and then putting a nickel tax on
plastic bags.
That shifted into an animosity towards the police in the wake of the Black Lives
Matter riots, the wide acceptance of tent cities, and the approval of pop-up pot stores
that allow residents to smoke a doobie whenever the mood strikes.

Despite having a huge budget surplus, the D.C. city council last year moved to raise
taxes on just about everybody who has a job in the name of taxing the rich.
It mandated that school kids have to wear masks, despite flimsy evidence that such
mask mandates work, and has extended that requirement to gyms and retail stores.
Mayor Muriel Bowser then required retailers in the city to check the vaccine papers
of all who enter their stores. Those vaccine papers must be cross-referenced with a
photo ID.
Bowser has long called Republican efforts to require photo identification for voting
racist, so this new vaccine/photo ID shopping/eating mandate is stunning hypocrisy.
The fact that her new directive went into effect over Martin Luther King weekend,
when about half of the Black residents in the city are not vaccinated, is just icing on
the cake.
Bowser might be Black, but she has taken all of these measures to please the white
progressive radicals who now make up the lion's share of the Democratic primary.
The end result will be a capital city that is more expensive, more dangerous, more
woke, less business friendly, more autocratic, less dynamic and less free.
As D.C. descends into a Democratic dystopia, Virginia will become a bastion of
freedom and free enterprise. While the D.C. schools will only get worse, the parents'
movement in the Old Dominion will make Virginia's public school system great again.
While crime festers in the nation's capital, law and order will be reinvigorated by
Virginia's new attorney general. While the city council screws around with expensive
mandates and higher taxes, the new governor will adopt business-friendly policies,
will cut taxes and spur real economic growth.
Maryland Gov. Larry Hogan has already received the message about a new Virginia
regime and he has moved to cut taxes to make Maryland more competitive with its
neighbor and rival.
But Washington, D.C. won't get the message. It can't get the message. It is living in an
ideological bubble, driven by white radicals who believe that capitalism is bad, that
law and order is racist and that totalitarian vaccine passports are not only
appropriate but necessary for the betterment of society and for the purging of the
great unwashed and unvaxxed.
Washington, D.C., will soon become the inverse of West Berlin. Instead of a shining
example of western freedom in a sea of Communist authoritarianism, it will soon
become a Democratic dystopia wedged in between two states run by Republican
governors who value freedom, free enterprise, law and order and schools that work.

California freezes hundreds of thousands of suspicious disability insurance claims
Brad Dress - The Hill
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California's labor department froze 345,000 disability insurance claims the state
suspects are connected to fraudulent actors looking to exploit the system.
The state's Employment Development Department (EDD) said in a news release on
Jan. 13 that it suspected "organized criminal elements" of filing false claims using
stolen credentials from doctors or other medical professionals.
The department froze 27,000 suspicious medical provider registrants and 345,000
claims associated with those providers or other suspicious activity.
The EDD is asking medical providers to complete identification forms to confirm
identities as the state works to unfreeze accounts that are authentic.
"While the majority of these providers and claims were likely fraud attempts, the
Department has partnered with state regulators and medical provider organizations
to coordinate the verification process to clear any legitimate claims as quickly as
possible," the press release read.
"This is EDD's top priority."
The pandemic revealed that many states were vulnerable to fraudulent claims for
insurance benefits issued by the state and federal government to assist people affected
by the novel coronavirus. California has lost $20 billion to fraudulent
claims, according to the Los Angeles Times.
California is still in the process of unfreezing 1.4 million Pandemic Unemployment
Assistance claims it suspended in light of fraud concerns. One in five of residents
have refiled claims for PUA so far, and 90 percent of those claims have been cleared
by the state, according to the Jan. 13 update.

