The latest News Around Us in Sept#15
India Is Ignoring a Nightmare Snakebite Massacre
Hanan Zaffar - The daily Beast
NEW DELHI—An onslaught of fatal snakebite attacks is sweeping India and killing
tens of thousands each year—and so far, the government’s response has been to
ignore, trivialize, and cover up the crisis altogether.
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A 2020 study, which was based on verbal autopsies, suggests that on average, close to
58,000 Indian citizens die each year due to snakebites.
In contrast, the country’s government reports ridiculously low numbers: In 2018, the
Health and Family Welfare minister Ashwini Kumar Choubey declared that only 689
snake-related deaths had occurred in India that year—a fraction of the figure
referenced in the study, and one that any expert would quickly balk at.
Shashikant Dubey, 28, was working in his rice fields last month in Niwari, a small
rural district in central India’s Madhya Pradesh state, when he suddenly felt a
burning sensation in his hand. “The pain was such that I felt like someone had
skinned my hand,” Dubey told The Daily Beast.
At first, he thought a scorpion had stung him, but as his hand started turning black he
realized that he had been bitten by a venomous snake. Growing up, Dubey had often
seen people in his village dying after getting bitten by snakes. Instead of a hospital,
villagers would often be taken to a local quack who would bathe them in milk and
water, hoping that it would please their deity (in Hindu culture, milk is considered to
have purifying qualities) and their lives would be saved.
But last year, when a vegetable seller in the village died after the quack refused to let
her family take her to the hospital, a sense of repulsion against the tradition began to
grow in Dubey’s community.

“That death was subconsciously stuck in my mind. So I immediately planned to go to
the hospital rather than to the village quack, " Dubey said. But the nearest hospital
with access to the anti-venom is more than 10 km away from his village, and Dubey
was advised by other villagers to deep cut his hand and let the 'dirty' blood out until
he managed to rush to a doctor.
By the time he was taken to the hospital, his blood oxygen saturation levels had
dropped significantly and his condition had worsened. Over the next few days, he was
injected with 40 doses of anti-venom vials.
Still, Dubey was lucky. He survived. But Salman Qamar’s 24-year-old friend,
Akhilesh Thapa, wasn't.
“Akhilesh was sleeping in his home when a snake bit him. It was nighttime and we
couldn't immediately arrange transport to carry him to the hospital. And ultimately
when we did, it was too late and he died on the way [to the hospital],” Qamar, a
resident of Bettiah area near the Indo-Nepal border, told The Daily Beast.
Qamar says such incidents are all too common in his village.
“Last year, a lady who was living near my house went to the toilet during the night
and a snake bit her. It was during monsoon and it was dark so when the snake bit her
she thought it was some insect,” he said.
“Due to the darkness, she couldn’t realize that it was a snake and then she slept.
During the night the venom spread throughout her body and she eventually died,”
Qamar explained.
There are many reasons for India’s snakebite crisis, including a lack of first aid
facilities, dependence on ‘spiritual healers’ or quacks, and an overwhelming
population living near agricultural fields where snakes come to hunt rodents.
Another factor is India’s reverence for snakes: Hindus consider Shiva, one of the
principal deities of Hinduism, as being ‘the lord of the snakes.’ During a festival last
month, a 25-year-old man in India’s eastern state of Bihar died while handling snakes
at a religious festival.
“I get eight to 10 rescue calls each day. Some days it goes up to 15 or 20 calls a day,"
Surya Keerthi, a wildlife conservationist and public educator who has rescued more
than 6,000 snakes in the last three years, told The Daily Beast.
“Most of the time what happens is that when farmers are harvesting or planting the
crops, that’s when they accidentally step on snakes who then bite them.”
According to experts, the scarcity of basic health centers near these villages is one of
the reasons behind the many casualties, as patients can’t get medical attention fast
enough.
“People invariably waste a lot of time trying to get to medical facilities, which leads
to many deaths,” says Avinash Visvanathan, general secretary of Friends of Snake
Society, an Indian nonprofit organization dedicated to the protection of snakes.

“And there are many quacks and faith healers who further waste time and victims
usually end up going to these faith healers and quacks before they reach out to
medical facilities. This considerable delay between the snakebite and the time to take
treatment is the main reason why there are so many complications and so many
deaths.”
Although the majority of the 300 species of snakes found in India are non-venomous,
four very dangerous ones—the Indian cobra, the Common Krait, the Russell’s Viper
and the Saw-scaled Viper—kill a large number of Indians each year.
Visvanathan believes the number of snake-related cases are highly under-reported
because the government is not making the effort to properly document the cases or
make the data available to researchers and experts working on snakebite mitigation.
Addressing this crisis won’t be an easy task. “First and foremost it needs to be made
a notifiable disease, then only we can get a real picture,” says Visvanathan.
Making it a a notifiable disease means that doctors, whether in government or private
hospitals, have to report all cases of snakebite deaths to the administration. Experts
say that not making it a notifiable disease makes it easier for the government to hide
numbers.
Priyanka Kadam, president and founder of the Snakebite Healing and Education
Society in Mumbai, believes the narrow perspective of India’s health ministry is that
only communicable diseases should be made notifiable.
“So we have data about tuberculosis, cholera and other diseases. We now even have
made rabies a notifiable disease but not snakebites,” says Kadam.
Lack of resources and stunted distribution of anti-venom in rural hospitals is another
problem. “Because of the lack of equipment and trained staff in government-run
primary health centers, the situation is aggravated,” says Visvanatha.
Doctors in the country also say that there is a lack of awareness among the masses
about how to seek immediate help, which drastically increases causality numbers.
“An overwhelming majority of the cases are asymptomatic, bitten by non-venomous
snakes. Yet we have many casualties and morbidities because of lack of awareness”
says Dr. Ramachandra Kumar, a government doctor from Nalanda Medical College
and Hospital in the eastern Indian state of Bihar.
“What we see is that the patients bitten by snakes suffer other injuries like cuts and
bruises which aggravate the problem. In order to ooze out the blood, people make
cuts around the snakebite area using whatever available accessories like knives and
stilettos.
They even apply pressure by tying cloth near the bite to stop blood reaching to other
parts of the body," says Kumar, explaining that these DIY treatment methods often
lead to further complications.

According to Visvanathan, without support from the government, there’s no end to
India’s snakebite crisis in sight.
“The major problem with the snakebite is we actually lack data, we don’t have a
baseline data and we don’t have the mechanism to capture the gravity of the problem,”
he said.
“The government, for some strange reason, is sitting on it.”

The world was watching, but not listening, when Biden met world leaders
William Moloney (opinion contributor) - The Hill
Predicting the future is risky business, and even deciphering the present can be
problematical, but when explaining the past, consensus often arrives swiftly and
cruelly - as has been the case as the world seemingly has rushed in to pass judgment
on escalating calamities that have befallen the United States.

Getty Images The world was watching, but not listening, when Biden met world
leaders
The Economist asked four leading thinkers - author Robert Kaplan, political scientist
Francis Fukuyama, diplomat Henry Kissinger, and historian Niall Ferguson - to
opine generally on America's future, and particularly on whether the U.S. will be able
to maintain its influence on global politics in the future.
While in broad agreement on the fact of American decline, they brought varying
perspectives on causation and what the path to the future might look like.
Kissinger's diagnosis was particularly compelling: "The United States has torn itself
apart in its counterinsurgent efforts because of its inability to define attainable goals
and to link them in a way that is sustainable by the American political process."
In a recent Wall St. Journal article, "American Global Leadership Is In Retreat,"
Walter Russell Mead examined the world's dilemmas through an even wider lens and

declared that the root cause of American decline - and more generally, the Western
world's dysfunction - stems from the fact that "globalists have so far failed to master
the challenges of the 21st century."
To understand the meaning of this judgment, we must go back 30 years to the collapse
of the Soviet Union, the end of the Cold War, and the appearance of Fukuyama's
influential book, "The End of History and the Last Man," in which he posited that the
worldwide spread of liberal democracy signaled the "end point" of humanity's
sociocultural evolution and that system would become the final form of human
government.
However imperfectly understood, this doctrine in one form or another became the
principal animating force behind political, economic and foreign policy throughout
the Western world and beyond. It advanced dramatically with an aura of
triumphalism nowhere more toxically than in the United States, which assumed unto
itself the role of world leader and arbiter of the fate of other nations.
The governing mechanism of this New World came to be known as the "rules-based
international order," which sought to empower supra-national organizations such as
the United Nations, the European Union, the World Trade Organization, the World
Bank and others as substitutes for nation-states that had been responsible for wars
and economic disasters plaguing mankind for centuries.
While theoretically attractive, this new regime of globalism was greatly responsible
for growing ills such as income inequality, class warfare within and among nations,
and latterly, a rising tide of populism, in which the working classes of many nations
turned against the elites who controlled the economy and politics and amassed vast
wealth while disrespecting poor people's lives and values.
All of this history is the necessary backdrop to understanding President Biden's recent
speech at the United Nations, given that the "rules-based international order" has
been exposed as dysfunctional and even counterproductive, largely owing to repeated
and unpunished violations of said rules by authoritarian states.
They use them skillfully to hamstring and manipulate the liberal democracies, which
foolishly have continued to obey the rules even after it has been demonstrated
repeatedly that totalitarian rogue states - China, Russia, Iran and North Korea - are
playing by a very different and dangerous set of rules.
Had Biden with some humility acknowledged past mistakes, both recent and more
distant, and proposed a bold change of course credibly aimed at rectifying errors, the
applause he heard might have been sincere and even hopeful.
Instead, a wondering audience and worried world heard a speech that seemed to
come out of a time warp, in which it was still 1991 and not 2021 - lofty rhetoric still
celebrating the triumph of liberal democracy, delivered by the strong and purposeful
leader of an America with realistic plans for a better world, as well as the strength
and will to implement them. Instead of such a clarion call, however, the United
Nations heard only the fading notes of an uncertain trumpet echoing a world gone by.

Unsurprisingly, people are disinclined to listen when the words they hear are simply
no longer believable.
(William Moloney is a Fellow in Conservative Thought at Colorado Christian
University's Centennial Institute who studied at Oxford and the University of London
and received his Doctorate from Harvard University. He is a former Colorado
Commissioner of Education.)

Biden's fellow Democrats scramble to prevent shutdown, default
David Morgan & Susan Cornwell - Reuters

Reuters/ELIZABETH FRANTZ FILE PHOTO: U.S. Senate Majority Leader Chuck
Schumer and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi hold a news conference on Capitol Hill
WASHINGTON (Reuters) -President Joe Biden's fellow Democrats sought to head off
both a government shutdown and a potentially economically crippling U.S. credit
default on Tuesday while also trying to agree on a mammoth tax and spending
package for his ambitious social policy agenda.
Democrats had hoped to avoid a partial government shutdown and to suspend the
federal debt ceiling with a single vote. But they were blocked on Monday in the Senate
by Republicans, who said the two matters should be dealt with separately.
On Tuesday, Democrats moved to tackle those issues on their own.
Senate Democratic Leader Chuck Schumer said he would try to hold a vote to raise
the debt limit, which could pass with just the support of the chamber's 48 Democrats
and the two independents allied with them.
But Republicans would still need to agree to hold the vote in the first place, and
several members of the party have said they oppose that idea.

