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Introduction

The official government conspiracy theory is that on the morning of September 11, 2001,
19 Arabs nearly simultaneously hijacked four planes using box cutters and purposely crashed one
plane into the Pentagon, crashed two others into each of the World Trade Center Twin Towers,
and the fourth plane crashed in Shankesville, Pennsylvania as a result of the passengers rising up
and trying to get control of the plane from the hijackers. This book will prove beyond any
reasonable doubt that the government’s conspiracy theory is a preposterous cover story. The
truth is that the attacks on 9/11 were perpetrated by Israel, aided and abetted by high officials in
the U.S. Government.

Article VI of the Constitution requires the following:

The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the
Members of the several State Legislatures, and all executive and
judicial Officers, both of the United States and of the several
States, shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this
Constitution; but no religious Test shall ever be required as a
Qualification to any Office or public Trust under the United States.

U.S. CONST. art. VI

There are millions of Americans who have taken that constitutionally required oath or
affirmation to defend the Constitution against all enemies foreign and domestic:

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will support and defend the
Constitution of the United States against all enemies, foreign and
domestic; that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the same; that
I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am about to enter: So help me God.

We need to uphold the letter and spirit of that oath. This book provides evidence that
identifies the true foreign and domestic enemies who attacked America on September 11, 2001.
The Constitution states: “Treason against the United States, shall consist only in levying war
against them, or in adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and comfort.” U.S. CONST. art. III,
sec. 3. The 9/11 attacks were surprise acts of war by foreign enemies who were aided by
domestic traitors. Their purpose was to accelerate the transformation of the United States from a
constitutional republic to a despotic oligarchy under Zionist control. I call on those who take
their solemn oath seriously to defend the Constitution of this great republic against those foreign
and domestic enemies.
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1 Seven Alleged Hijackers are Still Alive

According to the government conspiracy theory, 19 middle eastern men worked in

concert to hijack four planes in the morning of 9-11-01. They allegedly did so at the instigation
of the mastermind, Osama Bin Laden. Two of the planes were purposely crashed into each of the
two World Trade Center Towers, one plane was crashed into the Pentagon, and the fourth
hijacking was thwarted by passengers and crashed in Stoney Creek Township near Shanksville,
Pennsylvania.

Suspicions about the government conspiracy theory were voiced as soon as it was
publicized. The most notable problem with the theory was how quickly the hijackers were
identified by the FBI. The FBI was able to identify the hijackers and even send photos to the
news media within days of the attacks. The personal details of the accused hijackers were given,
including their names, places and dates of birth, and occupations. One former FBI official with
extensive experience in counter-terrorism stated in an interview with New American: “Obviously
this information was available in the files and somebody was sitting on it.”!

Another problem with the government conspiracy theory is that seven of the 19 identified
hijackers were confirmed to be alive after they were supposed to have died in the four plane
crashes on 9-11.> Four of the falsely accused Saudi Arabian citizens were interviewed by The
Telegraph.® One of the alleged hijackers, Ahmed Al-Nami from Riyadh, is an administrative
supervisor with Saudi Arabian Airlines. He was in Riyadh when the terrorists struck.

The Telegraph premised their article upon the theory that the still-alive subjects had their
identities stolen by the real hijackers in order for the real hijackers to cover their tracks. The FBI,
which could not refute the fact that seven of their identified hijackers were alive, have also
floated the stolen identity theory.

The stolen identity theory does not hold up to scrutiny in the case of Ahmed Al-Nami.
Al-Nami stated that he had never had his passport stolen and therefore cannot account for how he



was identified as a hijacker. Another alleged hijacker, Salem Al-Hamzin, who works at a
petrochemical complex in the industrial eastern city of Yanbou, stated that he had not been
outside of Saudi Arabia in the two years prior to the 9/11 attacks and had never ever been to the
United States.

While it is likely that some of the persons portraying the alleged hijackers assumed false
identities, there is a problem with the FBI’s and The Telegraph’s version of the false identity
theory. The problem with their false identities theory is that it makes no sense, because they
assume (or rather would like people to believe) that the alleged hijackers were Arabs. If the
hijackers used false identifications in order to steer the authorities away from the alleged
mastermind (Osama Bin Laden), why would they use Saudi Arabian identities in 10 of the 19
cases, when such identities would point in the direction of Bin Laden, who is a Saudi Arabian?

If the hijackers were truly Saudi Arabian citizens as alleged by the government, why
wouldn’t they use Russian false identities or even Israeli false identities? There is no doubt that
false identities were used, as would be expected with any covert operation. In order for the false
identities to be effective in this case, the actors playing the role of Arab hijackers would be doing
so in order to point the blame on Arabs. It would make no sense for an Arab hijacker to assume
the false identity of another Arab. One acting as an agent provocateur would desire the victim of
the attack to retaliate against his enemies, not his friends.

These alleged hijackers were supposedly on a Jihad, and they were headed to a certain
suicidal death. Why would they not want to take credit for their alleged martyrdom? It makes no
sense for the alleged hijackers to use false identities if they were Muslims on a suicidal mission.
It makes perfect sense, however, for the terrorists to use false identities if there were not on a
suicide mission; if instead, the mission was a false flag operation designed to make it look like a
Muslim suicide mission.

The identities were certainly false, that much is clear, and the false identities
accomplished the task of pointing the finger at Osama bin Laden and Muslim extremists. That
means that the true identities of the terrorists were other than Muslim extremists. The FBI was
stating the obvious when it revealed that the false identities were for the purpose of throwing the
investigation off the trail of the actual perpetrators.

The issue is then who were the real perpetrators? This book will answer that question.
The real perpetrators would certainly want the authorities and the public to continue to believe
that the falsely accused Arab hijackers are the true hijackers. The real perpetrators then would
not have been Arab Muslims and certainly not from Saudi Arabia.

Once it became public knowledge that the FBI list was wrong, the FBI made no effort to
identify the real alleged hijackers. The suspicious lack of curiosity by the FBI speaks volumes.
It suggests that they know that their list is completely fabricated. It points to them as the
fabricators. The FBI has not withdrawn or revised the list, which suggests that the list was floated



to serve the purpose of convincing the general public to believe the official fictional conspiracy
theory. The fact that the FBI is not looking for the actual hijackers suggests that they know that
such an investigation would be futile. Why would it be futile? The only plausible explanation is
that there were no hijackers at all.

As of October 2010, the FBI still has posted on its official FBI website a formal press
release with the names and pictures of the 19 hijackers.* That is more than nine years after it was
publicly revealed that seven of the listed hijackers were alive after their supposed suicidal plane
crashes.

The FBI press release containing the hijacker list’ was dated September 27, 2001, which
is four days after The Telegraph article was posted on the internet (September 23, 2001), wherein
four of the purportedly deceased hijackers were interviewed. An official spokesman for the FBI
was contacted and interviewed for the article, and so the FBI knew that the hijacker list was in
error when it was published in the FBI news release four days later.

The FBI states in the press release that “attempts to confirm the true identities of these
individuals are still under way.”® The FBI implies that the “true identities” of the listed
individuals have not been confirmed. It is true that the identities of the hijackers have not been
confirmed, but the FBI is being disingenuous, because before the press release was issued, seven
of the listed individuals were confirmed to be still alive and therefore not among the hijackers.
Why did the FBI continue to list seven of the hijackers on the list that they know were not among
the hijackers?

The press release further states: “The FBI requests the public's assistance in obtaining
more information about these individuals.”” Notice that the request for assistance is only for
assistance “about these individuals.” That is an odd request, when only days before the press
release was issued the FBI was informed that seven of the listed hijackers were still alive. Yet all
seven of the living suspects were still listed as dead hijackers in the press release. The FBI asks
the public for assistance in the press release in obtaining information about the listed dead
hijackers, knowing full well that seven of the persons on the list could not possibly be among the
hijackers, because they were confirmed as still being alive.

The FBI has not asked for any assistance about any other individuals. That request for
assistance by the FBI in the September 27, 2001 press release makes no sense if one views the
FBI as conducting a legitimate investigation into 9-11. It makes perfect sense, however, if the
FBI is engaging in a cover-up designed to deceive the public. The FBI is pushing the 19
hijackers conspiracy theory, because if that theory is proven false, the public might realize that
there were no hijackers at all.

The request for assistance about the individuals listed as hijackers is clearly insincere,
because they know with certainty that Waleed Al Sheri, whose actual picture and biographical
information are posted on the FBI website, is definitely not one of the alleged hijackers. The



BBC reported: “Saudi Arabian pilot Waleed Al Shehri was one of five men that the FBI said had
deliberately crashed American Airlines flight 11 into the World Trade Centre on 11 September.
His photograph was released, and has since appeared in newspapers and on television around the
world.”® Shehri is still alive and well. On September 23, 2001, the BBC reported that Shehri
protested his innocence. Shehri acknowledged that he was indeed the same Waleed Al Shehri
listed by the FBI as one of the hijackers, but he had nothing to do with the 9/11 attacks.

Who can doubt his claim? Because if he was a hijacker, as alleged by the FBI, he'd be
dead. When Sheri, who is one of the hijackers on the list, turns up alive and says publicly “that is
me,” the FBI leaves him on the dead hijacker list and ignores the fact that he is still alive. The
FBI then asks for the “public’s assistance in obtaining more information about these individuals,”
which includes Sheri. The fact that the FBI has never tried to contact or interview any of the
listed hijackers who have been identified as still being alive indicates that the FBI is not sincerely
trying find the truth.

You would think that the FBI would have all of this sorted out and have an updated and
corrected hijacker list to submit to the 9/11 Commission. Instead, the FBI submitted the same
list of allegedly dead hijackers, knowing that seven of the persons on the list are still alive and
therefore could not have been among the alleged hijackers. Oddly, the 9/11 Commission
followed the party line and kept with the original list of the 19 hijackers.” In 2006,
approximately two years after the 9/11 Commission report was issued, the BBC updated their
original report about some of the hijackers being still alive. They asked the FBI for comment
about the still living hijackers.

We recently asked the FBI for a statement, and this is, as things
stand, the closest thing we have to a definitive view: The FBI is
confident that it has positively identified the nineteen hijackers
responsible for the 9/11 terrorist attacks. Also, the 9/11
investigation was thoroughly reviewed by the National
Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States and
the House and Senate Joint Inquiry. Neither of these reviews
ever raised the issue of doubt about the identity of the nineteen
hijackers.'* (bold emphasis in original).

That statement must be kept in historical perspective. When doubts were raised about the
identities of the hijackers, the FBI admitted that its list was in doubt. On or September 20, 2001,
only nine days after the 9-11 attacks “FBI Director Robert Mueller acknowledged on Thursday
that the identity of several of the suicide hijackers is in doubt.”"' Why did the FBI five years
later, after the doubts became even more pronounced and solidified, retreat from its statement of
doubt and instead claim that there was no doubt about the accuracy of their list of 19 hijackers?'
The reason for the FBI's initial vacillation and subsequent entrenchment over the hijacker list is
that if it is discovered that any one of the alleged hijackers on the list is wrong, it calls into
question all other names on the list. If any single thread of the hijacker identity is pulled, the



whole “19 hijackers” story comes unraveled.

If that list is in doubt, then the existence of the hijackers is in doubt. The FBI cannot
allow the list to be undermined, because if people doubt the hijack list, they will doubt the
existence of hijackers. If they doubt the existence of hijackers, they will doubt the existence of
planes. If people were to find out there were no planes, they will discover that 9/11 was a
massive conspiracy involving the highest levels of the government and media. That is why the
government dropped FBI Director Robert Mueller's initial vacillation over the accuracy of the
hijacker list. Initially, Director Mueller would have looked foolish if he maintained the accuracy
of the list in the face of clear evidence of hijackers being still alive. However, it was later
determined that to doubt the list would create deep problems with the official story. The hijacker
list is the cornerstone of the government's official conspiracy theory. It is the orthodoxy of the
9/11 conspiracy theory and any attempt to attack the list is viewed as heresy.

The BBC in a desperate effort to quash any discussion of a U.S. Government conspiracy,
took the unusual step of altering the posted archive of the original October 23, 2001, article.
“Under the FBI picture of Waleed al Shehri we have added the words A man called Waleed Al
Shehri ... to make it as clear as possible that there was confusion over the identity.”"

The BBC revised their original story in order to spin it to give some plausible
explanation for the fact that the FBI hijacker list is inaccurate. The problem with the BBC
approach is that in making the alteration they assumed facts that are not in evidence. The BBC
claims that it altered its original story because of confusion over the identity of the hijackers.
The FBI, however, to this day refuses to say that there is any confusion about the identity of the
hijackers. The FBI claims that the original list is accurate and that two official reviews have not
raised any doubt as to the accuracy of the listed hijackers.

The fact is that the FBI identified Waleed Al Shehri as one of the hijackers, and they
posted his picture on their official website. Waleed Al Shehri later acknowledged that he was in
fact the person identified by the FBI as one of the hijackers. Quite simply, the FBI identified the
wrong person. Waleed Al Shehri was not one of the hijackers. Yet, the FBI, the 9/11
Commission, and the BBC want to continue with the charade that the original list was accurate.
That is not confusion, that is deception

The BBC admits that it altered its article in order to point away from U.S. Government
involvement in a conspiracy, because “[t]he story has been cited ever since by some as evidence
that the 9/11 attacks were part of a US government conspiracy.”'* The BBC cares not what the
facts are, they are not reporting news, they view their job as pointing people away from certain
conclusions and supporting the official view of 9/11 as presented by the government. There is
only one conspiracy theory allowed and that is the one propounded by the government and
broadcast by its shills in the media. The media's mission is to protect the government from any
blowback.



One live terrorist patsy was already in custody prior the September 11 attack. Zacarias
Mousaui was arrested on August 16, 2001 by the FBI after he attempted to receive flight training
for a Boeing 747 jumbo jet. Mousaui was not the brightest bulb in this terror chandelier. He
claimed he was from France, but when the flight instructor spoke French to him he did not
understand what the instructor was saying. He discussed with the flight instructors the amount of
fuel carried by a 747 and how much damage that would do if it hit something. Mousaui was not
concerned with learning how to take off or landing, he only wanted to learn how to steer the
plane. It was so obvious to the flight school employees that Mousaui was a potential hijacker
that they called the FBI, who in turn arrested him. Mousaui was obviously being “sheep dipped,”
which is the process used by the intelligence community to color an unwitting patsy in advance
and make him look like a conspirator in the chosen crime.

When Pan Am International Flight Academy raised questions with the FAA about another
patsy’s inability to speak English, the international language of aviation, an FAA representative
sat in class and observed Hani Hanjour and discussed with the school getting someone to tutor
him in English. Hanjour allegedly plowed American Airlines flight 77 into the Pentagon. The
allegation that Hanjour piloted flight 77 is a rather clumsy cover for what really happened.
Hanjour was a patsy. Testimony from those who tried to teach Honjour to fly indicates that
Hanjour was incompetent to pilot even a small plane. It is incredible to believe that he could fly
a Boeing 767 in a death spiral and hit a target that even the most skilled pilot would find almost
impossible to reenact.

Photographs and videos of the second plane crashing into the World Trade Center South
Tower indicate the plane was not a Boeing 767. A conventional Boeing 767 passenger jet has
built in failsafe computers programed to prevent the pilot from making sharp high “G” turns that
might injure elderly or frail passengers. The sharp turn allegedly made by the 767 before it
struck the south tower could not have been by a pilot at the controls of a conventional Boeing
767.



2 American Airlines Flights 11 and 77 Did Not Exist

On the next page is a screen shot of the first few flights listed by the Bureau of

Transportation Statistics on its official website listing all the flights in ascending order of flight
number flying out of Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001. The screen shot is of a chart from an
archive created on or about November 2003. Notice that the alleged American Airlines (AA)
flight 11 that was supposed to have taken off from Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001 before
being hijacked is missing from the list. American Airlines Flight 11 is the plane that is supposed
to have hit the World Trade Center's North Tower. If the fight had existed, it would have been
listed in numeric order as the first flight on the list, but it is not there.
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ORIGINAL Bureau of Transportation Statistics Chart Showing No American Airlines (AA)
Flight 11 Scheduled to Depart Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001

Similarly, American Airlines Flight 77 is not found on the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics page listing for American Airlines flights that were scheduled to take off out of
Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-2001. The screen shot below is of the chart from an internet
archive created on or about November 2003. The alleged American Airlines Flight 77 that was
supposed to have taken off from Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-2001 before being hijacked
and crashed into the Pentagon should be listed as the second flight on the list, but it is missing.
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ORIGINAL Bureau of Transportation Statistics Chart Showing No American Airlines (AA)
Flight 77 Scheduled to Depart Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-2001

Notice that there are a number of flights listed in the charts above where there are no
departure times, nor are there any tail numbers. A review of the BTS charts makes clear that the
only time the departure time and the tail numbers are missing is if the flight does not take off.
One can see in the charts above a large number of flights with no take off times or tail numbers.
That is because after the attacks in the morning of 9-11-2001 all flights were cancelled and all
planes en route were grounded.

Approximately 10 months after it was broadcast on the internet that AA flights 11 and 77
were missing from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics charts, the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics revised it charts and added both American Airlines Flights 11 and 77 to its lists of
flights on 9-11-2001." In addition, the above internet archive charts (obtained on or about
October 2010) showing no flights 11 and 77, were made inaccessible by the internet archive
website some time after this book was initially published in 2010. The above charts can no
longer be accessed from the internet archives.

