Strategic Paper
BBC footage of the WTCY

collapse, announced 23

minutes too early
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composed by Dirk Gerhardt aka Sitting-Buittp://www.911blogger
07-03-04, Draft 1.0

This paper reflects the history of the BBC footafjghe WTC7 collapse, announced 23
minutes too early on 911. | also present a deekdgraand on WTC7 and a deep background
in NeoCon politics as well. The purpose is to dalisources for further research and to get all
people informed on the same grade.
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The Origin
07-02-22

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6391

http://www.archive.org/search.php?query=co...ontblgdate

Massive 9/11 TV archive.
Keep in mind these are 41 minute 1 gig MPEG-2's.

There is also September 10th news coverage theigisTeverything there is
from during or after the attacks.

First Notification by 911veritas
07-02-24, 14:15 Uhr EST

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6400#comment-119070

| think | have discovered something VERY signifitem WTC7 (been spending the last two
days going through "archive.org" footage of 9/11)..

Like the "BBC World" report that WTC7 had collapsaeen before 5pm EST.

Can you spot anything wrong with this news repb&:20pm EST.



Note : Salomon Smith Barney occupied the followfiogrs of WTC7 - Ground, 1 to 6, 13,
18 to 46.

If you want to start downloading the Mpeg (it cansaBBC world footage from 16:54 to
17:36 EST) - get it whilst you can.

Download from http://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc2001095411736/V08591 -
16.mpg- "right click / save target as"

Working on the report now - things like this make tesearch worthwhile :)

Best wishes

First Blog entry on this subject on 911blogger

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458

First Video, 07-02-26 5:55am

http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=1471985581P84824&0=9%2F11




See at 15:00 time mark.

On September 11th 2001, BBC World reported at 4rbEastern Time that the Salomon
Brothers Building (more commonly known as WTC7 ool Trade Building 7) had
collapsed.

This even made the 5pm EST headlines, what isreizathat the building did not actually
collapse until 5:20pm EST.

9/11 was unusual enough, without BBC World beinig &b foretell the destiny of WTC 7.

What is even stranger, is that the women repaostelling the world that the building had
collapsed when you can see it in the background loeeleft shoulder.

Then at 5:15pm EST, just five minutes before thi&ding did actually collapse, her live
connection from New York to London mysteriouslyidai

So the question is, on 9/11 how did the BBC lehat WTC7 collapsed 23 minutes before it
actually did.

Building Seven was 47 storeys, modern in desigh siituctural steel throughout, yet
symmetrically collapsed in 6.5 seconds, was somé&akeng information.

No steel framed skyscraper has ever collapseddiiiket before or after 9/11, most people
who find out about WTC7, believe it was brought ddvy a controlled demolition, even
demolition experts agree.

UPDATE:

Shure fromwww.pumpitout.com

"Well | don't know if the BBC care but they are NOAWARE !!"

below is a phone call to the BBC making them avadutheir error, lets hope they dont send
in Guy Smith to investigate!

http://www.pumpitout.com/audio/bbc_oops.mp3

On the eve of the same day it was pulled

We're sorry, but this video may not be available.
Try refreshing the page to see this video.

To see more videos visit obome page



Statement by GoogleVideo to 911veritas

Hi,

Your video "9/11 Building 7 Collapse - WTC7 23 M&Warning - Salomon
Brothers Building” was rejected because it didofinply with our
Program Policies.

Videos submitted to our program are subject toratnail review to
ensure that they comply with our guidelines. Whdaos do not meet
our standards, we disapprove them. You can reviavgoidelines at:

http://video.gooagle.com/support/bin/answer.py?anms®eé737 &topic=1490&hl...

Please make sure that you have all legal rightsse the content you
wish to submit to Google. For more information abiotellectual
property rights and the program, please visit:
http://video.google.com/support/bin/topic.py?toplé®0&hl=en

Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

The Google Video Team
http://video.google.com/

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119575

Submitted byd1lveritason Mon, 02/26/2007 4:14pm.

A response by 911veritas to reports about time zose
mixed-up:
STFU...

Troll bait, disinfo... | can smell your worried addsperate BS from here....

| would bet my last dollar on the BBC reporting WA @own at 5pm (local time New York
on 9/11) YES that's 20 minutes before it actuadlgne down...

This will be FULLY verified, proved without doubygu can do it yourself, with the
information on the blog, when it eventually getshauized) and | hope you eat your post with
beans on...

Better still, order the BBC World footage from 1@# 17:19 Eastern time... yes local to
New York on 9/11 (that's 19:40 to 22:19 UK time).
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sheeesh, you disinfo troll

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6400#comment-119525

Full text of BBC video regarding WTC7

http://www.wtc7.net/foreknowledge.html#bbc

03:15~4:47 PM: The anchor states:

We'll leave it there for a moment. We've got soraeisijust coming in actually, that the
Solomon Brothers' Building in New York, right inetlheart of Manhattan, has also collapsed.
This does fit in with a warning from the Britishrié@yn Office a couple of hours ago to
British Citizens that there is a real risk -- ahrtee get the exact words -- the British Foreign
Office -- the foreign part of the British governntensaid it was a strong risk of further
atrocities in the United States, and it does seerhthere now is another one with the
Solomon Brothers' Building collapsing. We've gotvmard yet on casualities. One assumes
that the building would have been virtually desgrid@hether this latest collapse is going to
influence the President, who we heard about a feswemts ago, who was expected to be
heading from Nebraska back to Washington, we dootv. 06:31~5:00 PM: The anchor
states:

The 47-story Solomon Brothers', situated very ctostae World Trade Center, has also just
collapsed13:20~5:07 PM: The anchor states:

Now more on the latest building collapse in New kY or you may have heard a few moments
ago we were talking about the Solomon Brothersd#ugj collapsing and indeed it has, and
apparently it's only a few hundred yards away fronere the World Trade Center Towers
were. And it seems that this was not the resudt oéw attack; it was because the building had
been weakened during this morning's attacks. \peslbably find out more about that from

our correspondent Jane Standley. Jane, what morgocetell us about the Solomon Brothers'
Building and its collapse®?4:00~5:08 PM: The screen is filled by correspondeneJa
Standley standing in front of a window framing smaalsing from Ground Zero and a clearly
erect WTC 7.

15:35~5:09 PM: The caption on the bottom of the screeawls:

The 47 storey Salomon Brothers building close éoWhorld Trade Centre has also collapsed.
20:15~5:14 PM: The image of Jane Standley begins takoug and the anchor, remarking
that they'd "lost the line" with Jane Standleyftshio another report.

This YouTubevideocaptures a portion of the mpeg starting at 000.3:2

Veracity of Conclusion

Questions prompted by the report includew do we know what the correct time of the
broadcast footage is@hdHow do we know that the imagery behind Jane Stgngléve?

It is unlikely that the real times estimated abawe off by more than a minute. The mpeg files
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are located in directories @mchive.orgwith names that encode times down to the minute.
For example, the directory name bbc200109111654 &n8odes the time range 4:54 - 5:36
PM. No part of the 41-minute recording that cordgaime report shows a digital clock, but
other recordings do, and suggest that the encaditimes into directory names is as
meticulously accurate as the set of recordingsispiete. For example, &BC broadcast
recording with the directory name nbc2001091109836] encoding the time range 9:54 -
10:35 AM, shows a clock with minutes and seconddisplays a time of 10:20 starting at
25:34 in the recording, putting the start of theoreing at 54:26.

That Jane Standley was standing in front of aviegr showing WTC 7 as she describes it in

the past tense is virtually indisputable. The hogiality mpeg video clearly shows that she is
in front of a row of windows in a tall building.