The House of Representatives will also hold votes to extend government funding and
raise the debt limit "in the next couple of days, surely," said Steny Hoyer, the
chamber's No. 2 Democrat.
Lawmakers have just three days to avert a possible government shutdown by midnight
Thursday, the end of the current fiscal year.
Failure to do so
https://www.reuters.com/world/us/what-happens-when-us-federal-government-shutsdown-2021-09-27 could results in furloughs for hundreds of thousands of federal
workers in the middle of a public health crisis.
The Democrats hold slim majorities in the Senate and the House, which are up for
grabs in next year's midterm elections.
Congressional Democrats also will seek a way to raise the government's $28.4 trillion
borrowing cap before the Treasury Department runs out of ways to service the
nation's debt.
Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen has said the Treasury will likely exhaust
extraordinary measures by Oct. 18.
Fiscal brinkmanship has become a regular feature of U.S. politics over the past
decade thanks to ongoing partisan polarization.
The most recent government shutdown, occurring during the presidency of Biden's
Republican predecessor, Donald Trump, lasted 35 days before ending in January
2019.
"This isn't your typical Washington fracas," Schumer said on the Senate floor after
Monday's vote. "It has far more severe consequences than the typical political
catfight."
Democrats point out that much of the nation's new debt was incurred during Trump's
administration.
A government shutdown or a default would be a setback for the Democrats, who have
portrayed themselves as the party of responsible government after Trump's chaotic
presidency.
Democrats are also struggling to unite behind two pillars of Biden's domestic policy
agenda: a $1 trillion infrastructure bill and a $3.5 trillion social spending package.
Two key Democratic moderates, Senator Kyrsten Sinema and Senator Joe Manchin,
were headed to the White House on Tuesday to discuss the social spending bill,
sources said.
Both senators have said the $3.5 trillion price tag is too high.
Democrats originally planned to handle both bills in tandem. But at a party caucus
meeting on Monday, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said her chamber would vote on the

infrastructure bill on Thursday even though lawmakers are still negotiating the social
spending bill, including its total cost.
Centrist Democrats have balked at the scale of the social spending package. The
White House and top lawmakers may narrow some benefits to bring the price tag
down, sources say, but they have yet to settle on a figure.
Lawmakers on the party's left have threatened to torpedo the infrastructure bill. They
have expressed concern that the plan to expand health and education benefits and
fight climate change could fall by the wayside if Congress prioritizes spending on
highways, broadband and other infrastructure.
(Reporting by Richard Cowan, David Morgan and Susan Cornwell; Editing by Andy
Sullivan, Will Dunham and Jonathan Oatis)

Marine who criticized military leadership for Afghan withdrawal in the brig
Mike Brest - Examiner
The U.S. Marine who went viral after speaking out against the leaders of the military
for the flawed Afghan withdrawal is currently in the brig awaiting a hearing.
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Lt. Col. Stuart Scheller is “currently in pre-trial confinement in the Regional Brig for
Marine Corps Installations East aboard Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune pending
an Article 32 preliminary hearing,” Capt. Sam Stephenson, a spokesman for Training
and Education Command, told Task & Purpose, who first reported Scheller’s
detention.
“The time, date, and location of the proceedings have not been determined," he added.
"Lt. Col. Scheller will be afforded all due process.”

Scheller first gained notoriety last month when he posted a video on social media
calling for accountability from military leaders for the way the Afghan withdrawal
occurred, including the ISIS-K terror attack that killed 13 U.S. service members and
more than 170 Afghan nationals.
"The reason people are so upset on social media right now is not because the Marine
on the battlefield let someone down," he said in the first of his viral videos.
"People are upset because their senior leaders let them down. And none of them are
raising their hands and accepting accountability or saying, 'We messed up.'"
Scheller's dad, Stuart Scheller Sr. defended his son's comments saying he was looking
for "accountability."
“All our son did is ask the questions that everybody was asking themselves, but they
were too scared to speak out loud," he told Task & Purpose. “He was asking for
accountability. In fact, I think he even asked for an apology that we made mistakes,
but they couldn’t do that, which is mind-blowing.”
A day after Scheller published his first video, he posted an update notifying the public
that he had been "relieved of duty" and "will probably do some jail time."

US general warned Taliban of airstrikes days before they took Kabul: report
Alex Gangitano - the Hill
Gen. Frank McKenzie, the head of the U.S. Central Command, warned Taliban
leaders in the final days of the U.S. military withdrawal from Afghanistan to keep
fighters outside of Kabul, NBC reported.
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McKenzie met with Taliban leader Abdul Ghani Baradar in Qatar in August and
showed him a map with a circle around Kabul, telling him the U.S. will strike Taliban
fighters if they enter the circle, NBC reported, citing three senior defense officials.
The Taliban agreed to McKenzie's demands but said some fighters were already
inside the circle at the time and wouldn't leave. The group also offered a liaison for
security around the airport to the U.S.
But, the next day, more Taliban fighters entered the capital city and the U.S. did not
retaliate with an airstrike.
The Taliban swept into Kabul on Aug. 15, the day Afghan President Ashraf Ghani fled
the country, and were quickly seen occupying the presidential palace and sitting at
the president's desk.
The news of McKenzie's warning to the Taliban comes as a Senate panel prepares to
hear testimony Tuesday on Afghanistan.
McKenzie, Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. Mark Milley and Defense Secretary
Lloyd Austin are set to appear on Tuesday morning before the Senate Armed Services
Committee for the first time since the chaotic exit from Afghanistan.

Mitch McConnell says the US won't default on its debt as he pushes the US closer
to defaulting on its debt
Joseph Zeballos-Roig - Business Insider (jzeballos@businessinsider.com )

Scott J. Applewhite/AP Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., listens as
the Senate Rules Committee holds a hearing on the "For the People Act," which
would expand access to voting and other voting reforms, at the Capitol in Washington,
Wednesday, March 24, 2021. Scott J. Applewhite/AP
Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell is insisting the US won't default on its debt,
after spearheading a Republican drive to reject a debt limit hike. The effort brought
the nation closer to being unable to cover its bills within three weeks.

"I know the country is not going to default. I know they have the votes to do this," the
Kentucky Republican told Politico in an interview published Tuesday. "I don't have
any doubt that they will take care of this."
He predicted Democrats would achieve a debt limit hike because "we always do."
McConnell, alongside all Senate Republicans, blocked a measure averting a
government shutdown and debt default on Monday as the GOP stepped up efforts to
undercut President Joe Biden's agenda. It's forced Democrats to scramble for
alternatives with Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen warning of a default on Oct. 18.
"The full faith and credit of the United States should not be put at risk," she wrote in a
letter to Congressional leaders.
Republicans like McConnell say they back raising the borrowing cap, but argue
Democrats should do it alone to finance their planned $3.5 trillion spending plan in
reconciliation. It's the maneuver Democrats are employing to skirt fierce GOP
opposition and approve the package with a simple majority vote.
But Democrats and experts counter that lifting the debt ceiling covers past
expenditures and needed to be raised this year regardless of Democratic spending
plans.
A party-line debt-limit hike in reconciliation could be fraught with peril for
Democrats, given the tight timeline, narrow margin of error, and numerous
procedural hoops shaping the process.
"We have to raise the debt ceiling"
Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer said Tuesday he would attempt to approve a
debt ceiling increase via unanimous consent later in the day, a tactic aimed at
approving the measure with a simple majority vote. The tricky thing about this is that
any single lawmaker can torpedo it with a "no" vote.
Republicans appeared intent on blocking that as well in a sign they want to inflict
maximum pain on Democrats and drag out the process. "There is no universe in
which I am going to consent to lower the threshold and make it easier for [Schumer]
to do so," Sen. Ted Cruz told reporters on Tuesday as he pledged to oppose it. He
accused Schumer of playing "political games."
Sen. John Cornyn of Texas told Insider, "I think I'll be the first to object" to the move,
predicting other Senate Republicans would join him. Sen. Ron Johnson of Wisconsin
also told reporters he'd also object.
The consequences of a potential default could have a large impact on the American
economy. Once the Treasury is unable to pay back debt already owed, it'd have to
prioritize certain federal initiatives over others. But millions of seniors could face an
abrupt halt in Social Security checks, and US soldiers could miss out on their
paychecks. The White House has warned of potential cuts for safety net programs like
Medicaid.

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said at a press conference on Tuesday that House
Democrats were eyeing potential alternatives. Among those included minting a $1
trillion coin suggested by Reps. Jerry Nadler of New York and John Yarmuth of
Kentucky, along with another bill that would require Congressional action and a
presidential signature to reject raising the debt limit.
"We have to raise the debt ceiling," she said
China Tells NATO to Stay Out of Asia
John Feng - Newsweek

NATO NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg (top) meets China's Foreign
Ministry Wang Yi for a virtual dialogue on September 27, 2021.
China told NATO on Monday to focus its attention on transatlantic issues, raising
objections to the deployment of foreign military vessels and aircraft near the country
in recent years.
In their first formal dialogue since a tense exchange of statements in June, Chinese
Foreign Minister Wang Yi told NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg to take a
"rational and objective view" of Beijing. Both parties should avoid "misinformation,
lies and rumors," Wang said, without elaborating.
"China has not been, and will not be, a rival to NATO," Wang added. In a statement
carried by the Foreign Ministry on Tuesday, the talks were described as "positive and
constructive."
Stoltenberg returned the sentiment with the assurance that the transatlantic alliance
"does not see China as an adversary," before calling on China "to uphold its
international commitments and act responsibly in the international system,"
according to a NATO readout on its website.
Stoltenberg raised the group's continued concerns over "China's coercive policies,"
while pressing the Chinese official on his country's "expanding nuclear arsenal" as
well as its opaque military spending and modernization.