On the next page is a screen shot taken in October 2010 of the first few flights listed on
the revised BTS chart showing the flights departing from Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001.
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Notice that the revised chart shows the scheduled departure time for AA Flight 11 from Boston
Logan Airport on 9-11-2001 (it is the first flight listed), but there is no time given for the actual
departure time. Further notice that there is no tail number reported or a time given for the
“wheels-off time,” nor is the “taxi-out time” given. BTS routinely does not report any of that
information for flights that do not actually take off from an airport. The ineluctable conclusion is
that flight 11 did not take off from Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001.
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REVISED Bureau of Transportation Statistics Chart Showing American Airlines (AA) Flight 11
Existing But Without Tail Number or a Departure From Boston Logan Airport on 9-11-2001

On the next page is a screen shot taken on October 2010 of the first few listed flights on
the revised BTS chart showing the flights departing from Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-
2001. Notice that the scheduled departure time is given for AA Flight 77 in the second line
down from the top, but there is no time given for the actual departure time. Notice also that there
is no tail number reported, nor is there a time given for the “wheels-off time” or the “taxi-out
time” for AA Flight 77. BTS routinely does not report any of that information for flights that do
not actually take off from an airport. We can only conclude that the information is not listed,
because flight 77 did not take off from Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-2001.
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REVISED Bureau of Transportation Statistics Chart Showing American Airlines (AA) Flight
77 But Without Tail Number or a Departure From Washington Dulles Airport on 9-11-2001

On the next page is a chart of the information presented on the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics for both 9-10-2001 and 9-11-2001. The chart shows that on 9-10-2001, the actual
departure time and the tail numbers on the planes were both listed for both flights on 9-10-2001.
Yet, when the Bureau of Transportation Statistics jimmied-up the new list and added flights 11
and 77 on 9-11-2001, they did not have a tail number or an actual departure time for 9-11-2001.'
The present charts follow the Bureau of Transportation Statistics consistent pattern of not
reporting tail numbers (listing them as “unknow”) or departure times (listing them as 0:00) for
flights that do not take off. A reasonable conclusion is that there are no tail numbers or actual
departure times listed for flights 11 and 77, because those flights did not take off on 9-11-2001."

11



Flight Date Flight Destination Scheduled | Tail Number | Actual
Number Departure Departure
Sept. 10 UA 93 San Francisco | 8:00 N570UA e
Sept. 11 UA 93 San Francisco | 8:00 N591UA 8:01
Sept. 10 UA 175 Los Angeles 8:00 N618UA 7:59
Sept. 11 UA 175 Los Angeles 8:00 N612UA 7:58
Sept. 10 AA 11 Los Angeles 7:45 N321AA 7:41
Sept. 11 AA 11 Los Angeles 7:45 UNKNOW 0:00
Sept. 10 AATT Los Angeles 8:10 N632AA 8:09
Sept. 11 AATT Los Angeles 8:10 UNKNOW 0:00

If flight 77 did not take off, how could the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB),
have flight data from the flight data recorder? It seems that the flight data was jimmied up by the
NTSB to make it appear that flight 77 actually took off. However, the NTSB goofed when
jimmying up the data. Sheila Casey reported the details in the Rock Creek Free Press:

Pilots for 9/11 Truth has reported that the data stream from the
flight data recorder (FDR) for American Airlines flight 77, which
allegedly struck the Pentagon on 9/11, shows that the cockpit door
never opened during the entire 90 minute flight. The data was
provided by the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB),
which has refused to comment.

The FDR is one of two “black boxes” in every commercial airliner,
which are used after accidents to help determine the cause of a
crash. One black box records flight data, the other records voice
data (everything said in the cockpit during the flight). With those
two sets of data, NTSB investigators can usually piece together the
events that led to a crash. The status of the door to the cockpit is
checked every four seconds throughout a flight and relayed as a
simple 0 or 1, where O=closed and 1=open, with approximately
1,300 door status checks performed during AA77’s 90 minute
flight. Every one of those door status checks shows as a 0,
indicating that the door to the cockpit never opened during the
entire flight.

Accident investigators monitor the cockpit door with the FDR
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because it may yield clues to pilot error in a crash. The FDR begins
recording once the pilots are in their seats and readying for takeoff,
and the plane cannot take off unless the FDR is working.'®

It seems that flight 77 did not take off, and to hide that fact the NTSB jimmied up phony
flight data, but the NTSB forgot to include phony data that the cockpit door was opened. Instead,
the NTSB has come up with data that indicates that there was no hijacking at all. In order for the
hijackers to commandeer the plane as claimed in the official government conspiracy theory, they
would have had to open the flight deck door. The data provided by the NTSB, however, shows
that the flight deck door was never opened. Hence, no hijacking - Oops!

Sheila Casey further reveals that the flight voice recorder (which is separate and distinct
from the flight data recorder) for flight 77 could not be found. She states in her report: “The
government claims that the voice data recorder was damaged during the crash and that no usable
data was retrieved from it. If true, this would be the first time in aviation history that a solid-state
data recorder was destroyed during a crash.”"® Apparently, it is easier to fabricate fake flight data
than it is to fabricate the voices of the pilots and ground control.
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3 No AA Flight 77 Wreckage at the Pentagon

If AA Flight 77 did not take off from Washington Dulles Airport, what, if anything,

struck the Pentagon? We know that if a large Boeing 757 crashed into the Pentagon, there would
be huge amounts of aircraft debris everywhere.

At right is the massive tail
section of the Boeing 737-T43 that
carried U.S. Commerce Secretary
Ron Brown and 34 others when it
crashed into a mountainside in
Croatia on April 3, 1996.*° That
plane is similar in size to a Boeing
757. The plane crashed directly into
the mountain at a similar impact
trajectory as did the alleged 757
which supposedly crashed into the
Pentagon. If one reviews airplane
crash pictures, one aspect of those
crashes becomes clear. First there is
a large debris field with obvious
airplane remnants strewn about, and
second, the massive tail section
almost always remains intact as it is the last point of impact.

roatia
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Let us see if we can detect evidence that a large Boeing 757 struck the Pentagon. Let’s
try to find the large tail section, which should be adjacent to the alleged point of impact. Below
are several photographs of the front of the Pentagon shortly after the explosion that ripped a hole
in the building.' As one looks at the photographs, the most surprising feature of each of the
photographs is not what is seen but rather what is missing. There is no visible plane debris in
any of the photos. The large tail section is nowhere in sight. The only way to account for that is
that whatever caused the damage to the Pentagon was not a Boeing 757.

A closeup of that same B o o
area a little later in the day =
does not seem to help.”? There ___
is no plane debris in sight.
The alleged impact site
included the ground level
floors, which would have
required the plane’s large
engines that hung from each
wing to have skidded on the
lawn before impact. Yet, there %
is no visible damage to the
lawn.




. Let’s try a different angle.”
i Perhaps the plane is hidden behind
the fire truck. No, it is not there.

Be aware that the large gaping
hole was not immediately caused by the
alleged plane. The collapse of the
building took place approximately 45
minutes after the alleged plane impact.
At right is a picture of the Pentagon
before the collapse.”* There is no way to
account for there not being any large
plane debris outside the building as there | =
is no place for the plane to fit in the
limited opening caused by the alleged
plane impact.

Compare the pristine Pentagon lawn in the
pictures above with what the debris one might expect to
find at a crash site. At left is a picture of the crash site in
Russia of a Tupolev TU-154M, which crashed on July 3,
2001, killing all 143 aboard.” With a maximum seating
capacity of 180, the Tupolev TU-154M has a similar
seating capacity to that of the Boeing 757 that was
alleged to have been AA Flight 77, which had a seating
capacity of 176.*° Notice the large tail section is still
intact. The frequent survival of the tail section is why the
black box recorder is always placed in the tail section of
commercial aircraft.
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The picture at right is a closeup
of the bottom of the tail section of the
crashed Tupolev TU-154M.”” Notice
the large size of the debris and compare
that with the very few pieces of small
debris found at the Pentagon.

: At left is an ariel view of the
"/ Pentagon impact zone.™® The

y building is still smoking, so we know
that the picture was taken later in the
day on 9-11-2001. Notice, there is no
plane wreckage at the point of
impact, which is where one would
expect to find plane wreckage. There
are only two conclusions, 1) either
the plane magically disintegrated or
2) there was no plane impact at the
site. The government and the media
say that there was a huge Boeing 757
that struck the building. The
government and the media are like
the husband and paramour who are
caught in flagrante delicto in bed
together by the husband’s wife; they deny having an affair and argue “are you going to believe us
or your lying eyes?”

Much has been made of the statements from CNN reporter Jamie Mclntyre, where he
explained that there was no evidence of a plane crashing anywhere near the Pentagon. However,
closer examination of his statement in context makes clear that he was indicating that in his view
the plane crashed into the Pentagon, not short of the Pentagon.

Judy WOODRUFF: Jamie, Aaron was talking earlier -- or one of
our correspondents was talking earlier -- I think -- actually, it was
Bob Franken — with an eyewitness who said it appeared that that

Boeing 757, the American jet, American Airline jet, landed short
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of the Pentagon. Can you give us any better idea of how much of
the plane actually impacted the building?

Jamie MCINTYRE: You know, it might have appeared that way,
but from my close-up inspection, there's no evidence of a plane
having crashed anywhere near the Pentagon. The only site is the
actual site of the building that's crashed in, and as I said, the only
pieces left that you can see are small enough that you can pick up
in your hand. There are no large tail sections, wing sections,
fuselage, nothing like that anywhere around, which would indicate
that the entire plane crashed into the side of the Pentagon and then
caused the side to collapse.”

Before the above colloquy, McIntyre stated that
the largest piece of wreckage that he saw was only 3
feet long. He described that piece as being silver and
painted green and red, but he did not see any
identifying markings on the object. The picture on the
right seems to match the description of the largest :
piece seen by McIntyre.*® Indeed, it is the largest piece
of the aircraft photographed on the exterior of the
Pentagon on 9-11-2001.

The significance of what McIntyre said was that his eyewitness account matches what is
seen in the above photograph of the exterior of the Pentagon. It is clear that there were no large
plane sections in or around the crash site. McIntyre indicated
that except for the three-foot section all other plane pieces that
he saw were big enough to pick up in your hand. Ifin facta
huge Boeing 757 crashed into the Pentagon, one would expect to
find large pieces of the aircraft around the crash scene. Yet,
there were none. There were only small scraps. That defies
logic and experience. How could a 250,000 pound aircraft
vanish and leave only scattered small pieces behind? It makes
no sense and suggests that there was no Boeing 757 that struck
the Pentagon. If no Boeing 757 struck the Pentagon, we are left
to conclude that the small bits of plane debris must have been
planted at the scene.

Another thing that MclIntyre does not mention is the
presence of any bodies. The picture at left is of a crash of Henan
Airlines aircraft that crashed at Yichun City’s airport in the
northeastern Chinese province of Heilongjiang on August 24,
2010, killing 42 of the 91 people aboard.’’ Notice the bodies
wrapped and lined up at the crash site. According to the official
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conspiracy theory there were 64 passengers on AA Flight 77. While 64 is well below the
capacity of 176, 64 passengers would be a sufficient number to leave a gruesome scene of dead
bodies and body parts everywhere. The 64 people were not just seated on the plane, they were
traveling across country to Los Angeles. They would have packed lots of luggage. There was
not a single picture or sighting of any luggage. In addition, one would think that with 176 seats
that there would be at least one extant picture of an airline seat from the Pentagon crash, yet there
are no pictures of a single seat or even the remnant of a single metal seat frame. There was no
visual evidence of any bodies at the Pentagon on 9-11-2001. In addition, we see that the large
tail section of the Chinese plane survived the horrific crash. That is common with airplane
crashes, and it is notable that the common occurrence of a surviving tail section was not present
at the Pentagon.

Freelance videographer, Bob
Pugh who was on the scene within
five minutes of the attack on the
Pentagon, stated that he was looking
for airplane wreckage but did not see
anything discernable from an
airplane.”” Pugh stated that he did
not see any airplane seats, tail,
wheels, engines, luggage, or airline
logo. He filmed the Air Florida
plane crash and expected to see
similar airplane wreckage at the
Pentagon, but there was none, and he
was looking for it so that he could
film it. He was surprised that there .
was no damage to the grass or heliport in front of the alleged impact area. One notable
unexplained fact is that the heliport tower on the left of the picture above has no damage to it
whatsoever.

Pugh opined that the hole in the Pentagon was approximately16 feet, but no more than 20
feet, in diameter. The hole was so small that close examination of the picture above does not
reveal anything close to being large enough to absorb a large plane into the building.”* Compare
that picture to later pictures of the Pentagon and it becomes clear that the secondary explosions
that were heard by the witnesses caused more damage to the Pentagon than the initial explosion.
In fact, later in the day a whole section of the building approximately 50 feet to the right of the
alleged impact point collapsed as a result of the later secondary explosions.

One thing is clear, there is no plane wreckage visible. Major General Albert Stubblebine,
U.S. Army Ret., is of the opinion that no plane hit the Pentagon.’* He states that the hole is not
big enough to account for the impact of a Boeing 757. He 1s an expert who knows what he 1s
talking about. One of his many assignments was to be in charge of scientific analysis of images
depicted in photographs, in particular Russian military equipment.
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General Stubblebine retired as the Commanding General of the United States Army
Intelligence and Security Command (INSCOM). In that capacity he was responsible for all of the
U.S. Army’s strategic intelligence forces around the world. “He had responsibilities for the
signals intelligence, photo intelligence, counter-intelligence and human intelligence. Prior to this
assignment he commanded the US Army Electronics Research and Development Command
(ERADCOM). During his active duty career he commanded soldiers at every level. One of his
experiences in the Army was being in charge of the Army’’s imagery interpretation for scientific
and technical intelligence during the Cold War.”

You don’t need a photographic expert like General Stubblebine to point out the obvious
fact that it is impossible for a Boeing 757 to have hit the Pentagon. You can see in the picture
below where the hole is framed by the square that there is no way a Boeing 757 could completely
fit in that hole and leave no wreckage outside.’

The Pentagon is one of the most secure facilities in the world with virtually every square
inch of the exterior under constant video surveillance. Yet, one of the few Pentagon videos of
the 9/11 attack contained only five frames released in March 2002. Those frames are of rather
poor quality, with an obstructed view. The video has allegedly altered frames showing a white
smoke trail, which is an impossible exhaust for a turbofan jet engine at sea level. The time stamp
on the video was “Sep. 12, 2001, 17:37:21,” which indicates that it was an after-the-fact
fabrication.”’
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The surrounding businesses that had surveillance cameras had their videos quickly seized
by the FBL. “The FBI visited a hotel near the Pentagon to confiscate film from a security camera
which some hotel employees had been watching in horror shortly after the attack. The FBI denied
that the footage captured the attack.”® In addition, the “FBI visited the Citgo gas station
southwest of the Pentagon within minutes of the attack to confiscate film that may have captured
the attack.”

Lawsuits had to be filed by various parties in order to obtain the videos. The Department
of Justice was forced to admit on September 9, 2005, that “85 videotapes in the FBI's possession
are ‘potentially responsive’” to the request for videos. On September 15, 2006, the Department
of Justice released parts of the Citgo gas station video, which for the most part showed the
interior and limited portions of the exterior, but not any view of the Pentagon.

The Department of Justice finally released a video from the Double Tree Hotel to Judicial
Watch on December 2, 2006, which showed the explosion at the Pentagon, but did not show the
plane.”® If there had been a plane, it would have been revealed on the video flying into the
Pentagon.*’ Once more, the evidence points to the fact that AA Flight 77 did not strike the
Pentagon.
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4 Decoy Plane

One might ask about all of the witnesses who saw a plane strike the Pentagon. Craig

Ranke and Aldo Marquis traveled to Arlington, Virginia, where the Pentagon is located and
interviewed many of those witnesses. Their interviews of the witnesses were videotaped and
have been posted on the internet.** They have uncovered irrefutable evidence of a decoy plane
that witnesses saw fly at a low level toward and over the Pentagon at precisely the time that the
west wing of the Pentagon exploded into a fireball. The plane then continued on its path and
flew away. The decoy plane served its purpose of convincing many witnesses that it in fact
struck the Pentagon. However, when questioned on that point most of the witnesses admitted
that they did not actually see the plane strike the Pentagon, they just assumed it did when they
saw the explosion after the plane passed overhead very close to the ground.

Below is a chart showing the path of the decoy airliner as described by 13 different
witnesses who saw the jet from five different vantage points.* The trajectory of the plane is
depicted by the witnesses flying north of the Citgo gas station. The government conspiracy
theory is that the plane followed the path depicted on the chart knocking over the light posts
depicted as white dots. The government is locked into the path south of the Citgo station, since
there are light posts that were knocked down as an apparent staging of the event to convince the
public that the damage to the Pentagon was due to a low flying airliner. The only light poles
knocked down were the five light poles depicted as large white dots on the picture. The key
landmark in the picture is the Citgo gas station. All of the witnesses, including several at the
Citgo station itself, were positive that it passed north of the station. The government conspiracy
theory is that the plane passed south of the station.
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One notable witness was Sgt. William Lagasse, who is an officer with the Defense
Protective Service Police at the Pentagon. Sgt. Lagasse, who was at the Citgo gas station on 9-
11-2001, stated that he was 100% sure and that he would bet his life on his observation that the
plane flew between Arlington Cemetery and the Navy Annex, north of the Citgo gas station. He
was at the gas pump on the north side of the station when the plane flew by him. It would have
been impossible for him to have seen the plane if it passed to the south of the station, because his
view to the south was blocked by the station building and the large expansive canopy over the
pumps. Sgt. Lagasse can be seen at the north gas pump at the Citgo in a surveillance video that
was released years later by the government as a result of a Freedom of Information Act request
by Judicial Watch. The surveillance video verifies that Sgt. Lagasse could only have seen the
plane if it had passed to the north of the station. Sgt. Lagasse’s observations were corroborated
by Sgt. Chadwick Brooks of the Defense Protective Service, who also saw the plane pass to the
north of the Citgo station.

Another thing mentioned by Sgt. Lagasse is that after leaving the Citgo gas station to
render assistance at the Pentagon, he heard what he called secondary explosions. He concluded
that those secondary explosions were from compressed natural gas and welding equipment.
However, they were so significant that he said that the explosions and smoke forced him to leave
the area. In fact, one of the explosions was caught on a news broadcast at approximately 10:10
a.m. It was described as “another loud explosion” by the FOXS newscaster, Audrey Barnes, who
was on the scene.* Barnes stated that “you could hear it very clearly, it was a loud boom!” The
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secondary explosions explain the collapse of the section of the Pentagon at about that time.

The key witness that establishes that the plane seen by the other witnesses was a decoy
plane is Roosevelt Roberts. Upon hearing the explosion he took seven steps from his booth to
look out of the loading dock where he worked and saw a large commercial jet flying very low
banking over the south Pentagon parking lot. He stated that it was flying just above the light
poles. He stated that it took him approximately 10 seconds after he heard the explosion at the
Pentagon to walk to the loading dock platform where he saw the plane banking hard and flying
away from the Pentagon in a southwesterly direction.* That means that the plane that was seen
by the other witnesses did not in fact hit the Pentagon but flew over the Pentagon at the moment
that the side of the building exploded and then immediately turned and flew away.

