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WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 5, 2011

This publication is meant to give you the latest and greatest news and information from
around the City.
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SECTION 1 MAR VISTA HIGH SCHOOL GAME AND FIREWORKS

Mar Vista High School will be having a football game with a fireworks show on Friday,
September 16, 2011 at 8:00 p.m. Please be prepared for the loud noises.

SECTION 2 SMITHSONIAN ARTICLE ON 9/11

Please see the attached Smithsonian Magazine Article regarding 9/11.

SECTION 3 FAIR HOUSING LAW & LANDLORD/TENANT RIGHTS

South Bay Community Services invites you to attend a Fair Housing Law & Landlord/Tenant
Rights Community Forum on Thursday, September 15 from 4:20 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. at the
Imperial Beach Branch Library. See the attached flyer for more information.

SECTION 4 PRESS RELEASE- FIREFIGHTER ASSOC. AGREEMENT

Please see the attached Press Release regarding the City of Imperial Beach approving a two-
year Agreement with the Firefighters Association Local 4692.

SECTION 5 SEACOAST INN CEMENT POUR- SEPTEMBER 14TH

September 14™ will be a very busy day for the new hotel and Imperial Beach’s main streets-
Palm Avenue, Seacoast Drive, and Imperial Beach Blvd.- between 4:30 a.m. and 9:00 p.m.

400 Truckloads will deliver 4,000 cubic yards of cement for construction of the foundation and
underground parking garage.




CONTACT US

City of Imperial Beach
City Hall Offices
825 Imperial Beach Blvd.
Imperial Beach, CA 91932
City Hall Main Line (619) 423-8300
www.cityofib.com




What 9/11 Wrought

The former editor of the New York Times considers the effects of the terrorist
attacks on the 10th anniversary of the fateful day

By Joseph Lelyveld, Smithsonian Magazine — September 2011
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There were emotional hugs on l\/lay_2, 2011, near the construction site of the new World Trade Center in New York
City, after Osama bin Laden was killed in Pakistan by Navy Seals.

The military had a name for it—"asymmetric warfare.” But until 9/11 hardly anyone
imagined how surreal and coldblooded, how devastating, it could actually be: that 19
would-be suicides from distant parts, armed only with box-cutters, their leaders trained
to fly but not land airliners, could bring the greatest military power the world had seen
momentarily to its knees, with a loss of lives on that perfect late-summer morning
surpassing that inflicted by the Japanese at Pearl Harbor. With video clips edited to
remove scores of bodies flying through the air, what was shoved in our faces on our TV
screens hundreds of times in the days that followed was still close enough to the full
horror: the planes serenely cruising into the towers over and over again, the vile, bilious
clouds of smoke and debris that repeatedly engulfed the buildings as they kept falling;
the feeling of utter vulnerability, heightened by images of further wreckage and loss at
the Pentagon and in a Pennsylvania field; all followed by rage.

Ten years on, all of that and more—including the spontaneous surge of flag-flying
patriotism and civic determination—can instantly be recalled by anyone who
experienced it the first time. What's harder to recall is the sense that it was only the
beginning, that “the homeland,” as the authorities came to call it, would surely be
assaulted on a wide variety of fronts. A flurry of anthrax attacks of mysterious origin
deepened such premonitions. Think-tank scenarists cataloged a broad range of
nightmare possibilities: suicide bombers boarding subways, infiltrating malls and
multiplexes; the millions of containers unloaded in our harbors available to deliver dirty


http://www.smithsonianmag.com/history-archaeology/What-911-Wrought.html

bombs; our chemical plants and the rail lines that serve them wide open to attack; our
great bridges brought down. Worst of all, small nuclear devices containing radioactive
material smuggled from Russian, Pakistani or (so some imagined) Iraqi stockpiles that
could be hand-carried into our population centers, places like Times Square, and
detonated there, causing mass panic and death on a scale that would make 9/11 look
like a practice run. For a time, it seemed that none of this was impossible, even
improbable, and we needed to act. What was initially branded the Global War on
Terror—a struggle without geographic or temporal limits—was the result.