Disability insurance assists Americans who struggle with a disability. Until the
suspended claims are reprocessed, some people who rely on those benefits say they
will struggle.
Theresa Holt told Fox KTVU she was "angry" after she had recent medical issues and
could not access her disability insurance.
"I'm stuck in this loophole that they've created. I feel it's unacceptable," she said.
But the sheer number of fraudulent claims and the amount of stolen dollars in
California has some questioning how fraud has become so easy.
Sen. Richard Pan, a pediatrician who represents Sacramento for the state congress,
told the Los Angeles Times that people can easily look up identities online.
"I think it speaks to the issue of privacy on the internet and the opportunity it gives
people who want to scam and try to take over other people's identity," he said.

Anthony Fauci's China Investments Revealed
John Feng - Newsweek
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The spat between Sen. Roger Marshall (R-KS) and Dr. Anthony Fauci continued this
week when the White House's chief medical adviser was accused of holding
"significant investments" in China.
The pair clashed during a recent Senate committee hearing over Fauci's salary and
financial records. The senator requested and received further financial disclosures,
which he then published through his office on January 14.

During a Fox News appearance on Tuesday, Marshall told Sean Hannity that Fauci
had lied about his financial records being publicly accessible. Fauci said his earnings
have been a matter of public record for nearly four decades.
"But now we know why. Dr. Fauci and his spouse made almost $2 million during
2020," Marshall said. "So during 2020, you'd recall, if you were a bartender or a
barber, you couldn't make a living, but Dr. Fauci managed to squeak together almost
$2 million."
"A significant amount of these investments are investments in China and Hong Kong,"
said Marshall. Asked again by Hannity, the senator said: "He had significant
investments in China through one of his mutual funds."
A Newsweek review of the documents Fauci supplied to Marshall showed only one
connection to China, through the Matthews Pacific Tiger Fund run by
California-based investment firm Matthews Asia.
According to the company's third-quarter report, 42.7 percent of the fund traded in
"China/Hong Kong" stock, including household names Tencent and Alibaba.
However, second on the country list was Taiwan, at 16 percent. In fact, Taiwan's
TSMC—the world's leading semiconductor manufacturer—topped the fund's company
holdings at 6.4 percent.
TSMC, which the United States sees as a critical player in the restructured supply
chain of the post-pandemic era, is in the process of building a fabrication plant in
Phoenix, Arizona.
Fauci's additional disclosures showed that between 2019 and 2020, he owned shares
valued in the hundreds of thousands in the Matthews Pacific Tiger Fund, but his
unrealized gains were only in the tens of thousands. His investments in the fund
returned cash dividend that ranged from several hundred to just over $1,500.
Overall, Fauci appeared to put in more than he took out. The documents showed
short- and long-term reinvestments in the thousands of dollars in December 2020.
On January 15, Adam Andrzejewski, head of the transparency group OpenTheBooks,
wrote in Forbes that the Fauci household's net worth exceeded $10.4 million—$8.4
million under Fauci and $2.1 million under his wife, Christine Grady.
Indirect investments linked to China would appear to make up a small portion of that
amount. The Fauci family earned $1.77 million in federal income, benefits, royalties
and investment in 2020, Andrzejewski's analysis showed.
"Some on the right have speculated that Fauci may have profited off the pandemic.
The disclosures show that he's invested in fairly broadly targeted mutual funds, with
no reported holdings of individual stocks," he wrote.
Fauci has become public enemy number one in conservative circles following clashes
with a number of Republican lawmakers over the National Institutes of Health's ties

with so-called "gain-of-function" research at the Wuhan Institute of Virology, where
former President Donald Trump and others believe the coronavirus escaped to infect
and kill millions across the globe, including some 850,000 Americans.
However, the exact origin of SARS-CoV-2, the virus that causes COVID-19, remains
unclear, with the Chinese government having already rejected the WHO's phase two
origin-tracing proposal last summer.
Members of the GOP say they want more transparency between federal funding and
research in foreign countries. In addition, Sen. Marshall plans to introduce the
FAUCI Act in order to mandate unredacted financial disclosures.

