The solar wind is a paltry 355 km/sec and there are 7 sunspots on the sun today.  New sunspot 2104 is enormous and coming around the Eastern limb to face Earth.  It harbors enough energy for an M class flare.  Yesterday, NASA's "flying saucer"--a device designed to deliver heavy payloads to Mars--made its first test flight over Hawaii. "The vehicle worked beautifully, and we met all of our flight objectives," reports project manager Mark Adler of the Jet Propulsion Laboratory.
The EPA works for the Oil Companies
A fractured Supreme Court on Monday largely upheld the Environmental Protection Agency’s radical rule designed to shut down the power plants that produce the most affordable electricity. The justices continue to accept the EPA’s labeling of carbon dioxide as a “pollutant.” This harmless gas, the agency insists, is melting the planet.
Only the brave deny man’s responsibility for super-heating the globe in precincts where the wise and wonderful (just ask them) gather to reassure each other than they know best. “We know the trends,” President Obama told the graduates at the University of California at Irvine the other day. “The 18 warmest years on record have all happened since you graduates were born.”
The charts and graphs devised by NASA and the government’s other science agencies back up the president’s words. And well they should, because the charts, like the “science,” were faked.
The “Steven Goddard Real Science” blog compares the raw U.S. temperature records from the Energy Department’s United States Historical Climatology Network to the “final” processed figures, to demonstrate how the historical data have been “corrected,” using computer modeling.
The modifications made to the past temperature record had the effect of cooling the 20th century, which makes temperatures over the last 14 years appear much warmer by comparison. Such changes don’t square with history, which shows the decade of the 1930s the hottest on record. The Dust Bowl storms were so severe they sent clouds of debris from Texas and Oklahoma to the East Coast, even darkening the skies over the U.S. Capitol one day in 1934.
In an inconvenient article from 1999, written before the data had been “corrected,” James Hansen, then a NASA scientist, acknowledged that the climate had held steady after the Dust Bowl storms. “In the U.S.,” wrote Mr. Hansen, “there has been little temperature change in the past 50 years, the time of rapidly increasing greenhouse gases — in fact, there was a slight cooling throughout much of the country.” Mr. Hansen, recognized as a godfather of the global warming doomcriers, then predicted that the first decade of the 21st century would be even hotter than the 1930s.
To produce this hotter result, the scientists “adjusted” the temperature records to make it appear so. NASA redrew the temperature chart Mr. Hansen used in 1999, and the new chart shows a dramatically cooled 1930s. The 1990s that Mr. Hansen once said were not so hot became warmer than the 1930s.
With the global warming scam unraveling before his very eyes, President Obama and his administration want action now. “The question is not whether we need to act,” says Mr. Obama. “The overwhelming judgment of science, accumulated and measured and reviewed over decades, has put that question to rest. The question is whether we have the will to act before it’s too late.”
Too late for what? The planetary thermometer hasn’t budged in 15 years. Wildfires, tornadoes, hurricanes and other “extreme” weather events are at normal or below-normal levels. Pacific islands aren’t submerged. There’s so much ice the polar bears are celebrating.
Opinion polls show the public figured out that global warming was all hype years ago, but the judges still haven’t heard the news. The usually unflappable Justice Antonin Scalia wrote the Monday opinion, joined by the four liberal justices and assorted conservatives who agreed only in part, and disagreed in other parts of the opinion. The high court justices missed an opportunity to reverse the EPA premise that all humans are “polluters” because they exhale. It’s not supposed to be easy to dupe a judge, but the global warming scientists have done it.
Wars R Us Update
Nestled awkwardly among the usual guff, the outrage website Salon this week took a welcome flyer and accorded space to something genuinely alarming. “A SWAT team,” the headline screamed, “blew a hole in my 2-year-old son.” For once, this wasn’t hyperbole.
The piece’s author, Alecia Phonesavanh, described what it felt like to be on the business end of an attack that was launched in error by police who believed a drug dealer to be living and operating in her house. They “threw a flashbang grenade inside,” she reported. It “landed in my son’s crib.” Now, her son is “covered in burns” and has “a hole in his chest that exposes his ribs.” So badly injured was he by the raid that he was “placed into a medically induced coma.” “They searched for drugs,” Phonesavanh confirmed, but they “never found any.” Nor, for that matter, did they find the person they were looking for. He doesn’t live there. “All of this,” she asks, “to find a small amount of drugs?”
Advertisement
Historians looking back at this period in America’s development will consider it to be profoundly odd that at the exact moment when violent crime hit a 50-year low, the nation’s police departments began to gear up as if the country were expecting invasion — and, on occasion, to behave as if one were underway. The ACLU reported recently that SWAT teams in the United States conduct around 45,000 raids each year, only 7 percent of which have anything whatsoever to do with the hostage situations with which those teams were assembled to contend. Paramilitary operations, the ACLU concluded, are “happening in about 124 homes every day — or more likely every night” — and four in five of those are performed in order that authorities might “search homes, usually for drugs.” Such raids routinely involve “armored personnel carriers,” “military equipment like battering rams,” and “flashbang grenades.”
Were the military being used in such a manner, we would be rightly outraged. Why not here? Certainly this is not a legal matter. The principle of posse comitatus draws a valuable distinction between the national armed forces and parochial law enforcement, and one that all free people should greatly cherish. Still, it seems plain that the potential threat posed by a domestic standing army is not entirely blunted just because its units are controlled locally. To add the prefix “para” to a problem is not to make it go away, nor do legal distinctions change the nature of power. Over the past two decades, the federal government has happily sent weapons of war to local law enforcement, with nary a squeak from anyone involved with either political party. Are we comfortable with this?
The Right’s silence on the issue is vexing indeed, the admirable attempts of a few libertarians notwithstanding. Here, conservatives seem to be conflicted between their rightful predilection for law and order — an instinct that is based upon an accurate comprehension of human nature and an acknowledgment of the existence of evil — and a well-developed and wholly sensible fear of state power, predicated upon precisely the same thing. As of now, the former is rather dramatically winning out, leading conservatives to indulge — or at least tacitly to permit — excuses that they typically reject elsewhere. Much as the teachers’ unions invariably attempt to justify their “anything goes” contracts by pointing to the ends that they ostensibly serve (“Well you do want schools for the children or don’t you? Sign here”), the increasingly muscular behavior of local police departments is often shrugged off as a by-product of the need to fight crime. This, if left unchecked, is a recipe for precisely the sort of carte blanche that conservatives claim to fear.