Another verification by 911veritas

BBC's WTC7 Early Warning Updated.

OK....

Not had much sleep, whilst verifying and doublepl¢ checking the numbers etc... | have
now narrowed down the maximum margin of error taitiute and cawconfirm that the

BBC first reported WTC7's collapse at 5pm(plus or minus 60secs) New York time LIVE
on 9/11 a full 20 minutes before the actual collapse happexd !!!

| am working on presenting this info with a V2 dfoawe vid and 911blogger exclusive blog,
which will take some timeyerification is very important and to aid this.

| please ask as many people (with high speed ieteamd 5GB of spare disk space to
download the following BBC originals. These are whased to confirm the timings (you can
too) and have the damning footage etc.

All times are local "New York", the ranges are pretccurate, but following my calculations
are approximately 3 mins earlier than the actuakti

Each file is MPEG format and 1GB in size - To Dogad - "Right Click / Save Target As"

BBC World 9/11 Footage - 14:08 to 14:49

BBC World 9/11 Footage - 14:49 to 15:31

BBC World 9/11 Footage - 15:31 t0 16:13

BBC World 9/11 Footage - 16:13 to 16:54
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BBC World 9/11 Footage - 16:54 to 17:36

| have produced a medium res WMV file that showsetsychronized continuous footage
from 14:40to 17:18

This file is approx 700MB and starts at the Patakiference with an accurate timestamp of
14:40 Eastern Time (gotta find a home for it onliD& ?).

Maybe Guy Smith can do some research for us... LOL
Best wishes and good luck

Props to Gangster for the initial heads up on thé& gealtime news footage archive on
archive.org.

Continuous realtime footage from 9/11 by ABC, CNB8C, NBC, FOX etc...

Good starting Link :
http://www.archive.org/search.php?query=title%3A%2pt.%2011%29&sort=-date

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119458

First attempt to upload it to Youtube failed
7 minute clip now up on Youtube

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rIFDd5Yjn3w&eurl

This video is no longer available

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119797

It is NOT bluescreen- comment by ,Richard"

| posted this at Prison Planet but | will repedtate:
The video does NOT appear to be blue screenedl at al

1) The camera is North of WTC looking south andegithe time of day (5pm) the sun should
be setting in the west which would be on the RIGHte of the frame.
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2) The scene is lit from the RIGHT and we can ¢jesee the sunlight on the woman coming
in from the windows so the lighting is perfect. #&dio lighting would be very neutral and not
have that harshness at all.

3) The news anchor in Britain is talking to her oadive feed... therefore it follows that she
is likely in New York city.

4) | have checked the original source video (fraohize.org) and it is full D1 with
interlacing. There are absolutely NO aliasing difaat effects that are normally very evident
whenever a composite shot is used on TV. Firstrékelution makes seeing the matte lines
easy and second the overlay is done in real tintbaga lot of pixelation occurs. Next time
you see your weatherman in front of a bluescreehk tbosely and you'll see the pixelation.

5) The woman actually turns and looks out on tlemecwhich if it was a bluescreen seems
odd to say the least.

6) As she turns the camera ZOOMS in on the sceoith tBBe woman AND the image behave
exactly as one would expect from a live shot. \iére composite we would see the image
zoom but not the woman. It is at this point quiteious that the image behind the woman is
indeed NYC as seen through a window.

To sum: There is absolutely NO evidence to sugg@gicomposite work and LOTS of
evidence that points to it being your standard bdeaamera shot. This one is real folks,
now we need to figure out what it means, if anyghin

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119877

“Carlos” found CNN footage
veritas, Have you looked @ the CNN links yet?
CNN broke the 'wtc 7 has collapsed or is collapsivgr an hour before it was demolished.

Here's the link I'm referring to.

http://ia311543.us.archive.org/1/items/cnn2001094511626/V08537-12.mp...

It's also interesting to note that ttles & fox links for this time are missing.

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119651

Now totally removed???

It now seems that all vestiges of the video havanbbemoved from Google. No explanation,
i.e. violation of any policies, copyrights, etcdtiesn't even show up in a search, as it had
before, and even though the video was unavailaboleiéwing.
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| see no reason why Google would want to removexaemely popular video, unless there
were policy violations involved. This was nevertsth So, one is left to wonder if they were
ordered to do so.

Submitted bydicktateron Mon, 02/26/2007 - 7:38pm.
http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119646

“Funny commenting”
They Decided the Best Thing to Do was Pull It

So they made that decision to Pull, and they Pulled
Nothing untoward going on at all.

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6458#comment-119654

Attempt to restore video to secure viewing, uploatb
Liveleak

http://lwww.liveleak.com/view?i=49f 1172526096&c=1

VIDEO: BBC WAS HALF AN HOUR TOO EARLY REPORTING OM/TC7 COLLAPSE
On September 11th 2001, BBC World reported at 41b5Fastern Time that the Salomon
Brothers Building (more commonly known as WTC7 ool Trade Building 7) had
collapsed.

This even made the 5pm EST headlines, what isreizaithat the building did not actually
collapse until 5:20pm EST.

9/11 was unusual enough, without BBC World beinig &b foretell the destiny of WTC 7.

What is even stranger, is that the women repaostelling the world that the building had
collapsed when you can see it in the background loeeleft shoulder.

Then at 5:15pm EST, just five minutes before thi&ding did actually collapse, her live
connection from New York to London mysteriouslylgai

So the question is, on 9/11 how did the BBC lehat WTC7 collapsed 23 minutes before it
actually did.

Building Seven was 47 storeys, modern in desigh siituctural steel throughout, yet
symmetrically collapsed in 6.5 seconds, was som&akeng information.

No steel framed skyscraper has ever collapseddalfief before or after 9/11, most people
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who find out about WTC7, believe it was brought ddwy a controlled demolition, even
demolition experts agree.

Please Investigate 9/11 - Time is of the essence.

Viewing Problems¥iew Original Version Added: Eeb 26
2007

In: NewsBYy:
thedreadzone
(13.00)

Tags:911WTC/
Views: 163373
Votes: 9
Comments: 292

Recommendations:
248

Actual running ones:

CNN WTCY foreknowledge

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N1LetB0z8 o

Over an hour before the WTC 7 demolition at 4:10p@ron Brown reports - "building 7, in
the wtc complex, is on fire and has either collap®e is collapsing".

56.109 Views, 4 of 5 Stars,

Comments: 278, on Sat night 11 pm CEM

BBC WTC7 foreknowledge (Read the comments!)

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C7SwOT29gbc

An astounding video uncovered from the archivesyahows the BBC reporting on the
collapse of WTC Building 7 over twenty minutes lrefd fell at 5:20pm on the afternoon of
9/11. The incredible footage shows a BBC repoetlkirig about the collapse of the Salomon
Brothers Building while it remains standing in fhe shot behind her head.

205.302 Views, 4 of 5 Stars
Comments: 3246, on Sat night 11 pm CEM
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Prisonplanet picks the story up

BBC Reported Building 7 Had Collapsed 20 Minute$oBe It Fell
Astounding, shocking video shows reporter talkibgwt collapse with WTC 7 still standing
in background

Paul Watson & Alex Jones / Prison Planet | Februarg6, 2007
(UPDATED 3:00PM CST)

An astounding video uncovered from the archiveayahows the BBC reporting on the
collapse of WTC Building 7 over twenty minutes lrefd fell at 5:20pm on the afternoon of
9/11. The incredible footage shows a BBC repogkdirig about the collapse of the Salomon
Brothers Building while it remains standing in fhe shot behind her head.

