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Massive billboard in heart of liberal NYC calls for end to Biden's vaccine mandate.
'America first to America last' under Biden
Democrats to scale back Treasury’s IRS bank reporting plan amid GOP uproar
Jeff Stein - Washington Post
Senate Democrats on Tuesday will unveil a scaled-back version of a Biden
administration proposal to crack down on wealthy tax cheats after conservative
groups and the bank industry raised major privacy concerns, three people with
knowledge of the coming announcement said.
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House Financial Services Committee hearing in Washington, U.S., Sept. 30, 2021.
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Initially, the Department of Treasury and Senate Democrats had proposed requiring
financial institutions to provide the Internal Revenue Service with additional
information on bank accounts with more than $600 in annual deposits or
withdrawals.
After a backlash, the new proposal will instead require the provision of additional
information for accounts with more than $10,000 in annual deposits or withdrawals,
a measure Democrats have been considering for weeks but have not formally
endorsed, the people said.
The revised version of the bank reporting proposal will also weaken its scope by
exempting all wage income from counting toward the $10,000 threshold withdrawal,
intending to ensure it applies to only larger account holders, the people said.
The Biden administration has signed off on the changes and is expected to support
the new plan, a potentially key source of new revenue to pay for Democrats’
multi-trillion-dollar economic package. The people spoke on the condition of
anonymity to discuss a matter not yet made public.
The weakening of the reporting requirements reflects Democrats’ sensitivity to the
increasingly explosive politics of the issue as Republicans, conservative groups and
industry lobbyists attempted to label the initial proposal as representing a major
expansion of snooping by the IRS into taxpayers’ private information.
Treasury Secretary Janet L. Yellen has adamantly rejected this criticism, arguing the
new reporting rules amount to an essentially technical set of changes that will only
impact wealthy tax evaders. But even many Democrats privately concede that the
proposal gave Republicans an opening to attack them on the issue, provoking a fury
of opposition among conservative groups.
Banks already report to the IRS information for the interest earned in their customers’
accounts. (Stockbrokers also already report dividends and capital gains of their
customers to the IRS.)
Treasury’s proposal is aimed at requiring banks to also report total deposits and
withdrawals to the IRS as well. The totals would be reported once a year — not every
time a transaction above a certain number has occurred.
The provision is aimed at giving the IRS more visibility into the cash flow of the
bank’s customers, especially businesses. Wage earners, who represent the vast
majority of the American public, already have their wages reported to the IRS on
their W-2 forms.
Treasury wants additional data for Americans earning business income as well,
although exactly which accounts should be subject to the new rules has been the
subject of a fierce debate.

White House officials believe that the IRS could better target tax evasion if they have
access to the way money flows in and out of accounts.
“I don’t know why they thought $600 would be a good number. $10,000 is definitely
an improvement,” said John Koskinen, who served as commissioner of the IRS under
both President Barack Obama and President Donald Trump.
Koskinen said the threshold should be raised even higher to a number like $50,000.
“The vast majority of people won’t be affected, but it will pick up more than just the
idle rich.”
Democratic aides in both the House and Senate are still skeptical whether the bank
reporting requirement will be included in the final version of Biden’s Build Back
Better package, even with the changes.
Democrats supportive of the proposal have pointed out that well-funded business
lobbyists and Republican lawmakers have mounted an all-out campaign against the
measure that has sometimes exaggerated or outright fabricated the extent of the
changes. But opposition to the measure is not limited to Wall Street, and has extended
to community banks influential with much of the congressional Democratic caucus.
Republican attorneys general in more than a dozen states have written Biden and
Yellen saying the plan is “unacceptable, illegal, and contrary to the well-founded
constitutional principles against illegal searches and seizures.”
Sens. Mike Crapo (R-Idaho) and Patrick J. Toomey (R-Pa.), the top Republicans on
the finance and banking committees, have led the charge on the plan and are expected
to hold a news conference about it on Tuesday. Senate Finance Chair Ron Wyden
(D-Ore.) and Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) are involved in the revised bank
reporting proposal.
“I think [Democrats are] still likely to not get much traction with this,” said Doug
Holtz-Eakin, a Republican policy expert formerly at the nonpartisan Congressional
Budget Office.
The bank reporting requirement emerged as part of the Biden administration’s wider
effort to crack down on wealthy tax cheats and bring in more revenue as a way to
fund the president’s infrastructure and social spending packages.
Biden has pledged to shield Americans earning less than $400,000 per year from new
tax hikes, instead focusing on raising taxes on the wealthiest Americans and large
corporations. The proposals to raise taxes on the rich, however, have struggled to
gain traction in Congress, with centrist Democrats balking at leveling the extent of
new tax hikes necessary to fund Biden’s proposal.
The difficulty in raising taxes has fueled lawmakers’ interest in closing the “tax gap,”
or the difference between what taxpayers owe the IRS and what is actually collected
in new revenue. Treasury has said the tax gap amounts to roughly $7 trillion over 10

years. Estimates by Treasury officials have found that roughly $160 billion goes
unpaid in taxes by the richest 1 percent of taxpayers every year.
“High-income individuals with opaque sources of income that are not reported to the
IRS. There’s a lot of tax fraud and cheating that’s going on, and all that’s involved in
this proposal is a few aggregate numbers about bank accounts — the amount that was
received in the course of the year, the amount that went out in the course of a year,”
Yellen told CBS earlier this month.
Some nonpartisan tax experts have questioned whether the Biden plan would
effectively raise as much revenue as Yellen has claimed. Most rich Americans are
able to lower their payments to the IRS by hiring advisers who aggressively exploit
loopholes in the existing tax laws, said Steve Rosenthal, a tax policy expert at the Tax
Policy Center, a nonpartisan think tank.
Democrats need to rewrite the tax laws to make it harder for rich Americans to
legally lower their tax payments, Rosenthal said, arguing that the Treasury plan was
more likely to lead to more paperwork for the government and a more aggressive
crackdown on small businesses such as corner grocery stores and dry cleaners.
“I think it’s a step in the right direction, but I don’t think it will help much. It’s still a
deeply flawed proposal,” Rosenthal said. “Even at $10,000, the Biden bank proposal
is still too sweeping, throws a net very wide, and it’s hard to see what fish they want
to catch here.”
Treasury officials have rejected that claim, saying the administration will limit its
enforcement action to wealthier taxpayers.
“Any additional IRS scrutiny will be focused on the high end of the income
distribution, where it belongs, given the distribution of the tax gap,” said Natasha
Sarin, deputy assistant secretary for economic policy at Treasury.
“In fact, audit rates will not rise relative to recent years for anyone making less than
$400,000 per year.”
‘Somebody is killing us’: Intermountain CEO has same cancer as Colin Powell,
who died from COVID-19
Erin Alberty - The Salt Lake Tribune
Dr. Marc Harrison, like Colin Powell was, is fully vaccinated for COVID-19.

Rick Bowmer (Rick Bowmer | AP) Marc Harrison, president and CEO of
Intermountain Healthcare, speaks during a news conference Aug. 31, 2021, in Salt
Lake City.
On Monday, Harrison highlighted the need for more Utahns to get vaccinated in light
of Colin Powell's death from COVID-19. Powell had the same type of blood cancer
that Harrison has; multiple myeloma leaves patients immunocompromised and at risk
of contracting COVID-19 even if they are fully vaccinated.
But, also like Powell, the Intermountain Healthcare CEO suffers from multiple
myeloma — the blood cancer that likely left Powell vulnerable to COVID-19
before he died from the virus this week.
“For people with blood cancers — lymphoma, leukemia, multiple myeloma — only
about half of them respond to an mRNA vaccine,” Harrison said Monday, after
Powell’s death. Powell, who served as a four-star Army general, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Secretary of State under George W. Bush, died Monday from
the coronavirus.
While the overwhelming majority of Americans dying from COVID-19 right now are
unvaccinated, the virus still is claiming victims from the 2% of people who are
immunocompromised by other conditions — such as cancer or organ transplants —
as well as by drugs that treat other illnesses, like inflammatory bowel disease,
Harrison said.
“Somebody is giving them COVID. Somebody is killing us,” Harrison said. “The
surest way to decrease that is for people to get their vaccinations.”
Among the immunocompromised, the vaccine may well be protective, especially with
a booster shot, Harrison said. But only about half of patients with blood cancer
develop antibodies in response to the vaccine, he said — and only one-third of
transplant recipients do.
Harrison, for example, only has one-tenth to one-twentieth of some types of immune
cells that are needed for “an adequate immune system.”

“I guarantee you that everybody knows somebody out there like Gen. Powell or like
me,” Harrison said. “The way herd immunity works is, we are relying on [others] to
take good care of themselves and get vaccinated.”
Despite the state’s slightly-below-average vaccination rate, Utahns, Harrison said,
are generally “charitable and good neighbors and very responsible.
“I can only believe that people must really just not understand if they are so
cavalier. ... I can’t imagine they don’t care about one out of every 50 people.”
With about two-thirds of eligible Utahns fully vaccinated, Harrison remains vigilant
about who he has contact with, frequently masking and asking others’ vaccine status.
But at one recent public meeting, Harrison said, he found himself in a large group of
people who were not masking and were not vaccinated.
His risks are so elevated that simply being in the room made him eligible for
monoclonal antibodies — an effective but limited-supply treatment typically given to
high-risk patients who have contracted the virus but have not yet developed serious
symptoms.
“It did make me feel not very valued that people are putting their own convenience
ahead of my own life and death,” Harrison said.
He declined to specify the meeting. At an August news conference, Harrison urged
Utahns to wear masks in public settings, get vaccinated, stop the spread of
misinformation, and “put your virtual arms around” health care workers. After a
bone marrow transplant and experimental CAR T-cell therapy, his cancer has been in
remission.