Leaving aside the central moral question of the War on Drugs — which is whether the state should be responding to peaceful transactions and consensual behavior with violence — there is, it seems, considerable room between law enforcement’s turning a blind eye to the law and its aping the military in its attempt to uphold it. The cartels of Mexico and drug lords of America’s larger cities are one thing; but two-bit dealers and consumers of illicit substances are quite another. In the instance that Salon recorded, the person that authorities “were looking for, wasn’t there.” “He doesn’t even live in that house,” Phonesavanh confirmed. But suppose that he had, and that he’d been dealing drugs as charged? Does this alone make the case for the tactics? I suspect not. Instead, attempting to catch a violator in the act by releasing military vehicles full of machine-gun-wielding men, storming a home in the dead of night, and performing a no-knock raid that results in a two-year-old’s being pushed into a coma might, one suspects, be overkill — in many similar cases, literally so. The question for conservatives should be this: If cowboy poetry is no justification for federal intrusion, can drug dealing be said to serve as an open invitation for the deployment of the ersatz 101st?
In the more febrile of the Right’s quarters, the sight of MRAPs being delivered to the chief of police in Westington, Mont., has given rise to all forms of regrettable silliness — to visions of black helicopters and reeducation camps and an America on the verge of being taken by force by the gun-toting rangers of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Nevertheless, a small amount of latent paranoia has served America well, and Chekhov’s advice that “one must not put a loaded rifle on the stage if no one is thinking of firing it” should be applied to governments as rigorously as to aspiring playwrights. Once the holders of the monopoly on violence are accorded the latest weaponry, there will always be the temptation to use it. Likewise, once one has taken the mental and linguistic leap of ascribing to domestic law enforcement the imprimatur of “war,” one may be inclined to reach for the trigger that little bit more quickly. The disaster at Waco, Texas, was, it seems, more cock-up than conspiracy. But the recognition in the aftermath that the whole bloody mess could have been avoided if local officers had taken the time to chat with the victims should haunt us to this day. Rushing in at 100 miles per hour rarely works out, whatever the ill that one is attempting to resolve.
The Left’s current inclination is to spin offenses out of straw — having no major battles left to fight, it seeks to detect microaggressions; with overt bigotry so thin on the ground, the dog whistles have come out; and with the barriers to the Declaration’s maxim having been largely removed, the focus has shifted to the structural and the invisible. But first-degree burns and holes in the chest are different things altogether — not to be dismissed or downplayed — and that the issue is being raised by an outlet known for its absurdity should not dull its impact. Will the Right wake up to the threat, applying its usual mistrust of power to a favored group, or will its usually alert advocates leave themselves willfully in the dark until, one day, a flashbang with their name on it is tossed through the window to wake them up with a start.
The Long Knife Update
Attorney Mark Mayfield was found dead of an apparent self-inflicted gunshot wound Friday at his Ridgeland home.
Mayfield, vice chairman of the Mississippi Tea Party, was one of three men charged with conspiring with Clayton Kelly to photograph U.S. Sen. Thad Cochran's bedridden wife in her nursing home to use in a political video against Cochran in the Republican Senate primary against state Sen. Chris McDaniel.
Ridgeland police said they received a 911 call at 9:03 a.m. from a woman who said her husband had just shot himself.
Officers responded to the home on Cherry Laurel Lane in the Bridgewater subdivision at 9:07 a.m. and were directed by Mayfield's wife to a storage room in the garage.
Officers found Mayfield lying on the floor with a single gunshot wound to his head, according to a Ridgeland Police Department statement. Police found a "large caliber revolver" near the body. "The death is classified as a death investigation-pending, due to an awaiting autopsy to be performed at an undetermined time."
Ridgeland Police Lt. John Neal said an initial investigation at the scene did not reveal any indication of foul play. The only other person at the residence at the time of the gunshot was Mayfield's wife.
"Today my husband, Mark Mayfield, took his own life. Mark was my husband for 31 years and a wonderful dad to our two sons, William and Owen," Robin Mayfield said Friday afternoon.
"Mark had absolutely no history of any mental illness or depression. He was actively involved in his community and church and was liked and loved by all who knew him. He had no harsh words for anyone, even the people who used him for political gain. The pain we are feeling is indescribable. We appreciate the prayers and support from everyone."
McDaniel said Friday that regardless of recent allegations made against his character, Mayfield was a fine Christian man who was always respectful and kind.
"He was one of the most polite and humble men I've ever met in politics. He was a loving husband, father, a pillar of his community, and he will be missed. We are saddened by his loss, and we send our thoughts and prayers to his wife, his family and friends," McDaniel said.
Janis Lane, president of the board of the Central Mississippi Tea Party, said her heart is broken. "He was the finest man, and all the allegations against him — I can tell you — were false. He was a man of integrity, and all these allegations destroyed him, just destroyed him," an emotional Lane said, noting the family's need for prayers. "Mark Mayfield put his life on the line for this state and for this country. He is the highest caliber patriot you could ever find."
Mayfield's attorney, Merrida "Buddy" Coxwell, wouldn't comment on whether the charge against Mayfield may have played a role in him taking his own life.
"Anything I say wouldn't come out right," said Coxwell, who expressed outrage at the initial high bond set for his client last month.
Coxwell said his phone began to blow up with calls that he hadn't answered Friday and then he received a text message informing him of Mayfield's death.
"I'm totally shocked," Coxwell said. "You couldn't find a nicer man."
Coxwell said he and Mayfield were mountain bike enthusiasts and had known each other for much of their legal careers.