Minutes before the actual collapse of the buildsadue, the feed to the reporter mysteriously
dies.

This amazing clip is currently carried on Googlel& and you can watch it above but many
expect it to be removed shortly. We are attemptindownload an original copy from the
source.

Although there is no clock on the footage, the seulaims the report was given at 4:57pm
EST, 23 minutes before Building 7 collapsed at pra0While the exact time of the report
cannot be confirmed at present, it is clear froenftiotage that the reporter is describing the
collapse of WTC 7 while it clearly remains standbehind her in the live shot.

Here are some further screenshots from the video.

CTERRORISM ATTACKS INUS

i - i 1933 x;a:qal Gaugle -
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The fact that the BBC reported on the collapsewfdihg 7 over twenty minutes in advance
of its implosion obviously provokes a myriad of gtiens as to how they knew it was about

to come down when the official story says its qula happened accidentally as a result of fire
damage and debris weakening the building's strectur

As we have documented before, firefighters, police anfirst responders were all told to

get back from the building because it was about to be brought down. It islyid
acknowledged by those who were there on the steevarnings were issued for people to
evacuate the area in anticipation of the buildioglfapse, with some even stating that a 20
second countdown preceded the collapse of theaty-skyscraper, again clearly suggesting
that it was taken down by means of explosives awvitheo footage of its implosion illustrates.

In a September 2002 PBS documentary, the ownéredfMTC complex Larry Silverstein
discusses Building 7 and states that in the laegradon of September 11, the decision was

16



made to "pull it." The term "pull it" is industrajgon for controlled demolition, but
Silverstein denied charges that WTC 7 had beebelaiely brought down.

This newly uncovered video confirms that the calapf WTC 7 was no surprise, because
television news stations were reporting obeforeit happened!

This footage is absolutely amazing and should pgkeafirestorm of new questions aimed
both at Silverstein and the BBC. Who told the BB@&ttthe building was going to collapse
before it did and why were they reporting its faladvance of the event actually taking
place?

Many have speculated that some kind of press meleas leaked too soon and AP wires,
radio stations and TV news outlets prematurely eploon WTC 7's collapse.

The video also severely undermines the credikatiitthe BBC who recently caused
controversy byairing a 9/11 hit piecethat sought to debunk questions that bring thieiaff
story into doubt.

http://www.jonesreport.com/articles/260207 bbc Bldaml

BBC- first response

http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors/2007/02/paft the conspiracy.html

Part of the conspiracy?

* Richard Porter

27 Feb07,05:12 PM

The 9/11 conspiracy theories are pretty well kndsymow. The BBC addressed them earlier
this month with a documentaryhe Conspiracy Fileshown within the UK.

EEE WORLD

Until now, | don't think we've been accused of hegpart of the
conspiracy. But now some websites are using neatade from BBC World on September
11th 2001 to suggest we were actively participaitingome sort of attempt to manipulate the
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audience. As a result, we're now getting lots odisrasking us to clarify our position. So
here goes:

1. We're not part of a conspiracy. Nobody told usttbaay or do on September 11th. We
didn't get told in advance that buildings were gdim fall down. We didn't receive press
releases or scripts in advance of events happening.

2. In the chaos and confusion of the day, I'm quite sve said things which turned out to be
untrue or inaccurate - but at the time were basetthe best information we had. We did what
we always did - sourced our reports, used quatifynords like "apparently” or "it's reported"
or "we're hearing" and constantly tried to chec#t dauble check the information we were
receiving.

3. Our reporter Jane Standley was in New York ordéneof the attacks, and like everyone
who was there, has the events seared on her miedgsgdoken to her today and
unsurprisingly, she doesn't remember minute-by-teimeihat she said or did - like everybody
else that day she was trying to make sense of stfeatvas seeing; what she was being told;
and what was being told to her by colleagues indoonwho were monitoring feeds and wires
services.

4. We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/ddecage (for reasons of cock-up, not
conspiracy). So if someone has got a recordingiobatput, I'd love to get hold of it. We do
have the tapes for our sister channel News 24thieytdon't help clear up the issue one way
or another.

5. If we reported the building had collapsed befotgad done so, it would have been an error
- no more than that. As one of the comments on Mdwe says today "so the guy in the studio
didn't quite know what was going on? Woah, thaltptproves conspiracy... "

Richard Porter is head of newBBC World

All Comments in a row

Comments Post your comment

o 1.
At 06:07 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* miss daw wrote:

No other building fell around the time of the refp@pprox 1657hrs)and the solomon brothers
building did not fall for approx another 30mins 2OArs).

18



What source told the bbc that the 47 storey solomaolding (wtc7) had collapsed?

Complain about this post

. 2

« At 06:09 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e gregor aitken wrote:
explain that tragic piece of journalism on sundasnt
seriously what was that about

it was a joke an absolute joke, when you do prikgsthat about such a serious issue it leaves
us to wonder that either you are in on it or jusd ppurnalists.

Mr. Porter, put your house in order, the bbc isiblig service and fourth estate no a
propoganda machine for the state.

Complain about this post

e 3.
e At 06:13 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Tom wrote:

Sorry but this is nowhere near an acceptable eaptan | suggest you look into this further
and provide us with a more detailed explanatiohaaf this has happened to stop
incriminating yourselves. What a pathetic response.

Complain about this post

. 4
. At 06:22 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Nick Hatton wrote:
Sorry that doesn't wash, and I'm disgusted thatayeyublicly funded via a licence fee.
SERVE THE PUBLIC !!!

Complain about this post

e 5.
At 06:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Justin Ross wrote:

If there was no conspiracy on your part, thenttedl public who told BBC News that WTC7
fell down before it actually happened. The videa woe looking for will show the building
before collapse with your reporter telling the palii had already collapsed.

Complain about this post

« 6.
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* At 06:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e justinwrote:

BBC have been BUSTED well & truely & this your lamatteempt at trying to explain it?
This is karma for the hit piece you done the otheek & yes you are accomplices to this
crime for the communist style propaganda piecepudled! BBC has lost all credibility &
MILLIONS know it ;)

Doubt your let this message through your "censpfdiit know this BBC you have been
exposed well & truely 911 WAS AN INSIDE JOB TELL BHTRUTH!

Complain about this post

e 7.
At 06:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Eric wrote:

| dont think anyone is accusing the bbc as pattist Its whoever gave the report to the bbc.
What wire service sent this out?

Complain about this post

- 8.
At 06:26 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Simon wrote:

"We didn't get told in advance that buildings wgoing to fall down. We didn't receive press
releases or scripts in advance of events happéning.

So why then, is the reporter reporting that the@®ain Building (WTC7) has come down
when it is clearly visible behind her as she sp@aks

"If we reported the building had collapsed befaread done so, it would have been an error”

An error? That does not explain how someone knevibthlding was coming down before it
actually had done.

WTCY7 stood for hours, and for someone to put diarmation that it would come down
within 20 minutes is a little suspicious, don't ywbink?

Not to mention it is the 3rd building in history ¢ollapse due to fire, the first two being WTC
1 and 2 *rolls eyes*

Complain about this post

e 9
» At 06:30 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Steve Emsley wrote:

So...

1. You lost the tapes of one of the most imporémaints in US history? REALLY? The
citizens of the UK should all stop paying their Tak as this is the most ridiculous and
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irresponsible thing | have ever heard. It is prap&OT TRUE as American broadcasters
keep ALL FOOTAGE in controlled vaults/rooms.

2. You anchor CLEARLY states that WTC 7 has colEpsvhile it is still in the shot. It is
repeated. She even says that it WAS 47 stories.