It may not be inappropriate on this anniversary to
acknowledge that we overreacted and overreached, but
that wasn’t so apparent a decade ago. Hardly anyone
imagined then that all this time could pass—a period
longer than our active involvement in World War Il and
the Korean War combined—with no large-scale
recurrence of the original outrage on our territory. Other
than a shooting rampage on a Texas military base, the
most visible attempts have been failures: a shoe bomb on a trans-Atlantic flight, a car
bomb off Broadway, a young Nigerian who sat aboard a Detroit-bound airplane with
plastic explosives hidden in his jockey shorts. While we mourn the thousands killed and
grievously wounded in combat in Iraq and Afghanistan, the hard truth is that the more
privileged and better educated we are, the less likely we are to have any direct
acquaintance with them or their families. At the end of the decade, many of us pay
lower taxes than ever before and have suffered no worse inconvenience than having to
shed our shoes and, sometimes, belts as we pass through airport checkpoints. Beyond
that, how have we been affected, how changed?

One answer that’s plausibly advanced is that our civil
liberties have been eroded and our concern for
individual rights—in particular, the rights of those we
deem alien—has been coarsened by the steps our
government has felt impelled to take to protect us from
lurking threats: using new technology to sort and listen
to phone calls by the millions without judicial warrants;
rounding up and deporting Muslim immigrants by the
thousands when there was anything dubious about their status; resorting to humiliation,
physical stress and other “enhanced” methods of interrogation, sometimes amounting to
torture, in cases of supposedly “high-value” terrorism suspects; making new claims for
the authority of the executive branch to wage war in secrecy (including the breathtaking
claim that our president had the constitutional authority to imprison indefinitely, without
trial, any person on the planet he deemed an “unlawful enemy combatant”). One can
debate the extent to which these things have happened or continue to happen. That's
one set of questions that might have been addressed had not proposals to appoint a
nonpartisan commission to explore them been permanently shelved. Even so, lacking
the authoritative narrative such a commission might have provided, we can still ask
whether we've been affected or changed. Could it be that we don'’t really mind the




blurriness, that whatever was done secretly in the name of our security happened with
our silent assent?

That's a question | started asking myself on a
reporting trip to Guantanamo in 2002, less than a
year after the American naval base in Cuba was
transformed into a warehouse for supposed
terrorists rounded up on the Afghan-Pakistani
frontier. Many of the guards had worked as
correctional officers in their civilian lives. When |
asked to meet some of them, | was introduced to
two women normally employed in state prisons in
Georgia. The harsh conditions in which the supposed terrorists were held, they told me,
were a little harder than normal “segregation” for troublesome prisoners in the Georgia
system, but not nearly so hard as Georgia-style “isolation.” | took this to be expert
testimony. It helped me realize how little we’re normally inclined to question decisions
taken, so we’re told, in the interest of our own security. If there was no big difference
between prison conditions in Georgia and Guantanamo, who but a certified bleeding
heart could call into question the guidelines for treatment of “terrorists” classed by a
Pentagon spokesman as “the worst of the worst™?

Years later, we’'d be told there was no hard evidence linking at least one-fifth—and
possibly many more—of the Guantanamo detainees to terrorist movements. This
belated coming to grips with the facts of each case could have been written off as
carelessness were it not for the foresight displayed by members of Congress who
legislated a provision barring lawsuits by Guantanamo detainees on any grounds.
Suspicion alone, it seemed, was enough to keep them in the category of “the worst,” if
not “worst of the worst.”