Mayfield of Ridgeland, an attorney and state and local tea party leader, was arrested by the Madison police Department last month along with Richard Sager, a Laurel elementary school P.E. teacher and high school soccer coach. Police said they also charged John Beachman Mary of Hattiesburg, but he was not taken into custody because of "extensive medical conditions." All face felony conspiracy charges. Sager also was charged with felony tampering with evidence, and Mary faces two conspiracy counts.
The cases against the four were expected to be presented to a grand jury in early July. The case against the other three is moving forward as scheuled, Madison District Attorney Michael Guest said.
Madison Assistant Police Chief Robert Sanders said of Mayfield's death, "Our thoughts and prayers are with the family. We're still continuing our investigation, and this is a totally separate matter that's being investigated by the Ridgeland Police Department."
The arrest of Mayfield, well known in political, business and legal circles, caused shock in Mississippi amid a criminal case and election that already had Mississippi in the national spotlight.
Said Gov. Phil Bryant in statement regarding Mayfield's death: "Deborah and I are saddened to hear of the loss of Mark Mayfield. He was a longtime friend, and he will be missed. Our prayers go out to his family in this tragic moment."
Third District Rep. Gregg Harper also expressed his sadness about Mayfield's death. "He was a dear friend to many people and such an incredible father and husband," Harper said. "Our late fathers were longtime friends and sat next to each other each week at the Tuesday men's lunch at First Baptist of Jackson. My family and I extend our thoughts and prayers to the Mayfield family during this difficult time."
Mississippi Secretary of State Delbert Hosemann said Mark Mayfield was a friend, an effective attorney and a devoted family man and was deeply committed to the state and the country.
Who killed Mark Mayfield?
State Sen. Chris McDaniel’s policy director lashed out at the GOP establishment Friday over the apparent suicide of a supporter charged with felony conspiracy related to pictures taken of Sen. Thad Cochran’s wife.
“A good man is gone today [because] of a campaign to destroy lives,” Keith Plunkett, a Mississippi GOP operative, tweeted. “To all ‘so called’ Republican leaders who joined lockstep: I WILL NOT REST!”
McDaniel lost Tuesday’s runoff in the Mississippi Senate race to Cochran but has not conceded and is mulling a legal challenge. He issued a statement Friday afternoon offering condolences to the family of Mark Mayfield, a local tea party leader whose wife found him dead in their garage around 9 a.m.
“Regardless of recent allegations made against his character, Mark Mayfield was a fine Christian man who was always respectful and kind,” McDaniel said. “He was one of the most polite and humble men I’ve ever met in politics. He was a loving husband, father, a pillar of his community, and he will be missed. We are saddened by his loss, and we send our thoughts and prayers to his wife, his family and friends.”






The Communist Energy Plan
Claiming it could no longer abide the Obama administration's five-year refusal to approve construction of the Keystone XL pipeline designed to bring 830,000 barrels a day of much-needed Alberta shale oil to U.S. refineries, the Canadian government recently approved plans for a huge new pipeline and port project to ship that oil to Asia instead. 
When completed, the $7.9 billion Enbridge Northern Gateway Project, approved by Canada’s federal government on June 17, will consist of an environmentally safe, 730-mile oil pipeline. It will be capable of moving 600,000 barrels a day of Alberta oil to the pacific coast town of Kitimat, British Columbia, where a new state-of-the-art super tanker port facility will be built to ship the oil to thirsty Asian ports. 
It was initially hoped that recent discoveries of massive new Canadian oil and gas reserves could benefit both Canada and the United States by building a safe and reliable pipeline to bring the oil to U.S. refineries in Louisiana and Texas. Building the proposed 1,179-mile Keystone pipeline promised, not just a huge new supply of reliable, clean, and affordable oil to U.S. markets, but the creation of up to 20,000 high-paying construction jobs. An additional 22,000 jobs economists predicted would have resulted from the broader economic stimulus the project would have generated.  
Rather than purchasing crude from a friendly and allied neighbor, the United States will most likely need to continue its reliance upon hostile sources like Venezuela. Energy analysts had hoped that construction of Keystone could have replaced almost half of the current U.S. daily crude purchases from that volatile, anti-American dictatorship, depriving Venezuela of the resources it relies upon to stay in power and fund its Cuban allies. 
Refusal to approve Keystone has forced suppliers to deliver their flammable crude via thousands of trucks and railcars traveling on America’s highways and railroads, rather than in a pipeline.
People who have been listening to X-Squared Radio already know that the reason Valeria Jarrett directed Obama to shut down the coal industry was to create a market for the glut of natural gas the oil companies are stuck with after drilling for oil for a decade to offset our dependence on foreign oil.  It is plain for anyone to see.
Prohibition in the United States was a nationwide Constitutional ban on the sale, production, importation, and transportation of alcoholic beverages that remained in place from 1920 to 1933. It was promoted by "dry" crusaders movement, led by rural Protestants and social Progressives in the Democratic and Republican parties, and was coordinated by the Anti-Saloon League. Prohibition was mandated under the Eighteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Nationwide Prohibition ended with the ratification of the Twenty-first Amendment, which repealed the Eighteenth Amendment, on December 5, 1933. 

This was engineered and passed by the Standard Oil Company to end the cheap and ready source of fuel for automobiles known as ethanol.  Standard oil was the largest oil producer in the world, but 1895, the primary fuels for automobiles was ethanol and vegetable oil.  The world’s largest corporation used politics to get its way.  The anti-Saloon League was formed in 1893 and eventually became a powerful political force in passing a national ban on alcoholic beverages.  Millions was spent by Standard Oil to fund the protests and the marketing plan to fraudulently induce the passage of Prohibition.  

Temperance societies and Progressives alike saw the need for more governmental control and involvement in citizens' lives. They were successful in passing several laws at the local level. Between 1905 and 1917, states across the nation were imposing laws that prohibited the manufacture and sale of intoxicating beverages. The temperance societies began to push to change American society and elevate morality through national legislation. 

In 1917, the House of Representatives wanted to make Prohibition the 18th Amendment to the Constitution.