"The Secretary General urged China to engage meaningfully in dialogue,
confidence-building and transparency measures regarding its nuclear capabilities
and doctrine," said NATO, which also released a Mandarin version of its statement,
but large parts—including the Stoltenberg's concerns—didn't appear in the Chinese
Foreign Ministry's readout.
Wang expressed Beijing's opposition to "close-in" operations around China by ships
and planes belonging to NATO members. His objections, which didn't single out any
particular nation, failed to feature in the group's statement.
"The Asia-Pacific region does not need new military blocs, nor should there be
confrontation between major powers, even less cliques designed to incite a new Cold
War," Wang said. "NATO should adhere to its original geographic positioning."
Beijing has been highly critical of U.S.-led NATO operations in Afghanistan,
particularly following last month's hasty withdrawal. China has retained embassy
services in Kabul and has looked favorably upon the Taliban's new government.
Holding the Taliban Accountable
Stoltenberg and Wang touched on Afghanistan, with the former expressing NATO's
expectation for China to jointly "hold the Taliban accountable for their commitments
on countering terrorism and upholding human rights, not least the rights of women."
Beijing, meanwhile, is most concerned with the Taliban's relations with Uyghurs and
other Muslim minorities groups that have opposed its governance in northwestern
China, where the two countries share a short, mountainous border.
NATO policy traditionally centers on Russia's perceived threat to Europe, but the
alliance made multiple references to concerns surrounding China's ambitions when
President Joe Biden visited its headquarters in Brussels in June.
The NATO communique, which elicited a strong response from Beijing, reflected
majority views on China's military growth, but especially its increased political
influence across the globe.
The North Atlantic military bloc nonetheless remains focused on Europe, while
members—most notably France—have questioned whether NATO and China have
anything to do with one another other at all.
But as Biden continues to rally American allies for what he has framed as a fight
between democracy and authoritarianism, China will want to avoid alienating
another security-oriented bloc, in spite of ongoing strife with some of its key members
including the U.S., the U.K. and Canada.

‘Nightmare scenario’: Biden’s delay in appointing FCC leaders could lead to a
Republican takeover
Andrew Wyrich - Daily Dot

President Joe Biden's delay in announcing his plans for what to do with the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) has left him close to what seemed unthinkable
just months ago: His party losing a majority at the agency.
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Biden has been historically slow in announcing who will permanently chair the
five-person agency. That delay, as observers have noted, has already pushed back any
potential big-ticket items the FCC is expected to tackle under Democratic majority,
like restoring net neutrality rules and the agency's authority over broadband, or
working on privacy rules, and broadband affordability and availability.
When Biden took office, it was widely expected that a Democratic-led FCC would
restore net neutrality rules—broadly speaking rules that prohibit internet service
providers (ISPs) from blocking, throttling, or engaging in paid prioritization of
internet traffic under Title II of the Communications Act—and the agency's authority
over broadband, which was abdicated when the Republican FCC repealed the rules
in 2017.
Meanwhile, former President Donald Trump signed legislation in 2017 that repealed
privacy rules passed by the FCC that would have banned ISPs from collecting,
sharing, or selling consumer data without consent.
A Democrat-led FCC could also expand programs like E-Rate and Lifeline, which
offer subsidies to help schools, libraries, and low-income Americans get online.
Essentially, there's a long list of items people would like to see the FCC tackle, but it
can't realistically do it without a full agency, where any large decisions would take a
party-line vote.
When taking office, Biden inherited a deadlocked 2-2 agency after former Chair Ajit
Pai stepped down. Presidents have the ability to name a chair of the FCC and
nominate commissioners, who are then confirmed by the Senate.
Despite near-constant pressure from public interest groups and others to fill out the
agency since taking office, Biden has only named Jessica Rosenworcel, a Democrat,

as the acting chair. But eight months into his administration, Biden has yet to go
further by either making Rosenworcel the permanent chair and nominating a fifth
commissioner or nominating someone else to become chair of the agency.
In fact, Biden's pace is the longest it's taken for a permeant chair to be named at the
agency since 1977 when former President Jimmy Carter nominated Charles Ferris to
become the chair in September, as the Washington Post noted.
While the delay has halted any movement on a number of different agenda items,
Biden now faces another hurdle: If he waits much longer, he faces the possibility of
the FCC having a 2-1 Republican majority in just a few months. Evan Greer, the
director of Fight for the Future, called the situation a "nightmare scenario."
"It has taken way too long, and the White House needs to prioritize this," Greer said
of Biden's lack of movement at the FCC, adding: "My hope is that it has just been
taking a long time and any day now we're going to hear a nomination for someone
just as badass to run the FCC as the folks who are now running the FTC. But hurry it
up because people are getting anxious day-by-day."
Greer added: "The current scenario is sort of already a nightmare, in the sense that
we're in the middle of a pandemic and access to affordable and open internet is more
important now than ever before and the agency that is supposed to be overseeing that
industry is effectively kneecapped ...
The even worse nightmare scenario is this ends up taking so long that we have a 2-1
majority of people at the FCC that are effectively shills for the telecom industry."
It's unclear why the administration isn't prioritizing these appointments. However, the
assumption is that with so many front-facing policy goals, Biden's energy has simply
been elsewhere.
Earlier this year, observers told the Daily Dot they believed the delay in an FCC pick
was because the administration was prioritizing other issues, like dealing with the
pandemic. Now, the clock is ticking toward a January deadline that, if Biden doesn't
act soon, could push back all of those agenda items even more.
'The longer we go in this year, the more likely it becomes'
When Biden took office, it seemed likely that the fate of the FCC would be similar to
other federal agencies: A chair would be named, and the priorities for the agency
would soon become obvious. But that hasn't happened, and now there's a risk that
Biden's delay could give Republicans a majority at the agency.
Rosenworcel was named acting chair in January, but her term as an FCC
commissioner technically ended last year. However, laws allow her to remain at the
agency until "the expiration of the session of Congress that begins after the expiration
of the fixed term." That means her term ends in January 2022.
A 2-1 Republican majority wouldn't mean that the two Republicans, Nathan
Simington and Brendan Carr, set the FCC's agenda. The remaining Democrat,

Geoffrey Starks, would become the acting chair. But the FCC wouldn't tackle
anything that needs a party-line vote.
The Republican majority would essentially be seen as a blunder by Biden—not to
have a fully staffed FCC amid a pandemic that could move on a number of issues that
Democrats want to see happen.
The January deadline makes a 2-1 Republican majority at least a possibility if Biden
doesn't move quickly. A potential nomination takes time and would not necessarily be
a quick process.
To wit: Tom Wheeler, who was nominated by former President Obama in April 2013
was confirmed by the Senate in October 2013. Obama's first FCC chair, Julius
Genachowski, was nominated in March 2009 and confirmed in June 2009.
Sometimes nominations move faster. Simington, a Republican who former President
Donald Trump picked to serve on the agency in the waning days of his presidency,
was nominated in September last year and confirmed in December.
Republicans, it appeared, rushed Simington's nomination before the makeup of the
Senate was finalized following the runoff elections in Georgia after the 2020 election.
Biden's delay in making a choice—and Rosenworcel's looming deadline—makes that
kind of speedy confirmation, this time by Democrats, necessary if they want a full
agency before then.
In fact, the Senate would need to move quicker than it did with Simington.
“I still don’t think [a Republican majority at the FCC] is going to happen, but it is far
too close and much more likely than it ought to be," Matt Wood, the vice president of
policy and general counsel at Free Press Action, told the Daily Dot.
"There really shouldn’t have been any question of it, yet here we are with the
possibility in a few months.” The timeline gets smaller when you consider the
Congressional calendar.
The Senate is quickly running out of working days for the remainder of the year,
something that Wheeler highlighted at a recent New Street Research event, according
to Fierce Telecom. That means—coupled with other legislative issues—finding time to
hold confirmation hearings is tough.
“We’re now down into essentially a month of legislative business in the United States
Senate, and getting somebody through in this environment and in this period of time is
difficult,” Wheeler said, according to the news outlet.
Chris Lewis, the president and CEO of Public Knowledge, told the Daily Dot that
while he understood that the Biden administration has "a lot on its plate" like the
infrastructure package and voting rights, he was "disappointed" that the president
had taken this long to fill out the FCC.

"I think we’re missing opportunities to start proceedings that really take the full
commission,” Lewis told the Daily Dot, adding: “Rulemaking takes time. To do it
properly, with proper notice and comment, it takes time. That’s why it needed to get
started earlier."
As for Biden's delay, Lewis said the "clock [is] winding down" before the 2-1
Republican majority becomes a real possibility.
“The longer we go in this year, the more likely it becomes,” Lewis said.
Last week, a group of senators urged Biden to name Rosenworcel the permanent
chair of the FCC, saying that a designation "can no longer be delayed." The senators
argued that the infrastructure bill and other broadband initiatives needed "qualified
appointees" to "coordinate the deployment effort across your administration."
But to some public interest groups, the looming deadline only underlines why Biden
should have made his plans for the FCC clear earlier.
"The Trump administration came in and just eviscerated the FCC and did away with
not just net neutrality, but the entire Title II framework that millions of people fought
for to ensure we had this agency protecting the public from this incredibly powerful
and abusive industry.
And then on his way out, they rammed through Simington—they didn't hesitate or
dance around or whatever, they just did it," Greer, of Fight for the Future, said.
"I would like our supposed champions to be as aggressive about trying to restore this
agency to its ability to protect the public from the goliaths as their predecessors were
at dismantling it."
Despite the delay, observers are still hopeful that Biden will nominate a public
interest advocate and not someone with ties to the telecom industry, something more
than 100,000 people online have signed petitions urging the president to do.
Advocates pointed to other nominations the Biden administration has made,
notably Lina Khan and Alvaro Bedoya at the FTC, Tim Wu to serve on the National
Economic Council, and Jonathan Kanter to serve as the assistant attorney general for
the antitrust division at the Department of Justice.
"Whenever we get a full commission, from everything we hear the Biden
administration is committed to these principles," Lewis said, pointing to the executive
order Biden signedurging the FCC to restore net neutrality, among other things.
"We know what he believes, now we just need an FCC that can execute on those
values."

Liar in chief: Top generals refute Biden’s claims regarding US troops in
Afghanistan

Christopher Tremoglie - Examiner
President Joe Biden is the liar-in-chief.

Provided by Washington Examiner
In August, Biden said in an interview with ABC News’s George Stephanopoulos that
“no one that he can recall” advised him to keep some U.S. troops in Afghanistan.
On Tuesday, a little over five weeks after Biden’s claim, top U.S. generals testified
under oath that they recommended to Biden to keep some troops in Afghanistan. If
true, this is just the latest lie Biden has said since becoming president.
The leader of U.S. Central Command, Gen. Kenneth McKenzie, reportedly informed
the Senate Armed Services Committee in Tuesday’s hearing that he previously
advised maintaining a small force of 2,500 troops in Afghanistan.
McKenzie also stated how he recommended to the Trump administration to leave a
U.S. military presence of about 4,500 troops.
McKenzie’s testimony is a direct contradiction of what Biden said in August.
During that interview, Stephanopoulos asked, "So, no one told — your military
advisers did not tell you, 'No, we should just keep 2,500 troops.
It's been a stable situation for the last several years. We can do that. We can continue
to do that'?" Biden replied, “No. No one said that to me that I can recall.”
This is not the first time Biden has lied during his political career. It’s not the first
time Biden has lied as president. It’s not even the first time Biden has lied in the past
month.
Yet, the legacy media and politicians, people who were hellbent on exposing every
one of President Donald Trump’s falsehoods, ignore Biden. And this is after Biden
was taunted as an honest politician — something the Washington Post, whose slogan
is "Democracy Dies in Darkness," claimed.