Beyond the constitutional, legal and even moral issues bound up in the matter of
prisoner treatment, there’s the question of what this tells us about ourselves. Here
again, we learn that we've cultivated a certain unacknowledged hardheartedness in our
response to the enduring outrage of 9/11, that we’ll tolerate a large amount of “collateral
damage” when it occurs out of view, far from our shores. By the time George W. Bush
stood for re-election, most voters knew enough to understand that the invasion of Iraq
had proved a questionable response to the
events of that searing September morning; that
the war, which was supposed to be over in
months, was not going well, with no end in sight;
and there was irrefutable evidence of prisoner
humiliation and abuse, amounting to torture, at
Abu Ghraib prison and elsewhere. From all this,
key swing voters apparently concluded that in
defense of the homeland, the president was
more likely to hit back too hard than too softly.
Evidence that such conclusions worked in his




favor could be found in the failure of his opponent to bring up torture as an issue.
Polling, it could be surmised, had shown that a referendum on this question would favor
the candidate who coupled an assurance that the United States never resorts to torture
with an assurance that he’d do whatever it took to protect the country. The American
people, the president’s strategists evidently concluded, wanted it both ways. If our
contradictions were not called to our attention, we were as capable as any other
population of double-think, the survival art of holding two conflicting thoughts in our
minds.

Even after we elected a president with the middle
name Hussein and the proclaimed intention of
closing the prison at Guantanamo, we continued to
want it both ways. Guantanamo stayed open after
| members of Congress from the new president’s own
party deserted him when he proposed moving the
"~ remnant of detainees there—those regarded as too
3 : ¥_. dangerous to be freed—to a super-maximum-
security prlson in III|n0|s Slmllarly, plans to bring the admitted mastermind of the 9/11
attacks to Manhattan to stand trial in a federal court had to be abandoned. A broad
consensus formed around the notion that none of these people could be allowed to set
foot in our land if their mere presence here entitled them to constitutional protections we
routinely extend to drug traffickers, serial killers and sexual predators. Military justice
was good enough—possibly too good—for terrorists who schemed to take innocent
lives by the thousands.

In more ways than one, such distancing has been a strategy. The primary point of the
global war, after all, had been to pursue and engage terrorists or would-be terrorists as
far as possible from our shores. After nearly ten years in Afghanistan and eight in Iraq,
our war planners may say the world is better without the Taliban in Kabul or Saddam
Hussein in Baghdad, but it's the conclusions Afghans and Iraqis will draw that should
count, after years of living with the possibility of sudden death or ghastly injury to
themselves or their loved ones. That's to acknowledge that many more Afghans and
Iragis have died in our war than Americans. Probably it could not have been otherwise,
but that obvious calculation is one we seldom have the grace to make. We pride
ourselves on our openness and plain speaking, but we have shown we can live with a
high degree of ambiguity when it serves our interests; for instance, in our readiness to
turn a blind eye to inimical efforts of our allies—a Saudi autocracy that pours untold
millions into proselytizing campaigns and madrassas on behalf of militant Wahhabi
Islam, and the Pakistani military, which allowed the worst examples of nuclear
proliferation on record to be carried out on its watch, which still sponsors terrorist
networks, including some that have clashed with our troops in Afghanistan, and which
almost certainly harbored Osama bin Laden until he was hunted down this past May by
Navy Seals in a garrison town about an hour’s drive from Islamabad. We need access
to Saudi oil, just as we need Pakistani supply routes to Afghanistan and tacit permission
to conduct drone attacks on terrorist enclaves on the frontier. These are matters that



we, as a people, inevitably leave to hardheaded experts who are presumed to know our
interests better than we do.

A skeptical journalist's way of looking at the past decade leaves out much that might
well be mentioned—the valor and sacrifice of our fighters, the round-the-clock vigilance
and determination (not just the transgressions) of our thousands of anonymous
counterterrorists, the alacrity with which President Bush reached out to Muslim
Americans, his successor’s efforts to live up to his campaign pledges to get out of Iraq
and turn the tide in Afghanistan. That said, if history permitted do-overs, is there anyone
who would have gone into Iraq knowing what we now know about Saddam’s defunct
programs to build weapons of mass destruction, let alone the level of our casualties,
sheer cost or number of years it would take to wind up this exercise in projecting our
power into the Arab world? True, under various rubrics, our leaders offered a “freedom
agenda” to the region, but only a propagandist could imagine that their occasional
speeches inspired the “Arab spring” when it burst forth this year.