Further setbacks could cement voter disenchantment with Biden
Naomi Lim - Washington Examiner
President Joe Biden likes to cite American resilience in his stump speeches, but
disappointments regarding key campaign pledges may test voter patience in next
year's midterm elections.

Provided by Washington Examiner
Negotiations over Biden's signature infrastructure, social welfare, and climate
spending packages have ramped up before surface transportation funding expires and
the president travels to Scotland for a United Nations environment summit next
month.
But if talks collapse like they did a couple of weeks ago, Biden's poll numbers may not
recover as he grapples with other priorities, such as voting rights, before the 2022
cycle.
Biden's net negative job approval numbers are cementing, according to pollster
David Paleologos. Disapproval of Biden outpaced his approval in the last seven
national surveys, other than a CNN tie, Suffolk University Political Research Center's
director told the Washington Examiner.
"You can only break that hardening with some added wins legislatively, or you have
some major event that totally reshapes Biden's approval and the public's perception
of Biden's approval," he said, employing Sept. 11 as a previous example.
Biden's problems are exacerbated by the economy, particularly so-called
"stagflation," according to Paleologos. Stagflation refers to the confluence of
stagnant economic growth and high inflation rates.
The White House this week touted "the accelerated pace" of social welfare and
climate package discussions after lawmakers missed House Speaker Nancy Pelosi's
Sept. 27 deadline.
Pelosi promised centrist House Democrats a vote on Biden's $1.2 trillion bipartisan
infrastructure deal, which the Senate passed last summer. But liberal members pulled
their endorsement without an agreement with centrist senators concerning the now $2
trillion broader package.

"We are at a point where we feel an urgency to move things forward," White House
press secretary Jen Psaki told reporters Monday, repeating the phrase "economic
growth agenda."
But to please Sens. Joe Manchin of West Virginia and Kyrsten Sinema of Arizona,
liberal policies will have to be stripped from the social welfare and climate package.
That is likely to include Biden's $150 billion Clean Electricity Performance Program,
which would have aimed to hasten “the transition toward solar and wind power and
slash[ing] greenhouse gas emissions."
Failing to broker a green substitute before the 26th Conference of the Parties to the
U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change's World Leader Summit in
November may damage Biden's credibility on the issue, according to his own
environment envoy John Kerry, but also depress turnout next year among voters who
care about it.
"Unfortunately, it's almost a no-win scenario because he's expected to deliver those
things," Paleologos said. "Not quite meeting the threshold of expectation with the
actual end product suggests that you could have some leakage of support, you could
have leakage of enthusiasm, and that potentially could impact the 2022 midterms."
And young and minority people, who disproportionately vote for Democrats, already
cast fewer ballots during non-presidential elections.
Democratic strategist Antjuan Seawright declined to describe delays with the social
welfare and climate package as "setbacks." Instead, the process "ebbs and flows" and,
while every Democrat will not be completely happy, the party will be proud of the end
result, he contended.
"It's very important that we try to get something done before the 2022 midterms, so
the sooner the better," he said. "There's an expectation for a lot of people for
Democrats to deliver, so we actually have to deliver."
Seawright encouraged Democrats to promote the $1.9 trillion coronavirus spending
package in the meantime. A Morning Consult/Politico poll this month found that less
than half of respondents credit Democrats and less than 40% Biden for their more
generous child tax credit.
Seawright similarly dismissed Republican opposition to election reform as defying
common sense ahead of a doomed Senate vote this week on Manchin's compromise to
the For the People Act. Republicans are poised to block the Freedom to Vote Act on
Wednesday because Democrats do not have 60 senators in the chamber.
"The lack of urgency in Congress, in the Senate, among Republicans, in protecting
people's fundamental right to vote is also frustrating to the president and to this
administration," Psaki added Monday. "These are bipartisan proposals that have had
bipartisan support. We're talking about people's fundamental rights."

Biden will fly to his hometown of Scranton, Pennsylvania, Wednesday to drum up
support for his proposals. The White House has provided scant details regarding his
week, keeping his schedule open to speak with lawmakers about the bills.

The Supreme Court Deals a Harsh, Unanimous Blow to Police Reform
Mark Joseph Stern - Slate
The Supreme Court dealt a blow to police reform in two unanimous decisions on
Monday shielding officers from lawsuits accusing them of illegal brutality.
Both rulings endorse a nearly insurmountable version of qualified immunity, the
doctrine that protects police and other state officials from suit, raising the bar even
higher for victims of unconstitutional conduct. The rulings are a major setback for the
campaign to rein in qualified immunity and a clear signal that a majority of the court
remains eager to protect violent officers from accountability.

Provided by Slate Police officers in Portland, Oregon, monitor a Black Lives Matter
protest. Kathryn Elsesser/Getty Images
Each of Monday’s decisions involves claims of unconstitutional force. In the
first, Rivas-Villegas v. Cortesluna, officers shot a man with a “bean bag round”
(actually a lead shot in cloth) twice at close range because he had a knife pointing
face up in his pants pocket. The officers then kneeled on the man’s back for eight
seconds.
In the second case, Tahlequah v. Bond, officers fatally shot a man because he refused
to drop a hammer that he was allegedly wielding as a weapon. The plaintiffs in both
cases accused the officers of violating the Fourth Amendment’s prohibition against
excessive force. The officers sought to dismiss the suits by asserting qualified
immunity.

Surprisingly, the courts of appeals denied the officers’ requests, allowing both cases
to go to a jury. These decisions were unusual because the Supreme Court has imposed
a stringent requirement on civil rights plaintiffs suing state officials, including police:
They must not only prove that an officer infringed on a constitutional right but also
that this right was “clearly established” at the time.
Unless there is precedent explicitly stating that the officer’s conduct was illegal, the
victim cannot even take their case to a jury. Instead, a judge must throw the case out
by granting the officers qualified immunity.
This rule, which the Supreme Court made up out of whole cloth, has wreaked havoc
on Fourth Amendment rights, preventing countless victims of police brutality from
getting their day in court. Most lower courts apply the doctrine vigorously, granting
qualified immunity unless there is a precedent with virtually identical facts. If a victim
cannot point to a past decision in which a court found that the exact same
conduct was unconstitutional, they lose immediately.
This approach leads to grotesque results. Consider, for instance, the officer shielded
from suit after shooting an innocent man in his own home for no reason, or the officer
protected by qualified immunity after allowing his police dog to maul a random
homeless man. In both cases, the cops received qualified immunity because the courts
could not identify a precedent with indistinguishable facts in which a court found a
constitutional violation.
As a result, the rights at issue were not “clearly established.” On the rare occasions
when lower courts denied qualified immunity, the Supreme Court routinely reversed
them in an unsigned summary opinion (called a per curiam) without oral argument or
full briefing. In 2020, a Pulitzer Prize–winning Reuters investigation found that
courts are granting qualified immunity to cops in a huge and ever-growing number of
cases.
Over the past year, however, it appeared that the justices were retreating from their
near-absolute position. In November, the Supreme Court issued a per curiam decision
in Taylor v. Riojas. The facts of the case were appalling: Correctional officers in
Texas forced a man to sleep naked in a cell covered in feces and sewage for six days.
Incredibly, the 5th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals granted qualified immunity to the
officers who inflicted this torture, finding that they violated no “clearly established”
right. By a 7–1 vote, the Supreme Court summarily reversed the 5th Circuit. The
majority held that the victim’s treatment was so “egregious” that “any reasonable
officer should have realized” that it violated his constitutional rights. Instead of
focusing on whether these rights were “clearly established,” the majority focused on
their “obviousness.”
Three months later, the Supreme Court summarily reversed another 5th Circuit
decision granting qualified immunity to vicious prison guards, McCoy v. Alamu. The
case involved an officer who blasted an incarcerated person in the face with pepper
spray for no apparent reason. Initially, the 5th Circuit found that this act violated no
“clearly established” right. But the Supreme Court ordered it to reassess that
conclusion in light of Taylor.