Electric vehicle manufacturers have been trying since the mid 1990’s to get their cars on the American Highway, but various Agencies of the government are blocking the way with useless and meaningless regulations that are being written and changed faster than companies can adapt.  The regulations are written by global corporations to fit components and technologies that they own and produce, keeping new technologies off the market because the Secretary has determines they do not serve the public good.  The “public good,” is a classic term that befits communism.


The Power Party Blues
WASHINGTON (AP) — A fear of voting has gripped Democratic leaders in the Senate, slowing the chamber's modest productivity this election season to a near halt.
With control of the Senate at risk in November, leaders are going to remarkable lengths to protect endangered Democrats from casting tough votes and to deny Republicans legislative victories in the midst of the campaign. The phobia means even bipartisan legislation to boost energy efficiency, manufacturing, sportsmen's rights and more could be scuttled.
The Senate's masters of process are finding a variety of ways to shut down debate.
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., now is requiring an elusive 60-vote supermajority to deal with amendments to spending bills, instead of the usual simple majority, a step that makes it much more difficult to put politically sensitive matters into contention. This was a flip from his approach to Obama administration nominees, when he decided most could be moved ahead with a straight majority instead of the 60 votes needed before.
Reid's principal aim in setting the supermajority rule for spending amendments was to deny archrival Sen. Mitch McConnell a win on protecting his home state coal industry from new regulations limiting carbon emissions from existing power plants. McConnell, the Senate Republican leader, faces a tough re-election in Kentucky.
This hunkering down by Democrats is at odds with the once-vibrant tradition of advancing the 12 annual agency budget bills through open debate. In the Appropriations Committee, long accustomed to a freewheeling process, chairwoman Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., has held up action on three spending bills, apparently to head off politically difficult votes on changes to the divisive health care law as well as potential losses to Republicans on amendments such as McConnell's on the coal industry.
"I just don't think they want their members to have to take any hard votes between now and November," said Sen. Mike Johanns, R-Neb. And there's "just no question that they're worried we're going to win some votes so they just shut us down."
Vote-a-phobia worsens in election years, especially when the majority party is in jeopardy. Republicans need to gain six seats to win control and Democrats must defend 21 seats to the Republicans' 15.
So Sen. Tom Harkin, D-Iowa, probably shouldn't have been surprised when his cherished bill to fund the Labor, Education and Health and Human Services departments got yanked from the Appropriations Committee's agenda this month. Word quickly spread that committee Democrats in Republican-leaning states feared a flurry of votes related to "Obamacare."
"It's not as if they haven't voted on them before," Harkin griped. "My way of thinking is, 'Hell, you've already voted on it. Your record's there.'" Harkin blamed Senate Democratic leaders.
Two other appropriations bills have run aground after preliminary votes. The normally non-controversial energy and water bill was pulled from the committee agenda after it became known that McConnell would have an amendment to defend his state's coal mining industry. McConnell is making that defense a centerpiece of his re-election campaign and his amendment appeared on track to prevail with the help of pro-energy Democrats on the committee.
Again, after consulting with Reid, Mikulski struck the bill from the agenda.
McConnell pressed the matter the next day, this time aiming to amend a spending bill paying for five Cabinet departments. Democrats again headed him off.
Democrats privately acknowledge that they're protecting vulnerable senators and don't want McConnell to win on the carbon emissions issue. They also see hypocrisy in McConnell's insistence on a simple majority vote for his top — and controversial — priority while he wants Democrats to produce 60 votes to advance almost everything else.
Another measure, financing the Treasury Department and Internal Revenue Service, failed to get a committee vote last week after speeding through a subcommittee hearing. Mikulski blamed problems with timing. But it was known that Republicans had amendments on hot-button issues coming.
Fear of voting is hardly new. In the last two years of the Clinton administration, Majority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss., blocked Democrats from offering a popular Patients' Bill of Rights, and more. At the time, Charles Schumer of New York and Dick Durbin of Illinois were among the Democrats who cried foul.
These days, Durbin and Schumer hold the No. 2 and No. 3 Democratic Senate leadership posts and now that their party is running the place, they're backing Reid's moves to clamp down on GOP amendments.
"You've always got senators on both sides of the aisle of all political persuasions and all regions whining and complaining how they don't want to vote on this amendment or that amendment," Lott says now. "It always frankly agitated me because I felt like these are big boys and girls." He said "it has gotten worse and worse and worse."
Republicans say Democratic leaders are trying especially to protect Mark Begich of Alaska, Mark Pryor of Arkansas and Mary Landrieu of Louisiana. Landrieu says she hasn't asked for such help.
To emphasize the importance of winning at all costs, On Thursday, libertarian candidate Robert Sarvis qualified to be on the ballot statewide in this fall's U.S. Senate race in Virginia. 
Republican Ed Gillespie is trying to knock off Democrat incumbent Sen. Mark Warner (D-VA), and Sarvis may be the spoiler, especially if he manages to get invited to statewide debates. Sarvis could peel away the anti-Warner vote that may have normally gone to Gillespie in a two-person race.
According to the Richmond Times-Dispatch, "Sarvis submitted more than 19,000 total signatures to ensure he met the requirement of 10,000 valid signatures from registered Virginia voters, including 400 from each of the state's eleven Congressional districts."
“The ballot-qualification process is designed to be long and arduous, to minimize competition against the vested interests that control our politics,” Sarvis said, according to the Times-Dispatch.
If Sarvis takes more than 10% of the vote, he will do so from Conservative voters.  These are the same voters who are expected to put Mr. Gillespie into that spot.  If Sarvis draws off that vote, Mark Warner will win, and Mr. Reid is one vote closer to maintaining his lock on Senate power.  They win, and the people lose.
Sarvis, who is from Northern Virginia, was also on the gubernatorial ballot in 2013 and "received the highest vote total of any third-party candidate in 40 years" in a race in which Democrat Terry McAuliffe eked out a victory against conservative Ken Cuccinelli."  I should add that if Mr. Sarvis draws 33.1% of the vote, he very well could win the election, which would upset the balance of power in the Senate by establishing a third aisle…one with a true conservative in the spot, instead of a Republican or Democrat.