Another important witness is Erik Dihle, who was an Arlington National Cemetery
employee. He was interviewed by the Center for Military History on December 13, 2001. Dihle
stated that within seconds of the huge explosion that nearly knocked him out of his chair, “some
people were yelling that a bomb had hit the Pentagon and a jet kept on going.”*

The striking thing about Dihle’s testimony is that he is explaining what people said they
saw within seconds of the event in a state of excitement without any time to reflect. Hearsay is
usually not admissible in evidence. Hearsay is an out-of-court statement being introduced to
prove the truth of the matter asserted. However, there is an exception to the hearsay rule, which
allows a hearsay statement into evidence if it has objective indicia of reliability. In virtually all
state and federal courts excited utterances like the ones heard by Dihle are considered reliable
and therefore admissible. An excited utterance is “a statement relating to a startling event or
condition made while the declarant was under the stress of excitement caused by the event or
condition.” The reason courts allow excited utterances into evidence is that the person does not
have an opportunity to reflect and fabricate a false declaration while they are explaining an
exciting event while under the stress of that exciting event. Dihle would be able to testify in court
regarding the excited utterances by the people who explained that a jet flew away after the
explosion. The inherently reliable statements of the witnesses to the Pentagon indicate that the
witnesses honestly perceived that a jet kept on flying away after the explosion at the Pentagon.

American Airlines Flight 77 allegedly struck the portion of the Pentagon that had
undergone a billion-dollar renovation. That section had been reconstructed with a web of steel
columns and bars to withstand bomb blasts. The outer walls were 24 inches thick (10 inches of
concrete + 8 inches of brick + 6 inches of Indiana limestone).*® The building contained steel
reinforcement, bolted together to form a continuous structure through all of the Pentagon's five
floors. The area allegedly struck by the plane also had blast-resistant windows that were 2 inches
thick and weighed 2,500 pounds each.* September 11, 2010, was the day that the contract for
the renovation of that section of the Pentagon was officially complete.*

What are the chances that a terrorist attack takes place on the very day on the section of a

building on which a huge renovation project has just been completed? One would think that if
any building could withstand a strike from an aircraft it would be the newly reinforced section of
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the Pentagon. Yet the building was severely damaged all the way through to the C ring. If this
were a true terrorist attack, the terrorists could not have picked the worst location to hit with a
plane. If, however, the 9/11 attacks were planned ahead of time by elements within the
government, then the renovation of the Pentagon would have been the perfect cover to plant
explosives in the building.

At left is a picture showing the official version of the
trajectory of the alleged plane showing where the hole in the C
ring of the Pentagon is located.”’ Below right is a closeup
picture of the hole in the C ring.”> Explosives experts who have
looked at the hole in the C ring of the Pentagon have concluded
that it was made with an explosive shaped charge.”” A
symmetrical hole is a telltale characteristic of a rapid wall
breaching shaped charge used by the military.>*

Plane to C Ring Hole

The official story is that an aircraft made of thin
aluminum was able to pierce through a 24-inch thick
bomb resistant brick, concrete, and limestone wall and
continue through nine more feet of reinforced concrete in
five more walls in three other buildings before punching
out a nearly Symmetrical hole with the thin aluminum
nose of the plane, leaving no evidence of the plane near e e
the impact area or the exit hole.® That is simply f C Ring Hole
impossible!

2

If an aircraft did not strike the Pentagon, that points directly to high treason by
government officials. There would have had to have been access to the Pentagon to set up
explosives. Access to a secure facility like the Pentagon, would mean that elements of the
government had to be involved. The suspicious behavior of high officials in the U.S.
Government points to their guilt in the 9/11 attacks. On September 11, 2001, U.S.
Representative Christopher Cox gave the following account of his observations of what U.S.
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld said on that day.

At 9 am. EDT Tuesday, as a hijacked Boeing 767 slammed into
the World Trade Center, I was in the Pentagon in the private dining
room of the Secretary of Defense. Don Rumsfeld, the Secretary,
and Paul Wolfowitz, the Deputy Secretary, and I were discussing
how to win votes for the Bush defense plan that is now pending in
the House and Senate.
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When minutes later, the Pentagon itself was hit by a Boeing 757
loaded with civilian passengers, virtually the entire building was
immediately evacuated. Iescaped just minutes before the building
was hit. Most of those who remained were huddled in the National
Military Command Center in a basement bunker of the building.
From there, America's military response is being directed even
now.

Ironically, just moments before the Department of Defense was hit
by a suicide hijacker, Secretary Rumsfeld was describing to me
why America needs to abandon its decade-old two-major-war
strategy, and focus on the real threat facing us in the 21st century:
terrorism, and the unexpected.*®

* % %

"And let me tell you, I've been around the block a few times.
There will be another event." He [Rumsfeld] repeated it for
emphasis: "There will be another event." Within minutes of that
utterance, Rumsfeld's words proved tragically prophetic.”’

That blockbuster revealed by Representative Cox points to Rumsfeld as having
foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks. Foreknowledge by Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld implicates
him in the attacks. Rumsfeld’s behavior was even more suspicious than his statements.
Rumsfeld knew that America was under attack, yet after the Pentagon was struck he abandoned
his post as the chief civilian officer in charge of military defense of the country. One unnamed
White House official said: “What was Rumsfeld doing on 9/11? He deserted his post. He
disappeared. The country was under attack. Where was the guy who controls America’s defense?
Out of touch!”*®

After the two alleged planes were reported to have struck the World Trade Center,
Rumsfeld continued with his usual scheduled appointments and did not immediately go to the
Executive Support Center (ESC), located near his office, which would have been the ordinary
protocol in the event of a terrorist attack.”® Rumsfeld did finally show up at the ESC, but not
until around 10:15 a.m., which was a full hour and 15 minutes after being notified of the alleged
second plane hitting the World Trade Center and approximately 45 minutes after the attack on
the Pentagon.®

Paul Wolfowitz, who was Rumsfeld’s immediate subordinate as Deputy Secretary of
Defense, came up with this account of why he took no immediate action after he found out that

two alleged planes struck the World Trade Center:

We were having a meeting in my office. Someone said a plane had
hit the World Trade Center. Then we turned on the television and
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we started seeing the shots of the second plane hitting, and this is
the way I remember it. It’s a little fuzzy.... There didn’t seem to be
much to do about it immediately and we went on with whatever the
meeting was.®'

Wolfowitz said “there didn’t seem to be much to do about it!” That is not the response
from a loyal Deputy Secretary of Defense! That is the statement of a treasonous accomplice who
is trying to explain his unexplainable failure to act in the face of obvious terrorist attacks!

Instead of manning his post and coordinating the nation’s defenses to what to all appeared
to be a massive attack, Rumsfeld ran outside the Pentagon and made himself unavailable to
coordinate anything. Mathew Everett concluded that “a closer analysis shows, Rumsfeld’s
behavior that morning was sinister and highly suspicious. The fact that an individual in such a
position of responsibility should have acted as Rumsfeld did at such a critical moment should be
of concern to us all.”®®> Why would he seemingly remove himself from any ability to coordinate a
defense? Because he knew that the attacks would happen and his job was to delay making any
important defense decisions until the coordinated attacks were played out and those that
performed the dirty deeds were given an opportunity to get away without being discovered.

Both Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz are listed as
signatories on the June 3, 1997, Statement of Principles for the Project for a New American
Century.” Vice President Dick Cheney is also listed as a signatory on that Statement of
Principles. The Project for a New American Century (PNAC) issued a paper (Rebuilding
America’s Defenses) on September 2000, one year before the 9-11-2001 attacks. That document
advocated transforming the United States politically and militarily.

In that report, PNAC stated that the United States must increase its defense budget,
transform the military to use advanced technologies, redefine the military to perform
constabulary missions throughout the world, and maintain sufficient forces to fight and win
multiple large scale wars. The September 2000 paper stated: “Further, the process of
transformation, even if it brings revolutionary change, is likely to be a long one, absent some
catastrophic and catalyzing event - like a new Pearl Harbor.”** The 9/11 attacks would certainly
qualify as a new Pearl Harbor.

The strange inaction of Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld on 9-11-2001 is revealing when it is
viewed in the light of the need for a “new Pearl Harbor” expressed by their September 2000
PNAC report. The 9/11 attacks certainly brought about a political and military “revolutionary
change” as envisioned in their report. The proof is in the pudding. The United States has in fact
been transformed politically and militarily as a result of the 9/11 attacks.
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5 2.3 Trillion Reasons for the Pentagon Attack

The day before 9/11, on September 10, 2001, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld held a

press conference at which he acknowledged that “according to some estimates we cannot track
2.3 trillion dollars in transactions.”® That is not some accounting rounding error. That’s trillion
with a “T.” That is $8,000 for every man, woman, and child in the United States. It is
incomprehensible that the Pentagon would lose track of $2.3 trillion. Rumsfeld’s newspeak
about failing to “track” $2.3 trillion dollars in transactions really means that someone stole $2.3
trillion.

Such a huge theft would have to be investigated. Auditors investigating the theft were in
the financial management/audit area, which is contiguous to the Army personnel offices, which
were heavily damaged in the Pentagon attack. It seems that the attack targeted the computers and
personnel that were tracking the massive theft.*

The Pentagon’s top financial officer at the time was Dov Zakheim, who was a Jewish
rabbi and reportedly a dual citizen of Israel. He is a staunch supporter of Israel who was
instrumental in Israel receiving squads of F-15s and F-16s at a fraction of their true cost by
having them classified as surplus military equipment.®’ Zakheim began his stint as Pentagon
comptroller in May 2001. By the time Zakheim left his position in March 2004, there was an
additional $1 trillion dollars missing, for which there was no accounting. He was unable to
explain the missing money.*®

Zakheim, along with Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, and Cheney, was a member of PNAC. As a
member of PNAC, he was listed as a contributor to the September 2000 paper, Rebuilding
America’s Defenses. As mentioned above, that document stated that it would take a long time
for the political and military transformation of the U.S. advocated by PNAC “absent a
catastrophic and catalyzing event - like a new Pearl Harbor.”® It was no coincidence that a year
after that article, when the PNAC members were in places of power in the government, the
United States was subjected to the well orchestrated insider 9/11 attacks.
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6 A Patriotic Witness Steps From the Rubble

April Gallop was a Pentagon employee who was present in the Pentagon when it was

attacked on 911. She was an administrative specialist with the U.S. Army, with a top secret
special compartmented information clearance. Her first-hand eyewitness experience corroborates
the evidence listed in the previous chapters. Gallop and her infant child were injured in the
explosion that enveloped her office. After the attacks she was in the hospital and was visited by
civilian and military personnel who were not concerned with her well-being or that of her child.
Neither were they interested in hearing what she had to say about what happened. Instead, they
were there to inform her of what happened at the Pentagon that day. They told her that a plane
had struck the Pentagon.” It is apparent that their job was to give her the company line, so to
speak, and that she should adhere to that story.

When she later raised questions about the lack of any plane parts at the alleged crash site,
the Department of Defense retaliated against her. She was wrongfully denied medical care and
other benefits she should have received since the attack. She was refused service at the VA
medical center, on grounds that she supposedly owed the Defense Department more than
$14,000; for which no documentation has ever been provided.”! Officials from the Department
of Defense have acted to discourage others from helping her. When she was discharged from the
army, the Department of Defense closed out her account with a zero balance.

Gallop’s desk on 9-11-2001 was roughly 40 feet from the hole in the outer wall of the
Pentagon. She was returning from maternity leave and was instructed by her supervisor to
immediately go to her office as soon as she arrived at work to perform an urgent document
clearing job. She was told that she should not drop her baby off at child care until she was
finished with the job. Following those instructions, she was able to get her child cleared through
security. She sat down at her desk, and as soon as she turned on her computer she heard and felt
two explosions in succession.”” Flames shot out of her computer, the walls collapsed and the
ceiling fell in. She was dazed, but ultimately found her baby and made her way toward the
daylight showing through a blasted opening in the outside wall.
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When making her way to safety through the building and out the hole she saw no airplane
wreckage, no seats, no luggage, no burning airplane fuel anywhere. There was no evidence of a
plane inside the building. She saw only rubble and dust. When she made it outside the building,
she saw no evidence of any plane parts anywhere outside the Pentagon.

If a plane had struck the building Gallop was in a position to see its wreckage as she
traversed the area immediately inside and outside the alleged impact zone. She explained in an
interview that she was concentrating on what was on the ground because she lost her shoes and
was therefore walking barefooted with her baby son on her shoulder. She was being watchful
and careful not to cut her feet on the debris.” Consequently she was focused on the debris and
what type of debris it was. Gallop never at any time saw any plane debris or any sign whatsoever
that an airliner had struck the Pentagon. A significant point is that in talking with her coworkers
who also survived the blast, it was unanimous among them that there was no visible plane debris
immediately inside or outside the impact zone.™

In 2008, Gallop filed a federal lawsuit against Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld, General Richard Myers, U.S.A.F. (Ret.), and others unknown for
their complicity in the 9/11 attacks. Her lawsuit was dismissed, and she has appealed that
dismissal. One of the three judges hearing her appeal in the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
Second Circuit is none other than Judge John Walker, who is President George Walker Bush’s
cousin.” As of this writing, her appeal is pending.

Gallop’s original complaint sets forth compelling facts in support of her claim. Her most
significant charge is that the official story that a hijacked plane crashed into the Pentagon and
exploded is false. Her claim is supported by clear and convincing evidence. She bases that claim
in pertinent part on the following first-hand observations:

At the building, inside or outside of the wall the plane supposedly
hit, there was no wreckage, no airplane fragments, no engines, no
seats, no luggage, no fuselage sections with rows of windows, and
especially, no blazing quantities of burning jet fuel. The interior
walls and ceilings and contents in that area were destroyed, but
there was no sign of a crashed airplane. A number of those present
inside the building and out have attested to this fact in published
reports.”®

Gallop’s complaint points out the obvious impossibility of the government’s official
plane-impact conspiracy theory:

The nose of such a plane contains radar equipment, and the outer
shell is made of a porous, composite material that allows the radar
to function. Therefore, the nose was not capable of surviving an
impact with the outer wall without being crushed, let alone
penetrating all the way inside to the C-Ring wall, 300 feet away.”’
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If a plane did not strike the Pentagon, what caused the damage? Gallop points out:

Several trained and experienced military personnel at the scene
noted the distinctive odor of cordite, a high explosive used in
gunpowder, in the aftermath of the attack at the Pentagon. This
suggests explosives as the cause for the destruction rather than the
impact and fire resulting from burning jet fuel.”

Her complaint raises an issue that few have touched. If, as has been reported, it was
known that there was an unidentified jet plane approaching the Pentagon, after all domestic
flights had been grounded, and the twin towers had allegedly been struck by two planes, why
were there no efforts made to sound the alarm and evacuate the Pentagon?

If an unauthorized non-military plane was headed towards the
building, on a day when two apparently hijacked planes had hit the
Twin Towers, why wasn’t she evacuated, with her baby, instead of
hurried inside? Why weren’t alarms going off, and all the people in
the building rushing to safety? Due to the conspiracy, and
defendants’ actions and flagrant failures to act, in furtherance of'it,
one hundred and twenty-five people, members of the Military and
civilian employees, died in the bombing; and many more including
plaintiff and her child were seriously hurt.”

Her complaint points out the black box data from the alleged plane released by the
National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) indicates that “the plane passed over the building
at very low altitude, just as an explosion and fireball were engineered by other means, a planted
bomb or bombs and/or a missile.”® Regarding the flight data, Gallop further points out:

The “black box” flight data recorder identified by the Government
as coming from Flight 77, and reportedly recovered from the
wreckage at the scene, bears data, according to pilots who have
examined printouts provided by the National Transportation Safety
Board (NTSB), which contradict various aspects of the official
account, — and indeed the very notion that a plane struck the
Pentagon — in crucial ways, viz:

It is a fundamental premise of airliner manufacture and operation
that the black box only stops recording data when a flight is
terminated — by the pilot turning off the engines at the gate, or by
a crash. According to the pilots who studied the printouts,
however, the record showing the path of Flight 77, etched with
codes which connect it to that plane that day, cuts off,
unaccountably, some 4-500 yards short of the building
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Gallop points out contradictions between the 9/11 Commission Report and the NTSB
conclusions:

The Safety Board has released a computer simulation of the flight
path of Flight 77, allegedly based on the data from the flight
recorder, which contradicts a simulation adopted by the 9/11
Commission. The Commission simulation shows the flight path of
the official story, at an angle reflected by the damage inside the
building, consistent with the downed light poles, and to the south
of two nearby buildings housing the Navy Annex and a Citgo gas
station. The NTSB simulation shows the plane headed towards the
building on a path north of the two buildings and the line of
lampposts.®'

Notice the key point made in the complaint that the NTSB simulation, based upon the
flight data in the black box, shows the plane headed toward the building on a path north of the
Citgo gas station. That is directly contrary to the path as portrayed in the official story by the
9/11 Commission, which has the plane traveling south of the Citgo station. The northern path is
consistent with the 13 eyewitnesses who saw the decoy plane approach the Pentagon north of the
Citgo gas station prior to the explosion. Obviously, the NTSB simulation was based upon the
black box data in the decoy plane. The decoy plane never actually struck the building, which is
why the data on the black box terminated 400 to 500 yards short of the Pentagon.

Gallop raises questions about the very existence of highjackers:

There have also been repeated reports since 9/11 that several of the
other men named and pictured by the FBI as the hijackers were still
alive after 9/11, and living in various locations in the world —
including one, Waleed Al-Shehri, who was said to be a working
pilot for Moroccan Air Lines, correctly shown in the FBI photo,
whose identity and location have been verified by at least one
major press outlet, the BBC. This information has not been
pursued by U.S. investigators, or media.*

Most significant is the missing $2.3 trillion that Defense Secretary Rumsfeld announced
at a press conference on September 10, 2011, which has all been forgotten about after the 9/11
attacks.