These decisions led observers to speculate that the court was stepping back from its
unwavering commitment to qualified immunity. Specifically, the justices seemed to
relax the standard for “clearly established” rights, suggesting that officers could lose
immunity if they engaged in obviously plainly unreasonable barbarity. The
speculation intensified in June when SCOTUS issued a 6–3 decision vacating a grant
of qualified immunity to correctional officers who held an incarcerated person inmate
in a prone position while putting pressure on his chest.
On Monday, though, the court dashed any hopes that it would seriously reconsider
the doctrine. Rivas-Villegas and Tahlequah are blunt decisions filled with harsh
language toward the lower courts for daring to deny qualified immunity. In both
cases, the lower courts cited precedents with roughly similar facts in which they found
a violation of a “clearly established” right. Yet SCOTUS retorted that they had
defined these rights “at too high a level of generality.”
It insisted that these precedents were “materially distinguishable” on the basis of
minor differences in fact patterns. For example, in Tahlequah, the officers walked at a
normal pace toward the victim; in a past case, the officers sprinted toward him.
In Rivas-Villegas, the officer merely placed his knee on the victim; in a past case, the
officer “dug his knee into” him. These distinctions, the court concluded, are enough
to merit qualified immunity.
The court’s hair-splitting exercise illustrates what one judge called an “Escherian
Stairwell.” No two cases are exactly alike; there is always a way to distinguish
precedents. If a court wants to grant qualified immunity, it can almost always find
some way to differentiate a previous case from the one before it.
In Monday’s decisions, SCOTUS sent a message that it will flyspeck lower court
decisions granting qualified immunity, scolding them for ruling against cops in all but
the most egregious cases. Rivas-Villegas and Tahlequah tell judges that they are on
much firmer ground when they shield police from civil suits.
The rulings incentivize decisions in favor of the police, even in cases with brutal facts.
And so, by extension, they normalize reckless and violent behavior by law
enforcement officers, who can remain confident that SCOTUS won’t force them to
answer for their misconduct.
No justice dissented from Monday’s rulings—not even Justice Sonia Sotomayor, who
is often a lonely voice against police brutality. The odds that the Supreme Court will
reform its own qualified immunity jurisprudence are extremely low. Congress could
abolish it, but Republicans refuse to weaken the doctrine even slightly, calling
reform a “poison pill.”
States can end qualified immunity under their own laws, and several already have,
granting relief to victims who are locked out of state court. This progress is certainly
welcome, but it shouldn’t be necessary in the first place. The Supreme Court invented
qualified immunity all by itself. And the court should bear the burden of destroying it.

List of Equipment Affected by Gavin Newsom's Ban on Small Engines
Darragh Roche - Newsweek
California Governor Gavin Newsom signed a new law on October 9 that will likely
see a variety of engine-powered equipment banned in the state as part of a push to
reduce air pollution.

Justin Sullivan/Getty Images California Gov. Gavin Newsom speaks during a news
conference after meeting with students at James Denman Middle School on October
01, 2021 in San Francisco, California. Newsom has signed a new law aimed at
phasing out small off-road engines by 2024.
The law aims to eliminate the sale of equipment that uses small off-road engines
(SORE) by January 1, 2024, and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is now
charged with putting in place a plan to implement the ban.
A wide variety of everyday items will be affected, some referenced specifically in the
bill as written by the state legislature, and ordinary Californians may have to make
changes as the law is brought into force.
The law does not provide a comprehensive list of equipment that the new regulations
will encompass but it is clear that the effects will be widespread.
Lawn Equipment and Generators
Perhaps the most common equipment set to be affected by the law will be
gas-powered lawnmowers and leaf blowers.
New sales of lawnmowers and leaf blowers that use SORE will ultimately be banned.
Other common items affected will include power washers and backup generators.
The law requires CARB to "adopt cost-effective and technologically feasible
regulations to prohibit engine exhaust and evaporative emissions from new small
off-road engines."

Generators and emergency response equipment would also be affected.
The text of the newly passed bill said the board should consider "Use cases of both
commercial and residential lawn and garden users" as well as "Expected availability
of zero-emission generators and emergency response equipment."
Golf Carts and Industrial Equipment
Small off-road engines are used widely in machines beyond lawn equipment. CARB's
website explains that the SORE category "consists of off-road spark-ignition engines
that produce 19 kilowatts gross power or less (25 horsepower or less)."
The engines are used in "lawn and garden, industrial, logging, airport ground
support, and commercial utility equipment, golf carts, and specialty vehicles,"
according to the board.
A fact-sheet about SORE prepared by CARB notes that there are 16.7 million small
engines in California and that number is greater than the number of light-duty
passenger cars, which stands at 13.7 million.
CARB's fact-sheet also says those small engines are "comprised of 77% residential
lawn and garden equipment, 9% commercial lawn and garden equipment, 11%
federally regulated construction/farming equipment, and 3% other equipment types
(e.g., generators, utility carts)."
Sports Vehicles
It is not yet clear how the SORE ban would affect other equipment such as off-road
recreational vehicles and sports vehicles including dirt bikes and ATVs. Most of these
vehicles have engines that exceed 25 horsepower, however, according to The Drive, a
specialist automotive news site.
The new law follows a 2020 executive order from Newsom that bans the sale of
gas-powered cars and trucks by 2035 and called for "100 percent zero-emission
off-road vehicles and equipment." Regulators in California also approved a new rule
last year to require all commercial trucks and delivery vehicles sold in the state to be
zero emissions by 2045.

State employees who missed vaccine deadline face suspension and eventual
termination
Matt Stout - B
Nearly 1,600 state employees have not proven they’ve been vaccinated against
COVID-19 or sought an exemption and now face being suspended and potentially
fired under Governor Charlie Baker’s inoculation mandate, his administration said
Monday.

David L. Ryan/Globe Staff SPAM President Sergeant Michael Cherven spoke at a
news conference regarding Governor Baker's vaccine mandate and the deadline that
took effect at midnight.
It wasn’t clear how many of the 1,571 executive branch employees will be punished a
day after the deadline passed for 42,000 workers and 2,000 contractors to prove their
vaccination status, though at least one union official told the Globe that a handful of
his members had been suspended by midday Monday.
State officials said that, as of Monday morning, 40,462 active employees had
submitted the required attestation form or applied for an exemption. That put roughly
95 percent of workers, including contractors, in compliance with the order Baker
issued in mid-August, according to his office.
But Baker and state officials did not detail in which departments or agencies the
unvaccinated employees worked, nor did they say how many workers have sought,
were granted, or were denied an exemption on religious or medical grounds. In a
statement, Baker’s office said it “does not anticipate any significant staffing shortages
in the immediate future.”
The governor’s office also did not say how many applications for exemptions are still
pending. State officials said they “will work with the small number of employees not
in compliance and implement progressive discipline if necessary.”
“As one of the largest employers in the commonwealth ... it seemed perfectly
appropriate to me, and to us, to be safe and to provide confidence to the public,
having a vaccine mandate for the folks who work in the executive branch was the
right thing to do,” Baker told reporters at the State House.
“And the fact that 95 percent of our employees have attested to either being
vaccinated or having filed for an exemption — and the vast, vast, vast majority have

been vaccinated — I think is an indication from the state workforce that they agreed
with us.”
Bracing for potential shortages last week, Baker had activated up to 250 National
Guard members to work for the Department of Correction and up to 200 members to
assist with COVID-19 testing in public K-12 schools.
Baker said as of Monday, no National Guard members had yet been sent to work at a
Department of Correction facility. According to the administration, all employees
were scheduled to work Monday, and managers were set to demand documentation
confirming vaccination or learn whether employees plan to comply.
The second-term Republican’s mandate was among the strictest in the
country because it does not allow for people to refuse the vaccine and get regular
COVID-19 testing instead. Two unions unsuccessfully sought to have a court block
the mandate in recent weeks, and the order has drawn scorn from conservative
corners, including Jim Lyons, the head of the state Republican Party, who criticized it
Monday as an “authoritarian ultimatum.”
The state website said that noncompliance will result in “progressive discipline,”
including unpaid suspensions and terminations. Workers and managers who do not
comply will receive an initial five-day suspension, after which managers who are not
vaccinated will be fired. Other workers would face an additional 10-day unpaid
suspension and then be terminated if they are not vaccinated or approved for an
exemption.
Labor leaders continued to vent Monday over what they’ve described as an opaque
process.
Sergeant Michael Cherven, president of the State Police Association of Massachusetts,
said 299 troopers were unvaccinated as of last week, 200 of whom have sought a
medical or religious exemption, according to data he said the department provided
the union. The vast majority of those exemptions — 186 — were for religious reasons,
he said.
SPAM, which represents nearly 2,000 rank-and-file members of the State Police, had
unsuccessfully sued the administration in state court last month to block the mandate
deadline.
But Cherven said the Baker administration hasn’t provided an update to those who
have sought an exemption, nor has it allowed the union to negotiate for
accommodations, such as regular COVID-19 testing, for those who choose not to be
vaccinated.
He said his union is pro-vaccination and accused the Baker administration of
allowing politics to influence its decision-making.
“Somebody within the administration is not sharing information, they’re not working
with us,” said Cherven, who warned that should troopers be suspended or terminated,
it could hinder the department. “We don’t have the bodies to stick in uniform.”

Baker’s office said 90 percent of State Police employees are in compliance with the
order, but it did not provide data on how many workers in the department could face
discipline.
Baker said Monday he was “not concerned” with the State Police’s ability to staff its
department and defended the state’s approach to approving exemptions, calling it a
“two-tier process” in which applications are first reviewed by the agency and then
the state’s human resources division.
Baker emphasized repeatedly under questioning by reporters that the process was
uniform across all executive branch agencies.
“It was, and it is,” he said.
The Massachusetts Correction Officers Federated Union, which represents 4,000
employees, sued to postpone the mandate, but on Friday a federal judge denied the
union’s request. According to a letter filed by the union’s attorney in court, roughly
1,400 correction officers, or 40 percent of the union members, were unvaccinated as
of Wednesday.
Union leaders did not return a request for comment Monday, and a Department of
Correction spokesman did not directly answer questions about how many employees
could face discipline.
David J. Holway, president of the National Association of Government Employees,
said as of early Monday afternoon, seven of his union members had been given
five-day suspensions, some of whom had unsuccessfully sought an exemption. But he
said he still has not been told how many of the roughly 12,000 workers his union
represents across executive branch agencies are not in compliance or have pending
exemption applications.
“Whatever information they are putting out is suspect at best,” Holway said of the
Baker administration. “We’ve asked for the information and they’re doing the Texas
two-step on us. I don’t think they’ve worked as closely as they should have with the
labor unions to get us to help them get everybody vaccinated. Because we feel that
everybody should be vaccinated.”
The city of Boston is requiring its workers to get vaccinated or agree to undergo
regular testing, and as many as 600 people as of last Thursday were on unpaid leave
pending proof of their compliance.
A series of other state agencies and bodies also have mandated that staff or elected
officials be vaccinated, including the Massachusetts House and Senate — the latter of
which had required staff and members to prove their vaccination status by Friday.
Senate President Karen E. Spilka said Monday that all of the Senate’s roughly 250
lawmakers and staff members responded, either by proving vaccination status or by
seeking an exemption. None of the 40 senators have filed for an exemption, and the
roughly 4 percent of the chamber’s staff members who have are under “personalized”
review, Spilka said.