Chinese Investment in U.S. Plane Maker Draws FBI, National-Security Reviews
Kate O’Keeffe - The Wall Street
The FBI and a U.S. investment-screening panel are investigating a Chinese
investment in an aircraft startup following allegations of improper technology
transfer to China, according to people familiar with the matter and documents
reviewed by The Wall Street Journal.

Alejandro Cegarra/Bloomberg News Chinese Investment in U.S. Plane Maker Draws
FBI, National-Security Reviews
Under review is a Chinese government-backed investment company’s nearly 47%
stake—the largest of any shareholder—in Icon Aircraft Inc., a California-based
maker of small recreational, amphibious planes.

A group of U.S. shareholders has accused the Chinese firm of hollowing out Icon
and moving its technology, which the Americans say has possible military
applications, to China.
The Committee on Foreign Investment in the U.S., an interagency panel that can
recommend that the president block or unwind deals on national-security grounds,
began its review in late November after the American shareholders urged it to
intervene, according to documents and the people familiar with the matter.
The Federal Bureau of Investigation has also initiated a separate probe into possible
criminal violations related to the deal and the alleged transfer of technology,
according to the people and one of the documents.
The review by Cfius underscores its heightened scrutiny on investment from China
amid hostile U.S.-China relations and the two governments’ battle to dominate
technologies they see as crucial to future economic and military competitiveness.
Shanghai Pudong Science and Technology Investment Co., or PDSTI, said in legal
filings that its investment in Icon saved it from collapse and that licensing its
technology to a Chinese company will bring in needed capital.
A person close to PDSTI said the American shareholders’ call for a Cfius review is
“an example of how the Cfius process can be improperly weaponized against a
good-faith investor.”
A lawyer for Icon said its aircraft don’t have military applications and the company
doesn’t see PDSTI’s investment as a national-security concern. The company is fully
cooperating with Cfius and expects the panel to conclude its review at the end of
February, the lawyer said.
A spokeswoman for the Treasury Department, which leads Cfius, declined to comment
as did the FBI. The lawyer for Icon and representatives for PDSTI said they haven’t
been contacted by the FBI.
Icon, founded in 2006 by a former Air Force pilot and a former product-design
lecturer at Stanford University, produces a carbon-fiber plane with foldable wings
capable of land and water takeoffs and landings, according to the American
shareholders.
The plane is designed for recreational use, said Icon’s website. The American
shareholders, in a memo to Cfius reviewed by the Journal, said the aircraft could be
modified to function as a militarized drone.
Icon attracted board members influential in aviation. One was Linden Blue, vice
chairman of General Atomics, which makes the Predator drones used by the U.S.
military. Phil Condit, a former CEO of Boeing Co., also joined the board and is an
investor.