Suffice to say, the darkness must be where the Post tries to hide the truth about
Biden’s record of habitual lying.
McKenzie’s testimony also comes after it was reported that Biden attempted to have
former Afghanistan President Ashraf Ghani lie about conditions in the country at the
time.
“I need not tell you the perception around the world and in parts of Afghanistan, I
believe, is that things are not going well in terms of the fight against the Taliban,”
Biden said. “And there is a need, whether it is true or not, there is a need to project a
different picture.”
Biden is a liar, and he has been his entire political career. And yes, politicians lie, but
Biden was championed as the “honest” candidate in last year’s election.
Democrats were virtue-signaling for four years over a president’s alleged lies, but
these very same people remain tight-lipped over Biden’s. Democrats don’t really care
about a president lying. They just cared about getting Trump
‘Narrative Collapse’: British Media Finally Appear to Be Questioning Biden’s U.S.
Election Legitimacy
Kyle Becker - Trending Politics

“So Trump was right.” Thus begins a broadside in the Sunday Times that amounts to
a clarion call for the world: America’s president came to power in an election that
was “rigged.”
“The American public is slowly waking up to the fact that they are being led by an
ineffectually devious, senile halfwit,” Rob Liddle writes. “Donald Trump is back in
the lead in the opinion polls. Imagine how awful a president must be if people would
rather that sack of meat with mittens were back in charge.”

“Soon the public will wake up to something even more unpleasant and sinister: that
the last presidential election was a fraud, rigged by big business, the labour unions
and, more than anything, the media and the tech companies,” he continues.
“If that election had taken place in any other country, it would have been called
‘unfree’. And, as more and more evidence emerges, it terrifies me that the same thing
could happen here.”
“The Secret History of the Shadow Campaign That Saved the 2020 Election,” a
bombshell Time article released just days before the Senate impeachment trial,
appears to have provided some of the best evidence that the election was “fortified”
by a shadowy cabal that included giant corporations, big tech giants, and powerful
labor unions.
“What we didn’t know until we were told in February this year, courtesy of Time
magazine, was that there actually was a conspiracy — a secret coalition of chief
executives, labour unions, left-wing pressure groups and media companies — to
manage what information was available to the voting public,” Liddle went on. “Its
aim, as The Wall Street Journal put it, was to ‘suppress unwanted elements of US
political conversation’. What a wonderful phrase.”
“Time magazine reported this as if the cabal — it called the arrangement a cabal —
had been acting heroically,” he added.
“To save the US public from making the same mistake again and electing that
Brobdingnagian boor — and to do so by suppressing stories favourable to him.”
The Times writer also references a disturbing betrayal by Trump’s Joint Chief of Staff
at the time that should be sending off alarm bells from sea to shining sea.
“Now we discover that General Mark Milley, the chairman of the joint chiefs of staff,
was also conspiring against the president,” Liddle writes.
“Twice Milley called Chinese diplomats to let them know that he would countermand
any order from Trump to attack China — which seems to a lot of US conservatives to
be an act of pure treason. Milley also went behind his president’s back to connive
with the Democrat leader of the House, Nancy Pelosi.”
“The reasoning for this was that Trump was ‘unhinged’ — a familiar notion peddled
by the media for the four years of his presidency,” he continues.
“Was he? I don’t know. He didn’t seem terribly hinged to me, but then Americans
rarely do. But more unhinged than your average American — or Joe Biden?”
“Whatever the case, that election one year ago was plainly rigged,” he argues.
“Not by fraudulent postal votes. But by an affluent elite conspiring, brutally at times,
to ensure that the American public heard only one side of the story.”

The last part is arguable, particularly in light of evidence that has arisen from
the Georgia and Arizona audits. Regardless, the author concludes his argument by
noting that “liberals” appear to be oblivious to this insidious threat to “democracy”
posted by giant corporations, unions, and big tech colluding to oppose candidates
that threaten their stranglehold on power.
“What worries me most is that so few liberal commentators seem capable of
understanding that this was a grotesque manipulation of democracy,” he argues.
“And yet surely they must see it, no matter how appalling Trump seemed to them (and
indeed, quite often, to me).
Instead, those very acts that subverted democracy are depicted as valorous.”

Democrats Turn On Biden’s ‘Dictator Rule’ – They Just Shut Down Plan To Use
IRS To Review Citizen’s Transactions As Low As $600
Daniel Ottomire - American Journal Daily

What’s Happening:
Joe Biden is desperate to get his socialist bill passed. But in order to get over $3
trillion to spend, he needs to shake down every last American for cash. And he’s gone
to great lengths to make it happen.
Although Americans already pay tremendous amounts to the IRS, Biden doesn’t think
that’s good enough. In fact, he wants to force banks to report even small transactions,
so that the IRS can micro-manage your life.
How small are talking about? As low as $600 transactions will be reported to the
government. But it looks like Democrats are turning on Dictator Joe.
From Bloomberg:

Democrats have reached a deal to narrow President Joe Biden’s plan
to require financial institutions to report account flows to the Internal
Revenue Service in a bid to improve tax compliance, according to a
key House Democrat…
A Democratic aide said the discussions currently are focused on
raising the threshold to $10,000, but cautioned that is still tentative
and could change.
Democrats are opposing Biden’s demand that banks report $600 transactions to the
IRS. The goal was obvious, force banks to rat on you for every minor transaction you
make. So that the IRS can decide if it should take you more.
Anytime you buy or sell anything that costs more than $600. If you transfer money to
an account. If a small business moved some money around. All of that would be
reported to the IRS. Not only would that put you under the government’s microscope,
but it would put a huge burden on banks.
It could not only result in more audits against you, but it could raise the fees banks
charge for basic services. All so that Joe can bleed Americans dry to pay for his
socialist schemes.
But even Democrats realized this was insanity. And they are opposing Biden by
raising the amount. There isn’t a firm word, but it could be $10,000 or higher—a
much different scenario than what Joe wanted.
None of this might happen, though, if the Democrats can’t pass their $3.5 trillion
spending bill.
Do you stand with the Democrats, or against them?
Key Takeaways:




Democrats blocked one of Biden’s most radical proposals in his spending bill.
Biden wanted to force banks to report transactions of $600 or more.
Democrats could raise it to around $10,000 or higher.

After Democrats Go After The Supreme Court – Amy Coney Barrett Turns The
Tables On Them
Daniel Ottomire - American Journal Daily

What’s Happening:
Democrats had a total meltdown after the Supreme Court refused to block a Texas
pro-life law. Since that time, they have renewed calls to pack the Supreme Court.
They can’t stand that the court sometimes rules against their agenda.
So, their only “solution” is to poison the court’s authority through court packing, so
it will only give them verdicts they like. So much for democracy, huh?
But they just got a rude awakening by one top justice. Democrats whine and complain
that the court is pushing politics. But Amy Coney Barrett just blasted them, saying
“No… you do that.”
From Fox News:
“My goal today is to convince you that this court is not comprised of a bunch of
partisan hacks,” Barrett said, according to the Louisville Courier Journal.
“The media, along with hot takes on Twitter, report the results and decisions… That
makes the decision seem results-oriented,” Barrett added, according to the Courier
Journal. “And here’s the thing: Sometimes, I don’t like the results of my decisions.
But it’s not my job to decide cases based on the outcome I want.”
ACB humiliated Democrats when she revealed that the Supreme Court is not made up
of “partisan hacks.” Their decisions are not swayed by what might happen. Instead,
they rule based on the law and Constitution.
This might be upsetting news to Democrats, who seem to think conservative judges
are as political as many liberal judges. But a good justice, regardless of political
leaning, does not focus on partisan motives when deciding cases.
They make decisions based on what the law says and whether or not a case has any
merit. Barrett explained they are not trying to figure out what the results would be
outside the court. She even admitted she doesn’t always agree with the outcomes.
But that doesn’t matter. What matters is the law and the Constitution.

Democrats seem to think they can bend our laws any way they like. All to get the
results they want. Their desire to pack the court is proof of that. They don’t get the
outcome they like, so they try to cram the court to have their way.
But if what Coney says is true, even court-packing won’t satisfy Democrats. Even
good liberal justices should rule based on the law, not results or outcomes.
Democrats might ram the court with 20 justices, but that doesn’t mean they’ll get
their way.
Then what will they do? Rip up the Constitution? Oh, wait, they’ve tried to do that
many times before.
Key Takeaways:
Amy Coney Barret blasted Democrats, saying justices are not “partisan hacks.”
She claimed the SCOTUS justices rule on “judicial philosophy” not on possible
outcomes.
This comes as Democrats renew calls to pack the Supreme Court.

Manchin and Sinema meet with Biden over reconciliation bill concerns
Kathryn Watson - CBS News
Moderate Democrats Senator Joe Manchin and Senator Kyrsten Sinema held
separate meetings with President Biden at the White House Tuesday, as the White
House and most Democrats push an up-to $3.5 trillion bill to expand the social safety
net.

Tom Williams/CQ-Roll Call, Inc via Getty Images Senate Votes
Mr. Biden's first-term domestic agenda is packed into the massive bill, which has no
Republican support and will have to be passed by using a budgetary process
called reconciliation.

This will enable it to pass with 50 votes, rather than the 60 votes that are normally
required to pass Senate measures. Its fate is largely in the hands of the two moderates,
Sinema and Manchin, because the Senate is evenly divided, 50-50.
Both senators have said the bill is too large and must be trimmed to win their support.
Another factor: House progressives are demanding that the Senate vote on the larger
bill first, or they will not support the smaller $1.2 trillion infrastructure bill that
passed with bipartisan support in the Senate.
Late Tuesday, the president canceled a scheduled Wednesday trip to Chicago to talk
about COVID-19 vaccines, so he can stay in town and work on advancing the
infrastructure and reconciliation bills.
Sinema, of Arizona, declined to answer questions about her meeting with the
president upon her return to Capitol Hill. She has said little publicly about what she
wants to see cut from the final reconciliation bill, except to note its price is too high.
Sinema is scheduled to hold a fundraiser Tuesday with business lobbying groups that
oppose the reconciliation bill, according to the New York Times.
"I will leave it to them to convey where they are comfortable in terms of topline
numbers, but the president felt it was constructive, felt they moved the ball forward,
felt there was agreement that we're at a pivotal moment," White House press
secretary Jen Psaki said after the president's meeting with Sinema but before the
meeting with her West Virginia colleague had concluded.
Manchin also divulged little after his meeting with the president, saying it lasted
maybe 60 or 90 minutes.
"We're still dealing in good faith," Manchin said of the various meetings he's had
over the reconciliation bill.
But he has expressed concerns about some of the climate provisions in the bill, as well
as the expansion of Medicare.
"The people that are getting Medicare now just want to make sure they're going to get
it, they're not going to have their services cut by 2026, when it goes insolvent, that's
the thing they're concerned about," he told reporters earlier this month.
At this point, the reconciliation bill includes a $150 billion "clean electricity
performance program" that would pay utility companies to source their energy from
renewables, a program that's modeled on clean energy standards adopted by some
states.
The West Virginia senator objects to the program and said it would unnecessarily
provide financial incentives for energy providers.
"The transition is happening," Manchin said on CNN earlier this month. "Now they're
wanting to pay companies to do what they're already doing. It makes no sense to me
at all for us to take billions of dollars and pay utilities for what they're going to do as
the market transitions."