House lawmakers and staff must show proof of vaccination by Nov. 1, according to a
memo circulated Monday.
(Travis Andersen, Martin Finucane, John R. Ellement, and Emma Platoff of the Globe
staff contributed to this report.)
Seattle sales tax revenue falls by $46M last year; largest decrease in Washington
Jeremy Lott - Examiner
The city of Seattle had the largest drop in sales tax revenue last year among
Washington municipalities, according to a new report from the Office of the
Washington State Auditor.

Provided by Washington Examiner
Seattle’s sales tax collection was down more than $46 million from the year before,
from $348.5 million to $302 million; a 13.3% decline.
Overall sales tax collection in Washington was down 4.5% last year, for a $76.7
million decline. Seattle made up more than half of that decline.
The auditor’s office reported that “167 of 272 cities (that's over 60%) saw an
increase in their sales tax collections over pre-pandemic 2019.”
“We think each city has its own story that explains the increase or decrease," the
report said. "We shouldn’t assume any one factor is responsible for changes.”
Seattle Mayor Jenny Durkan’s office did not provide a comment on the city’s sales tax
decline despite multiple requests.
Like most of Washington, Seattle had lockdowns last year. It also had ongoing
protests so pronounced that many protesters took over an area on Capitol Hill and
called it an “autonomous zone,” which kept out law enforcement and most commerce.

James Sido, director of issues management at the Downtown Seattle Association,
pointed out additional problems that led to lower collections.
“The restrictions on in-person events and the absence of office workers were huge
drivers of the dip in sales tax for Seattle,” Sido said.
While consumer spending in the state wasn’t all bad news, it was mostly bad news for
Seattle.
“While consumer spending rose for some sectors in 2020, some of the ones that were
hit hardest are regionally-concentrated in Seattle, and you could say downtown
Seattle specifically for some,” Sido said.
“These were restaurants, hotels, health care and recreation (arts, culture, tourism,
sports, etc.). Each of those typically generates quite a lot of local sales tax – and have
additional multiplier effects – and most were either closed or extremely limited for all
of 2020.”
Sido predicted improved sales tax collections for this year. “As we saw a rise in
visitors and foot traffic in 2021, particularly in the summer months in downtown,
those numbers should be stronger,” he said.
Psaki shuts down question over why Biden comment on DOJ intervention
Geoff Earle (Deputy U.S. Political Editor) & Ronny Reyes - Daily Mail
White House Press Secretary Jen Psaki on Monday said there was 'hardly a
comparison' between President Joe Biden and the Trump administration as she batted
down a question about the president's comment that people who defy Jan. 6th
committee subpoenas should be prosecuted.
Psaki was pressed on Biden's comment Friday evening, when he first said he hopes a
select House committee 'goes after them and holds them accountable.' He then got
asked if those who defy subpoenas should be prosecuted, and responded: 'I do, yes.'
Psaki on Friday night vouched for the 'independent role' of the DOJ – which Biden
has pledged to uphold.
But she was asked about the comments point blank on Monday at the White House.
'The president continues to believe that Jan. 6 was one of the darkest days in our
democracy,' Psaki said, focusing on the riot that resulted in the immediate deaths of
five people. 'He also continues to believe that the Department of Justice has the
purview and the independence to make decisions about prosecutions,' she said.
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Peter Doocy of Fox News pressed her on the comment, who shot back that that 'was
not what he said' – in reference to Biden's comment about DOJ.
'I just conveyed what his view is and that is also how he has operated, how he has
governed and how he will continue to govern,' said Psaki.
Doocy brought up Biden's past comment not to follow Trump's lead, prompting her to
bring up threats of mass resignations in the final weeks of the Trump presidency amid
Trump's election overturn effort.
'Well, since you give me the opportunity, the former president used his office to incite
an insurrection, he put political pressure on senior DOJ officials to propagate lies
about the election to the point where they threatened to resign en masse. I think
there's hardly a comparison there,' she said.
Several top House Democrats have said witnesses should face the full extent of the
law if they defy congressional subpoenas. But Biden's own statement about what DOJ
should do appears to contradict his own vows to stay out of the DOJ's lane.
Psaki's came after the Department of Justice asserted its independence from the
president in a statement following Biden's comments.
'The Department of Justice will make its own independent decisions in all
prosecutions based solely on the facts and the law. Period. Full stop,' DOJ
spokesperson Anthony Coley said in a blunt response to Biden's plea.
Biden said when he introduced then-Judge Merrick Garland as his nominee to head
the DOJ: 'We need to restore the honor, the integrity, the independence of the DOJ of
this nation that has been so badly damaged. I want to be clear to those who lead this
department who you will serve: You won’t work for me. You are not the president’s or
the vice president’s lawyer. Your loyalty is not to me. It’s to the law, the Constitution,
the people of this nation.'

Biden's comments upended days of discipline from the White House, which had been
distancing itself from the committee's expected criminal contempt referral against

former Donald Trump ally Steven Bannon, who is refusing to comply with a
subpoena.
Psaki attempted to clarify Biden's statement on Twitter, writing that the president
supports the independent role of the DOJ.
'As @potus has said many times, January 6th was one of the darkest days in our
democracy. He supports the work of the committee and the independent role of the
Department of Justice to make any decisions about prosecutions,' Psaki tweeted.
Bannon has refused to comply with a Jan. 6 committee subpoena, and a statement by
his lawyer pointed to Trump's direction that h will assert executive privilege.
The House select committee on Jan. 6th plans to vote on Tuesday on adopting a
contempt of Congress report against Steve Bannon, a longtime adviser to former
President Donald Trump who has not complied with the committee's subpoena.
If the committee approves the contempt case against Bannon, it would go to a full
House vote. From there, the Justice Department and Attorney General Merrick
Garland would decide whether to pursue prosecution.
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'Mr. Bannon has declined to cooperate with the Select Committee and is instead
hiding behind the former President's insufficient, blanket, and vague statements
regarding privileges he has purported to invoke,' Democratic Rep. Bennie Thompson
of Mississippi, who chairs the committee, said in a statement following Bannon's
no-show.
The subpoena asked Bannon to testify on Thursday about any communications he may
have had with the former president in the days around the storming of the Capitol.

Justice officials have not yet revealed what they will do with the referral to hold
Bannon in criminal contempt, which has not been used to prosecute anyone in
decades, CNN reported.

Provided by Daily Mail
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'Though the Select Committee welcomes good-faith engagement with witnesses
seeking to cooperate with our investigation, we will not allow any witness to defy a
lawful subpoena or attempt to run out the clock, and we will swiftly consider
advancing a criminal contempt of Congress referral,' the committee said in a
statement.
Despite Bannon's refusal to testify on Thursday, other Trump aids have appeared to
comply with the committee's requests.

Former Trump DOJ official Jeffery Clark complied with a subpoena for his testimony
and documents earlier this week, and former Deputy Attorney General Jeff Rosen sat
down for an interview with the commission on Wednesday, Fox News reports.
Colin Powell’s death epitomizes the willful carelessness of vaccine skeptics like
Tucker Carlson
Aaron Blake - The Washington Post
Tucker Carlson claims he isn’t anti-vaccine. He says he doesn’t understand why he’s
been given that label (or at least feigns that he doesn’t). Why would anyone think
that?

Aaron Blake/Fox News A Tucker Carlson segment on Colin Powell
The answer: because of what he did Monday night — along with plenty of nights
before it.
A bunch of mainstream news outlets left out some crucial context Monday. They
reported on Colin Powell’s coronavirus-related death and stated that he was fully
vaccinated. But some of them initially failed to note something very important: that he
had undergone treatment for cancer, which suppresses the immune system and
makes surviving the virus significantly more difficult. As the day wore on, this was
corrected.
One prominent Fox News reporter even deleted a tweet suggesting that Powell’s
death raised new questions about the vaccines. And Fox News media critic Howard
Kurtz noted Powell’s condition and said of the vaccines, “Let’s not read anything
more into it.”
Carlson did not get that memo. Despite all of it and the fact that his show aired a
half-day after the corrective measures began, Carlson pressed forward Monday night
by using Powell’s death to question the official case for the vaccines. And he did so
while not once mentioning the crucial fact of Powell’s comorbidity.