3. Your point "5" is a joke... just a mistake like:

A. losing the tapes.

B. The reporter NOT USING qualifiers such as "app#y" or "it's reported” or "we're
hearing" as you imply above.

C. The feed getting dropped.

Shame on you.

Complain about this post

« 10.
At 06:32 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Justin Ross wrote:

If there was no conspiracy on your part, thenuslivho told BBC News that WTC?7 fell
down before it actually happened. The video ydoo&ing for will show the building before
collape with your reporter telling the public itchalready collaped.

Complain about this post

o« 11.
At 06:33 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e William wrote:

Sorry, | am not convinced by this blog. | fail ®eshow it is impartial and crucial to the issue
at hand..claiming to loose your own footage oveewnt like this doesn't seem to fit.

| am not labelling you as anything other than unoocing as regards the comments you've
posted here. Thank you for your time, sincerelyliafi.

Complain about this post

- 12.
* At 06:34 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Justin Ross wrote:

If there was no conspiracy on your part, thenuslivho told BBC News that WTC?7 fell
down before it actually happened. The video ydoo&ing for will show the building before
collapse with your reporter telling the public #dalready collapsed.

Complain about this post

13

* At 06:34 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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» Steve Emsley wrote:

Finally, 1 do not think you were WILLINGLY part & conspiracy... you were just fed
information off a wire and repeated it.

Of course the lowly BBC would not be "let in" oncbua plot. You were simply used as
pawns... mouthpieces and the evidence of thistisarilost footage".

Complain about this post

- 14.
e At 06:35 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e justinwrote:

BBC BUSTED AGAIN HAHAHA :D

Complain about this post

« 15
+ At 06:38 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Lazwrote:

"We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/@lecage (for reasons of cock-up, not
conspiracy).”

How convenient!!! So of course when you DO get hafithe footage, you can say "well this
is not original footage so it's not reliable!" Haterly unpredictable. The very fact that you
claim not to have the archive footage (which I'mesyou're required to keep for various legal
reasons) is enough to prove that in fact the Briisainwashing Corporation IS in fact part of
a conspiracy.

Incidentally, as much as you'd like people to thatikerwise, "conspiracy" is not a dirty word.
The government conspired to convince us there W&vD in Iraq - which as you know there
weren't. Conspiracy is an integral part of polit@sd nothing would happen without it.

But you're obviously missing the point. If you hagorted the building as having collapsed
before it did so, it in fact DOES prove you weretfd a conspiracy - for there is NO
EARTHLY WAY anyone, not least the BBC, could haveolwn that WTC7 was going to
collapse. It had been hit by nothing, and there measignificant damage. And yet you knew
it was going to collapse, and even WHY it collapséeéfore it even did!!! Sorry, but your
guoting some naysayer from Youtube is as weak plapation as it is possible to give.

You are the weakest link. Goodbye!!

Complain about this post

« 16.
e At 06:41 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Deep Fwoat wrote:
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It is remarkable, though, that the BBC believedidding was to collapse in an
unprecedented way, and the idea that there wasieg¥amowledge of the collapse doesn't fit
well with the official story.

The clips are all over the net, finding them shdwddeasy for a news network.

Complain about this post

- 17.
* At 06:42 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Tim Zeiders wrote:

Pretty weak explanation Mr. Porter. Only 3 building history have collapsed from "fire" (all
on 9/11/01) and your reporter happened to predietsccollapse 15 minutes before it
happened. And mysteriously her live feed was csttpefore the actual collapse. It is as if
you reported on the collapse of the World Tradet&€wsron 9/10/01. You are involved in the
cover up Mr. Porter. ALso, maybe you could explainv she knew it would collapse when
NIST still cant figure out how it happened. Youp&nation is actually that she made a
mistake? 3 buildings in history collapse like that she makes a "mistake” predicting one
right before it happens? | dont think so. The polif they had the guts) would call that prior
knowlege of a crime. If i went to the police angaded a crime before it happened i dont
think they would take "oops it was a mistake" ag®aruse. Not from me anyway. Maybe
from you

Complain about this post

« 18.
At 06:43 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Lazwrote:

Still no comments, Richard? Still waiting for SOMBE to write a hit piece supporting your
view and "discrediting" the obvious - that the BB&ked-up on 9/11 and reported on
something that hadn't happened before it happeméthefore the BBC could have KNOWN
it was going to happen!!!

Complain about this post

« 109
At 06:48 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
»  Stewart Cowarwrote:

Mr Richard Porter, were you there to see what mfdion was being passed onto reporters? |
would like to respond to your five points.

1. The BBC does not have to be part of the conspit@have been given advance
information that had been released too soon imr.erro

2. They didn’t use words like “apparently”, thegghed up the following message on the
screen,

“The 47 story Salomon Brothers building close te World Trade Centre has also
collapsed.”

That is pretty definite, and 20 minutes beforeatsviorought down.
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3. Are you trying to say that after the picturemirNew York started going all fuzzy (i.e.
when someone realised that the building was saifiding), that the reporter did not
remember five minutes later a 47 storey buildindppsing behind her?

4. | believe you. You can view it here
http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20060207building7.htm

5. The BBC gets its second opinions from YouTubw,raoes it?

Serious answers are required from the BBC, notremathitewash. People are waking up all
over the place that 9/11 was an inside job, yeBMBE still insists on trying to discredit
conspiracy “theorists” left, right and centre.

When the whole world has woken up to the truth &8élid, will the Beeb still be denying it?

Complain about this post

« 20.
+ At 06:59 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

. comeonwrote:

Ok what credibility do you have? In 4 and 5 you iynzyou don't have the video to judge and
then you admit to reading the comments about tarube?

| guess those technical difficulties were just calence too? Whatever, go back to sleep.

Complain about this post

. 21

At 07:07 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

. tom wrote:
so the footage has been lost ? how convenient !!
how can you people call yourselves journalists.
you make me sick

Complain about this post

o« 22.
e At 07:14 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Michael wrote:
Dear BBC World,
Do you really expect the world to believe you wiyen say:

"We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/@tecage (for reasons of cock-up, not
conspiracy)."

Your credibility has been utterly annihilated!

Time to come clean folks...
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Complain about this post

e 23.
e At 07:14 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Chris wrote:

To report that a building had collapsed beforead done so would be an odd sort of error,
wouldn't it ? A bit like reporting that the Lord Mar's trousers had fallen down before they
did so.

Complain about this post

o« 24
+ At 07:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

» Steve wrote:
"We didn't get told in advance that buildings wgoing to fall down."

Errrr clearly you did. The reporter said the builgihad collapsed 20 mins before it collapsed.
What was it, a guess? A premonition?

Please stop avoiding the question.

Jane Standley has nothing to do with anything vaetold the building had collapsed so she
repeated that. If you watch the video in questios ieported that the building has collapsed
before the anchor goes to Jane Standley.

So you cannot pass this off as her mistake.
Now please explain to the people how the BBC krienhiuilding was going to collapse.

Complain about this post

« 25
At 07:27 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* De wrote:
Hmm, you lost the footage. It was there yesterday.

Complain about this post

e 26.
e At 07:45 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Jan wrote:

The down to earth conspiracy theorists aren't gpiyie BBC had any part in a conspiracy,
but are arguing that its clear that the BBC reaiviessage that the building had collapsed
(probably part of a press release by a govermédiciadfin NYC) and reported so.

It seems that this press release by whichever Nffi€ial was released before the WTC7
building actually did collapse/implode and so ibwis that at least some NYC officials had
foreknowledge that the building was going to bestaown.
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This brings even more validity that the buildingsyaulled (imploded) which takes time to
prep and had to be done in advance of the events.