The Mississippi Delta
Many of you by now know that Chris McDaniel was running as Tea Party candidate in the Mississippi Republican primary for the US Senate against Thad Cockran.  McDaniels lost by 6,700 votes.    Tea Party groups say they are enraged about how Cochran won the election and point to incendiary robocalls and mailers that suggested McDaniel and the Tea Party are racist, the underlying dynamic of utilizing Democratic votes to win a Republican primary, and potential violations of election rules.
Gregg Phillips, a longtime Mississippi GOP operative who was a top aide to former conservative GOP Gov. Kirk Fordice, told Breitbart News, "We watched them steal this election."
Catherine Engelbrecht, head of True the Vote, added that "America as we know it ends" if voter fraud is allowed to determine election outcomes.
Statewide, state Democratic Chairman Rickey Cole told Breitbart News, "It is very conceivable--it is highly conceivable" that McDaniel and his team "will find a number of irregularities that will reach 6,700 or greater.”
"You can't predict these kinds of things," Cole said when asked if he thinks a challenge from McDaniel would be successful, but "if I were in a race this close, I'd be doing the same thing."
Cole said if McDaniel finds at least 6,700 Democrats who voted in the Democrat primary three weeks ago and the GOP runoff on Tuesday, a Mississippi court could actually demand a new election.
"You don't have to prove who they voted for," Cole said. "You just have to prove there were that many ineligible ballots. That puts the intent of the voting public in doubt, and that's the path by which a court would order a new election.”
Besides any Democrats who voted in both the June 3 Democratic primary and the June 24 Republican runoff, McDaniel's campaign is also reviewing absentee ballots.
According to data compiled by GOP operative Phillips, there was a significant spike in absentee ballots for the runoff over the primary. Between both the Democratic and Republican primaries on June 3, there were a total of 18,036 absentee ballots cast. In the runoff on June 24--between the statewide GOP runoff and the low-profile third congressional district Democrat runoff--there were 19,144 absentee ballots cast.
"When you look at what causes voting behaviors to radically change, in the absence of a demographic shift, in the absence of any single point of departure, in three weeks what could cause such a shift?" Engelbrecht asked.
"Here's the things that we know: We know that mail-in absentee ballots were not subject to Mississippi's new voter identification regulations," Engelbrecht stated, adding:
We know that, historically speaking, in the last several years, there have been numerous people jailed for absentee ballot harvesting and falsification of identities using absentee ballots. And we know of the Breitbart News video showing that absentees were again being harvested in the runoff and primary. I would go so far as to say when I tried to go and look at the absentee ballot applications this past week at two separate courthouses, I was not allowed to look at them.
Now, you can see how hard BOTH the major parties are working in every state and precinct too keep Tea Party candidates out of office.  The people simply must not be allowed to have representation in Washington.  There is far too much money and power at stake.

The Environmental Protectionist Agency Parties Down
They are at it again.  The Agency Government, while denying access to the US markets for electric vehicle makers, is spending millions to drink it up at a high-dollar resort hotel.  WASHINGTON –  The Environmental Protection Agency will spend more than $1 million on hotel accommodations for an “Environmental Justice” conference this fall.
The agency posted its intention to contract with the Renaissance Arlington Local Capital View Hotel for its upcoming public meeting, for which it will need to book 195 rooms for 24 days.
ADVERTISEMENT
“The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Office of Enforcement and Compliance, Office of Environmental Justice (OEJ) intends to award a fixed-price Purchase Order … to the Renaissance Arlington Local Capital View Hotel,” the solicitation said. “The purpose of this acquisition is to cover the cost of 195 sleeping room nights from Sept. 9 [to] Oct 2, 2014, at government rate for the 50th public meeting of the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC), a federal advisory committee of the EPA.”
Rooms at the Renaissance Arlington run for roughly $349 a night. At 24 nights, the cost of 195 rooms will reach $1,633,320, or $8,376 per room.  Just for comparison, I checked on hotel prices in the same city for the same dates.  There were more than 200 results at lesser prices including the Double Tree Hilton at $199 and the Hilton Garden Inn Shirlington for $177.  The bill for alcohol and food will likely exceed the cost for the hotel rooms.
******
In a related story, the global power elite are fanning themselves in glee over their victory in shifting the attention of the press away from human rights to the much more important subject of global warming.  The alliance between feminists and population controllers has always been uneasy. While feminists have supported a global right to abortion as a matter of human rights, population controllers support such a right as a means to reduce numbers, sometimes coercively.
This division has been papered over since the International Conference on Population and Development, which took place in Cairo twenty years ago. With the UN now planning something called the Sustainable Development Goals, a global planning document to replace the sun-setting Millennium Development Goals, the divisions are once more emerging. 
The new issue is global warming, and the solution to many prognosticators is the continued reduction of fertility rates, even though fertility rates all over the world have fallen below replacement level. This focus on reducing the fertility of women in the Global South rather than in reducing consumption patterns in the Global North has set these groups at odds once more. 
Rebecca Oas reports in C-Fam's Friday Fax, "During the inaugural meeting of a new U.N. endeavor on the environment, one group took to social media to refute the ‘dubious linking’ between population and climate change, arguing that population control strategies inevitably lead to abuses, coercion, and the violation of women’s fundamental rights. The Malaysia-based group ARROW advocates for feminist policies at the U.N., including access to abortion. They are skeptical of wealthy Northern countries’ efforts to reduce the fertility of women in poor countries in the name of stopping climate change."
Oas reports, "At last year’s Women Deliver conference in Kuala Lumpur, controversial ethics professor Peter Singer posited that women’s desire to have children could be forcibly overridden to address environmental problems.” 
ARROW tweeted an “infographic showing countries with the highest rates of population growth are also those with the lowest rates of energy consumption.”
According to Oas, “ARROW says linking population and climate change means ‘developed countries may be content with funding family planning in developing countries as climate change strategy,’ sacrificing poor women’s fertility to protect their own high levels of consumption.”