Further, it should be noted that on September 10, 2001, the day
before the attack, Defendant Rumsfeld conducted a press
conference at the Pentagon in which he publicly announced that
auditors had determined that some 2.3 trillion dollars in Defense
Department funds —$2.300,000,000,000 — could not be
accounted for. To plaintiff’s knowledge and belief, part of the area
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of the ground floor of the Pentagon that was destroyed in the
bombing is a location where records were kept that would be used
to trace those funds, and where people worked who knew about
them. On information and belief, there has been to this day no
public report concerning the fate of those records, or that money.*
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7 What Happened to UA Flight 93?

Below is a picture of the alleged crash site for United Airlines Flight 93 near

Shankesville, Pennsylvania.* Notice that, as with the Pentagon, there is no sign of a plane
anywhere. This is supposed to be the scene of a Boeing 757 crash, yet there are no engines, no
wings, no seats, no fuselage, no tail section or any of the parts one would expect to find from a
115-ton aircraft.

Eyewitnesses on the scene saw no sign of an aircraft anywhere. Chris Konicki, a
photographer, was interviewed by a local FOX News affiliate reporter and asked “Any large
pieces of debris at all?... Smoke? Fire?” Konicki stated: “No, there was nothing, nothing that
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you could distinguish that a plane had crashed there. ... No smoke. No fire.”*

The Mayor of Shanksville, Ernie Stull, in an interview with a German reporter in March
2003 stated: “My sister and a good friend of mine were the first ones there,” Stull said. “They
were standing on a street corner in Shanksville talking. Their car was nearby, so they were the
first here - and the fire department came. Everyone was puzzled, because the call had been that a
plane had crashed. But there was no plane. They had been sent here because of a crash, but there
was no plane.”®

Dennis Roddy who is managing editor of the Pittsburgh Post Gazette sent a team of
reporters to the crash site, which was one and 1/2 hours by automobile. Upon arrival Roddy
stated that there was no airplane debris that he could identify.*’

Somerset county coroner, Wallace Miller, was one of the first persons on the crash scene.
The Washington Post reported:

Miller was among the very first to arrive after 10:06 on the
magnificently sunny morning of September 11. He was stunned at
how small the smoking crater looked, he says, “like someone took
a scrap truck, dug a 10-foot ditch and dumped all this trash into it.”
Once he was able to absorb the scene, Miller says, “I stopped being
coroner after about 20 minutes, because there were no bodies
there.”®®

Coroner Miller was interviewed a year later, on September 11, 2002, by the Pittsburgh
Tribune Review: “He takes off his glasses, cleans them with his T-shirt. ‘This is the most eerie
thing,” he says. ‘I have not, to this day, seen a single drop of blood. Not a drop.””® Miller said
something during the interview that seemed incongruent with an airline crash scene. He said “he
saw shreds of that white cloth they put over the headrests.”® Reflect on that for a minute; large
steel wheel struts, titanium engine parts, huge aluminum wings, hundreds of aluminum seats, and
40 bodies, all totaling 115 tons disappeared, and yet the thin disposable cloth headrest covers
survived. The only conclusion to draw from such a circumstance is that no Boeing 757 crashed,
and the scene was staged (apparently not very convincingly) by planting bits of aircraft scraps to
make it appear that a plane crashed there.

There is more direct evidence of a staged scene and planted evidence. The investigators
who run the website www.killtown.com have discovered clear evidence that the cockpit voice
recorder alleged to be from UA Flight 93 was in fact planted on the site. Below is a picture of a
cockpit voice recorder (CVR) that was introduced as an exhibit during the United States v.
Moussaoui trial.”' That CVR depicted in the exhibit photograph is supposed to have been found
at the scene of the alleged crash in Shanksville. The perpetrators of the 9/11 crimes, however,
made a mistake. They planted the wrong CVR at the Shanksville alleged crash site.”” Look
closely at the H in the picture. It is the remnant of a manufacturer’s label, indicating it was made
by Honeywell.

35



M-CSP-00009733

Plane N591UA, which is the plane that was allegedly United Airlines Flight 93, went into
service in 1996.” The flight data recorder is supposed to be labeled “Allied Signal,” not
“Honeywell.” That is because it was not until 1999, when Allied-Signal acquired Honeywell and
took its more recognizable name, that it made CVRs under the brand name Honeywell. In fact,
the Flight Data Recorder (FDR), which is a separate instrument, allegedly recovered for the plane
that was flight 93 was listed by the NTSB as manufactured by Allied Signal. Apparently, the
perpetrators planted a CVR without realizing that it was manufactured after the plane that
allegedly crashed at Shanksville was built.

Shc;_f_‘hld geEn A"

36



Honeywell

If UA Flight 93 did not crash at Shanksville, what happened to it? Cincinnati News
station WCPO “9News” reported on 11:43:57 AM on 9-11-2001 that United Airlines Flight 93
landed at Cleveland Airport on 9-11-2001. The report stated in pertinent part: “A Boeing 767
out of Boston made an emergency landing Tuesday at Cleveland Hopkins International Airport
due to concerns that it may have a bomb aboard, said Mayor Michael R. White. White said the
plane had been moved to a secure area of the airport, and was evacuated. United identified the
plane as Flight 93.7%

The 9News report was later deleted from the internet with an explanation that it was an
erroneous report from the AP. The problem with that explanation is that it was posted as a report
from the “ONews Staff.” Nowhere in the article was there an attribution to the AP. Furthermore,
there are two sources for the information named in the article 1) Mayor Michael R. White, and 2)
United Airlines (who identified the plane as flight 93). Nothing can be determined with certainty
from the above information alone. However, when presented with evidence that there were no
bodies or any obvious plane debris at the alleged crash site for flight 93 in Shanksville,
Pennsylvania, it seems like a plausible explanation for what actually happened to flight 93.

Christopher Bollyn called White at his 45-acre alpaca ranch, Seven Pines Alpacas in
Newcomerstown, Ohio, to inquire about the events at the Cleveland airport on 9-11-2001.
“White, however, was unwilling to discuss anything and cut the conversation short saying, ‘I'm
out of the interview business.””*

Some have claimed that Mayor White was confused, that the flight was actually Delta
Flight 1989. In fact, Delta Flight 1989 did land at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport on 9-11. Delta
Flight 1989 was one of several flights that were diverted to Cleveland-Hopkins Airport. The
media reported that Delta Flight1989 landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport at 10:10 a.m. and was
evacuated at approximately 12:30 p.m. into the FAA headquarters building.*®

Another plane landed at 10:45 a.m., and at 11:15 a.m. approximately 200 passengers
were reportedly evacuated into the NASA Glenn Research Center located on the far west end of
the airport.”’ It is possible that the other flight that was evacuated into the NASA Glenn
Research Center was UA Flight 93. News accounts indicated that the NASA Glenn Research
Center itself had been evacuated prior to the arrival of Flight 93.

One plane contained approximately 200 passengers, which was reportedly evacuated to
the NASA research center. Another plane contained 78 passengers (69 passengers + 9 crew =

37



78), which the Cleveland Plain Dealer identified as Delta flight 1989, and reported that its
passengers were taken to the FAA headquarters.”® However, the Akron Beacon Journal,
apparently referring to Delta Flight 1989, reported that 78 passengers “were taken to NASA
Glenn Research Center to be interviewed by FBI agents.”” Either that is the same plane being
inconsistently reported or there were two planes with the same number of passengers reported to
have been evacuated to two different locations. Mary Ethridge, one of the journalists who worked
on the story for the Akron Beacon Journal, when questioned on the accuracy of the report, stood
by the paper's report that the passengers had been interviewed by the FBI in the vacated NASA
facility.'®

That confirmation by Ethridge raises two possibilities: 1) two planes were unloaded into
the NASA facility, one plane with approximately 200 passengers and another with 78 passengers,
or 2) only one plane was evacuated into the NASA facility and the reporters simply got the
number of passengers on each plane wrong. It is unclear how to resolve the seeming
contradictory report that a 78-passenger flight was evacuated into the FAA Headquarters and also
into the NASA facility. One thing is clear, at least one plane was evacuated into the NASA
facility, and that plane was a different plane from the Delta Flight 1989 that was evacuated into
the FAA facility.

Those that argue that witnesses have confused UA Flight 93 with Delta Fight 1989, do
not address the reports that two different planes landed at two different times (10:10 a.m. and
10:45 a.m.) and they were evacuated to two different locations (NASA building and FAA
building), over an hour apart from one another (the NASA facility at 11:15 a.m. and the FAA
building at 12:30 p.m.). There is no confusing the NASA building with the FAA building,
because they are a mile apart, at opposite ends of the airport.

Flight 93 and Flight 1989 drew special attention because they were surrounded by law
enforcement and quarantined away from the terminal. All other flights were evacuated to the
airport terminal. The time and distance between Delta Flight 1989 and UA Flight 93 is too great
for anyone to have confused flight 1989 for flight 93. In order to argue there was confusion
between flights, the government must identify some flight other than Delta Flight 1989, and then
explain why that plane was evacuated into the NASA Research Center rather than the terminal
building. There was no other flight that matches those facts, which is why that argument has not
been made.

Devvy Kidd filed an FOIA request for FAA records of arrivals and departures of planes
on 9-11-2001 from Cleveland-Hopkins Airport. The FAA initially lied to her by telling her that
they did not have any such documents. Later, they reversed their position and stated that they
had the documents after all and agreed to send them to her.'”" The FAA record reflects that Delta
Flight 1989 landed at 10:11 a.m.'"”* Continental Airlines Flight 3742 flying out of Cleveland is
recorded as landing at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport at 10:10 a.m.'”® There was no record of the
landing of UA Flight 93. That is not surprising. If UA Flight 93 had in fact landed at the
Cleveland-Hopkins Airport, the government would certainly not produce a record confirming
that fact; it is easy to delete entries from a government record and then produce the redacted
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record portraying it as genuine.

The news reported that Cleveland-Hopkins Airport was ordered closed, while other
airports throughout the country were busting at the seams with planes when the order came to
ground all commercial aircraft. However, the record received by Kidd was that there were other
flights that landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport after the 9/11 attacks. In fact, 13 other flights
landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport after Delta Flight 1989 landed at 10:11 a.m., with the
Continental flight landing one minute prior, at 10:10 a.m.'* One of those 13 flights was a
military F-16 fighter jet, which landed at 12:31 p.m.

There was no report that any of the 13 other flights were quarantined at the FAA building
or the NASA facility. It seems that the government is pretending that the flight that was seen
being evacuated to the NASA building did not exist and that people are confusing flight 1989
with flight 93. In order to abide by the government version of events, one must conclude that no
plane was evacuated to the NASA facility. That simply does not hold water as there were
specific times of the landing and evacuation given by witnesses. The evacuation of the plane to
the NASA facility was one hour and fifteen minutes before flight 1989 was evacuated into the
FAA building a mile away. There is just too much time and space separating the events for
witnesses to have confused the two flights.

The news estimate that there were approximately 200 passengers aboard UA Flight 93
being evacuated to the NASA facility would put the plane above its maximum capacity, since the
UA Flight 93 Boeing 757 only had the capacity to carry 182 passengers (not including the seating
available for the seven crew members).'” The media story is that UA Flight 93 was alleged to
have had only 44 passengers (that number includes seven crew members and four highjackers).
How then did the passenger list balloon to an estimated 200 passengers? Some have speculated
that the plane was loaded with passengers from other alleged highjacked planes at another site.

Would such a theory even make mathematical sense? If the Boeing 757 that was UA
Flight 93 landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport, it would only have had capacity to carry 182
passengers. If we assume, as the evidence suggests, that the highjackers did not in fact truly
exist, we are left with 256 passengers on the four planes (275 total reported passengers - 19
fictional highjackers = 256).'" A Boeing 757 configured like UA Flight 93 is not large enough
to carry 256 passengers. While the UA Flight 93 Boeing 757 was configured to only carry 182
passengers, it should be noted that the Boeing 757 has many different seat layouts available and
can be configured to carry as many as 279 passengers.

The above calculation is premised on assumption that American Airlines flights 11 and
77 actually existed. As discussed in a previous chapter, the evidence suggests that AA flights 11
and 77 never existed on 9-11-2001. If flights 11 and 77 did not exist, that would eliminate 146
passengers from the equation. Only one plane (containing 110 passengers) would need to be
evacuated into the NASA facility. The UA Flight 93 Boeing 757, which was configured to carry
182 passengers, would have had the capacity to carry 110 passengers.
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Why would the government want to evacuate passengers from a flight into a NASA
facility? Cathy O'Brien in her book, Trance-Formation of America, explained that she was often
brought to NASA facilities to undergo tortuous mind-control programing. She stated that part of
the process of mind-control involved the use of CIA designer drugs which rendered her helpless
and compliant.'”” Brice Taylor corroborates O’Brien’s experience. Taylor stated that she would
travel to NASA bases where she was subjected to high-level mind-control programming.'® If the
NASA facilities have been used for criminal kidnaping and mind-control programing, it would
not be a stretch to have the same facilities used for other criminal purposes. Who knows what
capabilities they have at the NASA Glenn Research Facility at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport.

There is one witness to Delta flight 1989 having landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport,
who has written about her experience aboard that plane on 9-11."”” The witness does not explain
into which facility she was evacuated, but the time of events and the other details in her account
suggest that her flight was evacuated into the FAA facility. It is interesting that the posting of the
information was not made by the passenger herself, but rather by someone who says he is her
friend. He states that the passenger gave him permission to post her open letter of the events on
9-11. However, he clearly has an agenda to debunk any view of the evidence that contradicts the
official government story.''® He calls those who question the official government conspiracy
theory of the 9/11 attacks “9/11 skeptics/tinfoil-hat-types.”""!

It seems that the major media outlets in the area were all over the Cleveland-Hopkins
Airport events of 9-11-2001; however, after the official story came out they lost interest. There
was a rather suspicious lack of curiosity by the media about what took place inside the NASA
facility. We don’t need to theorize about what happened inside the NASA facility; all we need to
know is that none of passengers who entered the NASA facility have ever been heard from again.
As of this writing, it has been almost 10 years since 9-11-2001, and there are no survivor stories
from any member of the crew or among the passengers from the other flights off-loaded into the
NASA facility.

A fact cannot be proven from a lack of evidence, except the nonoccurrence of an event,
when evidence of the event would be expected. The lack of evidence can be the basis for
disproving a theory. There is a lack of evidence that a large plane crashed in the crater near
Shanksville; the items that have turned up were so obviously planted, only the most gullible
would believe they were evidence of a plane crash. We can reasonably infer, therefore, that the
UA Flight 93 Boeing 757 did not crash at Shanksville. It is on that basis that the government’s
conspiracy theory can easily be disproved. We do not know for sure what happened to the plane
or the passengers that were supposed to be aboard the flight. The disputed report that UA Flight
93 landed at Cleveland-Hopkins Airport and was evacuated to the NASA Research Center is a
significant clue, but more evidence is needed.

The initial conspiracy theory by the government and broadcast through major media
outlets was that the passengers made cell phone calls to others from the hijacked airplanes.
Legitimate research indicates that the cell phone calls supposedly made from the airliners would
have been impossible. One plausible explanation is that the calls were the result of voice-
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morphing technology that allows one person to sound exactly like another person once a voice
exemplar is taken. The exemplars must have been taken prior to UA Flight 93 alleged crash time
of 10:06 a.m.

A. K. Dewdney, Professor Emeritus at the University of Western Ontario, has concluded
from his research that the cell phone calls allegedly made from hijacked airplanes on September
11, 2001 were nearly impossible.''? Professor Dewdney conducted trials that confirmed the near
physical impossibility of the cell phone calls.'”> A number of factors contribute to the
impossibility of the calls. The metal skin on the aircraft has a Faraday effect of degrading the
signal; while calls can be made from a plane parked on the ground, the weakened signal has
difficulty reaching a cell tower once the plane reaches an altitude higher than 8,000 feet.
Furthermore, the speed of the aircraft at more than 500 mph at cruising altitude will cause
towers to drop calls. Typically, a Boeing 757 has a cruising altitude of between 30,000 and
39,000 feet. According to Professor Dewdney, the likelihood of successfully making a call at
32,000 feet is .006. That is, a cell connection could only be made in 6 out of 1,000 attempts.

According to the official 9/11 Commission Report the hijackers attacked the cockpit of
UA Flight 93 at 9:28 a.m. when the plane was traveling at 35,000 feet. The plane dropped 700
feet during the struggle. At 9:32 one of the hijackers made an announcement to the Flight 93
passengers. “Shortly thereafter, the passengers and flight crew began a series of calls from GTE
airphones and cellular phones.”"'* In the 9-11-2001 FBI report of an interview with Deena
Lynne Burnett, she told the FBI that she received a series of three to five cellular phone call from
her husband, Thomas Edward Burnett, Jr., beginning at approximately 9:30 a.m. EST (6:30
PST), with the last call being at approximately 9:45 a.m. EST (6:45 a.m. PST).'" She told the
FBI Agent that she knew that her husband was using his own cellular phone because her
husband’s cellular phone number appeared on the caller identification. She said that only one
call did not show up on caller identification because she was on the line with another call.

Here the government has a problem. According to the official 9/11 Commission Report,
the plane was flying at approximately 34,300 feet (35,000 - 700 foot drop = 34,300 feet). We
know that it is almost impossible for Edward Burnett to make a call from that altitude. Yet, he
not only made one call, he allegedly made a series of three to five calls. According to Professor
Dewdney, the chances of successfully making three successive phone calls from an altitude
higher than 32,000 feet is 1 in 5 million. (.006 x .006 x .006 =.0000002).

The government had to do something about this problem. They decided to simply
continue their practice of adding one lie on top of another. In 2006 during the trial in United
States v. Moussaoui, the U.S. Department of Justice simply ignored Mrs. Burnett’s account and
implied that her husband called from an onboard air-phone.'°

CeeCee Lyles, a UA flight attendant, also called from her cell phone starting at 9:47 a.m.
She initially left a message. Her husband finally woke up to take her call at approximately 9:51
a.m. She told him that she was calling from the plane and that the plane had been hijacked. He
looked at the caller identification and noticed that the call was from her cell phone. Her husband
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thought that was unusual, since he knew that cell phones do not work from planes in flight.'"’

What is very odd about the phone message left on the recorder is that she repeats three
times that she is on the plane, as though she is trying to convince her husband of that fact. She
states: “I am on a plane that’s been hijacked, I’'m on the plane, I'm calling from the plane.”''®
Another thing that is odd, you can hear a voice from a person standing close by faintly
whispering in the background what sounds like: “you did great.”""’