“Like almost everyone his age, Colin Powell was fully vaccinated against covid, and
yet according to his family and doctors, Colin Powell died of covid,” Carlson began.
He went on to say that Powell’s and the deaths of other vaccinated people “tells you
you’ve been lied to. Vaccines may be highly useful for some people, but across a
population, they do not solve covid.”
Carlson pressed forward by propping up the straw man that people were told the
vaccines were a fail-safe — President Biden has sometimes exaggerated the
protection the vaccines provide, but experts and studies have never said they’re 100
percent effective — and then promptly knocking it down.
But that straw man wasn’t Carlson’s worst journalistic sin Monday night; his failure
to mention Powell’s cancer was. It was a textbook case of misleading with incomplete
information. And given how well-publicized the debate was over Powell’s comorbidity
throughout the day Monday — including among Carlson’s own colleagues — it’s
difficult to believe the omission was not deliberate.
Carlson, of course, did have company in this.
Former CBS reporter Sharyl Attkisson, who has often espoused vaccine skepticism,
chimed in during the debate over how Powell’s death was being characterized. But
her beef wasn’t with how Powell’s cancer wasn’t initially mentioned; it was with the
idea that not enough media outlets had stated that he was fully vaccinated.
This was, in fact, a feature of much of the coverage and many headlines.
Despite focusing on the supposed omission, Attkisson never mentioned Powell’s
cancer — including in a trio of additional tweets on the subject suggesting that the
vaccines had been oversold.
One of the first Fox News hosts to have his commentary on Powell’s death blow up
was Will Cain, who said shortly after the announcement Monday morning that it
amounted to a “very high-profile example that’s going to require more truth.”
Cain might not have known at that point that Powell had cancer, but he returned to
Fox News prime time Monday night to double down.
This time he did mention Powell’s cancer, but then promptly swept it aside, going into
detail on the effectiveness of vaccines without dwelling on Powell’s status as a special
case.
“He may be an outlier,” Cain said. “Does this tell us anything about the effectiveness
of the vaccine?”
The answer, of course, is that it might — but only in an extremely narrow way
affecting very few people. As Kurtz noted, we probably shouldn’t extrapolate that on
to others who haven’t had cancer.
Yet that’s what Cain proceeded to do, suggesting that we needed extensive details on
when Powell was vaccinated, what kind of vaccine he got, whether he received a
booster and other subjects.

“And by the way, speaking of Dr. [Anthony S.] Fauci and vaccine effectiveness, how
effective overall are these vaccines?” Cain went on. “The headlines have shifted over
the past 18 months. And look at these numbers. We have gone from implications that
the vaccine was 100 percent effective to 90 percent, to 70 percent, to 60 percent, to 50
percent. … This does not inspire much confidence.”
Cain, like Carlson, proceeded to insist that his goal was not to be “leading you to
vaccine hesitancy.” But also like Carlson’s, the thrust of his coverage was clear. It
suggests we’ve been misled, while barraging us with questions that are themselves
misleading and in many cases already answered.
For example, Cain holds out the declining efficacy of the vaccines as some kind of
suspicious progression. But there are logical reasons for it, including that
coronaviruses mutate (i.e. the delta variant), rendering the vaccines less effective, and
that protection from many vaccines wanes over time.
The fact that a high-profile person died after receiving the vaccine is also hardly a
shock or a repudiation of the experts, even if you set aside Powell’s cancer. We’ve
had data for months showing that vaccinated people can indeed die of the
coronavirus.
It’s just that it’s significantly less likely — about 11 times less likely overall. This is
from a government study back in August that is available for all to peruse. But
suddenly the death of one person — a person who had cancer — is somehow “raising
new questions” about the effectiveness of vaccines.
The game here is, indeed, to raise these questions without offering those logical and
very available explanations — much like raising Powell’s death without mentioning
his cancer.
It’s to wink and nod at the more conspiratorial idea that headlines changing from 90
percent efficacy to 70 percent to 60 percent is some kind of unexplained phenomenon
(or even evidence that the 90 percent numbers were lies), rather than real data from a
well-studied and highly dynamic situation.
It’s something Carlson and his ilk have done throughout the pandemic. It’s just rarely
been so blatant or careless.
Biden administration secretly flying underage migrants into New York at night:
Report
Kaelan Deese - Examiner
Planes full of underage migrants are being secretly flown into suburban areas of New
York by the Biden administration in an effort to resettle the massive influx of people
coming from the southern border, a new report says.
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Charter flights from Texas have been unloading droves of young migrants, as the
border crisis has compounded the progress of local immigration officials. Flights
have been underway since at least August, sources familiar with the
matter told the New York Post.
Two planes were seen last week landing at the Westchester County Airport, with most
passengers appearing to be children, teenagers, and some apparent migrants in their
20s.
Some of the passengers were later seen with sponsors or relatives in New Jersey or as
they were taken to a residential facility on Long Island.
Nearly 2,000 migrants that crossed the U.S. border from Mexico have arrived outside
White Plains on 21 flights since Aug. 8, according to an analysis of online
flight-tracking information from the outlet. Additional records indicate some of the
planes landed between midnight and 6:30 a.m., with two reportedly arriving from
Houston at 2:13 a.m. and 4:29 a.m. on Aug. 20, despite a voluntary curfew during
that window.
One of the most recent underage migrant sightings was on Wednesday when reporters
witnessed two buses leaving the Westchester airport carrying around 100 passengers
who arrived on a McDonnell Douglas MD-83.
Republican New York Rep. Elise Stefanik condemned the discreet protocol Tuesday
morning, tweeting, "Joe Biden’s border crisis is out of control! He is now shipping his
problem to New York."
Television host David Asman also slammed the "secret resettlement of tens of
thousands of illegal immigrants in the middle of the night and no cooperation with
states."

"No wonder cartels are now making millions more smuggling people than drugs;
they’re partnering with the Biden Administration," he added in a tweet.
A spokeswoman for Democratic Westchester County Executive George Latimer
claimed the situation was "nothing new" and likened it to a policy under former
President Donald Trump's administration.
"This is similar to when HHS, under the Trump administration, housed almost 1
thousand migrant children in Westchester - without the County’s prior knowledge or
approval," spokeswoman Catherine Cioffi wrote in a statement to Fox News. "Then,
as opposed to now, there was no outcry by anyone."
When questioned about the charter program, the White House said the flights only
carry children and teenagers, with the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services adding, "It is our legal responsibility to safely care for unaccompanied
children until they can be swiftly unified with a parent or a vetted sponsor."
"Our Office of Refugee Resettlement facilitates travel for the children in its custody to
their family or sponsors across the country," said HHS spokesman Jorge Silva.
Silva added that the "unaccompanied children" came through the Westchester airport
to reach their final destination for unification with either "their parents or vetted
sponsor."
In July and August alone, at least 37,805 unaccompanied minors were caught
entering the United States from Mexico, according to U.S. Customs and Border
Protection data.
The Washington Examiner contacted HHS and the White House but did not
immediately receive a response.
Andrew McCabe's settlement with the Department of Justice is a signal to John
Durham
Kevin R. Brock, (pinion contributor) - The Hill
Former FBI Deputy Director Andrew McCabe was un-fired when the Department of
Justice (DOJ) - now firmly under a Democratic administration - agreed to settle with
McCabe by fully restoring his FBI pension and removing all records from his FBI
personnel file that indicate he was fired for cause.

Greg Nash Andrew McCabe's settlement with the Department of Justice is a signal to
John Durham
It wasn't really a settlement. McCabe sued the government, and the DOJ said, "Okay,
we'll give you what you want." The agreement does not change the findings of DOJ
Inspector General Michael Horowitz that McCabe lied under oath to investigators on
three occasions; it simply eliminates all consequences for doing so.
Oh, and it also forks over half a million dollars of taxpayer money to cover McCabe's
attorney's fees. That'll teach him a lesson for lying after raising his right hand three
times and swearing not to.
DOJ's magnanimity comes as special prosecutor John Durham has begun
noose-tightening indictments in his probe of individuals involved in creating and
furthering the discredited "Crossfire Hurricane" investigation.
The DOJ cannot prevent Durham from pursuing indictments of any former FBI
executives, including McCabe, should the evidence lead to that. However, if he does,
McCabe's stunning absolution by a DOJ now controlled by the Democrats strongly
indicates that a presidential pardon is likely in play for anyone who so vigorously
investigated Republicans without an adequate basis to do so.
In other words, it looks like these former FBI executives now have an "insurance
policy" - to borrow an infamous phrase from former FBI special agent Peter Strzok.
McCabe's re-polishing also has the secondary salutary effect of perpetuating the
longstanding Washington tradition of pushing blame as far down the hierarchy stack
as possible, in order to leave unsullied the elite command staff who set the tone and
lead the charge.
A few indictments of some lower-level actors? Fine, no problem. Holding higher-ups
responsible, however, threatens to narrow the accountability deficit that exists across
government right now, where blame for spectacular failures never seems to land on
anyone in leadership.