The reconciliation measure also incentivizes electric vehicle purchases and
construction of EV charging stations. It would offer consumer rebates to homeowners
who weatherfit their homes; give tax credits to companies building sources of clean
energy; charge oil and gas producers for methane leaks; help farmers reduce their
carbon footprint and invest in climate research.
Manchin authored an op-ed in the Wall Street Journal earlier this month protesting
spending trillions of dollars, citing concerns over inflation and burdening future
generations.
"I, for one, won't support a $3.5 trillion bill, or anywhere near that level of additional
spending, without greater clarity about why Congress chooses to ignore the serious
effects inflation and debt have on existing government programs," Manchin wrote.
(CBS News' Alan He contributed to this report.)

Taliban: ‘Consequences’ if US drones enter Afghan airspace
Al Jazeera
The Taliban has warned of consequences if the United States did not stop flying
drones over Afghan airspace.

Provided by Al Jazeera A US drone is seen in Kandahar in 2011 [File: Massoud
Hossaini/The Associated Press]
The statement on Wednesday, released on the Taliban’s Twitter account, said the “US
has violated all international rights and laws as well as its commitments made to the
Taliban in Doha, Qatar, with the operation of these drones in Afghanistan”.

“We call on all countries, especially United States, to treat Afghanistan in light of
international rights, laws and commitments … in order to prevent any negative
consequences,” the Taliban said.
US officials did not immediately respond to the request, which could have
implications for the fragile relationship between Washington and the Taliban in the
wake of Washington’s complete military withdrawal from the country on August 30.
Since the Taliban swept back to power, the US has generally pursued a policy of
tentative engagement and cooperation, while not officially recognising the
government.
However, US officials, concerned over the resurgence of al-Qaeda and the
strengthening of ISIL (ISIS) affiliates in Afghanistan, have repeatedly said the US will
maintain “over-the-horizon” capabilities in responding to threats in Afghanistan.
Observers say that strategy would rely on technology-based intelligence monitoring
and strikes launched from outside of the country. It remains unclear how the US will
navigate the strategy in the face of Taliban opposition, although in the past, the US
has argued that such actions are justified under international law when a government
is “unable or unwilling” to address a threat from groups operating in its territory.
Both the US and the Taliban consider the Islamic State in Khorasan Province, ISKP
(ISIS-K) an enemy, offering the possibility of some cooperation. However, critics say
the Taliban is overplaying its ability to combat the group, which it has promised to
eradicate.
ISKP has claimed responsibility for the August 26 attack at the then-US controlled
international airport in Kabul and more recently bomb attacks in the eastern city of
Jalalabad.
Rights monitors, meanwhile, have warned that “over-the-horizon” strikes could exact
an even greater toll on civilians than those conducted based on boots-on-the ground
intelligence gathering.
Adding to those concerns was the August 29 US drone strike in Kabul that
Washington later admitted killed 10 civilians, and not members of ISKP.
The Taliban is also unlikely to offer any cooperation in US efforts to monitor and
target al-Qaeda in the country, the group responsible for the 9/11 attacks that the
Taliban had previously harboured. The Taliban has denied al-Qaeda fighters are
active in Afghanistan.
On Tuesday, top US general and Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff Mark
Milley said Washington had “adhered to every condition” of the US-Taliban
withdrawal agreement.
“While the Taliban did not attack US forces, which was one of the conditions, it failed
to fully honour any, any other condition under the Doha Agreement,” he said in a
testimony before Congress.

“And perhaps most importantly for US national security, the Taliban has never
renounced al-Qaeda or broke its affiliation with them.”

Nancy Pelosi's ability to mend Democratic differences is being put to the test with
infrastructure vote
Ledyard King - USA TODAY
WASHINGTON – House Speaker Nancy Pelosi is pushing hard to pass a bipartisan
infrastructure bill Thursday, opting to move ahead on a vote even as the left-wing
faction of her caucus threatens to vote against the legislation.

Andrew Harnik/AP House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., accompanied by other
House Democrats and climate activists, promotes their "Build Back Better on
Climate" plan Sept. 28 on Capitol Hill.
Progressives want the Senate to pass a $3.5 trillion bill packed with a number of
liberal policy positions before the House takes up the $1.2 trillion infrastructure
legislation with money for roads and bridges. Pelosi backed this approach for weeks,
saying the two bills must be passed in tandem.
Monday, the speaker reversed course, telling her caucus in a closed-door meeting the
House could no longer delay a vote on the infrastructure bill as negotiations continue
on the bigger bill.
Start the day smarter. Get all the news you need in your inbox each morning.
Saying their "approach had to change," the San Francisco Democrat tried to reassure
members that "it isn't about diminishing the importance" of the larger budget bill.
Pelosi's reversal shows the tightrope she is trying to walk. Thursday's vote will be a
test of her deal-making ability, a skill utilized over her two decades as House

Democratic leader and, most recently, as she works to keep her caucus together to
pass Biden's massive domestic agenda that would make historic investments in
infrastructure, caregiving and fighting climate change.
Failing to pass either bill could have major consequences for Democrats, who
promised ambitious change when they took over both chambers of Congress and the
White House in January.
Pelosi seems confident she'll steer her party and pass Biden's agenda. Others point to
her ability to surmount obstacles, such as passing the Affordable Care Act (also
known as "Obamacare") and COVID-19 relief and confronting President Donald
Trump.
Despite tall odds, Elaine Kamarck, an expert on Congress who directs the Center for
Effective Public Management at the Brookings Institution in Washington, is not
counting Pelosi out.
"I think she'll pull it off. She's just a consummate dealmaker," Kamarck said. "She's
got a reputation for pulling the cat out of the bag at the last minute, and I don't see
any reason why she can't do it again."
Two days before the vote, liberals dug in, saying assurances of a later vote aren't
enough and vowing to oppose the infrastructure bill unless the larger bill comes first.

Hannah Gaber, USA TODAY Rep. Pramila Jayapal, D-WA, is sworn in by House
Speaker Nancy Pelosi as a member of the 116th Congress on Jan. 3, 2019.
“As our members have made clear for three months, the two are integrally tied
together, and we will only vote for the infrastructure bill after passing the
reconciliation bill," Rep. Pramila Jayapal, D-Wash., who chairs the Congressional
Progressive Caucus, wrote in a letter Tuesday.

Pelosi has acknowledged the complexity of passing the major pieces of legislation
with a slim majority (she can't lose more than three Democrats on a vote). She
pushed back a vote on the infrastructure bill from Monday to Thursday after liberals
threatened to oppose it unless the larger measure advances as well.
To Pelosi, it's been a balancing act as she tries to shepherd Biden's agenda through a
divided caucus whose members represent a rainbow of blue, purple and even red
districts.
For weeks, she's been able to bring moderates and liberals along, but steadfast
concerns from Sens. Joe Manchin of West Virginia and Kyrsten Sinema of Arizona
that the larger bill is too big forced Pelosi's hand this week.
"We can't have a bill that won't pass the Senate," House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer,
D-Md., said Tuesday.
Republicans have assailed Pelosi for holding the infrastructure bill "hostage in an
effort to coerce moderate Democrats to vote for (Sen. Bernie) Sanders’ dangerous,
multitrillion-dollar, cradle-to-grave, reengineering of America," Sen. Bill Hagerty,
R-Tenn., said Tuesday.
Apart from Biden's agenda, Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer,
D-N.Y., are trying to come up with a plan to fund the government and avoid a
government shutdown by midnight Thursday and raise the nation's borrowing ability
by mid-October to stave off the economic catastrophe that would result if America
defaulted on its debts.
Norman Ornstein with the American Enterprise Institute in Washington credits Pelosi
for keeping her caucus together for this long. He's not ready to declare her a loser in
the fight.
"What she's done is to buy time to get a deal," he said. "Whatever that deal is, you can
be pretty confident that Pelosi will keep her troops together to support it."
The feud within her caucus, if not resolved, not only could sink Biden's agenda but
make it harder for Democrats to maintain their House majority in the 2022 midterm
elections.
Despite the lingering differences, Pelosi has expressed confidence in her caucus.
"I'm never bringing a bill to the floor that doesn't have the votes," she
said Sunday on ABC's "This Week With George Stephanopoulos."
She's handled tougher challenges, Ornstein and Kamarck said, referring to Pelosi's
success in dragging President Barack Obama's signature health care bill over the
finish line in 2009.
"In some ways, Obamacare was a bigger challenge than even this is because people
in the White House, if the history is to be believed, had given up on Obamacare,
and she said, 'No, we're gonna do this' and pulled it through. So I think this is
doable," Kamarck said. "I think there's lots of opportunities for people, for all the

sides, to give in on things, and in the end, if Democrats don't pass these two things,
then they deserve to lose in 2022. It'll just be irresponsible abdication of their power."
Pelosi wasn't even supposed to lead this fight. She had planned to retire after
her 2016 reelection, expecting Hillary Clinton would win the presidential race,
according to USA TODAY Washington Bureau Chief Susan Page's book “Madam
Speaker: Nancy Pelosi and the Lessons of Power."

Kevin Dietsch, Getty Images House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., says she's
confident the Democratic caucus will stay together to vote on the infrastructure and
budget reconciliation bills.
Trump's victory compelled her to stay, and in 2018, she regained the speakership she
lost in 2010 when the Republicans came to power. The first female speaker pulled off
the rare feat of climbing back into power.
There was a price for the legislative victories in 2009, especially a carbon emissions
bill that cost many Midwest moderates their seats: Republicans stormed back to win
the House on a tide of tea party support.
"You can enact a good portion of your program and still lose," Ornstein said. "But if
you don't enact your program, you've given a much, much greater likelihood that
you're going to lose because your own base is going to be just devastated."
Kamarck said the political skills that allowed her to maintain her leadership position
are the same ones she'll use to get both bills passed.
"I think she is indefatigable. She works around the clock, and she keeps at it,"
Kamarck said. "Being a legislative leader is herding cats. One of the real mistakes
that they made a couple of years ago when they tried to get rid of her ... was not
understanding that it isn't about symbolism or speechmaking or anything like that
when you're legislative leader.