Below is a picture of the personal effects from Cee Cee Lyles. The plane, aluminum
wings, titanium engines parts, fuselage, steel landing gear, tail section, 282 seats, and all the
passengers completely vanished. Her body allegedly disintegrated in the crash. The coroner
stated that he could not find a single drop of blood from any of the passengers. Yet, Cee Cee
Lyles’ thin plastic driver’s license and her fragile paper receipts survived unscathed and were not
even singed. That is more than incredible; it is impossible! It simply does not pass the smell
test.
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The Impossible Survival of CeeCee Lyles’ Thin Plastic Driver’s License and
Paper Receipts

Certainly, Mrs. Burnett and Mr. Lyles could recognize their spouses’ voices. Their
spouses actually made the purported calls, right? Not necessarily. A little known technology
exists that allows a person to mimic the exact sound of a person after taking a sample of only ten
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minutes of his voice."® In February 1999 the Washington Post reported that Gen. Carl W.
Steiner, former Commander-in-chief, U.S. Special Operations Command was broadcast as
saying: “Gentlemen! We have called you together to inform you that we are going to overthrow
the United States government.” The statement, however, was not made by General Steiner. It
was a demonstration recording by a computer program that morphed General Steiner’s voice to
sound exactly like him saying something that he would never be expected to actually say.
General Steiner was so impressed by the demonstration that he asked for a copy of the tape. The
article presciently stated: “For Hollywood, it is special effects. For covert operators in the U.S.
military and intelligence agencies, it is a weapon of the future.”"*!

The future came just two years later on 9-11-2001, when the voices of passengers of the
allegedly hijacked planes were morphed to sound like them making calls from planes that were
supposed to have been hijacked. The author of the article explains:

Digital morphing — voice, video, and photo — has come of age,
available for use in psychological operations. PSYOPS, as the
military calls it, seek to exploit human vulnerabilities in enemy
governments, militaries and populations to pursue national and
battlefield objectives.

Voice-morphing? Fake video? Holographic projection? They
sound more like Mission Impossible and Star Trek gimmicks than
weapons. Yet for each, there are corresponding and growing
research efforts as the technologies improve and offensive
information warfare expands.

Whereas early voice morphing required cutting and pasting speech
to put letters or words together to make a composite, Papcun's
software developed at Los Alamos can far more accurately
replicate the way one actually speaks. Eliminated are the robotic
intonations.'*

The perpetrators of 9/11 could not risk having the real persons make the calls, they would
have no control of what might be blurted out. The voice morphing technology explains perfectly
how calls were made by persons portraying the callers who described hijackings that never took
place. Below is a colloquy between a man claiming to be Mark Bingham, who called Bingham's
sister-in-law, Cathy Hoglan; Bingham’s mother was visiting her. Bingham’s mother is Alice
Bingham. Cathy Hoglan initially took the call and then handed the phone to Alice, telling her
“Alice, talk to Mark. He's been hijacked.” Bingham’s mother made a point of stating that her son
made the call from an air-phone in the plane. Below is the conversation that Alice Bingham had
with the person portraying himself as her son:
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Caller: “Mom? This is Mark Bingham.”

Caller: “I want you to know that I love you. I'm on a flight from Newark to San Francisco
and there are three guys who have taken over the plane and they say they have a bomb.”

Alice: “Who are these guys?”

Caller: (after a pause) “You believe me, don't you?”

Caller: “Yes, Mark. I believe you. But who are these guys?”
(After another pause the line went dead.)'*

Who calls his mother and gives his last name? Nobody! Someone who is portraying the
son, however, would make that mistake. “Mom? This is Mark Bingham.” The actor was a little
befuddled, he was so uncertain of his success in deceiving Mark Bingham’s mother that he
actually asked: “You believe me, don’t you?”

There is more to the mystery of Mark Bingham than the strange phone conversation he
had with his mother. A groundbreaking discovery was made by Phil Jayhan. He came across
information imbedded in the IPTC code of Bingham’s picture posted on the CNN September 11
Memorial website which indicated that the picture and the obituarial information in the sidebar to
the photograph were prepared for posting by CNN 12 days prior to 9-11-01.** The IPTC
metadata for the posted 1993 college graduation photograph of Bingham indicated that the
photograph had an IPTC title of “ATTACKS AIRLINE VICTIMS BINGHAM.”'?*

The International Press Telecommunications Council (IPTC) is an organization that,
among other things, sets standards for the use of metadata imbedded into a digital image.'*®
Metadata is data that is usually not visible but can be read with special software by computers or
humans that describes “what you can see on the photo, either using free text or codes from a
controlled vocabulary.”'?”’

According to the IPTC, the information in the metadata includes “administrative
information about the photo like who has taken it, when and where it was taken, etc.”'?® The
IPTC standard is designed for the international exchange of news photographs among
newspapers and news agencies. Information such as the name of the photographer, copyright
information, date, and the caption or other description can be embedded either manually or
automatically into the digital photograph by most popular digital editing software.

The IPTC is very careful about the accuracy of the information contained in the metadata,
because that is critical in establishing the legal intellectual property rights of the creator, which is
why the IPTC has regular meetings with industry groups when establishing standards for the
IPTC.

44



The IPTC metadata in the Bingham photo posted on the CNN 9/11 Memorial website
(Figure 29 below) indicates that the photograph was prepared on August 30, 2001, which was 12
days prior to the September 11, 2001 attacks. The obituary, which is embedded into the digital
coding of the picture stated:

FILE--Mark Bingham, 31, shown in this 1993 graduation
photograph from the University of California, Berkeley, was killed
aboard United Flight 93 from Newark, N.J. to San Francisco
Tuesday, Sept. 11, 2001, after it crashed outside of Pittsburgh (AP
Photo/Contra Costa Times, handout)'*’
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Figure 29: IPTC Metadata from the CNN Memorial the AP show an interest in
graduation photo of Mark Bingham showing that it was Mark Bingham on August
created on August 30, 2001. 30,2001? Even if the AP
had an interest in Bingham,
why choose an eight year
old graduation photograph? Certainly they were not going to run a story about his 1993
graduation on or after 8-30-2001. The very idea is preposterous. The only logical explanation is
that whoever entered the IPTC caption data, and the "ATTACKS AIRLINE VICTIMS
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BINGHAM" data made a huge blunder by having the IPTC data reflect the date he made the
edits, which was on August 30, 2001. The August 30, 2001 IPTC metadata clearly points to
foreknowledge of the 9/11 attacks by the AP."!

Researchers have discovered many more persons whose photographs posted by CNN
have imbedded IPTC metadata that indicate that CNN, AP, or other affiliated news entities knew
in advance about the 9/11 attacks and had identified those who would be the victims of the
attacks. The conclusion that the AP and CNN had prior knowledge and were in fact accomplices
in the 9/11 attacks is supported by the suspicious conduct of CNN after it found out about the
IPTC anomalies in the Bingham photograph.

The CNN September 11 Memorial website contains the names and obituaries for all of
the victims of the 9/11 attacks. They are listed on the website by each of the four flights, the
Pentagon, and the World Trade Center. When the IPTC code issue came to light, CNN
responded by not only deleting Mark Bingham’s photograph, but CNN also scoured its 9/11
Memorial website and deleted many other incriminating photographs. The scale of CNN’s
photographic redactions is surprising.
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Screen shot of the Mark Bingham Obituary Screen shot of the Mark Bingham obituary as
from the internet archive as it appeared on the it appeared on the CNN Memorial website on
CNN Memorial website on June 11, 2009. April 30, 2011. Note that Bingham’s picture

has been deleted, yet the “Updated” date
remains unchanged, even though the obituary
has clearly been changed by deleting the
picture.

The CNN September 11 Memorial website has listed the names of the 40 victims that
were allegedly aboard UA Flight 93. Using the Wayback Internet Archive, one can find that on
June 11, 2009, the CNN website had photographs posted for 32 out of the 40 victims allegedly
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aboard flight 93."> However, after the IPTC code issue came to light, CNN deleted Bingham’s
photo and the photos of 26 other victims, leaving only 5 victims with photos displayed. As of
this writing (April 25, 2011), the CNN Memorial website contains only the photos of UA Flight
victims Christian Adams, Colleen Fraser, Leroy Homer, Waleska Rivera, and Christine
Snyder.'*
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Screen shot of Internet Archive of UA Flight 93  Screen shot of UA Flight 93 first page on the
first page on the CNN Memorial website as it CNN Memorial website as it appeared on
appeared on June 11, 2009. April 30, 2011. Note that most of the pictures

have been deleted, yet the “Updated” date for
each person remains unchanged.

As of June 11, 2009, CNN had photographs for 72 out of the 87 alleged victims for
American Airlines Flight 11 on its memorial website.”** After the IPTC metadata anomalies
came to light, CNN stripped 56 of the pictures of the AA Flight 11 alleged victims. The website
now depicts only 16 pictures for the 87 alleged victims of AA Flight 11.'

As of June 11, 2009, CNN had photographs of 40 out fo the 59 alleged victims of
American Airlines flight 77 on its memorial website."”® After the IPTC metadata information
came to light, CNN deleted 33 out of the 40 pictures, leaving only 7 pictures of the alleged
victims of AA Flight 77 posted on its memorial website."’

As of June 11, 2009, CNN had photographs of 41 out fo the 60 alleged victims of United
Airlines flight 175 on its memorial website.'*® After the IPTC metadata anomalies came to light,
CNN stripped 31 of the pictures of the UA Flight 175 alleged victims, leaving only 10 pictures of
the 60 alleged victims of UA Flight 175 posted on its memorial website.'*’

It is quite suspicious and incriminating for CNN to delete all of those photographs. That
is conduct indicating a cover-up. It is evidence that CNN and AP had prior knowledge of the

47



9/11 attacks, which when viewed in light of other evidence suggests that the news media was
complicit in the crime of 911.
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8 Impossible Speeds

The 9/11 Commission Report states that “[a]t 9:37:46, American Airlines Flight 77

crashed into the Pentagon traveling at approximately 530 miles per hour.”'*" The 9/11
Commission obtained its information about the speed of alleged Flight 77 from the official
reports by the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) and the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). The 9/11 commission further concluded that United Airlines Flight 93
“plowed into an empty field in Shanksville, Pennsylvania, at 580 miles per hour.”"*!

The NTSB concluded that alleged United Airlines Flight 175 Boeing 767, which
allegedly struck the South Tower, was traveling at 510 knots (586 miles per hour) and that the
alleged American Airlines Flight 11 Boeing 767, that allegedly struck the North Tower, was
traveling at 430 knots (494 miles per hour).'*

There are two “V” (velocity) speeds to which pilots must adhere. One is the “Va” speed,
which is the maximum design maneuvering speed. If the pilot exceeds that speed, he risks
crashing if he tries to maneuver the plane because beyond that speed he cannot maneuver the
plane without losing control or causing structural failure. The other “V” speed is the “Vmo”
(Velocity Maximum Operating) speed. That is the maximum operating speed limit of the
aircraft, beyond which there is a danger of exceeding the design structural integrity or design
stability and control of the plane (i.e., there is a danger the plane will fall apart and crash).

The Va of a Boeing 767 at sea level is 360 mph.'** The alleged plane that struck the
South Tower at a supposed speed of 586 mph, exceeded the Va of that plane by 206 mph! The
Vmo of a Boeing 767 is 414 mph.'** The alleged South Tower plane exceeded the Vmo by 172
mph! The speeds reported by the government for the airplanes on 9-11-2001 are impossible!

Keep in mind that aircraft have safety alarms required by the FAA that go off when the
aircraft exceeds the Vmo. The alarm is a loud “clacker” that would be sounding in the cockpit.
The idea that inexperienced pilots could fly a plane with any accuracy with a loud distracting
clacker is simply incredible.
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One might say that the Va and Vmo speeds seem too low, and that they have read that the
Boeing 767, and similar planes, can cruise at speeds in excess of 500 mph. It is true that airliners
like the 767 can cruise at such speeds, but when doing so they are traveling at altitudes greater
than 30,000 feet. At such high altitude, the air is much less dense than it is at sea level. Planes
therefore can travel at much greater speeds at higher altitude because there is less air resistance.
The added resistance at lower altitude is similar concept to the added resistant that a runner
would feel if he were to try to run the 100-yard dash while chest deep in a swimming pool. The
resistance caused by the much denser water slows down the runner in much the same way as the
denser air at sea level slows down a plane.

Joseph Keith, who is an aerospace engineer and the lead designer for the shaker system
for Boeing Aircraft, stated that the maximum speed for the Boeing 767 at 700 feet is 330 mph.
He stated that it would be impossible for a Boeing 767 to fly at 500 mph at sea level, since at that
altitude the air is so thick that the turbine blades on the engine turbine would actually act as
brakes and prevent the plane from going faster than 330 mph. The engines are incapable of
pushing enough thick air at low altitude through the jet turbines to allow the planes to go any
faster.'”® He stated that the plane at an altitude of 700 feet would begin the process of shaking
itself apart at about 220 mph.'* Even if the planes were to travel 500 mph at 700 feet, which is
impossible, those planes would have shaken themselves apart before they hit the buildings.

On September 17, 2007, Jeffrey Hill contacted Leslie Hazard, a spokesman for Boeing,
and asked her if a Boeing 767 could travel 500 mph at an altitude of 700 feet. Her immediate
response to the question was to laugh and say “not a chance!”'¥”  She stated that the cruising
speed of a Boeing 767 is 530 mph, but that is attained at an altitude of 35,000 feet.
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9 Rock, Scissors, Planes

“R . . .
ock breaks scissors, scissors cut paper, paper covers rock — and aluminum

TRANSCENDS steel?””'*® The official conspiracy theory is that the planes pierced into the
building and then exploded after penetrating the outer skin of the buildings. The 9/11
Commission Report misrepresents the twin towers as hollow steel shafts. The report states:

[T]he outside of each tower was covered by a frame of
14-inch-wide steel columns; the centers of the steel columns were
40 inches apart. These exterior walls bore most of the weight of the
building. The interior core of the buildings was a hollow steel
shaft, in which elevators and stairwells were grouped.'*’

The WTC Towers were not hollow steel shafts as alleged in the 9/11 Commission Report.
That statement conceals the existence of 47 massive box columns, which were the real strength
of the building, as seen in the picture below of the initial floors of one of the twin towers under
construction. Notice in the picture below the less robust steel structure appurtenant to the tower
on the left used for the portion of the sub-basements that were not directly underneath the
tower.'*
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The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) acknowledged the core
columns and theorized that the first Boeing 767-200 strike shredded 6 of the 47 core columns in
the Tower 1 (North Tower) and damaged three additional columns. The NIST report states that
the outer columns acted as knife edges that shredded the planes, yet the shreds of the planes were
able to cut through 6 of the inner core columns. The NIST report further states that the second
Boeing 767-200 severed 10 of the 47 core columns in Tower 2 (South Tower), and damaged one
additional column in that tower."'

The NIST report is simply ludicrous. NIST would have us believe that an aircraft made
of a light skeletal structure covered with a thin aluminum skin was able to pierce through thick
steel columns. For example, the aluminum skin on a Cessna Citation corporate jet ranges from
0.06 inches for high speed transport wings to approximately 0.05 inches for the fuselage.'”* That
aluminum skin is placed over aluminum and alloy ribs and spars that can be as thin as 0.025
inches with spar webs 0.06 inches at the wing tips.'”” The plane must be made light so that it can
fly. The same light construction on a different scale is found in commercial jets.

Large passenger jets are essentially flying hollow tubes filled with passengers, having
hollow wings filled with fuel. Below is an Airbus A340-600, which is the largest passenger
aircraft in the world. It crashed into a blast barrier due to alleged negligence by the pilots.
Notice how the plane did not fare very well against the blast barrier; it was only able to break the
relatively thin lightweight panel attacked to the top of the barrier. While the plane is designed to
be very strong for its weight, it is no match for the blast barrier or the reinforced concrete at the
Pentagon, or the large structural steel at the World Trade Center.
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When I was 13 years old I was told by a
football coach before tackling practice that the
harder I hit someone the less it will hurt. 1
found out quickly that he lied. Ilearned a hard
lesson that day in Newton’s third law of
motion: for every action there is an equal and
opposite reaction. A light aluminum plane
hitting a thick steel beam will have the same
effect a steel beam being swung at the same
speed and hitting the plane. It makes no
difference which one is moving as to the effect
on the plane and the beam. In both cases the
thick steel beam will do damage to the plane
and the beam will emerge relatively
undamaged. The faster the speed at the point of
impact, the more damage that will be done to the plane. Try punching a steel girder. No matter
how fast your hand is traveling, you will not be able to break through it; you will eventually
break your hand. It matters not if the girder is swung at your hand or you swing your hand at the
girder; assuming the impact is at the same speed, the injury to your hand would be the same.

The massive core columns of the
World Trade Center were anchored to bedrock.
Thirty one of the columns were 36-by-16-inch
box shaped columns made of two-inch thick
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One of the 47 Massive WTC Core Columns

solid steel at the foundation.'** Sixteen of the g 0 ;
columns measured 52 inches by 22 inches triple £
thick steel boxes that were 5 inches thick at two b 1
ends matched perpendicularly with one 6 '/3-inch [
and two 6-inch thick slabs of steel.'” e ©

The box columns reduced in size and Mmoo w0

inches

thickness at the upper floors, but were still
substantial steel columns for which an aircraft of Dimensions of one of the 47 steel core
any size would not pose any serious threat. The columns between the 77 and 80"
minimum thickness was 2.25 inches for the floors as reported by NIST

columns between the impact zone for the alleged

plane that supposedly hit Tower 2 (South Tower) between the 77" and 85" floors. The diagram
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depicts the dimensions as reported by NIST of one of the 16 larger box columns for the 77®

through the 80" floors.'*
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Dimensions of one of the 47 steel core
columns between the 80™ and 83"
floors as reported by NIST

As the core columns progressed to the upper
floors, they became smaller in size as seen in the
diagram of the columns for WTC floors 80 to 83."’

The core columns transitioned to massive I
beams that spanned from the 83" to the 86™ floor,
as depicted in the diagram of the dimensions of
those I beams.'*® There is no way in this physical
world that a light aluminum aircraft is capable of
breaking such thick columns of steel.