You can't wire and place explosives for a CD imapte of hours time. It has to have been
done in advance.

Complain about this post

e 27.
e At 07:47 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e chris r wrote:

lame white wash...

put this report into the context of other eye watiges who stated that they were told "the
building is goin to blow"

connect the dots!

Complain about this post

. 28
« At 07:51 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Lazwrote:
But nothing to do with conspiracy right, Richard®tla "cock-up"?!?!

Complain about this post

. 29

* At 07:53 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e pg wrote:
Don't worry, simple "cock-up”. Bye bye original &
Welcome 1984.

Complain about this post

+ 30.
At 07:54 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Doug Lain wrote;

Both CNN and the BBC received word that WTC 7 waisig to collapse, or was collapsing.
Why do you deny this?

Complain about this post

+ 31
+ At 07:55 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Ajay wrote:

26



You assert you lost the footage due to cock upremaonspiracy..... Any evidence of the
‘cock-up'???? Or just your assertion???

Complain about this post

32
+ At 07:58 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Brgr wrote:

| do have the clip, unedited, downloaded from arefurg. It is 41min and 41 sec long and it
is 1,0GB in size.

If interested; please contact me for any more mftdron.
Regards

Complain about this post

. 33
« At 08:00 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
i anon wrote:
911 conspiracy file program aired the prevoius veaekseems to have bitten you on the arse!

Complain about this post

. 34
« At 08:00 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Michael Rigby wrote:
Pathetic.
Now everybody KNOWS that you are part of the corasp.

Complain about this post

e 35.
« At 08:02 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» The NWO sucks wrote:

‘The 9/11 conpiracy theories are pretty well kndwmow. The BBC addressed them earlier
this month with a documentry,the conpiracy files'

There seems to be some doubt on the second paiut tidese theories being 'addressed'. The
BBC would need several hours to do the subjecicgist

http://debunking-bbc.blogspot.com/

Complain about this post

+ 36.

* At 08:09 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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» karl wrote:
this explanation puts shame on the BBC!
you "lost the tapes".. sure sure..

Complain about this post

- 37.
+ At 08:11 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

» jfal wrote:

This story originates from 911.blogger.com - a 9AgWs blog. I've been following it there.
The main point of the story is not to say thatBBC blew up WTC building 7. It's to point
out that there may have been prior knowledge oresol's part. The collapse of WTC 7 may
have been planned. Why don't you try to figure I&andley got this information? Why
brush this off as a joke? Many, many people ob\iodsn't think it's a joke. People are very
suspicious of mainstream news because of the skafanvestigative work on anything of
great importance, like 9/11, like the reasons fang to war in Iraq. Please try to remember
that this is your job - to ask tough questions. o0&l not asking questions here. Your making
fun of real peoples' real concerns.

Complain about this post

« 38
+ At 08:13 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

*  Simon wrote:
The BBC has some explaining to do before any reimgicredability is washed away..

| say remaining, because of that appauling 9/1Lis@ntary which failed to prove
anything...aka, another whitewash.

Richard Porter, your blog entry could well go dowvrhistory as the most pathetic attempt to
explain away the questions being asked by truegtatnd honest people.

| beg of you to do the right thing!

Complain about this post

« 30.
e At 08:13 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e justin t wrote:

"We no longer have the original 9/11 tapes”. Howwenent, its not like it was an important
day or anything, why back it up. The intelligentrmounity does not believe your lame duck
explaination.

Complain about this post

* 40.

* At 08:16 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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«  Emmanuel wrote:

A "mistake" ?? The BBC can not avoid to explairs tincredible TV premonition. Please,
face your responsibility : who told you that thisilding had collapse ?

Complain about this post

. 41
At 08:17 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e jay wrote;
You at the BBC must feel very embarrassed puttirtgsach a feeble explanation!

Complain about this post

e 42,
e At 08:17 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e John wrote:

BBC being "part of the conspiracy" is clearly a heniring and avoids the real question that
this gaffe brings up: WHERE DID THE BBC GET THE INRMATION THAT 1)

BUILDING 7 HAD COLLAPSED, 2) THAT THE PROBABLE CAUB WAS FIRES AND

3) THAT THERE WERE NO CAUSALTIES. This is highly spific information which

renders your explanation dubious to say the |&asir "the video vanished" excuse is a real
laugh. Maybe it went to the same place as the vadéloe "hijackers" and other passangers
getting on to the 4 planes, the pentagon survedladeos and the videos from the 4 cameras
on the bus that blew up in Tavistock.

Complain about this post

43
+ At 08:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* lvan Sommer jr. wrote:

Dear Mr. Porter,

firstly if you still stand behind and consider timanipulative and biased attack from The
Conspiracy Files about the 9/11 Truth to be callédocumentary”, well we are perhaps
living in different universe.

Detailed rebuttals of your hitpiece have been @higld on several respected websites
including the website endorsed by the 9/11 victamifies, who were deeply disturbed by
your recent attacks.

http://911truth.org/index.php

In terms of the current issue with the apparent B&€knowledge of the collapse of WTC
building 7, again you engage in very manipulatismpaign. Most of the sites, citing this
information only claim that the information has bg®obably passed over to the BBC
newsroom from the guilty party not that you haverba part of some overall conspiracy.

It is very said the the last icon of journalism BC is now being managed by C grade
propagandists instead of serious journalist antepsionals.
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My grandpa used to listen to the BBC during the Wi8ide the occupied Europe when
such activity was prohibited under the highest paiment. | continued in this family tradition.
But for me today was the last day of watching asighing to your channels, goodbye, you
won't be missed.

Complain about this post

. 44,
. At 08:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Callan wrote:

| see you claim that "the 9/11 conspiracy thecsiespretty well known by now" and "the
BBC addressed them earlier this month with a docuang"

Considering that there are 214 comments left, a€lwthe vast majority disagree that the
documentary by Guy Smith was unbiased | suggestlibee is a large number of people who
are no longer willing to accept the official starfy9/11. The reason for this is because of the
many good points made by the many people who vmnoadhich were simply not addressed
by the hit piece.

http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors/2007/02/91destions.html

The above article does nothing to dispell the neasehy the BBC footage which is now
appearing all over the internet is causing suclaeevof feeling.

It does not answer the question of why Jayne S¢grathid the newscaster in the studio both
tell us that the WTC7 has fallen..when it is clgaikible in the background.

As the official story is that the building wasrpiilled" as stated by Silverstein, and that the
building simply fell down due to damage, how theiit ipossible for the BBC to know in
advance that it was damaged to such an extendvenae of it actually falling?

So we are to believe that no one can remembeiilrees of this valuable piece of
information. No one? Not even the reporter on tleeigd? | find that incredible.

May | suggest that as you have "lost" the origfoatage that you view the footage online,
rather than chasing down the copies which peogeiploading and having them
removed...fairly quickly | might add. You seem @ dible to do that with some accuracy.
You say "Our reporter Jane Standley was in New Yoorkhe day of the attacks, and like
everyone who was there, has the events seared onifiek 1've spoken to her today and
unsurprisingly, she doesn't remember minute-by-teimeihat she said or did - like everybody
else that day she was trying to make sense of sifeatvas seeing; what she was being told;
and what was being told to her by colleagues indoonwho were monitoring feeds and wires
services."

Okay, then clear up how she clearly report's thiagsing of WTC7 for us.

There can be no confusion surely, either the ngjds there or it is not. And we can clearly
see that it is. The information must have come femmewhere....so who was feeding her the
information that day?