The details of McCabe's misdeeds that led to his firing are well known. He claims he
was a victim of a vindictive President Trump, but he lied under oath to inspector
general investigators, according to Horowitz, and that sealed his fate.
Lying - or "lack of candor," as it is referred to in the bureau - is a fireable offense
since it makes an FBI agent an impeachable witness and obliterates his or her ability
to testify under oath in court. In effect, the capacity of an agent to function is lost. All
agents know well the risk that lying has on their career. It's no secret.
McCabe was hurriedly fired on the one-yard line just short of retirement eligibility,
which affected his access to a full FBI pension. His beef with that action has some
merit as inordinately punitive. Restoration of his retirement benefits is not something
that most FBI agents are going to begrudge him, given his otherwise long career in
the FBI.
However, the inspector general's public report states that McCabe lied to
investigators on four occasions, three of them while under oath. His firing followed
the standards consistently applied to all other FBI agents.
By agreeing to rescind all references to his firing from his personnel record, the DOJ
has established a double standard, one for regular agents and one for protected
agents. Since McCabe's firing was easily defensible, this inexplicable settlement by
Merrick Garland's DOJ takes on the odor of a reward for misusing the authorities of
the FBI against a political enemy of the Democratic Party.
While Andrew McCabe is being made whole, the FBI continues to struggle with the
aftermath of the destruction left behind by initiatives that apparently opened an
investigation into a presidential campaign without articulating any legal basis for
doing so, abused the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) court, and
purposefully leaked official documents to the press to create an expensive special
counsel investigation into their own manufactured nothingness. The trust of many
Americans in the FBI dissipated in their wake.
And, despite all of that, the DOJ has loudly signaled that no one involved in this illicit
investigation will be held accountable - except, of course, perhaps a few more
lower-level functionaries.
Former FBI Director James Comey, McCabe and Strzok are probably less concerned
today with the efforts of Durham's team than they were before. The insurance policy
is starting to pay out.
It is disheartening to have to state the obvious, but an FBI agent should never lie. If
an agent breaks bad and does lie under oath, the privilege of being an FBI agent
should be taken away. That has always been the standard - at least until now.
The current DOJ has decided that lies by certain people deserve no consequences.
Their ill-advised settlement sets a sad precedent that will handicap the FBI's ability to
remove future liars. That's bad for all of us.

(Kevin R. Brock, former assistant director of intelligence for the FBI, was an FBI
special agent for 24 years and principal deputy director of the National
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC). He independently consults with private companies
and public-safety agencies on strategic mission technologies)
LA ports a ghost town much of the weekend despite Biden's goal to move cargo
Tori Richards - Examiner

Nick Ut Trucks wait to be loaded at the Port of Los Angeles Wednesday, Dec. 5, 2012
in Los Angeles. Work resumed Wednesday at the Los Angeles and Long Beach
harbors after settlement of a strike that crippled the nation's busiest container port
complex for more than a week. (AP Photo/NickUt)

Provided by Washington Examiner FILE - In this Sept. 10, 2004 file photo, ships
carrying containers are loaded and unloaded at the Port of Los Angeles. The nation's
busiest port is approving Thursday, June 5, 2014 a new director and a nearly $1
billion budget that focuses on construction projects to keep business from
increasingly aggressive competitors. (AP Photo/Reed Saxon, File)

Despite President Joe Biden's goal to move cargo around the clock in Los Angeles
ports, the gates remained shut on Sunday with a smattering of open traffic on
Saturday.
The nationwide port schedule app Pier Trucker showed terminals that looked like
ghost towns Sunday with barren traffic lanes as additional cargo ships continue to
pile up along the coastlines of Los Angeles and Orange counties. On Friday, 88 ships
were waiting to dock at either Long Beach or Los Angeles harbors — 10 additional
ships from the last count on Oct. 13, according to the Marine Exchange of Southern
California.
Port officials say they are working with terminal operators to increase the open gate
times. However, waterfront labor negotiator Jim Tessier, who has worked on behalf
of both longshoremen and their union, says it comes down to money because shipping
companies run the terminals.
“Most shipping companies are foreign and did not attend Biden’s briefing and don’t
care about what he or the landlord think,” Tessier said. “The port has nothing to do
with all the operations — they are the landlord. How involved is your landlord in
your business?”
Tessier said the shippers sign contracts that span decades and typically do not open
weekends because the additional pay for longshoremen is pricey. Hourly pay is 1.3
times the regular rate at night and 1.5 on weekends, he said.
“Historically, the industry has not been willing to pay that money,” Tessier added.
However, Port of Long Beach spokesman Lee Peterson said the port is a stakeholder
in the process and talks are ongoing to expand trucker access to cargo.
“We are working closely with the terminal operators to address the issue,” Peterson
said. “We are lockstep with them and seeing how we can make the system work to
address the backlog.”
Last weekend, five of Los Angeles’ six terminals were open during the day on
Saturday and none at night. In Long Beach, two terminals were open Saturday during
the day, according to charts for the two ports. Next weekend appears to be a repeat of
last weekend.
Biden announced last week that “the Port of Los Angeles will open — over 60 extra
hours a week it will be open."
“We need to start looking at this as a national security issue and need to be more
reliant on American-made products so we aren’t beholden to ports, shipping lines,
and China,” said Rep. Doug LaMalfa, a Republican on the Highway and
Transit Subcommittee.
“In the meantime, we need to solve this problem. I’m disappointed in Biden saying for
a month now that he would get [ports] open. What is the bottleneck and how do you
fix it?”

One trucker told the Washington Examiner that he has languished at the ports for
hours and would welcome the chance to come on the weekend.
“The port is mismanaged 100%,” said the trucker, Brian, who did not want his last
name publicized out of fear of reprisal. “If the port was open, we would come. There
is nothing about the truckers that is an issue. We don’t want to go there and waste
time. We are at the mercy of the crane operator.”
Portland sets new homicide record, use traffic barrels to combat drive-by shootings
Greg Norman - Fox News
The number of homicides in Portland has now surpassed its previous annual record
of 66, set in 1987 – and there are still more than two months to go in the calendar
year.
As of Tuesday, Oregon’s largest city has recorded 67 killings so far this year,
three-quarters of which have been carried out by firearms, according to the
Associated Press. The total number of shootings – around 1,000 – also have left an
additional 314 people injured.
"People should be leery because this is a dangerous time," Lionel Irving Jr., a
lifelong Portland resident and a gang outreach worker, told the AP.
The homicides come as Portland’s police department is struggling to keep up amid an
acute staffing shortage and budget cuts.
The Pacific Northwest city is now implementing novel solutions aimed at improving
safety, including adding traffic barrels to prevent drive-by shootings and suspending
minor traffic stops so officers can focus on immediate threats.
Police say many shootings are linked to gangs, fights and retaliation killings, but they
are also affecting bystanders.
Nine-year-old Hadar Kedem recently told city leaders about a dangerously close call
when she was caught in gunfire earlier this year.
Hadar had been playing with her father, brother and dog at a northeast Portland
park when a group of people in ski masks began shooting. Hadar and her family dove
for cover behind a metal equipment bin. One bullet landed within feet of
the fourth-grader.
"I know that not only do I want change, but everyone wants change," Hadar said
during a City Council meeting last month. "I want to feel safe."
Nationally, homicides increased by nearly 30% from 2019 to 2020, based on FBI data.
However, in Portland, deadly violence is increasing at a faster rate than nearly all
major cities, with an 83% increase in homicides in 2020, according to the Associated
Press.

Portland has seen more homicides in 2021 than some larger cities, including San
Francisco, and it's had twice as many slayings as its larger Pacific Northwest
neighbor, Seattle.
Other hard-hit Western cities include the Albuquerque, New Mexico, metro area,
which has about 679,000 residents and has seen a record 97 homicides this year.
Portland police have struggled to quell the violence, with the bureau 128 officers
below authorized strength.
Since August 2020, about 200 officers have left the department. Many, in their exit
interviews, cited low morale, lack of support from city officials and burnout from
months of racial justice protests, which often ended in plumes of tear gas and
confrontation but have largely died down since last summer.
"We are running on fumes. There’s no way we can investigate thoroughly, and
correctly, all these shootings," said Daryl Turner, executive director of Portland's
police union.
Turner says the city will need to hire 840 officers over the next five years to
implement proper community policing and keep Portland safe.
Besides staffing, Turner said the increase in violence is directly related to budget
cuts.
Amid booming calls to defund the police, city leaders slashed $27 million from the
police budget last year — $11 million due to the pandemic-caused budget crisis — a
decision that Turner says has cost lives.
Officials also disbanded a specialized unit focused on curbing gun violence, which
had long faced criticism for disproportionately targeting people of color.
Earlier this month, additional traffic barrels were installed in a southeast Portland
neighborhood that has been plagued by shootings — some of which were linked to
high-speed drivers.
City Commissioner Jo Ann Hardesty said the hope is that the traffic changes will slow
activity at gun violence hot spots and make it harder to "both commit a crime and get
away with it."
"This is an all-hands-on-deck situation where government needs to dig deep, think
creatively," Hardesty said. "From police to community-based organizations to
infrastructure design — we all have a role to play in this emergency."
In addition, Portland Mayor Ted Wheeler announced in June that officers are no
longer being directed to stop drivers for low-level traffic violations.
Wheeler and Police Chief Chuck Lovell said this was in response to data showing a
disproportionate impact on Black drivers, but also because the city doesn't have
enough officers.

The increasing violence and pleas for cities to do more have compelled some areas to
switch from defunding police departments to restoring funding to them.
In major cities across the country, portions of police budgets are being restored.
From Los Angeles to New York, some law enforcement departments that underwent
massive budget cuts, amid nationwide protests over the murder of George Floyd last
year, have had local leaders restore funds or implement new programs or units.
In Portland, there's money available for public safety in the form of a $60 million
general fund excess balance.
The City Council can use half the money, which came from business taxes last year
and was far more than anticipated, however it wants. Whether a significant portion
will go to the police bureau has yet to be determined.