It is all about herding cats, and it's all about putting the deal together. And she excels
in that, and her 20 years have just made her better and better at that."

Top takeaways from marathon Senate hearing on Afghanistan failures
Jamie McIntyre - Examiner
BIDEN ACCUSED OF LYING: In Senate testimony yesterday, Army Gen. Mark
Milley and Marine Gen. Frank McKenzie, chairman of the Joint Chiefs and head of
the U.S. Central Command, respectively, confirmed what everyone in Washington
pretty much already knew.
Senior U.S. military leaders opposed the complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from
Afghanistan and advised President Joe Biden that going ahead with the Trump plan
posed significant risk of Afghanistan once again becoming a terrorist haven.
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Republicans pounced on the testimony as evidence that Biden lied in an Aug. 18
interviewwith ABC’s George Stephanopoulos. Here’s the full exchange:
STEPHANOPOULOS: Your top military advisers warned against withdrawing on this
timeline. They wanted you to keep about 2,500 troops.
BIDEN: No, they didn't. It was split. That wasn't true. That wasn't true.
STEPHANOPOULOS: They didn't tell you that they wanted troops to stay?
BIDEN: No. Not at — not in terms of whether we were going to get out in a time
frame all troops. They didn't argue against that.
STEPHANOPOULOS: So, no one told — your military advisers did not tell you, "No,
we should just keep 2,500 troops. It's been a stable situation for the last several years.
We can do that. We can continue to do that"?

BIDEN: No. No one said that to me that I can recall.
Alaska Sen. Dan Sullivan called that a “false statement.” Missouri Sen. Josh
Hawley put it more bluntly, “The president of the United States lied to the American
people.”
IN BIDEN’S DEFENSE: At the White House, press secretary Jen Psaki focused on
two parts of Biden’s response: that advisers were “split,” and whether they said
keeping 2,500 troops would result in a “stable situation.”
“There was no one who said five years from now we could have 2,500 troops and that
would be sustainable,” said Psaki. “It's also important to note that the risks we were
talking about here were the possibility, the likelihood of increasing a troop presence,
which we now know to absolutely been the reality, given it required 6,000 troops to
just protect the airport.”
That was backed up somewhat by testimony from both Milley and McKenzie. “I
believe there was a risk you would incur increasing attacks by the Taliban. That was
a risk withholding at 2,500. That was a very clear risk,” said McKenzie.
By August, with most of the U.S. withdrawal complete, the Joint Chiefs were
unanimous it was time to leave, as Biden said in an Aug. 31 address.
“On the 1st of September, we were going to go to war again with the Taliban — of
that, there was no doubt,” said Milley. “If we stayed past the 31st, which militarily is
feasible, but it would've required an additional commitment of significant amounts of
forces, probably 18th Airborne Corps, 15, 20, maybe 25,000 troops.”
“We would've had to re-seize Bagram, we would've had to clear Kabul, the 6,000
Taliban that were already in Kabul,” Milley said. “That would've resulted in
significant casualties on the U.S. side, and it would've placed American citizens that
are still there at greater risk.”
Good Wednesday morning and welcome to Jamie McIntyre’s Daily on Defense,
written and compiled by Washington Examiner National Security Senior Writer Jamie
McIntyre(@jamiejmcintyre) and edited by Victor I. Nava. Email here with tips,
suggestions, calendar items, and anything else. Sign up or read current and back
issues at DailyonDefense.com. If signing up doesn’t work, shoot us an email and we’ll
add you to our list. And be sure to follow us on Twitter: @dailyondefense.
NOTE TO READERS: I know we just took a break, but Daily on Defense will be on
hiatus again next week from Oct. 4 through and including Oct. 11, the Columbus Day
federal holiday. Please check the Washington Examiner’s US Military & Defense
Policy News page for updates while I’m gone.
HAPPENING TODAY: Round two of the congressional post-mortem on the end of
the U.S. war in Afghanistan will begin today as the venue shifts to the House Armed
Services Committee, where committee members will have the advantage of already
knowing how Austin and company will answer most of the obvious questions about
what went wrong.

“Secretary Austin, Gen. Milley, and Gen. McKenzie will need to be ready to give us
answers on how we’re going to conduct counterterrorism operations now that we
have zero presence in Afghanistan,” said Alabama Rep. Mike Rogers, lead
Republican on the committee. “The administration’s current over-the-horizon
‘capability’ is a farce – taking out terrorists is only useful when you know where the
terrorist is. Without persistent ISR capabilities or reliable intelligence on the ground,
that’s impossible.”
‘STRATEGIC FAILURE’: At yesterday’s hearing, it was North Carolina
Republican Sen. Thom Tillis who first described the evacuation mission, the largest
airlift in history, as “a logistical success, but a strategic failure.”
Gen. Milley said Tillis “said it very well” and came back to the description several
times. “Strategically, strategically, the war is lost. The enemy's in Kabul so that you
have a strategic failure while you simultaneously have an operational and tactical
success by the soldiers on the ground.”
AUSTIN’S ADMISSION, ‘WE COULD NOT FORGE A NATION’: In his opening
statement, Defense Secretary Llyod Austin offered a sobering assessment on why the
war was lost and the mission to build an effective Afghan army failed.
“We helped build a state ... but we could not forge a nation. The fact that the Afghan
army that we and our partners trained simply melted away, in many cases, without
firing a shot, took us all by surprise, and it would be dishonest to claim otherwise,”
Austin said. “We need to consider some uncomfortable truths: We didn't fully
comprehend the depth of corruption and poor leadership in the senior ranks; that we
didn't grasp the damaging effect of frequent and unexplained rotations by President
Ghani of his commanders; that we didn't anticipate the snowball effect caused by the
deals that the Taliban commanders struck with local leaders in the wake of the Doha
Agreement; and that the Doha Agreement itself had a demoralizing effect on Afghan
soldiers; and finally, that we failed to grasp that there was only so much for which
and for whom many of the Afghan forces would fight.”
LESSONS LEARNED: Milley’s big insight was that in retrospect, it was a mistake
to try to make the Afghan military a mirror image of the U.S. military. “We made
them too dependent on technology, too dependent on our capabilities. We didn't take
in the cultural aspects perhaps as much as we should have.”
Milley also said pulling U.S. advisers out of Afghan military units three years ago left
the U.S. without a good feel for the morale and fighting spirit of the Afghan forces.
“You no longer can assess things like leadership and will,” he said.
“We can count all the planes, trucks and automobiles and cars and machine guns and
everything else. We can count those from space and all the other kind of intel assets.
But you can't measure the human heart with a machine, you got to be there.”
MILLEY DEFENDS CHINA AND PELOSI CALLS: Milley launched a preemptive
defense in his opening statement over revelations in the book Peril, that describes
calls he had with his Chinese counterpart to assure China the U.S. was not planning

an attack, and with House Speaker Nancy Pelosi over control of U.S. nuclear
weapons.
“At Secretary of Defense [Mark] Esper's direction, I made a call to Gen. Li on 30
October. Eight people sat in that call with me, and I read out the call within 30
minutes of the call ending,” Milley said.
“I am certain that President Trump did not intend to attack the Chinese, and it is my
directed responsibility, and it was my directed responsibility by the secretary, to
convey that intent to the Chinese. My task at that time was to deescalate. My message,
again, was consistent. Stay calm, steady, and deescalate. We are not going to attack
you.”
Late in the hearing, Alaska Republican Dan Sullivan zeroed in on the key allegation
in the book, “You're quoted in the Woodward book as telling the top Chinese
Communist military commander, "If we're going to attack, I'm going to call you ahead
of time.” Is that true, Gen. Milley?
“Let me tell you what I actually said, senator,” Milley replied. “What I said is if
there's going to be a war, if there's going to be an attack, there's going to be a lot of
calls and tension ahead of time... And I told him, if there was going to be an attack,
there'll be plenty of communications going back and forth, your intel system's going to
pick it up. I said, I'll probably call you, everybody'll be calling you.”
MILLEY, ‘I AM NOT IN THE CHAIN OF COMMAND AND I KNOW
THAT’: Milley defended his Jan. 8 call with Pelosi as an effort to reassure her that
“processes, protocols, and procedures” were in place to prevent an illegal,
unauthorized, or accidental launch of nuclear weapons.
“She was concerned and made various personal references characterizing the
president,” Milley said. The book quotes from a transcript in which Pelosi says
Trump is crazy. “You know he’s crazy. He’s been crazy for a long time.”
“Madam Speaker,” Milley is reported to have replied, “I agree with you on
everything.”
“I explained to her that the president is the sole nuclear launch authority, and he
doesn't launch them alone,” Milley said yesterday.
“And that I am not qualified to determine the mental health of the president of the
United States.”
MILLEY SPOKE TO STAFF, NOT COMMANDERS: At one point, Mississippi
Republican Sen. Roger Wicker referred to an allegation in Peril that Milley “told
combatant commanders to report back to you” regarding any order to launch nuclear
weapons. “You're not in their chain of command, they report directly to the
commander in chief through the secretary,” Wicker said. “And so to the extent that
you told them to report to you, they were not in your chain of command.”
The Woodward book does not make that allegation. It says Milley talked to a one-star
general and colonels who man the National Military Command Center at the
Pentagon, not four-star combatant commanders.