You say "As one of the comments on You Tube sayaydso the guy in the studio didn't
quite know what was going on? Woah, that totallyves conspiracy..

This is a crucial point and cannot be overstatelllsepeat it, How can you report a building
collapsing in advance of it's actually doing so.aivlthe official story is that no one knew it
was going to collapse?

It is suspicious that you lost the feed just betbeebuilding actually collapsed. Or is this just
providential as the embarrasment factor would Hmeen through the roof, and explanation
required, as it is now.
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There is not even the possibility of a time delaylayne Standley moves to one side while the
camera zooms in and even gestures at the sceretatking about it as being live.

Complain about this post

45
+ At 08:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

» edbo wrote:
Not very convincing.
If there was ever a real criminal investigatioroittie events of 9/11 this would be a lead.

And since you believe there is nothing to hide, wibnt you tell us all who told you the
building was going to collapse? After all, the tapeay be missing from the day but surely
there are other logs and documentation surviving...

Complain about this post

e 46.
e At 08:20 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Joseph wrote:

Thank you for this. It's a shame that the work thatBBC did on that day has been targeted
by sore conspiracy theorists.

If you ever do get hold of the coverage, pleaseasd the moments after Shandley's feed was
interrupted. It was in those moments that 7 Worad€ actually fell, and the coverage would
have gone back there. For some odd reason, theicanstheorists neglected to show
anything past the moment of the feed being lost.

Complain about this post

o 47.
e At 08:22 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e JudgeDredd wrote:

2. In the chaos and confusion of the day, I'm gsutiee we said things which turned out to be
untrue or inaccurate - but at the time were basetthe best information we had. We did what
we always did - sourced our reports, used quatifywords like "apparently” or "it's reported”
or "we're hearing" and constantly tried to chec#t dauble check the information we were
receiving.

| do not recall qualifiying words in the report. &riefore, it must have been from a very
gualified source.

Complain about this post

* 48.

+ At 08:23 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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Whatever wrote:

| don't believe you, BBC. You've got a lot more kxping to do. There's no way this can be
dismissed as simply as an editorial blog.

Complain about this post

o 49.
e At 08:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Nick Murphy wrote:

Just to point out that BBC World / BBC World Sewvis not funded by the license fee but
directly from Government funds.

Complain about this post

 50.
+ At 08:28 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Andy wrote:

| doubt there are any serious 9/11 investigatasttiink the BBC is actually part of the 9/11
conspiracy. The only thing you're guilty of is refiog the rubbish that's fed to you by the
authorities and not doing any real investigativef@alism.

It's clear that something is very wrong with thestiage. You are clearly reporting that an
event has happened before it actually happenedasafat as I'm aware the BBC doesn't have
psychic powers. You reported accurate informatiooua 20 minutes too early. It looks like
somebody, somewhere messed up here, althoughatigtttee BBC, which I'm sure was just
reporting on information that it was given and bed#id to be factual.

The real question is - who gave you this informaio

WTC7 was not hit by a plane, it suffered verydittlamage, and fires in the building were
minimal (those statements are backed up by a t@hatographic evidence). Before 9/11 no
steel framed building in history has ever collapedause of fire damage. In fact all steel
framed buildings that have been completely guttetirb have remained standing.

So, it's absolutelely inconceivable that anyondabave predicted that WTC7 was going to
collapse that day...unless they already knew itgeasg to collapse. And nobody could have
known it was going to collapse unless the buildiras rigged to collapse. And nobody can
argue against the fact that the collapse of WTORIEXACTLY like a controlled
demolition.

So this footage is strong evidence that someone kimat WTC7 was about to collapse by a
controlled demolition.

Your pathetic and highly misleading 9/11 conspirdogumentary said "Case Closed". | don't
think so, and this footage proves it.

Complain about this post

« 51

* At 08:29 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

32



» doug owen wrote:
| have read you statement reguarding the Pre Nofi®éTC 7 (the salomon building),

| don't think the BBC is part of a Conspiracy. Buhat is the fact, it seems pretty incredible
that you guys were able to mistakenly pre alerwibdd to a building collapse that hadn't
happened yet.

We want to know who put that information out. Whbidtthe network to run the story. If
there was no "conspriacy” then | am sure that tB€ Bill be happy to divulge that
information as well.

This seems all to prophetic

Complain about this post

« 52

« At 08:30 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Judda wrote:
Let’'s change the subject guys this one is gettidg o
Have you seen what Brittany had Done with her ladgly?
Or
Did you know that Dame Helen got an award last tfigh

Oh my prediction for the future is the BBC is gotegdo a whitewash again and this
important news won't make the headlines becausern& pop culture crap takes precedence.

Please wake up,
Luv you J. xxx

Complain about this post

+ 53

* At 08:33 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Stranded in Babylon wrote:
@ Nick Hatton, message 3:

BBC World isn't "publicly funded via a licence fedf's a commercially-sponsored channel
which carries advertising.

Complain about this post

« 54,
At 08:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Kevin Fenton wrote:

You wrote:
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"We didn't get told in advance that buildings wgoing to fall down."

That is very obviously an untruth. You clearly reed 7 had collapsed before it actually
collapsed and you must have received this infolwnatiom some person or organisation - or
do your news gatherers have second sight? We wamniowv where it's from - phone call, e-
mail, fax, face-to-face conversation?

What | find most disturbing about your responstné you should be conducting an
investigation into this, but you have already préged the result of the investigation, just like
the politicians you are supposed to be reporting on

As for quoting a YouTube poster in your defendeanks, it gave us a good laugh.

Complain about this post

« 55
+ At 08:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Ben wrote:

| want my money back. You did not explain where got information (you just made up this
information on the spot?!) that building 7 had apBed even though it hadn't and, as your
own Conspiracy Files portrayed, the collapse wasliylunexpected. This whole thing, along
with the completely discredited hit piece of yowrSpiracy Files makes me have absolutely
no faith in the beeb's impartiality. This isn't@planation, its a denial of guilt. My email to
you simply wanted to know who or what your sour@swlaiming that the building had
collapsed and that it was due to structural daméga.are a public servant BBC, please start
serving the damn public!

Complain about this post

+ 56.
+ At 08:37 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
*  Wayne wrote:
So, let me make sure I'm getting this straight:

One of the biggest news corporations in the WORAM] you've LOST the footage from
arguably the most important day in modern history??

*shakes head*
Incompetence doesn't even begin to cover it, dtlialy believed you.

| am thoroughly ashamed that you are funded thrakigTV Licence, and are therefore
essentially there because we pay for you, thentryoand 'fob' us off with this drivel.

Not good enough. By a long shot.

Complain about this post

« 57

* At 08:38 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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*  bruce mcintosh wrote:
Mr. Porter,
The truth will set you free.

Regards,
Bruce

Complain about this post

+ 58
+ At 08:42 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Roman wrote:
Richard,
I'm lost on your bizarre response in point 4.

| didn't think you'd need to be told but....thebrling of your output' is all over the internet,
spreading like wildfire. Why can't you ‘get holditiike everybody else?

Why don't you post it on your blog like everybodsee

Complain about this post

« 50
* At 08:42 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* UnderTowwrote:

Seems quite simple then.

2. Then what was your source for this report, ttbime across the wire, or was it called it, or
what

3. Then what does she remember as she watchettlaguiollaspe right outside that window
after reporting it already collapsed. Does she raber that?

4. They are in the archive and everyone has them no
5. What is the source of the error?

Complain about this post

+  60.
« At 08:45 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Kevin Ryan wrote:
Mr. Porter,
Interesting piece on WTC 7. We're all hoping by a bit of doctored footage.