The fight between Joe Manchin and Bernie Sanders over the Biden agenda is
getting very, very personal
Chris Cillizza (Editor-at-large) - CNN
There's an unwritten rule in the Senate that no senator from your own party should
try to mess with you in your state. Which is what makes what Vermont Sen. Bernie
Sanders did on Friday very interesting -- and potentially explosive.

Provided by CNN
Sanders took to the pages of West Virginia's Charleston Gazette-Mail to make the
case for an expansive version of President Joe Biden's social safety net legislation,
which would rethink the role for the government in everything from immigration to
the environment and back.
"Poll after poll shows overwhelming support for this legislation," wrote Sanders.
"Yet, the political problem we face is that in a 50-50 Senate we need every
Democratic senator to vote 'yes.' We now have only 48. Two Democratic senators
remain in opposition, including Sen. Joe Manchin, D-W.Va."

Whoa boy.
Manchin immediately shot back with this: "This isn't the first time an out-of-stater
has tried to tell West Virginians what is best for them despite having no relationship
to our state."
But, wait there was more! "Congress should proceed with caution on any additional
spending and I will not vote for a reckless expansion of government programs," added
Manchin. "No op-ed from a self-declared Independent socialist is going to change
that."
While that might not seem like much to you, for the obsessively polite Senate, that
level of personal back-and-forth is roughly the equivalent of the Squid Game. And
while it may the most personal Sanders and Manchin have been, it's far from the first
time the two men have taken their disagreements about the Biden agenda public in
recent weeks.
"I can't speak for Mr. Manchin. I'm not a psychologist," Sanders said on CNN earlier
this month when asked about Manchin's ongoing opposition to the social safety net
legislation and its proposed $3.5 trillion price tag.
Manchin has given as well as he has gotten. Asked about his opposition to a broader
bill with a higher price tag, the West Virginia Democrat responded: "I don't believe
that we should turn our society into an entitlement society. I think that we should still
be a compassionate, rewarding society."
To which Sanders then offered this: "[Senator] Manchin has a right to fight for his
point of view, has not only a right to be heard, he has a right to get some
compromises. He's a member of the Senate. But two people do not have the right to
sabotage what 48 want, and what the President of the United States wants. That to me
is wrong."
On Monday, Manchin shot back, again, at Sanders. "There's 52 senators who don't
agree, OK, and there's two that want to work something out if possible in a most
rational reasonable way," he said.
And as CNN's Manu Raju reported earlier this month, Biden equated getting the two
men in the same room with "homicide" after liberal Rep. Ro Khanna (California)
suggested doing just that in hopes of hashing out a compromise.
Both men insist that their disagreements are not personal -- or taken as such. But to
believe that, you have to believe that all politics isn't personal, which, decades of
evidence makes clear, it is.
It's not at all clear how the tension plays out. Democrats -- up to and including
Manchin and Sanders -- believe that the party must find a way to pass parts of Biden's
agenda.
Manchin prefers that Congress pass the $1.2 trillion "hard infrastructure plan,"
which has already been approved by a bipartisan Senate majority, first. Sanders
wants the larger safety net bill passed -- for fear that if the hard infrastructure bills
goes through, moderates like Manchin may walk away from a larger bill altogether.

What's more, the two men's opposing stances are good for their politics back home.
Vermont is among the most progressive states in the country and Sanders' advocacy
for more government spending will be greeted with plaudits in the state. Manchin, on
the other hand, represents a state Donald Trump won by 39(!) points in 2020.
The conservatism of the state's electorate makes Manchin's role as a break on the
policies being pushed by the likes of Sanders a winning one, political speaking, in the
state.
The simple fact is this: Sanders and Manchin are never going to agree on the breadth
-- and cost -- of the social safety net legislation. The key for Biden, Senate Majority
Leader Chuck Schumer and other deal-minded Democrats is to find a way to lower
the temperature between them.

China’s Orbiting Missile Exploits Weakness in U.S. Defenses
Brendan Scott, Jon Herskovitz & Kari Lindberg - Bloomberg
(Bloomberg) -- China’s reported launch of a hypersonic missile into orbit has raised
concerns that U.S. rivals are quickly neutralizing the Pentagon’s missile defenses
even as it invests tens of billions of dollars in upgrades.
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In a test two months ago, the Chinese military sent a nuclear-capable missile into
low-orbit space and around the globe before cruising down to its target, the Financial
Times reported Saturday, citing people familiar with the matter.

Although the weapon missed its mark by about two dozen miles, the paper said, the
technology, once perfected, could be used to send nuclear warheads over the South
Pole and around American anti-missile systems in the northern hemisphere.
China disputed the paper’s account, with Foreign Ministry spokesman Zhao Lijian
describing it as a “routine test of a space vehicle to verify technology for spacecraft
reusability” and comparing it with systems being developed by private companies.
“China will work with other countries in the world for the peaceful use of space for
the benefit of mankind,” Zhao told a regular news briefing Monday.
If the missile test is confirmed, it would suggest that Chinese President Xi Jinping
may be exploring orbital strikes as a way to counter American advancements in
shooting down ballistic missiles before they can threaten the U.S. homeland.
The Russians considered such “fractional orbital bombardment systems” during the
Soviet era before abandoning them. But in 2018, Russia rolled out a series of new
weapons that President Vladimir Putin said would render U.S. missile defenses
“ineffective.”
The moves illustrate how the Pentagon’s push to develop and deploy more advanced
anti-missile systems, ostensibly to protect against weapons from North Korea and
Iran, may be accelerating a new nuclear arms race.
Kim Jong Un over the past few years has unveiled a wide range of missiles -- testing
what his regime described as a hypersonic glide vehicle last month -- designed to
thwart American and allied defenses.
Under Kim, North Korea has developed a series of solid-fuel ballistic missiles
designed to fly too low to be intercepted by a U.S.-operated antimissile system known
as the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense, or THAAD. The missiles may also be too
fast to be stopped by Patriot surface-to-air missiles that defend against low-altitude
rockets, weapons experts said.
Li Nan, a visiting senior research fellow at the East Asian Institute specializing in
Chinese security and military policies at the National University of Singapore,
described China sending a missile into orbit as “a game-changer.”
“If China was able to deploy one, that would basically neutralize U.S. missile
defense,” Li said. “It makes it very hard for the U.S. to deal with this new type of
missile and will make it very costly to combat and build up new capabilities to
counteract this technology.”
After years of development, a U.S. Navy destroyer last year successfully intercepted a
mock intercontinental ballistic missile designed to simulate one developed by North
Korea. The test, which the head of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency described as an
“incredible accomplishment and critical milestone,” would potentially allow ships in
the U.S.’s Seventh Fleet to shoot down missiles in addition to 44 interceptors based in
silos in California and Alaska.

The MDA plans to spend $45 billion between fiscal year 2020 and FY24, the
Government Accountability Office said in April, after spending about $163 billion
over the previous two decades. The Biden administration has pressed ahead with
plans to develop a new anti-missile warhead and expand defense systems in Alaska
and Europe, despite cost overruns and delays.
The U.S. and China have increasingly squared off in places like the South China Sea
and Taiwan Strait as part of what the Biden administration has characterized as
“strategic competition” between the world’s two largest economies.
The threat of a U.S. strike that wipes out Chinese missiles before they can hit an
American target, has long been seen as a deterrent against more assertive military
action by Beijing.
The U.S., like Russia, holds more than 4,000 warheads, according to a June report by
the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute. The PLA Rocket Force, by
comparison, added about 30 warheads to its stockpile of about 320 bombs over the
past year.
Developing hypersonic glide vehicles are one way for countries such as China and
North Korea to make the most of their smaller number of warheads, said Melissa
Hanham, a non-proliferation expert and an affiliate with the Stanford Center for
International Security and Cooperation.
She said there wasn’t yet any public evidence that either country was considering an
orbital bombardment strategy.
‘Extremely Risky’
“However, weaponizing space in this way is extremely risky and destabilizing should
any country pursue it,” Hanham said. “It raises that stakes of an unintended
escalation which could lead to nuclear war.”
Pentagon Press Secretary John Kirby declined to comment on the Financial Times
report Monday, saying only that Beijing’s efforts to advance its military showed why
the U.S. regarded China as its “No. 1 pacing challenge.”
“We have made clear our concerns about the military capabilities China continues to
pursue, capabilities that only increase tensions in the region and beyond,” Kirby
said.
The August test was one of several recent moves by Beijing that appeared intended to
overcome U.S. advantages in both warhead stockpiles and missile shields and
establish a more favorable balance of power.
China is building at least 250 missile silos in at least three sites, according
to independent analysis of satellite imagery, causing non-proliferation experts to
speculate that the People’s Liberation Army might leave many empty to confuse and
distract U.S. military planners.

Hu Xijin, editor-in-chief of the Communist Party’s Global Times
newspaper, tweeted the Financial Times story Sunday, saying that Beijing would
improve its nuclear deterrence to “ensure that the U.S. abandons the idea of nuclear
blackmail against China.”
Ankit Panda, the Stanton senior fellow in the nuclear policy program at the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, said China’s description of the test as a “space
vehicle” likely can’t be taken at face value, since putting a hypersonic glide vehicle
into orbit wouldn’t be routine.
Although U.S. ship-based systems might be able to intercept such an attack by an
intercontinental ballistic missile, Panda said, ground-based systems in the north
wouldn’t.
“Existing U.S. counter-ICBM defenses all rely on intercepting the incoming warhead
outside the atmosphere, which is partly why China has looked to gliders in the first
place,” Panda said.
Harry Reid calls on Democrats to plow forward on immigration
Rafael Bernal - The Hill
Former Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) on Tuesday called on
Democrats to push forward on immigration reform in 2021.
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"If my 2010 reelection to the Senate proved anything, it was that Democrats can fight
and win on immigration. It makes policy sense and political sense and not just with
Latino voters, but also with Americans of all backgrounds," said Reid, who famously
shifted from being an immigration hawk in the early '90s to backing liberalization as
majority leader in 2010.
"However, the operative word is 'win.' With Democrats controlling both chambers of
Congress and the White House, Americans expect Democrats to deliver this time on
sensible immigration policies," he added.