In fact, the WTC Towers were designed to
withstand the impact of a Boeing 707 (the largest
passenger aircraft then flying at the time the WTC
Towers were designed).'” The Boeing 767s that
struck the twin towers were only slightly larger than
a Boeing 707. The Boeing 707 length is 153 feet
with a wingspan of 146 feet, whereas the Boeing
767 length is 159 feet, with a wingspan of 156 feet.

The engineers were not making guesses about its strength. In the mid-1960's, the structural

engineers who designed the Twin Towers carried
out studies to determine how the buildings would
fare if hit by large jetliners. “In all cases the
studies concluded that the Towers would survive
the impacts and fires caused by the jetliners.”'®

Before the alleged planes even got to the
inner core columns they would have had to get
past the outer columns. That would be an
impossible feat in and of itself. The inner core
was interlaced with steel and connected to 240 (59
on each side and one on each corner) outer box
columns that were 14 4 inches by 13 'z inches on
the lower floors with 2 %-inch thick steel on two
sides and .875-inch thick steel on the other two
sides.'® The outer box columns tapered to 13 V:-
by-14-inch box columns that were 1/4-inch thick
at the upper floors.'%

Even though the outer columns did not
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Dimensions of one of the 47 steel core
columns between the 83" and 86" floors
as reported by NIST

have the strength of the inner columns they would have been an insurmountable barrier for any

54




plane. They have traditionally used 1/4 inch steel chest plates as impenetrable protection against
rifle bullets in bullet proof vests.'” National Institute of Justice (N1J) rated Level 11 body
armorl1/4 (.25) inch steel plate protects against all handgun bullets, including .44 magnum
rounds, and against rifle bullets 9.6g (148 gr) 7.62x51mm NATO MS8O0 ball bullets at a velocity
of 847 m/s = 9.1 m/s (2780 ft/s + 30 ft/s)."**

Note in the diagram below how the columns each had two 13.5-inch plates that were 1/4
inch thick steel facing edgewise toward the alleged plane. Those two 13.5-inch steel plates were
framed by two other steel plates that were 13 inches wide in the exterior and 14 inches wide in
the interior. They were also 1/4 thick. Those columns would have resisted penetration by the
plane into the towers and any pieces that made it through the openings between the columns
would have been for the most part shredded pieces of the aircraft.
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The media and the government would have the public believe that an aluminum plane can
pierce into a building ringed with steel columns, and after cutting through those columns,
continuing to cut through even thicker columns in the core of the building. Below are examples
of what happens to a plane when it collides with a bird. Birds are light, which is how they are
able to fly.'® Yet, look at the damage the birds do to an aircraft. If a bird can do that degree of
damage to a plane what chance would a plane have against robust steel columns at the World
Trade Center?
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{8 .
Bird Strike Plane Damage

Bird Strike Plane Damage

The alleged planes would have struck floors that contained at minimum 4 inches thick of
concrete poured on 22-gauge fluted steel plates interwoven underneath with supporting steel
trusses.'®® There is simply no possible way that any part of an aluminum plane, especially not the
wings, striking such a building could pierce edgewise through the barrier posed by the concrete
floors and supporting fluted steel flooring and trusses.
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1 O Media Participation in 9/11 Attacks

The evidence clearly points to the fact that no plane struck the Pentagon and there was

no plane that crashed near Shanksville, Pennsylvania. It is impossible that aluminum planes
could pierce large buildings made of thick construction steel. What about the planes that we saw
on television striking the twin towers? Certainly those planes existed, didn’t they? The media
had video of the planes piercing through the twin towers like a knife through butter. Let’s look at
the evidence and see if in fact the evidence points to actual planes or computer generated images
(CGI).

As amazing as it sounds the objective evidence clearly and irrefutably points to the fact
that the planes that were seen on television crashing into the Twin Towers were in fact computer
generated images (CGI). Below is a frame from an ABC News broadcast of the second plane
hitting the south tower. Notice that the plane clearly has a wing missing. There is a point in the
video where the wing simply disappears from view. That is evidence that the major media
outlets were in on the conspiracy, and that they used CGI to cover the fact that no airliners struck
the WTC towers on 911. ABC claimed that they received the video from a person free of
charge.'®’

Below the larger image there are three sequential frames from the video broadcast by
ABC. The frames clearly show that the wing is intact in frame 1, it disappears in frame 2, and it
then reappears in frame 3. The wing blinks off and then back on again, within approximately one
second. It is almost too fast for the eye to see when it is in motion, unless a person was focused
upon seeing it.
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EXCLUSIVE

Image of Alleged Plane Attack on 9/11 From ABC News Video

1: Wing Present 2: Wing Missing 3: Wing Back Again

In the frames from the film sequence below, which is supposed to show the second plane
crashing into WTC 2, you can see how the CGI of the plane becomes corrupted before it even
reaches the building. The sequence begins at frame # 1, with both wings of the aircraft clearly
visible. However, as the dark gray left wing and the light gray right wing intersect with the dark
gray background on the left and light gray background on the right, the computer is unable to
distinguish the wings from the background. Consequently, the computer leaves the right wing
behind in the light background of the clouds, and it leaves the left wing behind in the dark gray
background at the top of the tower. By the time the plane passes the mixed shade backgrounds
and emerges into the uniform mid-gray background of the middle section of the tower at frame #
4, the left wing from the engine onward has completely disappeared and the right wing has only a
small remnant remaining. This is clear indication that the media broadcast CGIs of planes on 9-
11. There were no real planes used.
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Wing Disappears from

Further evidence of media involvement in the 9/11 attacks is found in the frame below,
which is from yet another video broadcast over the major media networks after the 9/11 attacks.
Notice that the building between the port (left) engine and the fuselage (passenger compartment)
of the plane is not damaged at all. That is impossible in the physical world. The wing between
the engine and the fuselage has supposedly just pierced the building, yet the building is
undamaged. Either the WTC Tower 2 is self-healing or the plane is a computer generated image
(CGI). Proof that the plane is a CGI 1s the fact that an aluminum plane simply cannot pierce
inside a building ringed by thick steel columns braced by steel girders and concrete floors. An
aircraft is built to be as light as possible so it can fly. It is basically a flying aluminum can; there
1s no way in the physical world that a plane can slice into a massive building as though it were a
knife going though butter. Notice that there is no distortion of the building or the plane; there is
no explosion; there is no visible damage; there is no fragmentation. If a real plane had struck the
building, there should have been an immediate explosion of the aircraft upon impact with the
side of the building, with very little penetration of the plane inside the building itself. Instead,
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what we see is clear evidence that the plane is a CGI melding into the image of the building.

Self Healing WTC 2 - Obvious Evidence of CGI

Below is more evidence that the plane shown by the news media flying into tower 2 in
their many videos were not live videos of a plane, but rather computer generated imagery (CGI)
used to deceive the public. "Several videos clearly show a fully-intact ‘plane’ exiting the north
face of WTC2. For these images to be real, steel beams would have to be shorn, just as they
seemingly were on the entry face. However, there are clearly no sections of steel beams missing
from the picture on the right."'®® It is astounding that anyone would believe that the nose of a
thinly clad aluminum plane would slice through huge steal columns made of inches thick steel
that ring both buildings and fill their infrastructure. The videos broadcast by the major media
outlets on 9-11-01 and thereafter were clearly not real videos of planes, but rather computer
generated images designed to deceive the public.
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The Hole That
Wasn't There

Source: http://911logic.blogspot.com/

The infamous Evan Fairbanks video is so obviously a fabrication, it is a wonder that the
conspirators ever allowed it to be aired. Fairbanks himself described it as “like a bad special
effect.” The video supposedly shows the second plane impacting the South Tower. The problem
is that the computer artists used to implant the computer graphics into the video got so hung up
on their artistry that they forgot some basic laws of nature.

The video displays something that any child would understand is impossible. The
perpetrators showed a windshield reflecting an event that is taking place behind it. As everyone
knows a mirror or a window can only reflect the light from something that is in front of it. In the
Fairbanks video of the towers, the plane and the explosion all take place behind the car
windshield. Yet those things are seen being reflected in the windshield. That is impossible.
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Impossible Reflection in Windshield of Impossible Reflection in Windshield of
Tower and Smoke Behind It Plane Flying Into View Behind It

During a subsequent History Channel airing of the video, the editors took pains to crop
out the bottom of the video so the impossible reflection in the windshield would not show.'®’
Another odd thing about the History Channel broadcast of the Fairbanks video is that the video
also had audio. The first broadcasts of his video had no sound. Evan Fairbanks explained that
there was no sound recorded due to operator error on his part. Although Evan Fairbanks is a
professional videographer and photographer, he claims that he unintentionally turned off the
sound. He claimed that it was the first time he had used that particular camera and he was
unfamiliar with it.'” It turns out, however, there was sound, which means that he did not
inadvertently turn the sound off, as he claimed.'"”" He knew when explaining that it had no sound
that was not true, because he told Peter Jennings on 9-11-2001 that he had already seen the video
6 to 7 times. Clearly, he heard the sound when reviewing it those 6 or 7 times.

Why did Fairbanks claim that he inadvertently turned off the audio when there was in fact
audio on the tape? The events on the video give us a clue. In the full Fairbanks video that has no
sound Fairbanks is seen crossing paths with many people discussing the first tower explosion and
even talking directly to him.'” However, there is no audio and so the viewer does not know what
is being said. The History Channel cut out those sections from their audio/video broadcast. For
some reason the media does not want it broadcast what those people are saying.'” That is
probably because the witnesses are discussing the fact that the initial damage to the first tower
appeared to be from bombs, because there was no plane.

ABC News Anchor Peter Jennings interviewed Evan Fairbanks on 9-11-2001. During the
interview Fairbanks stated that the video looked like a bad special effect, that what is depicted is
“uncomprehensible.”

Peter Jennings: Watch how the aircraft penetrates the building,
completely in one side and out the other.

Evan Fairbanks: It disappears like a bad special effect. It
disappeared right into the building. I've seen it 6,7 times now. It
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is still uncomprehensible what is actually happening there.'”

During an interview with Connie Chung, Fairbanks characterized what is seen on the
video as appearing “artificial” as though it was a Hollywood movie. He stated:

The image of that plane coming out of nowhere, coming into the
frame and disappearing into the side, south side of the tower as
though a floor had been hollowed out and it is a hanger that it is
landing in. We have seen these images in movies and we know that
it's artificial, and Hollywood makes it, and it's hard to put together
that it's real this time.'”

The pictures below are frames from a BBC live broadcast on 9-11-01 that announces the
collapse of WTC building 7 (also known as the Solomon Brothers Building).'”® The announcer,
Phil Hayton, had earlier told the audience that the Solomon Brothers Building (WTC 7) had
collapsed (20 minutes before the actual collapse). Hayton repeats the announcement again at 5:07
p.m. EST. At approximately 5:07 p.m. EST, the newscaster states: “Now more on the latest
building collapse in New York, you might have heard a few moments ago us talking about the
Solomon Brothers Building collapsing, and indeed it has. . . . Jane what more can you tell us
about the Solomon Brothers Building and its collapse?” The curious thing about the broadcast
video is that the building did not collapse until 13 minutes later, at approximately 5:20 p.m. EST.

After the announcer tells the audience that Solomon Brothers Building (WTC 7) had
collapsed, he goes to a live feed to Jane Standley on the scene in New York. Initially her head
blocks WTC 7, but she later moves and shows the audience the smoke rising from towers 1 and
2. When she does that you can see WTC 7 clearly standing in the background. When she resumes
her appearance on the screen you can see WTC 7 in the background over her left shoulder and to
the left of her left ear.

Someone at the BBC jumped the gun and had the script read too early. This is evidence
that 9/11 was scripted in advance, and that the major media outlets were part of the conspiracy.
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BBC Broadcasting the Collapse of the 47 story WTC 7 (Solomon Brothers
Building) 13 Minutes Before its Collapse
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Later in the BBC broadcast there is a studio shot live from England, with
Phil Hayton sitting at his studio desk, showing the live feed from New York of Jane
Standley with WTC 7 Still standing behind her to the left of her left ear. However,
the screen script announces that the Solomon Brothers Building (WTC 7) “has
also collapsed.”

The BBC has received much attention and a lot of inquiries over their 9-11-2001
broadcast predicting the collapse of WTC Tower 7. It took the BBC until February 27, 2007, to
respond to the inquiries, by publishing a short response from Richard Porter.'”” Think about that.
This is a news organization that is supposed to be in the business of gathering news and rapidly
disseminating an accurate account of events to the public. It took them years to respond to
inquiries about their prediction of the collapse of Tower 7. That is the behavior that is consistent
with someone who is not quite sure what to say and wants to take their time to ensure that they
do not say anything that might later turn out to be incriminating.

The problem in which the BBC finds itself is that the circumstances of the pre-reporting
on 9-11-2001 are so compellingly incriminating that no explanation will mitigate its guilt. They
have, so to speak, been caught red-handed. The only thing that they can do is either admit guilt,
which they are not going to do, or try to cover their tracks with lies, which is what they have
done. The BBC response is quite revealing and incriminating. The most notable thing in its
response is that the BBC simply makes assertions without any supporting evidence, as though a
denial is sufficient. The BBC stated:
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We're not part of a conspiracy. Nobody told us what to say or do on
September 11th. We didn't get told in advance that buildings were
going to fall down. We didn't receive press releases or scripts in
advance of events happening.'”

The BBC states that they are not part of a conspiracy and that nobody told them in
advance that the buildings would fall down on September 11®. However, if they broadcast an
event that nobody could possibly foresee, and then the event takes place exactly as they pre-
reported, that clearly indicates that they had prior knowledge of the event.

Their pre-reporting was more than a prediction of the event, it was a reporting of the
event before it happened. If the BBC had said that Tower 7 “would soon collapse” they would
have some explaining to do. People would want to know how they knew it was going to
collapse. However, the BBC did not say Tower 7 would “soon collapse;” the BBC announced
that Tower 7 had already collapsed. That is doubly suspicious, because it proves that they had a
script about the collapse of Tower 7 and were reading from the script. The BBC made a mistake
by reading the script too early.

The BBC premature reporting of Tower 7's collapse is more than a mere prediction of an
event; it is a reporting of an unforeseeable event that actually occurred just as it was reported, but
the report was aired before the unforeseeable event occurred. The only way that could happen is
if the BBC had a script of the planned events of 9-11-2001 ahead of time. The only source for
such a script had to be from the perpetrators. That puts the BBC in the middle of the 9/11
conspiracy and cover-up. The BBC denial does not address that point at all.

When Phil Hayton, the BBC announcer who is seen on screen speaking with Jane
Stadley, was apprised of the suspicious collapse of WTC and the BBC broadcast suggesting
foreknowledge by the BBC, he did not even try to argue the point. Hayton had to agree that it
seems there is a conspiracy. He said: “I sense that you think there’s a conspiracy here-but you
might be right.”'”

The official BBC response through Richard Porter gets worse:

We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/11 coverage (for
reasons of cock-up, not conspiracy).'*’

A cock up? That is quite simply incredible. The BBC, which is known for its meticulous
record keeping and storage of news archives going back over 50 years, inexplicably loses live
news footage documenting the crime of the century! That explanation does not pass the smell
test. How could the news agency of record for Britain, who is by law required to keep records of
broadcasts, lose those records? The answer is that they did not lose them; the records are clear
evidence that support a finding that the BBC was part of the 9/11 conspiracy.

Paul Joseph Watson reported on February 28, 2007, which was a day after Richard Porter
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revealed that the BBC had lost its tapes, that Prison Planet received the following email from a
CNN archivist. The archivist’s email eviscerates the BBC claim that they lost the tapes of their
9-11-2001 broadcast:

I'm an archivist with the CNN News Library in Atlanta, and I can
tell you with absolute certainty, the mere idea that news agencies
such as ours would “misplace” any airchecks from 9/11 is
preposterous. CNN has these tapes locked away from all the others.
People like myself, who normally would have access to any tapes
in our library, must ask special permission in order to view
airchecks from that day. Multiple tapes would have been recording
their broadcast that day, and there are also private agencies that
record all broadcasts from all channels - constantly - in the event
that a news agency missed something or needs something. They
don't just have one copy. . . . they have several. It's standard
procedure, and as soon as the second plane hit, they would start
recording several copies on other tapes machines all day long.'®'

The BBC, like CNN, has a very strict policy on retaining recordings of all television and
radio broadcast outputs. That rigid policy explicitly states:

The following components to be retained:-

-Two broadcast standard copies of all transmitted/published TV,
Radio and BBC output — one to be stored on a separate site as a
master

-One browse-quality version for research purposes, to protect the
broadcast material

-All supporting metadata to enable research and re-use

-A selection of original (i.e., unedited) material for
re-use/re-versioning purposes

-Hardware/software/equipment to enable replay/transfer of the
media'®

A retention schedule for each set of records kept /archived must be
created as defined in the Core Records Policy. Retention periods
are set according to the status and value of the record.'®

As reported by Steve Watson: “Even more remarkable is the fact that if the BBC
maintains that its footage is indeed lost, this means that at least THREE copies have been lost
from DIFFERENT LOCATIONS.”'® Watson is absolutely correct. As the above BBC
regulations attest, in order for the BBC to no longer have the broadcast, they would have had to
lose the tapes from three different locations! That is simply unimaginable. It gets worse, after
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making the incredible statement that the BBC no longer has the tapes of their 9-11-2001
broadcasts, Porter, as official spokesman for the BBC, makes the following ridiculous statement:

So if someone has got a recording of our output, I'd love to get
hold of it. We do have the tapes for our sister channel News 24, but
they don't help clear up the issue one way or another.'*

How can Porter make such a ridiculous statement? By the time he made that statement,
the tapes of the BBC broadcast had been plastered all over the internet. He then states that he has
the tapes from his sister channel News 24, but they do not clear up the issue. In fact, the News
24 tapes absolutely prove foreknowledge by the BBC. Below is a frame from that broadcast with
a time stamp indicating 21:55 (9:55 p.m. BST, which is London time), which would be 4:55 p.m.
EST, (New York time), clearly depicting the announcement in a caption on the screen that
accompanied the news reported by the BBC that “Another building near the World Trade Center
in New York has collapsed.”® That is 25 minutes before the actual collapse of the building,

(B 181 LR

Frame from BBC News 24 broadcast. The time stamp

indicates 21:55 (9:55 p.m. BST, which is London time),
which would be 4:55 p.m. EST, (New York time). This
confirms that the broadcast of the collapse of Tower 7

was at least 25 minutes before it occurred.