“By law, I am not in the chain of command, and I know that,” Milley said. “However,
by presidential directive and DOD instruction, I am in the chain of communication to
fulfill my legal, statutory role as the president's primary military adviser.”
“After the Speaker Pelosi call, I convened a short meeting in my office with key
members of my staff to refresh all of us on the procedures which we practice daily,”
Milley said. “At no time was I attempting to change or influence the process, usurp
authority, or insert myself in the chain of command.”
MILLEY’S NON-RESIGNATION SPEECH: In a moment that could have come
straight from a Hollywood screenplay, Milley responded passionately to a question
from Arkansas Republican Sen. Tom Cotton, who asked why Milley didn’t resign
when Biden rejected his advice on Afghanistan.
Here’s his off-the-cuff speech, which ends with a mic drop moment:
“Senator, as a senior military officer, resigning is a really serious thing, and it's a
political act if I'm resigning in protest. My job is to provide advice. My statutory
responsibility is to provide legal advice or best military advice to the president, and
that's my legal requirement. That's what the law is. The president doesn't have to
agree with that advice. He doesn't have to make those decisions just because we're
generals. And it would be an incredible act of political defiance for a commissioned
officer to just resign because my advice is not taken. This country doesn't want
generals figuring out what orders we are going to accept and do or not. That's not
our job. The principle of civilian control of the military is absolutely critical to this
republic. In addition to that, just from a personal standpoint, you know, my dad didn't
get a choice to resign at Iwo Jima, and those kids there at Abbey Gate, they don't get
a choice to resign. And I'm not going to turn my back on them. They can't resign, so
I'm not going to resign. There's no way. If the orders are illegal, we're in a different
place. But if the orders are legal from civilian authority, I intend to carry them out.”
OTHER THINGS WE LEARNED: Here are some quick takes and notable quotes
from the rest of the hearing.
— U.S. Afghanistan commander Gen. Scott Miller did have a chance to provide his
objections directly to President Joe Biden, contrary to what Sen. James
Inhofe implied. “But he and I both had the opportunity to be in executive session with
the president, and I can't share anything beyond making that statement,” McKenzie
said.
— The U.S. is not requesting use of Russian bases for Afghanistan operations,
according to Secretary Austin. “I can assure you that, you know, we are not seeking
Russia's permission to do anything,” insisted Austin, who said Milley’s recent
meeting with his Russian counterpart was to seek clarification of an offer of
assistance that Russian President Vladimir Putin made to President Joe Biden.
“General Milley can speak for himself, but I believe that he asked for clarification on
what that offer was,” Austin said.
— Despite reports that U.S. allies left the Kabul airport to collect their citizens for
evacuation, McKenzie insists that never happened. “I don't believe any of those
nations conducted ground patrols into Kabul from HKIA,” McKenzie told Sen. Tom
Cotton. “I believe that the British went out to what they call the Baron Hotel, which is

a facility located about 150 meters off the HKIA compound, and they did business
there. But no one conducted ground patrols off or from HKIA going out.”
— McKenzie also told Cotton he did not threaten to bomb the Taliban if they took
over Kabul, contrary to a report. “It's been reported by NBC News that you told
Taliban leader Baradar on Aug. 15 that if they took Kabul, we would bomb them.
They obviously took Kabul on Aug. 15. We didn't bomb them,” Cotton said. “That
report is incorrect,” McKenzie replied.
The Rundown
Washington Examiner: Pentagon brass reveal Biden ignored troop
recommendations on Afghanistan
Washington Examiner: Trump officials knew about infamous China call, Milley
insists
Washington Examiner: Fewer than 100 Americans 'ready to leave' remain in
Afghanistan, Austin says
Washington Examiner: Taliban-run Kabul University bans women
Washington Examiner: US and British navies needle China with show of force
Washington Examiner: China tells NATO chief that allies should stay out of the
Indo-Pacific
Washington Examiner: Marine who criticized military leadership for Afghan
withdrawal in the brig
Washington Examiner: Active shooter drill confused for actual gunman at Florida
air base
Defense News: DoD, VA officials prep for a possible government shutdown later this
week
Air Force Magazine: Air Force Reserve Plans for Gaps Between Retiring Old
Aircraft, Bringing in Modern Planes
Reuters: Foreign Attempts To Besiege China Will Fail, Chinese Envoy To UK Says
AP: China Plans To Unveil Drones, Moon Rocket At Air Show
Seapower Magazine: North Korea Says Hypersonic Missile Made First Test Flight
Military Times: Threats From Russia More Immediate, But Threats From China
Greater: Report
19fortyfive.com: China's J-20 Stealth Fighter Now Has Made in China Engines
Washington Post: Macron says Europeans need to stop being naive and assert
independence from the United States
19fortyfive.com: The U.S. Military Wants A Prototype Mobile Nuclear Microreactor
19fortyfive.com: Bad News: F-15EX Fighter Was 'Killed' Last Year in a Wargame
Wall Street Journal: U.S. Releases Hacker Back to Russia Early
National Defense Magazine: Slaying The Dragon: Marines Retooling For Potential
War With China
War on the Rocks: Opinion: What to expect when you’re expecting a National
Defense Strategy
Calendar
WEDNESDAY | SEPTEMBER 29
8:45 a.m. National Harbor Marina — Defense Strategies Institute 2021 Military
Tactical Communications Summit with Col. Jeff Mrazik, deputy chief of the Air Force
Advanced Battle Management System Cross Functional Team. Register
at https://dsigroup.org/

9:30 a.m. 2118 Rayburn — House Armed Services Committee hearing: “Ending the
U.S. Military Mission in Afghanistan,” with Lloyd Austin, secretary of defense; Gen.
Mark Milley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Gen. Frank McKenzie,
commander, U.S. Central Command. https://armedservices.house.gov/hearings
9:30 a.m. — Center for Strategic and International Studies virtual discussion:
“Recent developments on the Korean Peninsula,” with Sydney Seiler, national
intelligence officer for North Korea at the National Intelligence
Council. https://www.csis.org/events/korea-chair-capital-cable-34-sydney-seiler
1 p.m. — Center for Security Policy discussion: “Emboldened Iranian
State-Sponsored Terrorism in the Raisi Era,” Rep. Claudia Tenney, R-N.Y.; Marshall
Billingslea, senior fellow at the Hudson Institute and a former assistant Treasury
secretary for terrorist financing; Victoria Coates, senior fellow at the Center for
Security Policy and a former deputy national security advisor on the National
Security Council staff; and Simone Ledeen, visiting fellow in the National Security
Institute at George Mason University's Scalia Law School, and a former deputy
assistant Defense secretary for the Middle
East. https://centerforsecuritypolicy.org/events
11 a.m. — Center for the Study of the Presidency and Congress virtual book
discussion on To Boldly Go: Leadership, Strategy, and Conflict in the 21st Century
and Beyond, Margarita Konaev, Associate Director of Analysis and Research Fellow,
Georgetown University Center for Security and Emerging Technology, Kathleen
McInnis, specialist in international security, Congressional Research Service;
Australian Army Maj. Gen. Mick Ryan, adjunct scholar, Modern War Institute; Kera
“Puff” Rolsen, commander, 87 EWS Combat Shield; and Steven Leonard, senior
fellow, Modern War Institute. https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register
THURSDAY | SEPTEMBER 30
9:30 a.m. G50 Dirksen — Senate Armed Services Committee hearing to receive
testimony on Afghanistan, with Thomas Joscelyn, senior fellow, Foundation for the
Defense of Democracies senior editor, The Long War Journal, and Vali Nasr,
professor of Middle East Studies and International Affairs Johns Hopkins University
School of Advanced International Studies and former senior advisor to U.S. Special
Representative for Afghanistan and
Pakistan. https://www.armed-services.senate.gov/hearings
11 a.m. — International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War virtual
discussion: “"Eliminating the Existential Threat of Nuclear Weapons.”
Undersecretary-General and UN High Representative for Disarmament Affairs Izumi
Nakamitsu; Peter Maurer, president of the International Committee of the Red
Cross; Shekhar Mehta, president of Rotary International; and Ruth Mitchell, board
chair of International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War. Register
at https://www.ippnw.org/eliminating-the-threat
FRIDAY | OCTOBER 1
10 a.m. — Center for Strategic and International Studies virtual event, “ A
Conversation with Deputy Secretary of Defense Dr. Kathleen H. Hicks,” with Nina
Easton, CSIS senior associate; and Beverly Kirk, fellow and director for outreach,

International Security Program, and director, CSIS Smart Women, Smart Power
Initiative. https://www.csis.org/events/conversation
QUOTE OF THE DAY
"My statutory responsibility is to provide legal advice or best military advice to the
president and that's my legal requirement. That's what the law is. The president
doesn't have to agree with that advice. He doesn't have to make those decisions just
because we're generals. And it would be an incredible act of political defiance for a
commissioned officer to just resign because my advice is not taken. This country
doesn't want generals figuring out what orders we are going to accept and do or not.
That's not our job. The principle of civilian control of the military is absolutely
critical to this republic. In addition to that, just from a personal standpoint, you know,
my dad didn't get a choice to resign at Iwo Jima, and those kids there at Abbey Gate,
they don't get a choice to resign. And I'm not going to turn my back on them.”
Gen. Mark Milley, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in Senate testimony Tuesday.

Homeland Security refused entry to a Kabul evacuation plane carrying more than
100 US citizens and green card holders, report says
Sophia Ankel (sankel@businessinsider.com) - Business Insider)

AP The Department of Homeland Security headquarters. AP
The Department of Homeland Security stopped an evacuation flight from
Kabul carrying more than 100 US citizens and green card holders from landing in the
United States this week, Reuters reported, citing an activist group.
The private charter plane from Kam Air, which was organized by the nonprofit
Project Dynamo, arrived in Abu Dhabi on Tuesday, the report said.
It was carrying 28 Americans, 83 green card holders, and six Afghans who were
granted US Special Immigration Visas for working with the US government, Reuters
reported. Fifty-nine of the passengers were children, Project Dynamo said in a
Tuesday press release.

"Today's triumph is ending in tragedy. After initial approval, the US Government is
now denying entry into the US for our American passengers aboard Dynamo 01,"
Project Dynamo said in a Tuesday Instagram post.
"These Americans are being denied entry into THEIR OWN COUNTRY by the US."
The plane was still in Abu Dhabi as of Wednesday morning, Project Dynamo said.
The group's founder, Bryan Stern, told Reuters he initially planned to transfer the
passengers to an Ethiopian Airlines plane for an onward flight to John F. Kennedy
International Airport in New York - a journey he said the US Customs and Border
Protection had cleared.
But this was suddenly changed to Dulles International Airport in Washington, DC,
before Stern was then told that the plane wasn't allowed to arrive anywhere in the US,
he said.
The Department of Homeland Security did not immediately respond to Insider's
request for comment.
An anonymous Biden administration official told Reuters they were unfamiliar with
the matter and that documents needed to be verified before a plane is cleared to land a process that usually takes time.
Stern told Reuters he had obtained permission from the Taliban-run Afghan Civil
Aviation Authority to send the evacuation plane to Kabul, and that he was frustrated
he couldn't enter the US after a more than 14-hour wait in Abu Dhabi.
"I have a big, beautiful, giant, humongous Boeing 787 that I can see parked in front
of us," he said, according to Reuters. "I have crew. I have food."
According to its website, Project Dynamo is "committed to honoring the promise
made to civilians in Afghanistan that aided the United States over the last two
decades."
The US has evacuated more than 120,000 people from Afghanistan since August 14,
the day before the Taliban seized control of Kabul, according to a tracker by Sky
News.
It is unclear how many have been able to leave since the August 31 deadline for total
military withdrawal.
Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin told a Tuesday Senate Armed Services Committee
hearing that he could not provide a number of how many Americans are left in
Afghanistan, saying the figure "fluctuates daily," per CNN.
McConnell stops Schumer's latest attempt to raise debt ceiling
Sarah Ewall-Wice - CBS News

Democrats are trying to come up with another way to raise the debt limit after
Republicans blocked their latest effort Tuesday. The U.S.is now heading toward
default in just a few weeks, which could have catastrophic economic consequences,
government officials and economists warn.