Immigrant advocates are wary that Democrats could fail to include any sort of
immigration provision in this year's reconciliation bill, essentially leaving the issue at
the mercy of 10 Senate Republicans.
Democrats have attempted to include three different immigration provisions in the bill,
but the first two failed to meet muster with the Senate parliamentarian, the
rule-keeper for determining what can be included in the package under Senate rules.
The Democrats are crafting a package that cannot be filibustered by Republicans,
which will make it possible to get it through the Senate if Democrats are unified
around it. But there are specific rules for what provisions can be included in the
filibuster-proof measure.
The first two proposals, which gave legal permanent residency to millions of
undocumented immigrants and immigrants on humanitarian visas, were deemed by
the Senate parliamentarian as incompatible with the rules of reconciliation.
A third, which grants temporary relief but not permanent legal residency - and thus
no path to citizenship - for millions of people is currently being negotiated between
Senate Democrats and the parliamentarian's office.
Advocates and some Democrats are growing increasingly tired of the back-and-forth,
which they argue is unnecessary, as the parliamentarian's ruling is advisory in nature,
and the chamber's presiding officer has the final say on what can and cannot be
included in reconciliation.
Reid, who as Senate leader weakened the chamber's filibuster on presidential
nominations, did not specify how he wants Senate leaders to push through, but made
clear that voters could turn on Democrats if no immigration deal comes through.
"By 3-to-1 margins and across party lines, Americans want legal status for
immigrants who have worked hard, paid taxes and made their lives in the United
States. After decades of waiting to fix this broken immigration system, the voters that
rejected Donald Trump's nativism, and gave power to Democrats, are not going to
give us a free pass if all we come back with are procedural excuses," said Reid.
Since Reid's reelection in 2010, Nevada has become more Democratic in large part
because of Latino voters and the promise of immigration reform.
Sen. Catherine Cortez Masto (D-Nev.), Reid's successor, is up for reelection in 2022
in what could become one of the most competitive Senate races in the country.
Still, both the White House and Democratic congressional leadership have tread
carefully on the matter of immigration.
Advocates say the 2021 reconciliation process could be the last opportunity for a
broad legalization program for years or decades, arguing that the political and
economic benefits of acting boldly on immigration would outweigh any backlash.

"I have seen the human and economic consequences of this broken system. The
current system rips families apart, destroys otherwise prosperous businesses, and
keeps millions of hardworking people fearing deportation. We must fix this. This is the
year. The time is now," said Reid.
Rachel Levine Becomes First Transgender Four-Star Officer in Any Branch of
Military: 'Profound Responsibility'
Vanessa Etienne - People
Dr. Rachel Levine is checking another box in the history books.
On Tuesday, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services announced that the
63-year-old will be sworn in as an admiral of the U.S. Public Health Service
Commissioned Corps — becoming its first-ever female four-star admiral and the
nation's first openly transgender four-star officer across any of the eight uniformed
services.
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Speaking on the historic milestone, Levine said she was "humbled" to lead 6,000
Public Health Service officers who are dedicated to serving underserved and
vulnerable populations across the nation.
"I am humbled to serve as the first female four-star officer of the U.S. Public Health
Service Commissioned Corps and first openly transgender four-star officer across
any of the 8 uniformed services," she said in a statement, per Forbes. "This is a
momentous occasion and I am pleased to take this role for the impact I can make, and
for the historic nature of what it symbolizes. May this appointment be the first of
many like it as we create a more inclusive future."
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Levine told USA Today that there's a "significant and profound responsibility" that
comes with her new role, planning to tackle issues including the COVID-19 pandemic,
opioid crisis, and transition-related care. Several officials praised Levine and the
Biden administration for the commitment to diversity and inclusion.
"Admiral Levine's historic appointment as the first openly transgender four-star
officer is a giant step forward toward equality as a nation," HHS Secretary Xavier
Becerra said in a statement, according to the Washington Post.
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S. Surgeon General, Vice Admiral Vivek Murthy added, "Her appointment represents
an important step towards a more inclusive future, and her service will undoubtedly
advance the USPHS Commissioned Corps' mission to protect, promote, and advance
the health and safety of our nation," Forbes reports.
In March, Levine also became the country's highest-ranking openly transgender
official after she was confirmed by the Senate as the assistant secretary of the Health
and Human Services Department.
"I will not be the last," Levine said in a statement to The New York Times at the time.
"When I assume this position, I will stand on the shoulders of those who came before
— people we know throughout history and those whose names we will never know
because they were forced to live and work in the shadows."

The trouble with ‘Build Back Better’ is no one really wants to pay for it
Jonah Goldberg - Tribune Content Agency
Here is a very basic fact: People tend to like getting stuff for free. Ask most people,
“Do you want a fancy new Mercedes?” and they’ll likely respond, “Yes.” But ask
them to pay full price for it and demand drops dramatically.

TNS Bernie Sanders speaks to reporters as he arrives to the Senate Chambers during
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Hold that thought.
Sen. Bernie Sanders is very upset that the Democrats’ “Build Back Better” package is
stalled. “Poll after poll shows overwhelming support for the $3.5 trillion Build Back
Better legislation,” Sanders said in a statement, “and the need to lower prescription
drug costs, expand Medicare to cover dental, hearing and vision…” and so on.

But as National Review’s Charles Cooke wrote, Sanders’ statement refutes itself. In
the next paragraph, the Vermont senator says, “polling also shows that despite
President Biden having introduced this proposal five months ago, a majority of
Americans have very little knowledge as to what is in this bill.”
Sanders adds, “It is hard to ask people to have faith in their government when they
have little understanding of what their government is trying to do.”
As Cooke rightly notes, it’s odd to simultaneously claim a bill is overwhelmingly
popular and that a majority of Americans have no idea what’s in it.
But Sanders thinks that’s proof the mainstream media is failing to educate the public.
Individual elements of the bill poll well, hence the claim it’s popular. “The
foundations of American democracy are threatened not only by extremism, but by
ignorance and lack of knowledge,” he exclaims.
I’m all for dispelling ignorance, but Sanders is perpetuating a myth that harms
democracy, too — specifically, that massive social welfare spending is wildly popular
with American voters.
In 2016, Vox polled Bernie Sanders’ proposals for nationalized healthcare and free
college tuition. They didn’t poll the general public; they polled Bernie Sanders’ own
supporters.
Not surprisingly, respondents favored single-payer healthcare. But when asked if
they’d be willing to personally pay more for it, support dropped. Two-thirds said the
most they’d be willing to pay in additional taxes for “free” healthcare was $1,000 per
year, about $83 per month.
This number includes the 8% of Sanders supporters who said they wouldn’t be willing
to pay anything for universal healthcare.
Cheap socialists aren’t the story here. Americans in general don’t want to pay much
of anything — out of their own pocket — for the stuff progressives constantly say
America is demanding.
A Washington Post poll in 2019 found that 68% of Americans supported taxing
“wealthy families” to pay for fighting climate change. But when asked if they would
agree to pay an extra $2 a month on their electric bills, support fell to less than 47%.
That same year, an AP-NORC poll asked people if they’d be willing to spend $10
more a month in their energy bills to fight climate change. Some 68% of respondents
said nope.
This is where the truly dangerous ignorance begins. For years now, voters have been
told that the rich as well as greedy corporations are an untapped renewable resource
that can pay for everything and anything. That’s false.
You could confiscate all of the wealth of the top 1% and it wouldn’t come close to
covering the bill for, say, the Green New Deal or Medicare for All. Rep. Alexandria

Ocasio-Cortez may turn heads by scrawling “tax the rich” on her ball gowns, but the
truth is we already do — at a remarkably progressive rate.
There’s no room here to explain why I think Biden’s promise that his $3.5 trillion
package won’t be “free”° for everyone making less than $400,000 per year. So, let’s
just pretend it’s true. In the market, popularity is determined by what people are
willing to pay for with their own money.
However, in progressive politics — and in much of the mainstream media —
popularity is determined by what people are willing to have other people pay for.
Defining public support this way is misleading.
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But even if the rich could pay for it all, democracy isn’t enriched when voters think
one very small class of people is greedily standing in the way of economic salvation.
When populist politicians promise it would be easy to deliver that salvation but then
fail to do it, voters feel betrayed and the politicians shift blame to sinister and corrupt
forces (the “one percent,” special interests, evil corporations) or allegedly outdated
obstacles to progress like the filibuster or even the Constitution itself.
That sense of betrayal doesn’t foster healthy politics. It leads to “extreme”
demagogues promising to deliver what they claim the corrupt establishment could
not.
(Jonah Goldberg is editor-in-chief of The Dispatch and the host of The Remnant
podcast. His Twitter handle is @JonahDispatch.)