Richard Porter concludes the February 27, 2007, official BBC response with this gem:

If we reported the building had collapsed before it had done so, it
would have been an error - no more than that. As one of the
comments on You Tube says today “so the guy in the studio didn't
quite know what was going on? Woabh, that totally proves

68



conspiracy. . ..”"*’

This is the representative of the BBC giving an official response to a legitimate inquiry
and he quotes a juvenile statement by an anonymous poster to conclude his explanation. That is
what is called a smokescreen. Notice, he said: “If we reported the building had collapsed before
it had done so.” He suggests by using the word “if” that perhaps the internet archives are wrong
and in fact the BBC didn’t do what is claimed. He puts it that way because he knows that
nobody is going to get their hands on the original time stamped video of he broadcast, because
they have publicly stated that they are lost. In any event, the time stamped original is not needed,
because the taped broadcast clearly shows WTC 7 in the background as the BBC is broadcasting
live news of it supposedly having collapsed.

The strangest thing is the explanation he gives as his conclusion. Porter states that the
broadcast of the tower collapse in advance was an error and no more than that. Think about that.
The BBC broadcasts something that is totally unforeseeable in advance of it happening, and the
BBC calls it an error! It is not an error! It would be an error if the BBC was wrong, but they got
it right. The report was early, not wrong. The building did collapse just as they reported it. The
BBC demonstrated that they had foreknowledge of the collapse by reporting the event before it
took place.

The BBC early report of the WTC collapse would be tantamount to reporting the
assassination of a President before it happened. Such a thing would be clear evidence of
foreknowledge. Foreknowledge of a crime is evidence that the person is an accomplice in the
crime. Tower 7 was only the third steel structured skyscraper to have ever collapsed from fire;
the other two were WTC Towers 1 and 2 on 9-11-2001. Yet, the BBC was able to broadcast in
advance an event that could only have been foretold if the event was planned and the BBC knew
about the plans.

There was such a furor over the inadequacy of Porter’s response that he was compelled to
post a second comment on March 2, 2007.'® In that response he tried to explain the reporting of
the collapse of Tower 7 before it happened by citing to two previous reports by the BBC stating
that Tower 7 had collapsed. He is just throwing up a smokescreen. It does not explain how BBC
knew in advance that the towers were going to collapse by admitting that the BBC knew about it
earlier. An earlier broadcast of the collapse by the BBC makes the case stronger that the BBC
had prior knowledge.

Porter ends his story by saying: “But there was no conspiracy in the BBC's reporting of
the events. Nobody told us what to say. There's no conspiracy involving missing tapes. There's no
story here.”'® He is fearfully whistling in the dark, hoping we just go away so the BBC can
continue doing its job of spreading propaganda for the ruling class.

Porter makes another odd statement: “Because three BBC channels were saying this in

quick succession, I am inclined to believe that one or more of the news agencies was reporting
this, or at least reporting someone saying this.”'®® He has the resources of the BBC at his
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disposal, and he states a conclusion based upon no evidence but only what he is “inclined to
believe.” With all of the news resources and connections at the disposal of the BBC, why did he
not check out if there were other news agencies that reported the collapse before it happened?
Because, his statement is yet another smokescreen. Because, if other news agencies reported the
collapse before the BBC then that would expand the suspicions about the complicity in 9/11
beyond the BBC to other media outlets. Porter’s job is to limit damage, not to expose other
accomplices. As we will see, he is forced in a later response to drag other news agencies into the
fray in order to cover for the BBC.

Porter and the BBC have reason to keep a lid on things, because it turns out that other
news outlets reported the collapse of WTC Tower 7 before it happened. The newscaster for Fox5
News in Washington, D.C., Shawn Yancy, in her second day on the job'®', narrated the collapse
of WTC 7 as she watched a live feed of its collapse being broadcast. She had minutes earlier
announced that the building had already collapsed as that same live feed was broadcast on screen
showing Tower 7 still standing.'”® She didn’t miss a beat and played off her earlier
announcement by not mentioning the inconvenient fact that she had already announced the
collapse. She seemed clearly flustered and stunned as she tried to act calm in front of the camera.

The furor over the BBC broadcast would not go away, and so on or about July 2, 2008,
the BBC felt compelled to present a short video denial of being involved in a conspiracy.'*?
Interesting, that in this version, the BBC suddenly announced that it had not lost its tapes of 9/11
after all. They claimed that the tapes were simply mislaid on the wrong shelf in the archives.

It is reasonable to infer that what has happened is that the BBC realized that the
unwashed public did not need the original tapes to prove that the BBC broadcast Tower 7's
collapse before it happened. It became clear that the BBC knew that the story that the tapes were
lost was simply not being believed, so to put an end to the controversy they pretended to find the
tapes, which they truly never lost and in fact had all along.

The BBC then blames its pre-reporting of the WTC 7 collapse on a Reuters newswire that
they claim was withdrawn when it was realized that WTC 7 was still standing. But that raises
more questions than it answers. On the BBC video, one can see clearly the date of the email
from Reuters. The BBC received the email from Reuters on 10 May 2007."** Why did it take
the BBC over a year to report the discovery about the Reuters newswire?

The Reuters email stated that the story was picked up from a local news station. Who
knew with such certainty that WTC 7 was going to collapse that it sent out a story explaining the
collapse before it happened? Didn’t the BBC think to ask for the identity of the local news
source? The BBC, would like to be known as an objective news agency that digs for the truth,
however, it has displayed a suspicious lack of curiosity about the ultimate source of the WTC
collapse story. That is not the conduct of a news agency, it is the conduct of the propaganda arm
of a huge criminal conspiracy trying to parcel out little dribs and drabs of information in order to
convince the public to let go of a news story.
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The BBC claim as to how the tapes went missing and how they found them again simply
does not add up. The BBC claimed: “They'd just been put back on the wrong shelf - 2002 rather
than 2001.”'%® The statement that they were “put back” on the wrong shelf suggests that at some
point they were taken off the 2001 shelf. That would mean the tapes were taken off the 2001
shelf after 2002 and then placed on the wrong 2002 shelf when being re-shelved. That is because
the 2002 shelf may not have existed in 2001 when the tapes were initially shelved. Even if a
2002 shelf did exist in 2001, it would be obvious that it was the wrong shelf in 2001, since there
would be no other tapes on the 2002 shelf to confuse the worker if he were shelving the tapes in
2001. That means that the tapes would have to have been re-shelved after the year 2002 in order
for the worker to be confused by similar appearance of the shelves. That raises another question:
why were the tapes taken off the shelf and not returned until after 2002?

Furthermore, the purported BBC scenario would only be plausible if one assumes that
there was only one tape. We know that there were three separate sets of tapes at three different
locations, which makes the entire story about misfiling impossible. The BBC staff would have
had to put the tapes on the wrong shelves on three separate locations, since the BBC policies
require them to maintain and store at least three full sets of tapes at three different locations.

The BBC has been caught in another lie. Why would they lie about such a thing? The
ineluctable conclusion is that they are part of the 9/11 conspiracy, and are trying to use deception
to hide that fact from the public.

The deafening silence in the mainstream media outlets about this major story of the
impossible disappearance (and then the strange reappearance) of the BBC tapes was noted by
Steve Watson:

It has come to light this week that the most pre-eminent
broadcasting company in the world has lost the original recordings
of its output for the entire day on September 11th 2001, just over
five years on, yet no major news agency has even bothered to
report the fact.

Despite being currently the biggest story on the internet and in the
alternative media, the only place in the mainstream the story has
appeared is on a small German news website.

This highlights the fact that the mainstream media is not free to
report events. The information it disseminates is strictly controlled
and regulated. '*®

Steve Watson’s conclusion that the media is not free to report events is accurate, and
there is a reason for that lack of freedom. He who pays the piper calls the tune. Evidence
presented before United States Congress in 1917 proved that J.P. Morgan, who was the
American agent for the international Jewish (Rothschild) banking interests, purchased control
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over the major media in the United States.'”” That control continues today. According to some
researchers, Jews own or control 96 % of the world’s major media outlets to include newspapers,
television, movies, and other media.'”® The mass media was instrumental in the deception of the
American people. The major media outlets played a key role in the deception of attacks of 9-11,
by laying the blame on innocent patsies, concealing the treasonous conduct of government
officials and the acts of war against the United States by agents of a foreign nation (Israel), and
actively relaying false and deceptive portrayals of what really took place on 9-11.

On February 17, 1917, Congressman Oscar Callaway presented the following facts before
the United States Congress which explained the successful efforts of J.P. Morgan and his cabal to
control public opinion in order to involve the United States in World War 1.

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. Chairman, under unanimous consent, I
insert in the record at this point a statement showing the newspaper
combination, which explains their activity in this war matter, just
discussed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania,

[Mr. Moore]: In March, 1915, the J.P. Morgan interests, the steel,
shipbuilding, and powder interests, and their subsidiary
organizations, got together 12 men high up in the newspaper world
and employed them to select the most influential newspapers in the
United States and sufficient number of them to control generally
the policy of the daily press of the United States.

These 12 men worked the problem out by selecting 170
newspapers, and then began, by an elimination process, to retain
only those necessary for the purpose of controlling the general
policy of the daily press throughout the country. They found it was
only necessary to purchase the control of 25 of the greatest
newspapers.

The 25 papers were agreed upon; emissaries were sent to purchase
the policy, national and international, of these papers; an agreement
was reached; the policy of the papers was bought, to be paid for by
the month; an editor was furnished for each paper to properly
supervise and edit information regarding the questions of
preparedness, militarism, financial policies, and other things of
national and international nature considered vital to the interest of
the purchasers.

This contract is in existence at the present time, and it accounts for
the news columns of the daily press of the country being filled with
all sorts of preparedness argument and misrepresentations as to the
present condition of the United States Army and Navy and the
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possibility and probability of the United States being attacked by
foreign foes.

This policy also included the suppression of everything in
opposition to the wishes of the interests served. The effectiveness
of this scheme has been conclusively demonstrated by the character
of stuff carried in the daily press throughout the country since
March, 1915. They have resorted to anything necessary to
commercialize public sentiment and sandbag the national congress
into making extravagant and wasteful appropriations for the Army
and Navy under the false pretense that it was necessary. Their stock
argument is that it is "patriotism." They are playing on every
prejudice and passion of the American people.'”

How successful have the Jews and their fellow conspirators been in controlling public
knowledge and opinion? Read and weep over the sad truth as John Swinton, the former Chief of
Staff for the New York Times, explains the state of the supposed free press in the United States
in a speech before the New York Press Club in 1953.

There is no such thing, at this date of the world's history, in
America, as independent press. You know it and I know it. There is
not one of you who dares to write your honest opinions, and if you
did, you know beforehand that it would never appear in print. [ am
paid weekly for keeping my honest opinion out of the paper [ am
connected with. Others of you are paid similar salaries for similar
things, and any of you who would be so foolish as to write honest
opinions would be out on the streets looking for another job. If 1
allowed my honest opinions to appear in one issue of my paper,
before twenty-four hours my occupation would be gone. The
business of the journalists is to destroy the truth; to lie outright; to
pervert; to vilify; to fawn at the feet of mammon, and to sell his
country and his race for his daily bread. You know it and I know it
and what folly is this toasting an independent press? We are the
tools and vassals of rich men behind the scenes. We are the
jumping jacks, they pull the strings and we dance. Our talents, our
possibilities and our lives are all the property of other men. We are
intellectual prostitutes.*”

If an event cannot be spun to conceal the true nature of the threat to our liberties, it is
simply ignored. The experience of Sibel Edmonds reveals how the major media outlets conceal
information from the general public. Mrs. Edmonds was a contract translator for the FBI who
exposed the involvement of high government officials in the 9/11 attacks. Mrs. Edmonds had
appealed the district court dismissal of a whistleblower lawsuit brought by her. The U.S.
government had obtained the dismissal of her suit, by alleging that the information revealed in
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the lawsuit constituted “state secrets.”

The information she has constitutes state secrets only in the sense that it exposes the
involvement of high government officials in the 9/11 attacks, and the government wants to keep
that secret from the citizens. Her court hearing on the appeal of the dismissal was supposed to be
an adversarial hearing, with each side presenting their arguments. Yet, the hearing turned into a
secret ex parte conference between government lawyers and the judges. Amazingly, she and her
lawyers were dismissed by the judges from the courtroom so the government lawyers could be
alone to present their case to the judges.

The major media was notably absent; not a single newspaper reporter covered the
hearing, even though it was scheduled in advance on the court docket for all to see.
Consequently, there was no reporting by major media outlets of the government shenanigans and
the complicity of the federal court in what is a coverup of high treason by government officials.
Tom Flocco interviewed Mrs. Edmonds who explained the events as follows:

Washington -- Former FBI contract translator and whistleblower
Sibel Edmonds and her attorneys were ordered removed from the
E. Barrett Prettyman U.S. Courthouse so that a three-judge U.S.
Court of Appeals panel could discuss her case in private with Bush
administration lawyers.

In an exclusive interview on Saturday, we asked Edmonds if she
would deny that laundered drug money linked to the 911 attacks
found its way into recent House, Senate and Presidential campaign
war-chests, according to what she heard in intelligence intercepts
she was asked to translate.

"I will not deny that statement; but I cannot comment further on it,"
she told TomFlocco.com, in a non-denial denial.

Edmonds is appealing the Bush administration's arcane use of
"state secrets privilege," invoked last year to throw out her U.S.
District Court lawsuit alleging retaliation for telling FBI superiors
about shoddy wiretap translations and allegations that wiretap
information was passed to the target of an FBI investigation. Given
our multiple reports and numerous other interviews, Edmonds
heard much more--but enough to warrant public suppression of
criminal evidence by a wholly Republican appeals court panel?

"Tom, I'm telling you that not a single newspaper covered
what happened to me on Thursday when I went into court,"
said the exasperated translator, adding, "[Judge David] Ginsberg
kicked everyone out, cut off my lawyer's arguments and told us 'we
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have questions to ask the government's attorneys that you cannot
hear.'"

Criminal evidence in Edmonds' explosive case is apparently getting
too close to Washington officials, since the former contract linguist
also told us she would not deny that "once this issue gets to be . . .
investigated, you will be seeing certain [American] people that we
know from this country standing trial; and they will be prosecuted
criminally," revealing the content of the FBI intercepts she heard
indicates that recognizable, very high-profile American citizens are
linked to the 911 attacks.

Edmonds implied that legislators and even lobbyists were
benefitting from laundered narcotics proceeds in an earlier
interview with the Baltimore Sun, "...this money travels. And you
start trying to go to the root of it and it's getting into somebody's
political campaign, and somebody's lobbying. And people don't
want to be traced back to this money."

So the Bush administration's Department of Justice enlisted its
taxpayer-funded lawyers to petition a Republican U.S. Appeals
Court to suppress Sibel Edmonds' criminal evidence
allegations--linked to a 3,000 death mass murder--in the name of
"state secrets."

When we asked how many Americans were named in the
intercepts, Edmonds said "There is direct evidence involving no
more than ten American names that I recognized," further revealing
that "some are heads of government agencies or politicians--but I
don't want to go any further than that," as we listened in stunned
silence.

"I cannot be present at my own hearing; and not a single
paper was there Thursday to cover the story--even though all
of my allegations were supported by the FBI Inspector
General's report and my case involves 911 and national
security," said Edmonds.

When asked in 2002 by CBS 60 Minutes co-host Ed Bradley, "did
she seem credible to you? Did her story seem credible?" Senator
Charles Grassley (R-IA) said "Absolutely, she's credible. And the
reason I feel she's very credible is because people within the FBI
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have corroborated a lot of her story."*"!

The presence of the opposing party serves as a check on any misrepresentation that might
be made by a party to the action. If the adversary is removed from the proceedings, then the
remaining party is in a position to misrepresent the case and even exercise undue influence over
the court. No entity in the world is more able to present an undue influence than the government
of the United States. When (or rather if) the judgment of the court is reported by the media, there
will likely not be any mention of the kangaroo nature of the court proceedings. The uninformed
citizens will be left with the impression that the court made a well reasoned judgment based upon
an adversarial proceeding where both parties were able to present their arguments in the presence
of the other.

The media is part of the conspiracy. They are selling the story of 19 Arab hijackers. That
story was prepared as the official story of what happened on 9-11-2001 by the conspirators
behind the attacks. The 9/11 attacks were a well scripted psychological operation. The
conspirators have more such operations in store for us.

“Within weeks of the Sept. 11 attacks, reports surfaced that
military-intelligence experts had convened a secret meeting of
Hollywood screenwriters to brainstorm possible terrorist
scenarios,” says the Seattle Times. “Almost two years later,
security officials across the country are taking a more mathematical
approach to guarding the homeland. It’s called ‘risk-based
methodology,” and it’s a way of thinking about the unthinkable to
best deploy limited funds and manpower.”**

According to Variety, the FBI, in reaction to the events of
September 11, approached some of Hollywood's top writers to help
them come up with possible terrorist attack scenarios, in order to
aid in preparation of homeland security.*”

It is ridiculous to think that Hollywood script writers would be able to assist in securing
the homeland by somehow being able to predict the next terrorist attack. They write fiction!
They do not investigate facts and review hard intelligence! A script writer would be no better at
predicting the next terrorist attack than a painter would be at painting next years World Series
winner. The only rational explanation for consulting with Hollywood script writers would be for
the writers to help script the next “terrorist” attack in order to gain maximum psychological
impact. Script writers know next to nothing about national security, but they know plenty about
mass emotion and hysteria. They know how to put together a scenario that would create the
required emotional response from the general population.
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1 1 Eyewitness Accounts

If the planes were only CGls, how does one explain the eyewitnesses who saw a plane?

Let’s examine some of the key early first hand witnesses one at a time. Rick Leventhal was a
reporter for FOX news who was on the streets of New York shortly after the second explosion.
A bystander overheard Leventhal tell the television audience that there was a second plane that
struck the towers. The witness to the second explosion interrupted Leventhal and stated:

Witness: “No second plane, it was a bomb. Bomb that went off
in the building, not second plane. It was a bomb. Who said a
second plane?

Leventhal: That's what we were told, a second plane, we saw it on
television.