The UN has been working on the Sustainable Development Goals for more than a year. They are set to be finalized later this year and go into effect in 2015
What is the UN’s idea of family planning?  How about prenatal testing of pregnant women?  In advanced industrial countries prenatal testing in order to
detect fetal abnormalities has become routine. The amount
of genetic information that has become available through
such testing has expanded enormously within the past few
years. There are a number of ways of carrying out these
tests, yet for each of them there is a danger of inaccurate
results, and for some of them there is the additional hazard
of injury to the fetus. Pregnant women and their partners
are often unprepared for the news that they are carrying a
“defective” fetus. An abortion agreed to in haste and under
coercive pressure, can have devastating consequences, not
only for the parents, but for other children. Is enough being
done to inform women about the implications of prenatal
testing, and to provide them with alternative choices to
abortion when tests prove positive?
Positive of what?

[bookmark: t3][bookmark: t4]  So, in January 2008, while, in my capacity as founder of the 50 Million Missing Campaign, I was addressing a local chapter of the Rotary International in Kolkata as an invited guest speaker, I began by dispelling the first myth. 'Missing' is actually a euphemism, I confirmed. These are not 'missing persons' cases. Here the term in fact means—eliminated. However, 'missing' has stuck ever since the Noble Laureate, Dr. Amartya Sen, first used the term in 1986 to draw attention to the vast divergence in India's natural gender ratio.[3] Where the average male to female ratio in most human populations is about 100:105, Sen, using extrapolations from the census data, estimated that India was 'missing' about 37 million women—women who should have been in the population but could not be accounted for. Sen's warning rang no bells for the Indian administration, and the gender downslide continued. By 2005, almost twenty years since Sen's first alert, the International Herald Tribune reported that 50 million women were 'missing' from India's population.[4] 
 
[bookmark: t11]  The public reservation, however, is with the actual likelihood of such a mass-scale elimination occurring. Occasionally one reads in Indian papers about baby body parts being found in a well in the compound of some clinic, or a young woman dying of burns under suspicious circumstances due to a supposed kitchen accident, but there is nothing in the news that suggests a blood-bath on the scale of a genocide.  The number one means of elimination I pointed out, is female foetal abortions. An estimated 1 million female foetuses are selectively eliminated in India each year, and that number is expected to rise to 2.5 million within the next few years.[11] Method number two is female infanticide, a practice that has a long history in India. So far there has been no national average estimated for female infanticide, largely because it is difficult to track down with there being no administrative compulsion for citizens to register births.
While ultrasound facilities are sprouting around every street corner in India and reaching remote villages in mobile vans at competitively affordable pricing, people still opt for the cheapest abortion facility available to cut back on the cost of operation and hospitalisation. In a culture, where women have practically no say or control over their own reproductive processes, and essentially serve as wombs for patriarchy's narcissistic desire for an endless lineup of sons, India's deplorable maternal mortality rate is a certified killing machine. Looking at all this data through a comprehensive table, I pointed out to my Rotary audience, that the numbers for the death rates of females in India, tot up very rapidly, and it becomes quite evident how India today is liable for one of the worst genocides in human history. The 1948 charter for the United Nations Convention on Genocide states that genocide entails the prevention of birth of a group, its selective killing, or causing it grave physical or mental harm.
The South Dakota House approved a bill last week that would make gender-based abortions illegal in response to concerns that families around the world value males over females.
House Bill 1162 would “prohibit the practice of sex-selective abortions” in South Dakota, adding further restrictions to the state’s restrictive abortion laws. As Mother Jones reported Tuesday, HB 1162 passed the Republican-controlled House by a vote of 60 to 10, paving the way for South Dakota to become the eighth state in the country to ban sex-selective abortions.
State Representative Jenna Haggar, the bill’s sponsor, argued on Wednesday that international data compiled by the U.S. government shows that the majority of countries in the world value sons over daughters, and sets a dangerous precedent in the U.S. 
“People, for financial or cultural or social or other reasons, expect to be able to abort their unborn baby based on one reason only: the sex of their unborn child,” Haggar said. 
She added, “What I find to be of particular interest is the ratios of males compared to females, and the startling documentation that not one country had more females than males…The data consistently showed higher ratios of males over females, and became even more extreme particularly in certain Asian countries.”
Haggar’s Republican colleagues echoed her concerns with their own experiences and observations.
“Our population in South Dakota is a lot more diverse than it ever was. There are cultures that look at a sex-selection abortion as being culturally okay, and I will suggest to you that we are embracing individuals from some of those cultures in this country, or in this state,” State Rep. Don Haggar said. “And I think that’s a good thing that we invite them to come, but I think it’s also important that we send a message that this is a state that values life, regardless of its sex.”
State Rep. Stace Nelson, who spent nearly two decades living in Asia as a Marine, said he observed in that time that the “rest of the world does not value the lives of women as much as I value the lives of my daughter.” 
But opponents of the bill argued that the legislation was searching for a problem that didn’t exist. 
“Does sex-selection abortions occur in South Dakota right now?” State Rep. Troy Heinert asked at Wednesday’s hearing.
REP. JENNA HAGGAR: “Yes, as of right now, if a woman were to walk into an abortion clinic and say, ‘I would like to have an abortion for no other reason than my unborn baby is a girl’…she absolutely would get an abortion.”
HEINERT: “Do you have an instance of where that occurred?” 
HAGGAR: “What I know is that abortions up to 14 weeks right now are currently legal, so yes, I do believe that occurs.”
HEINERT: “I guess that proves to me that is based on assumption…The prime sponsor just said that she believes it happens, but can’t prove that it happens. I guess my point is I think everybody in this room knows where everybody stands when it comes to this issue. I don’t think anyone is ‘pro abortion.’ I think there are some people who feel it’s a woman’s right to choose, and there’s other people who feel that they can decide. My point is it takes courage to stand up and say, ‘This law is unneeded.’ If this was happening in South Dakota, then bring it. Show me some instances where this happened…but it takes courage to say, ‘This is an unneeded law, it’s unneeded regulation.’”
Although there is no hard evidence that suggests women are seeking abortions in South Dakota based on gender, advocates of the bill say it’s still a problem that needs to be addressed. 