Getty Images Senators Meet For Policy Luncheons
Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer on Tuesday called for unanimous consent
from the Senate to hold a vote to increase the debt limit with just a simple majority of
senators.
He argued Republicans have been insisting Democrats act alone to raise the debt
limit, so a unanimous consent vote fulfills that demand. But Senate Minority Leader
Mitch McConnell objected — forcing Democratic lawmakers to come up with another
plan.
"There is no chance, no chance the Republican conference will go out of our way to
help Democrats conserve their time and energy, so they can resume ramming through
partisan socialism as fast as possible," McConnell said.
Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen told Congress early Tuesday, the government would
be unable to pay its bills if Congress does not act by October 18.
Democrats had already tried including a provision to suspend the debt limit until
December 2022 in the short-term spending bill known as a continuing resolution,
which would fund the government into this December. But that legislation was
blocked by Republicans on Monday night.
Democrats may have to put the debt limit provision in the budget reconciliation bill
making its way through Congress, the move that McConnell suggested back in July as
the suspension of the debt limit expired.
But Schumer rejected the idea on Tuesday, saying "going through reconciliation is
risky to the country and is a nonstarter." He described the process of using
reconciliation to address the debt limit as long, convoluted and difficult, noting that it

"ping-pongs" between the House and the Senate and can't be done by just adding an
amendment.
To include the debt limit in the reconciliation bill, Democrats would have to go back
and revise their budget resolution to include raising the debt limit, a move that faces
both political hurdles and poses timing challenges with their current agenda.
House Majority leader Steny Hoyer on Tuesday afternoon tweeted that he was asked
about reconciliation as an option to address the debt limit but that it was "certainly
not the best option, nor the option we're pursuing."
Later in the day, Hoyer told reporters that it was "possible" the House might hold two
separate votes, one on the debt ceiling and one on the continuing resolution to keep
the government running. He suggested the measures might originate in the Senate.
Though Republicans are refusing to help address the debt limit, they also say the
country must not go into default.
"Of course the debt ceiling has to be raised. They have a way to do it," McConnell
said earlier Tuesday.
Raising the debt limit allows the federal government to pay its debt obligations, not
new spending. While Republicans are attempting to derail the Democrats' $3.5
trillion reconciliation package, even without new spending, the debt will continue to
mount due to past legislation including bipartisan COVID relief, as well as the
Republican 2017 tax cuts.

'I make no apologies': Pompeo says Trump administration was protecting sensitive
information
Zach Dorfman - Yahoo News
In his first public comments since a Yahoo News investigation revealed discussions
within the Trump administration in 2017 about kidnapping or even killing WikiLeaks
founder Julian Assange, former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo said he makes “no
apologies” for the Trump administration’s actions to protect “real national security
secrets.”
“I make no apologies for the fact that we and the administration were working
diligently to make sure we were able to protect this important sensitive information
from whether it was cyber actors in Russia, or the Chinese military, or anyone who
was trying to take this information away from us.”
Pompeo declined to deny the individual allegations in the story, saying only that
Yahoo News’ “sources didn’t know what we were doing.”
Pompeo, who served as CIA director during the period when these extreme options
were under consideration, spearheaded the campaign against Assange and WikiLeaks,
former officials told Yahoo News.

“We’re going to become a much more vicious agency,” Pompeo said in an October
2017 talk at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, a Washington, D.C.,
think tank.

Provided by Yahoo! News Former Secretary of State Mike Pompeo. (Rachel
Mummey/Bloomberg via Getty Images)
Concerned about what they believed were plans by Russia to sneak Assange out of the
Ecuadorian Embassy in London, where the WikiLeaks founder had lived since 2012,
and onward to Moscow, CIA and Trump administration officials also discussed
crashing a car into a Russian diplomatic vehicle carrying Assange and ripping him
out of it; potential gunfights with Kremlin operatives on the streets of London; and
shooting out the tires of a Russian plane carrying Assange before it could take off,
among other measures, according to former officials.
Pompeo did not respond to multiple interview queries by Yahoo News, and a detailed
request for comment, sent over a two-month period prior to the story’s publication.
White House spokesperson Jen Psaki also declined to comment Tuesday on the
Trump-era discussions about kidnapping Assange, referring questions to the Justice
Department and CIA.
Saying he was “all about a big, bold, strong First Amendment,” Pompeo
told conservative media personality Glenn Beck on Monday that, as CIA director, he
concluded that WikiLeaks was “one of the first non-state hostile intelligence entities”
that “weren’t engaged in even crappy reporting” like Yahoo News’, but were instead
working to “steal secrets themselves and pay others to do the same.”
Pompeo disparaged one of the co-authors of the Yahoo News investigation during his
interview with Beck and in response to a question about the Yahoo News story at an
appearance at Hillsdale College on Monday.

Provided by Yahoo! News WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange gestures from a prison
van in 2019 after being sentenced in a London court to 50 weeks in prison for
violating his bail. (Daniel Leal-Olivas/AFP via Getty Images)
During his tenure as CIA director, Pompeo spoke repeatedly about the threat he
believed WikiLeaks posed.
“We need to develop a structure, an analytical rubric and an operational
methodology to go take down these non-state intelligence services in the same way the
CIA has perfected its ability to do it against those who are state actors,” Pompeo
said during an October 2017 talk at the University of Texas at Austin.
(He later clarified that by “take down” he had meant “penetrate and report on”
organizations like WikiLeaks.)
Pompeo’s characterization of Assange and WikiLeaks may deviate from the president
under whom he served. In a statement to Yahoo News denying that he ever discussed
killing Assange, former President Donald Trump seemed to express sympathy for the
WikiLeaks founder, saying he had “been treated very badly.”
Assange was indicted during the Trump presidency, after the Obama administration
declined to do so.
Pompeo’s anger at WikiLeaks was sparked in March 2017 when the organization
began publishing highly classified materials from the CIA’s hacking division, which
WikiLeaks dubbed “Vault 7.”
Pompeo seemed to allude to the Vault 7 leaks in his interview with Beck on Monday.
“We were very worried about the fact that we had bad actors who were stealing
really, really sensitive material from the United States,” he said.

China Unveils Homegrown Warplanes, Combat Drones and Space Tech at Air
Show
John Feng - Newsweek
Prototype military drones and the latest in People's Liberation Army Air Force
weaponry are among the homegrown hardware currently on display at a highly
anticipated air show in southern China.
The biennial China International Aviation and Aerospace Exhibition in Guangdong
province—also known as the Zhuhai Airshow—is the largest of its kind in the country
and takes place following an unusual three-year gap due to the pandemic.
Remaining public health measures mean the number of foreign visits were also scaled
down for the 13th edition, which is taking place between September 28 and October 3.
The Zhuhai Airshow is where current and future PLAAF hardware—increasingly
domestically designed and manufactured—is unveiled to the public.
Chinese President Xi Jinping has put his country on a course of military
modernization that will last until the middle of the century, when he expects the PLA
to become a world-class fighting force.

NOEL CELIS/AFP via Getty Images A Shenyang Aircraft Corporation J-16D, an
electronic warfare variant of a multirole strike fighter for the People's Liberation
Army Air Force, on display at the 13th China International Aviation and Aerospace
Exhibition in Zhuhai, Guangdong, China, on September 28, 2021.

NOEL CELIS/AFP via Getty Images A Shenyang Aircraft Corporation J-16D, an
electronic warfare variant of a multirole strike fighter for the People's Liberation
Army Air Force, on display at the 13th China International Aviation and Aerospace
Exhibition in Zhuhai, Guangdong, China, on September 28, 2021.
Among the warplanes and missiles to officially debut included the long-expected
J-16D, an electronic warfare variant of the PLAAF's J-16 tandem fighter aircraft
built by Shenyang Aircraft Corporation. The J-16D was seen with multiple
radar-jamming pods alongside its conventional missiles. Analysts say they are likely
to be integral to future aircraft fleets to counter air defenses and enemy
communications jamming.
China's J-16s fly regular sorties into Taiwan's air defense identification zone and are
also used as interceptors to shadow U.S. military aircraft operating off its coast.
In footage aired by China's state broadcaster CCTV, the Chinese air force's
fifth-generation J-20 stealth fighter—fitted with new homemade engines by the
Chengdu Aircraft Industry Group—took part in aerobatics and flybys.

A China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation CH-6 drone prototype is
seen a day before the 13th China International Aviation and Aerospace Exhibition in
Zhuhai, Guangdong, China, on September 27, 2021.
But some of the most notable new weaponry came in the field of unmanned aerial
vehicles. These include two prototype combat drones developed by the China
Academy of Aerospace Aerodynamics (CAAA), a research and development unit of
the China Aerospace Science and Technology Corporation (CASC).
According to Communist Party newspaper The Global Times, the larger CH-6 drone
has an endurance time of 20 hours at 50,000 feet. It can carry a 1,000-pound payload
of air-to-ground and anti-radiation missiles as well as bombs. The state-owned
tabloid said on Monday that the UAV would serve reconnaissance, early warning and
anti-submarine warfare roles.
The CH-6 is a "high-altitude, high-speed, long-endurance, multipurpose unmanned
aerial vehicle (UAV) system aimed at high-end arms and dual-use markets," said The
Global Times.
A smaller CH-817 drone, meanwhile, was unveiled with a flight time of only 15
minutes but weighing a mere 28 ounces. The paper said the vehicle could be operated
by individual soldiers or launched from larger drones.
China used the last Zhuhai Airshow in 2018 to unveil the Tianhe core module of
its Tiangong space station. This year's exhibition included new aerospace technology
designed by the Shanghai Academy of Spaceflight Technology and the China
Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology—both subsidiaries of CASC.
According to the party newspaper, the former introduced a new replenishment
aircraft that can be used to refuel satellites and increase their operational lifespan,
while the latter unveiled a manned heavy-lift launch vehicle that could one day
feature in China's manned lunar missions.

NOEL CELIS/AFP via Getty Images People's Liberation Army Air Force Aviation
University's "Red Falcon" Air Demonstration Team perform maneuvers on Hongdu
JL-8 jet trainers at the 13th China International Aviation and Aerospace Exhibition in
Zhuhai, Guangdong, China, on September 28, 2021.

NOEL CELIS/AFP via Getty Images A military personnel guides a Chengdu Aircraft
Corporation J-10 for the People's Liberation Army Air Force after its flight
demonstration program at the 13th China International Aviation and Aerospace
Exhibition in Zhuhai, Guangdong, China, on September 28, 2021.