Witness: No! I saw everything!
Leventhal: All right. Thanks a lot.***

There are a couple of important facts that come out during this colloquy. First, when
hearing Leventhal say there was a second plane, the eye-witness corrects him. The witness is
adamant that there was no second plane. Second, he asks Leventhal who said there was a second
plane. Apparently, the witness was incredulous that anyone would claim that there was a second
plane. How could the witness be so sure? He explained to Leventhal that he “saw everything.”

What is even more revealing is the response by Leventhal. He responded by saying “that’s
what we were told” and that “we saw it on television.”?” Apparently, Leventhal, the news man
on the street, only knew that there was a plane because he was part of a group (“we”’) who were
told that there was a second plane. It seems at this point no actual eyewitness on the street has
told Leventhal that there was a second plane.
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What is most astounding, however, is that Leventhal has no interest in continuing the
conversation with this man who is contradicting the plane myth. Leventhal is supposed to be a
news reporter, and he has someone standing in front of him who has stated emphatically that he
“saw everything,” yet Leventhal is quick to end the interview and walk away, with a dismissive
statement: “All right. Thanks a lot.” That is the strangest lack of curiosity ever displayed by
someone who is supposed to be a reporter on the scene assigned to find first hand eyewitness
accounts of the one of the worst tragedies in American history.

If Leventhal was actually interested in gathering the facts, he would want to get the
witness’s name, and go over the details of what he saw. Instead, after the witness tells him that
he saw everything, Leventhal dismissively walks away. Clearly, what we have is an actual
eyewitness on live television throwing a monkeywrench into the carefully crafted plane impact

story.

There was another witness who did not see a plane. He was interviewed by a local
Channel 7 reporter.”*® The witness’s name was Kenny Johannemann. The reporter begins
questioning by mentioning the second airplane, however Johannemann at no time confirmed that
there was an airplane. He simply stated what he saw: that about 10 minutes later the building
“blew up” and that there was a “big explosion.” 10 minutes later than what? Obviously,
Johannemann was referring to the first building explosion and thought the reporter was referring
to the first alleged plane strike, because he was now explaining what happened 10 minutes after
the first attack.

Reporter: Were you there for the second hit by the plane?
Johannemann: Yeah about ten minutes later the second building
went off

Reporter: Did you see it?

Johannemann: Yes I saw it. It just blew up. A big explosion.
People started running, there was chaos everywhere. People
jumping out. People just kept jumping and jumping and jumping
and you could still see they were alive because they were flailing
around.

Reporter: The FBI has already stepped in to investigate, it could be
possibly a terrorist strike.

Johannemann: It could be. It could be, because the first one went
off and then ten minutes later this just blew up out of nowhere.
Reporter: Hard to think that would be just accidental.
Johannemann: No, I don’t think it could be accidental.

Reporter: Spell your name

Johannemann: Johannemann

Reporter: And you were working there?

Johannemann: Yes, I was right there. I was in the B, I was down in
the basement, came down, all of a sudden the elevator blew up,
smoke, I dragged a guy out. His skin was hanging off, and I
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dragged him out and I helped him out to the ambulance.*”’

Johannemann was there and saw the building blow up. He described it as a big
explosion. He did not say it was hit by a plane; he stated that “it blew up out of nowhere.” At no
time did he mention a plane hitting the building. He also mentions that the elevator blew up in
the basement area (apparently referring to the first explosion in the North Tower), because he
was outside when he saw the second explosion. William Rodriguez also heard and experienced
huge explosions in the basement floors seconds before the first explosion higher up in the North
Tower.*® Incidently, Rodriguez was with Johannemann as they both helped the badly burned
victim to the ambulance. Kenny Johannemann died on August 31, 2008. He is alleged to have
committed suicide by shooting himself.**

The live television coverage was proving to be a problem for the media conspirators.
Don Dahler was being interviewed over the telephone as he is describing the scene from his
vantage point on the street to the studio announcer, Charles Gibson. Suddenly, the second tower
exploded; the video feed shows what appears to be a plane impacting the tower as Dahler is
being interviewed. The following exchange takes place.

Dahler: “Oh my God!”
Gibson: “That looks like a second plane.”
Dahler: “I did not see a plane go in, that just exploded.”
Gibson: “I just saw another plane coming in from the side.”
Dahler: “You did? Because that was out of my view.”
Gibson: “You could see the plane come in from the right hand side
of the screen.

* % %
Gibson: Don, could you hear that plane as it came in?”
Dahler: “I did not hear that plane.”*"

It is revealing that Dahler, who is on the street and watching the tower, does not see the
plane impact the tower or hear the plane approach. However, a large airliner is clearly seen in
the video feed by the studio announcer.

Jennifer Oberstein was interviewed by phone on NBC4 by Katie Couric. She was being
interviewed about the alleged first plane impact. She began by saying that she walked out of the
subway at Bowling Green and was walking to work at the Ritz Carleton in Battery Park, heard a
boom, looked up and saw a big ball of fire. She was on the opposite side of the tower from the
alleged plane impact.*"!

Couric: Do you have any idea what kind of plane it was?
Oberstein: I'm sorry?

Couric: Do you have any idea what hit the World Trade Center?
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Oberstein: What it was?

Announcer: Yeah, what kind of plane? We're getting reports that
an airplane hit the building.

Oberstein: Oh, I didn't even know that. Honestly, I was walking
up, and it, looked up and saw a big boom, and fire. You know, I
gotta tell you, we were all saying around here, that it was very
interesting that it would be a bomb and it would be so high up. So
perhaps it was a plane. We have no, no talk of a plane. However,
I have to tell you, there are still things flying in the air. I mean, it's
mind boggling, and it's horrifying.*'?

Oberstein was surprised to hear that it was a plane. One could argue that she was on the
south side opposite where the alleged plane hit the tower and so could not have seen a plane if
that is what impacted the tower. However, she states clearly that “we have no talk of a plane.” It
was later during the interview that Oberstein revealed that a police officer had just told her that
he “heard” it was a plane. Apparently, the media story of a plane was starting to filter to the
street.

Steve Evans was introduced by a BBC announcer. Immediately prior to him coming on
the air the second tower exploded. Evans gives his excited account of the events. He makes no
mention of a plane, only explosions. He states clearly that the initial assumption was that it was
abomb. He is standing at the base of the tower when it exploded. He was in a position to see a
plane if it was there, but he makes no mention of a plane. He only mentions explosions. He was
looking at the building as he was about to come on the air.

There are more explosions further down the building. It was calm
until we came on the air now. But I am now looking up at this
building. There is smoke billowing from the very top, but then
here is a fire and an explosion about 20 stories further down. I was
at the base of the building when it happened. There was a
huge bang and the building physically shook, then there were
two or three bangs and the building again shook. ... Initially
the assumption was that it was a bomb.*"

Jeane Yurman, a CNN reporter, was interviewed by CNN at 8:56 a.m. EST. Yurman was
a witness to the first explosion in the North Tower. The announcer introduces Yurman as an
eyewitness who is on the phone.

Yurman: I can tell you that I was watching TV, and there was this
sonic boom, and the TV went out. And I thought maybe the
Concorde was back in service, because I've heard about that sonic
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boom. And I went to the window -- I live in Battery Park City,
right next to the twin towers -- and I looked up, and the side of
the World Trade Center exploded right when I looked up. At
that point, debris started falling. I couldn't believe what I was
watching.

Announcer: Jeanne, we are continuing to look at pictures of this
devastating scene, according to Sean Murtagh, vice president of
finance, who witnessed what he described as a twin-engine plane,
possibly a 737. He was almost absolutely sure it was a large
passenger jet that went into that plane. Jeanne, you are saying you
didn't see anything initially. You didn't see a plane approach the
building?

Yurman: I had no idea it was a plane. I just saw the entire top
part of the World Trade Center explode. So I turned on the TV
when I heard they said it was a plane. It was really strange.*'*

Yurman looked out her window and saw the North Tower explode. She saw no plane and
“had no idea it was a plane.” Her response to hearing that it was a plane was to say “it was really
strange.”

Johannemann, Dahler, Oberstein, Evans, Yurman, and the other witnesses on the street
presented a problem for the conspirators. Later that day they decided to firmly implant the plane
story in the minds of the American people by using a shill. The alleged eyewitness was so clearly
a shill who was playing a role that virtually nobody believes that he saw what he claimed. The
infamous “Harley Guy” showed up on scene to reveal not only what he saw, but to also explain
the cause of the collapse. The “Harley Guy” had it all figured out the day of the attacks. His
demeanor was an odd mixture of a dispassionate observer and an excited participant. His voice
inflection seemed out of place for someone who had just witnessed a historically tragic event
“from beginning to end,” as he put it. While he delivered his lines flawlessly, he came across as
an insincere shill.

The interview starts with Rick Leventhal introducing Mark Walsh (the Harley Guy), who
is described by Leventhal as a “freelancer for FOX.”*!* It is obvious that the interview of Walsh
was arranged ahead of time because at no time on camera do we see Leventhal speak with Walsh
before his introduction of him, and Walsh is seen standing nearby waiting to be interviewed.
Walsh was apparently an alias used by Harley Guy for his role as an eyewitness to the 9/11
attacks. If in fact there was a freelancer for FOX named Walsh one would expect to find some
work for FOX by Mark Walsh somewhere on the internet, however, there is no such work found
anywhere on the internet.

81



Rick Leventhal: We want to bring in Mark Walsh, who's a
Freelancer for FOX. You live just a few blocks away and
witnessed.

Mark Walsh: Dude, I was - I - I live on the 43rd floor of a building
which is five blocks from the Trade Center itself. I witnessed the
entire thing from beginning to end.

Rick Leventhal: People talk about how it looked like a movie. I
know when I came walking down here early this morning and saw
both towers on fire and people on every street corner it was -- it
was -- it was like a movie but you watched the planes hit the
towers

Mark Walsh: I was watching with my roommate. It was
approximately several minutes after the first plane had hit. I saw
this plane come out of nowhere and just ream right into the
side of the Twin Tower exploding through to the other side,
and then I witnessed both towers collapse, one first, and then
the second, mostly due to structural failure because the fire
was just too intense.>'°

How could he know the reason for the
collapse of the towers within minutes when everyone
else in the world was mystified by their collapse?
Because, that was the story scripted by the

conspirators before the 9/11 attacks, and he was just e X =
following the script. Notice, he explains that the 2 /
second plane exploded through the other side. That - ey - '

| FoX NEwS ALERT

was a glitch in the video CGI and so he apparently BOTH WORLO TRADE CENTER 13
was informed to go with the glitch before he was K rowers WAVE CouuPseD
interviewed.
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Mark Walsh a/k/a “Harley Guy”
(left) being interviewed by Rick

A strange event happened toward the end of ;
Leventhal (right)

the video. A man wearing a black suit and tie with a
surgical mask came up to Leventhal, touched his arm
to get his attention, and guided him by pointing back
behind Leventhal. Leventhal followed his direction but apparently did not understand what the
man was trying to get him to do so he turned to the man and asked him a question:

Leventhal: “Could we talk to you? What's your role out here right
now?”

The masked man nervously stated in response:
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Masked Man: “Just standing by right now. Can't say what role I'm
playing right now.”"’

Masked Man in Black directing Rick
Leventhal It was obvious that the man was doing
something official as he had just touched Leventhal’s
arm and was just directing and pointing for Leventhal
to do something, but when Leventhal unexpectedly
turned to him and asked him what his role was he
stated he was “just standing by.” That statement was
not true. He was obviously there to do something, and
in fact just moments earlier tried to guide Leventhal.
That is why Leventhal asked him what his role was.
Why didn’t he explain himself? He further stated:
“can’t say what role I'm playing right now.” Why
L il couldn’t he say? His actions and his responses to the
questions were very suspicious.

Masked Man in Black to Rick Leventhal:

The Harley Guy was not the Ol‘lly person to “Can’t say what role I'm playing right now.”

claim to have seen a plane. In fact the first witness
to the alleged plane crash broadcast by CNN was
Sean Murtagh. Murtagh claimed that he saw the
first alleged plane impact the North Tower.””* He
was interviewed live at 8:50 a.m. on CNN, which
was within 4 minutes of the first explosion in the
North Tower. Murtah is believed to be the first
eyewitness to see the alleged first plane.

Murtah said he had just seen a two engine ‘, tw‘.,“. :mem:.wﬁ ——
jet that he described as “maybe a 737" slam into

one of the World Trade Center Towers.*"” Murtagh

was introduced by the newscaster as a CNN producer on the line, but Murtagh himself stated that
he was Vice President for Finance at CNN.?" The very first news of a commercial jet hitting the
North Tower came from the Financial Vice President for CNN.,

After Murtagh, the next witness that was interviewed by CNN was Jeanne Yurman at
8:56 a.m. eastern time. Yurman'’s account of hearing a sonic boom and seconds later looking at
the twin towers and seeing one of them explode is recounted above. She did not see a plane.

FOX had Owen Moogan on the line within minutes of the first explosion. Before they
even brought Moogan on the air and asked him a single question, there is a banner on the screen
announcing: “FOX NEWS ALERT, PLANE CRASHES INTO WORLD TRADE CENTER.”
Moogan came on the air and stated that “I was lying in bed, and all of a sudden I heard what
sounded like a plane or something coming extremely low and then we just heard this shattering
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explosion.”?' Moogan was introduced as one of the producers of the “FOX Report.”***

At 9:02 a.m. Mark Obenhaus was on the line with Peter Jennings. Oberhaus stated that
he saw the plane impact the first tower. He describes hearing a loud roar and seeing a large
commercial jet flying low overhead. He then states:

My eyes followed it because this is approximately fifteen blocks
from the World Trade Center and it, it just slammed right into it
and it was completely engulfed by the building. It was
extraordinary. No wings flew off. Nothing like that. It just went
directly in creating this cavern like hole. It reminds you of the
worst kinds of effects in movies, but you are reassured that you are
watching a movie, that it's an effect, but this is not.**

Mark Obenhaus echoes the sentiment of Evan Fairbanks about the appearance of special
effects. Both Obenhaus and Fairbanks know a little something about special effects in movies.
Fairbanks is a professional photographer and videographer, and Peter Jennings introduced
Obenhaus as a Senior ABC Producer.”**

At approximately 9:05 a.m., CNN broadcasts a call from Dr. Jay Adlersberg who claimed
to have seen a second plane that hit the World Trade Center. Dr. Adlersberg stated that he saw
what looked like a small propeller plane come in from the west and while he did not see it impact
the World Trade Center, he believed that is what happened. “It was very visible that a plane had
come in at a low altitude and appeared to crash into the World Trade Center.”** Dr. Adlersberg
is the Medical reporter for ABC’s Eyewitness News.

Within one minute of the second explosion a FOX News announcer identifies Osama Bin
Laden as a key suspect, and has on the line Eric Shawn, who is portrayed as a terror expert and
war correspondent for FOX News, who had covered the 1993 WTC bombings, the Waco siege,
TWA Flight 800, the Anthrax threat, and lastly, but most importantly, the “Hunt for Bin
Laden.”**® Oddly, Shawn is not on the phone to opine about the involvement of Bin Laden, but
rather to give his eyewitness account of the alleged second plane strike.

Shawn gave a rambling account of what he saw:

I was walking down Fifth Avenue, er, which is close to our studios
and I heard a jet, perhaps a 737 or a small airbus, er, flying low,
unusually low over Fifth Avenue, making a right. I am not going to
er say, [ don't know, I don't have any reports on what kind of plane
hit the world trade center. But people looked up and it made a right
toward the, toward the building. John, what we just saw though,
was obviously if that would be a second aircraft that hit the
southern Tower of the World Trade Center. That obviously raises
the specter of an intentional terrorist attack, here, if that is indeed
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what we are looking at. I don't know what the reports say, what
type of plane hit the Tower, but I did see a jet airliner that was
fairly low.**’

Most of the first hand witnesses who jump started the plane scenario were corporate
media executives, producers, or reporters.”® Below is a partial list of some of the notable first-
hand witnesses affiliated with the corporate mass media who reported seeing or hearing an
airplane strike the Pentagon, or one or both World Trade Center Towers:

Sean Murtagh - CNN Vice President of Finance

Mark Obenhaus - ABC Senior Producer

Owen Moogan - FOX Senior Producer

Sid Bedingfield - CNN Executive Vice President

Richard Davis - CNN Executive Vice President New Standards and Practices

Rose Arce - CNN Producer

Winston Mitchell - ABC/CNN Producer

Eric Shawn - FOX TV Senior Correspondent

Jane Derenowski - MSNBC Producer

Dr. Jay Adlersberg - ABC medical reporter

Elliot Walker - NBC NEWS reporter

Theresa Renaud -Wife of CBS Producer Jack Renaud (The Early Show)

Mark D. Birnbach - FOX TV employee

Mike Walter - USA Today Reporter

Joel Sucherman - USA Today.com Editor

Steve Anderson - USA Today, Director of Communications

Fred Gaskins - USA Today National Editor

Juxtapose the media executives against NY Daily News Photographer, David Handschuh.
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He was interviewed in 2001 by Charlie Rose. The interview took place before there were any
substantial questions raised about the existence of planes. Handschuh was looking at the
building and snapped a picture of the explosion just as it happened. This is what he said in a
2001 interview.

I got down there at 8:53 a.m. . . . I was less than 100 yards from the
building, I was standing on West Street. . . . The South Tower
just exploded. It just blew up, and somebody said that was a
plane. I was underneath it, I was looking at the tower, I had my
camera in my hand, I heard the noise, I never saw the airplane.
And didn't realize I had that picture until a
neighbor brought the Daily News over the

next day and it had my byline underneath
it.229

Hanschuh did not see the plane. If there had been a
plane, he would have seen it. As you can see from the
photograph he snapped his picture within seconds of the
explosion. He was in the perfect position to see a plane had
there been one. Note that Handschuh was not questioning
the existence of the plane, he was simply and honestly
recounting the notable fact that he never saw a plane.

Handschuh mentions in his statement that he heard
the noise. One would think in the context that he was
referring to the noise of an aircraft. However, he explained
on another occasion what that noise was:

Then this noise filled the air i
that sounded like a David Handschuh took this

high-pressure gas line had picture of the south side of
been ruptured. It seemed to the south tower within a
come from all over, not one moment of the explosion and
direction. Everyone was was clearly in position to see

looking around thinking, a plane if there was one, but
"What was that?" And the he “never saw the airplane.”