South Dakota Right to Life Vice President Spencer Cody testified before a House judiciary committee earlier this month and presented a PowerPoint presentation that concluded, ”1.1% or approximately 9,200 South Dakotans come from ethnic backgrounds that are known to practice sex selection,” linking to U.S. Census data that reported the Asian population in South Dakota was 1.1%. 
Cody also included data that revealed nearly 4% of all abortions in the state were performed on women of ethnic backgrounds. “It’s possible that this could be affecting as many as 24 abortions a year,” he said.
But when asked by Mother Jones, Cody said, ”We don’t have any hard data that says, ‘This number of sex-selection abortions are taking place in South Dakota.’ So we just used some demographic data. That’s really the only data we have to go on…The question, if this [ban] would actually affect any South Dakotans, is one we can’t answer yet.
Drone Wars Update
High quality global journalism requires investment. 
In much of the world, the Predator drone symbolises US power. It is ubiquitous, stealthy and can strike at any moment. They patrol the skies of central Asia, north Africa, the Arabian peninsula – and now Iraq. Other countries have nuclear weapons and aircraft carriers. But nobody else can match the lethal ingenuity of America’s Hellfire missile. Little surprise that two US presidents – George W Bush, and now Barack Obama – have resorted to them so frequently. But their heyday is waning. America’s unipolar drone moment is ending. 
Mr Obama’s chief problem is their speedy adoption around the world. Unlike nuclear weapons, there is no treaty governing the use of military drones. For roughly a decade, the Central Intelligence Agency has been able to strike targets pretty much with impunity – and blanket deniability. Of America’s partners, only the UK has been deemed fit for export. But others, including Iran, whose drones also patrol the same Iraqi skies as their US counterparts, have reverse engineered the unmanned aerial vehicle with relative ease. China is even exporting drones. Last month Saudi Arabia became its first big customer. Within five years, many countries, some of them highly unsavoury, will possess military drones, says the Rand Corporation.
All of which poses a quandary for Mr. Obama and whoever succeeds him. Put simply, the US must emulate the hypocritical parent: do as I say, not as I do. Nobody wants other countries to act like the US. Many voices, including Mr. Obama himself, have urged the US to put drone warfare on a transparent footing. At the moment, Mr Obama can order drone assassinations without having to admit it, or explain himself to anyone. Hundreds of militants have been killed in Pakistan, Yemen, and elsewhere. But hundreds more civilians, perhaps thousands, have also been accidentally killed.
It is inconceivable the US would tolerate another country, even an ally, operating with the same scope and secrecy. Yet it would be ill-placed to object if they did. Imagine if China decided to take out Uighur separatists in Afghanistan or further afield. Like al-Qaeda, China’s Uighur minority poses a threat to the Chinese homeland. Like al-Qaeda they resort to terrorism. On what grounds could Washington complain? As set out last week by the Stimson Centre, a security think-tank, China’s president would refuse to acknowledge the strikes on grounds of national security, just like Mr Obama. The same would apply to Vladimir Putin if he ordered drone strikes in eastern Ukraine. And so on. The threat of drone multipolarity is real – and potentially endless. Yet America’s moral suasion would be worthless.
Likewise, Washington would have scant legal grounds to object. America’s instinct is to claim a US exception for drones. Much the same argument is used for the International Criminal Court, whose strictures apply to soldiers everywhere except American ones. Because the US is democratic and universal, it alone can be trusted to operate drones responsibility.
There is much truth to the argument. Hand on heart, most people would trust Mr Obama to use drones over Xi Jinping, Mr Putin or a Gulf prince. Alas, it would hold no water with precisely the regimes that are most feared.
And thus we approach a strange crossover moment. Just as others are acquiring the technology, the US is drawing up the rules. Before Mr Obama leaves office, he will put drones on a firmer legal footing.
The frequency of US drone strikes has been dropping off but terrorist threats continue to spread
As Stimson and others recommend, control over drones is likely to shift from the CIA, which is secretive, to the Pentagon, which is less so. Mr Obama is also likely to set up an independent panel to oversee the US president’s use of drones. He may even promise to acknowledge each strike and publish details about what happened, civilian deaths included. That too, is seen as an important plank in putting drones on a legal footing. Transparency is the order of the day. Whether it will be enough to constrain others is an open question.
Mr Obama’s other problem is their declining efficacy. Between them, he and Mr Bush have ordered almost 500 lethal drone strikes. Their peak usage was during Mr Obama’s first term.
But the frequency of US drone strikes has recently been dropping off. In its latest budget request, the Pentagon halved – to $2.7bn – the amount it requested for drones compared with last year.
In contrast, terrorist threats continue to spread, most recently into Iraq, where the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant, the al-Qaeda offshoot, now threatens the nation state itself. Last week Mr Obama deployed drones over the skies of Baghdad. But he made it clear that for the time being they would be used for surveillance only.
In war, as in peace, we live in an age of robots. Some of America’s technology will be unsurpassable for years – no country would be wise to fight a conventional war with it. Some of it, such as drones, is now easy to replicate. As a weapon against terrorists, drones are no panacea. By engendering impotent fear, they breed the kind of resentment that recruits terrorists. As Mr Obama is discovering in Iraq, there is no substitute for human engagement. Just as education is the answer to the rise of robots in the labour market, so terrorism can only be defeated by intelligence and smarter diplomacy. In the skies, and on the ground, there are no easy answers. With the rest of the world droning up, the US has no choice but to wise up.  It is only a matter of days or perhaps months before we see a drone unpacked in some warehouse, fueled and armed, and then launched quietly into the night to slip between the radar waves and reach its target.
He who lives by the sword shall die by the sword.
Out to Recess
The Supreme Court ruled unanimously Thursday that President Obama exceeded his constitutional authority in making high-level government appointments in 2012 when he declared the Senate to be in recess and unable to act on the nominations.
Obama made appointments to the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) at a time when the Senate was holding pro forma sessions every three days precisely to thwart the president’s ability to exercise the power.