As we enter the second decade of this
struggle, we have gotten out of the habit of
calling it a global war. But it goes on, not
limited to Afghanistan and Irag. How will we
know when it's over—when we can pass
through airport security with our shoes on,
when closing Guantanamo is not unthinkable,
when the extraordinary security measures
embodied in the renewed Patriot Act might be
allowed to lapse? If, as some have suggested,
we've created a “surveillance state,” can we - ; — .
rely on it to tell us when its “sell by” date has arrived? On the tenth anniversary of 9/11,
it's possible, at least, to hope that we’ll remember to ask such questions on the 20th.

Joseph Lelyveld, executive editor of the New York Times from 1994 to 2001, has
written the Gandhi biography Great Soul.



South Bay Community Services (SBCS) invites you to:

FAIR HOUSING LAW &
LANDLORD /TENANT RIGHTS

Presentacion de Vivienda Justa

Thursduy, September 15, 201 l/ Jueves, 15 de Septiembre 2011
4:30pm — 5:30pm

sbcs

Where/Donde: Imperial Beach Branch Library

Conference Room

810 Imperial Beach Blvd
Imperial Beach, CA 91932
(619) 424-6628

Who/Quien:  Everyone!! jiTodos!!
Home buyers, Tenants,
Landlords, Anyone Interested
Los compradores de viviendas,

renteros, propietarios, cualquier
persona interesada.

Learn about: Aprenda acerca de:

o Fair Housing e Vivienda Justa

e Security Deposits/Getting repairs done o Depésitos de seguridad / Como hacer reparaciones

e The Unlawful Detainer (Eviction) Process o El Proceso Legal de Desalojamiento

e What to do if you have been a victim of e Qué hacer si usted ha sido victima de
discrimination discriminacion

o Services and Resources in the Community e Servicios y recursos comunitarios

o How we can help! ¢ jComo podemos ayudar!

The presentation is free and open to the public.
La presentacion es gratis y abierta al pdblico.
Presentation will be Bilingual (Eng/Span).

La presentacion es en Inglés y Espafiol.
Brochures available in Spanish and English.
Informacion en Inglés y Espafiol.

Contact Eddie Duarte at SBCS for more information
(619) 420-3620 ext 140

Funded in Part by
The County of San Diego

EQUAL HOUSING
OPPORTUNITY




CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH

News

RELEASE: Immediate CONTACT: Suzanne Anderson
September 7, 2011 (858) 689-9909
suzanne@jsimmsagency.com

CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH APPROVES TWO-YEAR AGREEMENT WITH
FIREFIGHTER'S ASSOCIATION LOCAL 4692

The Imperial Beach City Council approved a two-year labor agreement with the
Imperial Beach Firefighter's Association Local 4692 that will save the city $52,200 per
year during the term of the agreement. The agreement strikes a balance among
maintaining the city’s fiscal stability, preserving city services, and treating firefighters
fairly during difficult economic times.

The agreement was approved at the city council meeting yesterday and will
become effective retroactive back to July 1, 2011. Mayor Janney thanked the
Firefighters/Paramedics for the sacrifices they made to help the city during a time of
economic stress.

The new two-year agreement covers 11 full-time firefighters in Imperial Beach.
The agreement with the Firefighter's Association will maintain the city’s financial stability
without major service reductions or lay-offs that have occurred in so many cities.

The agreement includes: firefighters will immediately pay the full 9% employee’s
portion of their pension obligation; a second-tier (2% @ 50 based on the average of the
highest three years salary) retirement calculation for new employees which reduces
retirement benefits; firefighters working over-time in a lower paid position will be paid

based at the top step of the rate filled; lower maximum on accumulated sick leave



hours; reduction in the cash for health care; an insurance committee to investigate new
health insurance options; and a wellness program including a tobacco free workplace.
Lowering the City’s retirement costs will increasingly save taxpayers funds over the next
ten (10) years. There will be no cost of living adjustments during the two years of the
agreement but firefighters will receive a 4.5% stipend to help them transition to the
employee pension pick-up and increased costs for health care. For more information,
visit www.cityofib.com.

HHH



	News Update

	Smithsonian Article 9/11

	Fair Housing Forum Flyer 
	Press Release Firefighter Agreement