The group of American shareholders that appealed to Cfius includes Mr. Condit,
Icon’s co-founders Kirk Hawkins and Steen Strand, and multiple investment firms. Mr.
Hawkins remains a board member.
In their memo to Cfius, the group said Icon initially didn’t seek the panel’s blessing
because PDSTI’s investment started out small in 2015. The memo cited Cfius’s
approval of a 2011 deal by China’s state-owned aviation giant China Aviation
Industry Corp, known as AVIC, to buy Minnesota-based private-aircraft maker Cirrus
Industries Inc.
By 2017, PDSTI had amassed its dominant stake in Icon, according to the group of
American shareholders. Then, they said in the memo and in court filings, the Chinese
company began installing board members and executives, pressuring others and
laying plans to transfer Icon’s technology to China.
The Americans filed suit against PDSTI in Delaware in June seeking to stop its
alleged expropriation of Icon’s technology; PDSTI said the lawsuit’s claims are
meritless. Two months later the American shareholders filed their memo to Cfius,
urging the panel to unwind the deal.
Messrs. Condit and Blue resigned from Icon’s board in 2018 and 2019, respectively,
to protest PDSTI’s management, according to the June lawsuit. In his resignation
letter, cited in the suit, Mr. Condit said he was stepping down, given “the complete
disregard for my advice and counsel.”
In May 2020, then-senior Icon executive David Crook declined PDSTI’s offer to be
the aircraft company’s president. He wrote, “It is obvious that PDSTI’s plan for
ICON is to reduce its operations to a minimum and destroy any potential for the US
business until they can move it to China to serve their own interest,” according to a
filing by the plaintiffs in the Delaware suit. Mr. Crook, who isn’t part of the American
shareholders group suing PDSTI, said he stands by that comment.
Nearly a year later, in March 2021, PDSTI shipped an Icon plane to China, and in
April the firm began a process to license Icon’s intellectual property, which will give
it “rights to siphon ICON technology back to China with no restrictions,” the
shareholders allege in their memo to Cfius.
In that memo, dated Aug. 1, the minority shareholders said that the situation had
developed into “specifically the kind of national security situation” for which the
Cfius process is intended.
“ICON’s aircraft technology and advanced materials and aerospace manufacturing
capabilities should not be allowed to fall into the hands” of China, said the memo.
“Without expeditious CFIUS intervention, this may occur within months.”
Icon’s lawyer said the company’s sole plane model, called the A5, is built from
commercial, off-the-shelf products and is “wholly unsuited for any military
applications.”

The A5 “does not have any autonomous piloting, artificial intelligence or machine
learning capabilities,” the lawyer said, adding that Icon doesn’t manufacture, design,
develop, or test navigation technology or advanced materials.
PDSTI has said in filings in the Delaware lawsuit that, while it has the ability to
appoint the majority of Icon’s board, it too is a minority stockholder with a 46.7%
stake and doesn’t exercise corporate control over Icon.
PDSTI has invested “hundreds of millions of dollars” in Icon since 2015 and secured
more funding from outside investors, thereby saving Icon from collapse under prior
“disastrous leadership,” according to the filings.

Pfizer CEO Predicts ‘Return to Normal’ by Spring
But Expects COVID-19 to Circulate for Years.
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Pfizer CEO Albert Bourla told French news outlets in recent interviews that, while he
expects COVID-19 to continue to circulate for many years, he thinks future waves
won’t be beset by major restrictions while predicting life will return to “normal”
around springtime.
Bourla told French news outlet Le Figaro in an interview published Jan. 16 that he
expects a “return to normal life” at some point in spring of this year, with the caveat
that the dynamics of COVID-19 mutations and spread cloud the accuracy of any
predictions.
At the same time, Bourla predicted that COVID-19 would continue to circulate for
many years to come.

“This is a virus that has spread all over the world so it is very difficult to get rid of,”
Bourla told BFM TV.
Bourla also said Pfizer was planning to invest over half a billion dollars in France
over the next five years to boost global production of its COVID-19 pill Paxlovid,
which obtained emergency approval in the United States in December.
The investment will pertain to the production of active pharmaceutical ingredient
(API) for Paxlovid at a plant run by French pharmaceutical group Novasep,
which announced on Jan. 17 it had signed a letter of intent with Pfizer to bolster the
drugmaker’s global supply chain of the pill.
“We are honored by this renewed proof of confidence, Pfizer being a long-time
customer of Novasep and we are of course proud to contribute to the manufacturing
of this medicine which has shown in clinical trials to have a positive impact on
hospitalization among at-risk COVID-19 patients,” Novasep CEO Dr. Michel
Spagnol said in a statement.
Clinical trials have shown Paxlovid to be nearly 90 percent effective in preventing
hospitalizations and deaths in patients at high risk of severe illness.
Novasep said it expects its facility in Mourenx, France, will be incorporated into
Pfizer’s growing manufacturing network of suppliers by the third quarter of 2022,
bringing the total global supply of Paxlovid up to 120 million patient packets by the
end of the year.
Other sites in Ireland and Italy are part of Pfizer’s manufacturing network for the
pill.
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