“The Senate is in session when it says it is,” Justice Stephen G. Breyer wrote for the court, stressing that if the Senate is able to conduct business, that is enough to keep the president from making recess appointments.  The case, National Labor Relations Board v. Noel Canning et al., specifically related to three appointments Obama made in 2012 to the NLRB while the Senate was in pro forma sessions, convening every three days. As the Court sees it, for the Senate to truly be in recess, it would have to be out for at least 10 days.  Of course, this set up the Senate to avoid dealing with controversial appointments by simply staying recessed for 11 days.
But the court stepped back from handing Obama — and those who will follow him in the Oval Office — a more substantial loss. A bare majority of the justices upheld, in theory at least, the president’s ability to make recess appointments when the Senate is indeed on extended break, saying history weighs in favor of a broad power.
The decision comes at a time when Republican opposition to the president’s policies and Obama’s vow to bypass a gridlocked Congress by using his executive powers have consumed Washington.
Read the decision

Supreme Court opinion on recess appointments
Although Breyer said the court hesitated to “upset the compromises and working arrangements that the elected branches of government themselves have reached,” it is the lack of such cooperation that brought the dispute to the court for the first time in the more than 200-year history of the Constitution.
The court’s decision did not seem to encourage the two sides to come together. Republicans said the decision vindicated their view that Obama oversteps his constitutional authority in all manner of policy decisions. “A unanimous Supreme Court,” said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (Ky.), has rejected Obama’s “brazen power grab.”
White House press secretary Josh Earnest said Obama would not hesitate to use his executive power in the remainder of his term. The administration was “deeply disappointed” with the court’s decision, Earnest said. “We are, however, pleased that the court recognized the president’s executive authority as exercised by presidents going all the way back to George Washington.”
As a practical matter, the decision means hundreds of decisions made by the NLRB are in legal limbo and may have to be taken up again, an agency spokesman said. Labor lawyers and others who do business with the board said the decisions are likely to be reaffirmed because it now has a majority of confirmed members nominated by Obama.
The justices employed Founding-era documents and the long history of recess appointments — there have been thousands of them — to interpret the Constitution’s Recess Clause. It says the president “shall have power to fill up all vacancies that may happen during the recess of the Senate.”
There was more riding on the outcome of the case before Senate Democrats changed the filibuster rules last year to make it easier for the president’s nominees to be confirmed on a majority vote. But the conflict could arise whenever one party controls the executive branch and the other the Senate.
It was the question of pro forma sessions that had prompted the case. Senate Democrats started such sessions in 2007 to prevent President George W. Bush from making recess appointments. Despite encouragement from his advisers to challenge the legitimacy of the sessions, he declined.
But when Obama became president and the membership of the NLRB fell to two members because Senate Republicans blocked votes on the president’s three nominees, Obama took action. Despite the pro forma sessions, he took note of the Senate’s declaration that no business would be conducted and made his nominees recess appointees.
A bottling company in Washington state that lost an NLRB ruling challenged the legitimacy of the members, and a panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit went beyond the question of pro forma sessions to greatly restrict the president’s power.
Judge David B. Sentelle said the Constitution’s reference to “the Recess” means that appointments are allowed only during the recess between sessions of the Senate, not when the Senate is simply on a break such as a summer recess.
Additionally, the panel said the president has the authority to make appointments only to vacancies that arise during a recess, which would significantly limit a president’s ability to use the recess appointment power.
Although the Supreme Court justices were unanimous on the specifics of the NLRB episode, they were sharply divided on bigger questions.
Breyer and the court’s liberals, joined by Justice Anthony M. Kennedy, read the Constitution to give wide authority to the president to make recess appointments when the Senate was on any break of 10 days or longer.
Breyer acknowledged that figure appears nowhere in the Constitution but said a review of past occasions when presidents made recess appointments showed that almost all occurred when the Senate was away for that long.
He said it did not matter whether the recess was within a session or between sessions.
Breyer also rejected a lower court’s decision that the president may fill only vacancies that occur during a recess.
“That broader reading is reinforced by centuries of history, which we are hesitant to disturb,” Breyer wrote. He and Kennedy were joined by Justices Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Sonia Sotomayor and Elena Kagan.
Justice Antonin Scalia disagreed strongly, signaling his displeasure by reading from the bench a statement accusing his colleagues of “judicial adventurism.”
“This issue has been the subject of a long-simmering interbranch conflict that we ought to resolve according to our best lights, rather than by deferring to an overreaching Executive Branch,” he said.
He was joined by Chief Justice John G. Roberts Jr. and Justices Clarence Thomas and Samuel A. Alito Jr.
These justices would limit the president’s power to making appointments between sessions of Congress and only of those nominated to fill vacancies that occurred during the recess.
Scalia said that, as the current case showed, presidents have become enamored of the recess appointments because this relieves them of the more difficult task of persuading the Senate to give its “advice and consent,” as is constitutionally required.
The recess power is an “anachronism,” he wrote, from a time when the Senate was away for long periods of time and could not be easily convened for business.
“The need it was designed to fill no longer exists, and its only remaining use is the ignoble one of enabling the President to circumvent the Senate’s role in the appointment process,” he wrote.
Recess appointments — which can last no more than two years unless the Senate later confirms the nominee — became more popular after World War II, and presidents in both parties have made them. Two former members of the Supreme Court were recess appointments — including Chief Justice Earl Warren, who was later confirmed. Breyer pointed out that President Franklin D. Roosevelt commissioned Dwight D. Eisenhower as a permanent major general during a recess.
Miguel Estrada, who represented Senate Republicans in the case, called the ruling a victory for the Senate. “The Supreme Court reaffirmed the Senate’s power to prescribe its own rules, including the right to determine for itself when it is in session, and rejected the President’s completely unprecedented assertion of unilateral appointment power,” he said.
But Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) blamed Senate Republicans for denying nominees a chance to be confirmed through a vote of the full chamber. “President Obama did the right thing when he made these appointments on behalf of American workers,” Reid said in a statement.
According to the Congressional Research Service, Obama has made far fewer such appointments — 32 — than his predecessors. President George W. Bush made 171 over two terms, and President Bill Clinton made 139.