If it is not, please do let us know what is abaubh&ppen in or around Iran. And be so kind as
to give us more than 20 minutes notice.
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Complain about this post

+ 61
+ At 08:45 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Timothy Cleary wrote:

This really is a strange news article - you reblye to ask yourself are we all getting
paranoid or are the BBC really part of somethingimdarker - its not funny and like most
ordinary citizens | am not finding an awful lot@imfort in the way the BBC ahs and is
dealing with 9/11.

Complain about this post

* 62
* At 08:48 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* lan Bell wrote:

We are still waiting for your explanation as to wjgur reporter claimed to camera that
WTC7, clearly visibly standing behind her, had apied, Mr Porter.

If you want to convince us the BBC isn't "part o tconspiracy” cover up at least, you would
do well to attempt to do so.

Complain about this post

* 63
+ At 08:48 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

*  Sheiban Shakeri wrote:

| find it interesting how those who have read @rdgorial already had the bias in their head
that the major news organizations were in on 9fidlvaould not bother to change their
opinion and accept that what they are believirgjngply wrong, plain and simple. The
government, the media and everything else thaddoave been involved in 9/11 is run by
humans, and as humans, we make mistakes. It wasfasag day, now please put this to
rest.

Complain about this post

s 64.
« At 08:48 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Ben wrote:

This also proves that the BBC and mainstream nswsthing more than reporters. All you
do is report what you are told, even when the thinag is supposed to be levelled is standing
47 stories tall DIRECTLY BEHIND YOU! You don't evdiother to look around to see if a
building has collapsed :| How poor is that!!??

How can you call yourselves journalists? We neédhtaw who gave you this information (I
believe the BBC is innocent on this, so don't makersonal, even though you did with the
hit piece) as they clearly had fore-knowledge eflilding's impending collapse.
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This could be integral to finding out what reallgppened on that day, please give us puney
populace some answers!

Complain about this post

* 65.
+ At 08:49 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» David Reynolds wrote:

The only conspiracy is allowing these Editors blagbe over-run by these infantile
conspiracy nutters.

| think most of these people need to try and gefdity check, they seem to think they are
starring in a episode of 24!.

Complain about this post

» 66.
e At 08:50 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Simon Rafe wrote:

| am amazed by the fact that there appear to l®monents from people who are not of the
opinion that 9/11 was a conspiracy and that the BBS part of that conspiracy, or at least
fed information from those who were.

The simplest explanation for the 9/11 attacks &, tbad and horrifying as it is, is that a group
of extremists were able to carry out a brutal &tgccesfully. It is horrific that someone
would do such a thing, and it is difficult to belesthat it would be successful.

But the alternative - that the government of theAUsanaged to successfully plant explosives
and hijack their own planes etc. - beggars bdliés. less-likely than the alternative because
the amount of planning that a government group dbale required. To the best of my
knowledge, no memos suggesting that 9/11 was argast action have appeared - and
such memos would have had to exist in some form.

Also, why have Muslim extremists claimed 9/11 asrg? Afghanistan has been invaded
because of this - why did the Taliban keep claintivey did it if they did not? Surely honesty
on their behalf would be clear. Yet we see no Yd€lvideos from them saying that they
were not responsible.

As for the BBC being "involved" - they made a mik&talf they were truly part of the
conspiracy, then they would have been taking MUREBTER CARE than to report
something so obviously in error.

Complain about this post

+ 67.
+ At 08:53 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Andy wrote:

The BBC is a disgrace.
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Complain about this post

+ 68.
+ At 08:54 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Michael wrote:

Someone clearly made a decision to make the anemart that WTC7 had fallen before it
actually fell. Who made that decision? We're nahgao let this one go!

Complain about this post

e 69.
At 08:55 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e SmellTheTyrannwrote:

Convenient that the footage got lost, perhapsgitniurn up in the same place as all the 7/7
CCTV footage and all the film of the Pentagon?

It adds a lot of weight to your article when youmsup by quoting a post on Youtube as your
concluding argument.

All anyone is asking for is answers , and these fiullet points provide nothing but hot air.

Complain about this post

« 70.
+ At 08:56 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Tomb wrote:

I'm not a conspiracy nut. But this footage of yoeports of WTC7 collapsing a full 20
minutes prior and repeatedly discussing it's cektaig highly suspicious.

If you were talking about a building that never dallapse, well then you'd just look
imcompitent. But as we all know, building 7 did,arfeat that suspended all laws of physics
and logic, collapse spontaneously due to fired@or$ 7 & 12.

You can't possibly expect us to believe this. Lletdk at all the pieces here.

1. BBC reports for 20 solid minutes that WTC7 hakapsed when even in the live shot it
stands as sturdy as the day it was built.

2. The idea that WTC7 would collapse spontaneodiséyto minor fires and minimal damage
to the north face is laughable and an insult telligence. But it did, approximately 5 minutes
AFTER BBC's report....or at least 5 minutes afserelStandley's live shot was disconnected.

3. BBC loses all of it's 9/11 footage so this cary@®reviewed or explained. My nephew still
has all his VHS tapes from that day. He recordetbat every news station for 24 hours
straight. He's 19 now. He was 13 when it happened.

So, a 13 year old can be more responsible witNVHIS tapes than one of the largest news
organizations?
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4. The archive footage is mysteriously pulled dffoutube and google video repeatedly and
without provocation or explanation.

5. BBC's response is, 'there is no conspiracya# a/mistake.'

Grant us logical thinkers at least one thing. Thisighly suspicious. The BBC needs to
reveal what source they drew the conclusion thaCWad collapsed.

Oh, and the ez-out phrases like 'it appears' aedeweceiving reports that.." were not used
throughout this footage.

Especially when the anchor starts talking abou{ldek of) body count since there was so
much time to evacuate since the collapse of WTC1-2.

The BBC needs to reveal what source they drewdhelasion that WTC7 had collapsed. |
do not necessarily think the BBC is a witting pagant in some 9/11 conspiracy, but it's
definitely looking like you were a pawn. Revealiwgo/where the BBC received the
information that WTC7 had collapsed would be a gstadglt in clearing your name.

Complain about this post

. 71
« At 08:56 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e One of Many wrote:
This is crazy. Just release your source and be wdahet. I'll make it easy for you.

A. CIA

B. Whitehouse

C. Brittish Secret Service
D. Downing Street

E. All of the above

Complain about this post

e 72.
e At 08:57 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

 Dawn wrote:

As the days drag on and this 911 inside job thgargs momentum, more and more facts are
being exposed. Bush and Cheney have not deviatadthreir plans(Rebuilding America's
Defences) but they do seem to be in the act ofaetaipn.They seem to understand that some
of the american citizens have been awoken thantteetolack of empathy for real issues that
the American people WANT taken care of.

Also their allies are realizing the BIG picture ludes their demise too.

| suggest anyone willing to believe the NEWS- ASESBEON T.V. Read Project for a New
American Cenrty.

Complain about this post

« 73

+ At 08:58 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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* Michael wrote:

How convenient you lost the tapes. So next timeetbhing of this scale happens, we all better
switch on our £100 VCRs because it could be passitait BBC World again forgets pressing
the "record" button on the high tech equipment lyought with public means.

But you're lucky, on 9/11 someone indeed recoraeaot footage. It's on the Internet in

various archives if you care to search for it. @lit.

And you can make mocking comments about 9/11 "deaxsptheories™ all day long, the fact
just doesn't go away that you reportedd¢bbapseof WTC-7 - while the building still stood
behind Jane Standley for everyone to see.

Explain this to us. Ok, so you can't find your \adeof 9/11 anymore. Cool, might be. But do
you also throw away the files, faxes, press rekeate you base your news reporting on?
Show us the news agency report that first madesgguhat the Salomon building (WTC-7)
had collapsed. Thank you.

Complain about this post

e 74,
At 08:59 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e -V-wrote:

we lost the 911 tapes.. oops sorry.. yeah rightsguhe BBC also had something to do with
the missing moon tape's. Well, if you need a cagsy ask the conspiracy people they cover
your tracks pretty good. The day of the century yamal lost the tapes... seriously lame excuse
if you ask me :-(

and it's not so much what she's saying more thethf®ugh weakness" story of the male
reporter.. HOW COULD HE CLAIM THAT? Even NIST and&EMA don't know that!

Better come clean BBC or you got some real expigitd do... you ow THE PEOPLE THAT
PAY You!l

Complain about this post

+ 75.
+ At 09:00 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» philcozz wrote:

"If we reported the building had collapsed befaread done so, it would have been an error -
no more than that.”

Uh, it WASN'T an error... That's the point. You geerping on about what a chaotic day it
was. Then why didn't the anchor say something IWé&'re getting some unconfirmed reports
of some other building apparently collapsing... Wive to check up on this... etc.” No, he
had (23 minutes before hand) the name of the Imgldhe correct # of floors in the building
(47), the explanation of the collapse (weakenedthgr collapses), and he was reporting that
the building was apparently empty. You even haglgs made up for the scrolling info at
the bottom of the screen. That is some pretty pea@porting for a day of chaos when
everyone was "...trying to make sense of what there seeing... and what was being told by
colleagues in London who were monitoring feeds\ainds services."

40



And there lies the key (perhaps). No doubt the wés just being fed to the anchor and
reporter off the wires as the news would crose.,. wihich agency fed that bit about WTC7
collapsing? AP? Reuters? VOA? We'll probably ndéwerw, but you got the information

from some source more than 23 minutes before péragd (had to be longer than 23 minutes,
because there must have been some delay frommikedhie story came over the wires and the
time the anchor actually got the news out on the ai

Do | think the BBC is "...part of a conspiracy"? .Ndut you were played perfectly by some
entity, IMO.

Complain about this post

+ 76.
* At 09:01 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

« Katwrote:

It's all falling apart. The truth cannot be hidderever. You will have to answer for your own
knowledge of what really happened. Thanks forwWosderful, gigantic screw-up BBC!

Complain about this post

- T77.
e At 09:01 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Barbaricfellow wrote:

Yeah.., we know its ONLY footage of the biggestraater WW2 so of course you would
have lost it by now ()

How many lost and locked away footage, accompamyeaih OCEAN of non working
equipment is "reasonable” for any sane man to agoepreckon?

| think we are way beyond that point by now,ananitazes me there are still people who think
otherwise..

Same as i have a hard time believing that in Lorsddf7 "attack”, there where 2 anti
terrorism drills at the same time at the sametat?

Indeed just like 911....

But i guess some people and the BBC included fiad'it necessary to investigate such
extremely far reaching,influential,and world shapevents extremely well.And are perfectly
happy with the "investigations" done so far. Bitaolvaste to invest money into "conspiracies”
not?

Complain about this post

. 78
« At 09:01 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
*  Michelle wrote:
| suppose you are being paid a tidy sum to spath sonsense, otherwise, how could you??

No journalists are to be trusted, they either aera@ed to play along or choose to do so.
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Which are you, sir?

Complain about this post

e 79.
At 09:03 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Ken Eichler wrote:

You mean to tell me that the BBC - because of evgarp - either lost or destroyed all of the
tapes from the most infamous day in modern history?

| am curious, was anyone at the BBC held accouat@ablsuch a "cock-up?"

Where did you get the information you reported thatSalomon Smith Barney building
(WTC7) fell?

Did you corroborate it with anyone else? If so, wifo
Who at your station was in charge of content tlagt @
Please release immediately the entire set of tapesyour sister channel News 24.

Complain about this post

- 80.
At 09:05 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
*  Matthewwrote:

It was obvious to the FDNY that the building wasngpoto fall down at some point. It was on
fire, creaking and leaning - this is why they ceghan area around the building. There is
plenty of testimony to back this up, see this doeam

http://www.911myths.com/WTC7 Lies.pdf

(Firefighter testimony is in section 2 which statgage 36)

Are people really saying that the firefighters epgering up a controlled demolition of
WTC7?

Its hardly unlikely that people on the ground wolbdtalking about the building being likely
to collapse - and that chinese whispers turnedntos'has collapsed".

At just after 4pm EDT, Aaron Brown of CNN reportihit WTC7 "has either collapsed or is
collapsing”

http://screwloosechange.blogspot.com/2007/02/crirpoEss-release-too.html

You can see from the clip that he clearly doesmivkwhich building WTC7, and there is no
reason to suppose that Jane Standly knew either.

It's post hoc reasoning to see this as suspiciodsa indication of the desperation of the
Conspiracy Fantasists that they are getting sdexkabout this.

Complain about this post
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81
+ At 09:05 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e MrV wrote:

Oh that's right you don't keep things archived #ratfrom one of the most important events
in history.

Wow, how Lame.

Complain about this post

+ 82
+ At 09:06 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* adian deanmvrote:

DEAR MR. PORTER -
PLEASE EXPLAIN THIS:

THE REPORTER STATES, | REPEAT 'STATES' THAT THE BUDING HAS FELL -
WHO TOLD HER.

WHO TOLD HER? . ..
WHO TOLD HER? . ..
WHO TOLD HER? . ..
WHO TOLD HER? . ..
WHO TOLD HER? . ..

QUESTION 2:
WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE - AND DO YO MEAN ALL
THE FOOTAGE FORM 9/11 - PLEASE EXPLAIN!

WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE . ..
WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE . ..
WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE . ..
WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE . ..
WHAT 'EXCACTLY' HAPPENED TO THE FOOTAGE . ..

Complain about this post

. 83.
e At 09:07 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Herbert George Wells wrote:

| never actually thought | would live to see the tlaat things would surpass even Orwell,
Huxley, Wells, Jack London, Sinclair Lewis, Zamyathyne Rand, on and on...but, the
virtual reality that the "media” create for us nsviruly more unfathomable than even those
great minds warned us of.

Complain about this post
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e 84,
At 09:09 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Auer Westinson wrote:

BBC didnt have to be part of any conspiracy. Tlotsfgseem to be:

Somebody made a press release, stating that WEd ¢dilapsed, over 20 minutes before it
actually did. BBC reports this, doesnt realize air live feed is actually showing the WTC
7 that is still standing.

The question is - who reported this to BBC? Howttiely know it was going to collapse,
beforehand?

And then the feed being cut a couple minutes befdéD collapse..Now id loved it if we
could have watched it collapse live, right behined teporters back. Good enough as it is thou.

And you claim you "lost" the tapes?? Why, im sugeabbed it off BBCs servers! And now
its lost? Whoa! Good one..

Complain about this post

« 85.
« At 09:10 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e John Rowell wrote:

You guys at the BBC are either complete idiotsyane are in on the whole thing. | tend to
think the former is true. Basically, somebody wasding the BBC and other news agencies
with all the events of the day, and on this ong s@ewed up and gave it too early. You have
just become the mouthpiece of the US authoritibgyTgive you information, you guys don't
check it's true, and you tell all your listenerts & fact. What a waste of tax payers money you
all are. The least you can do is open an investigan this matter, if you wish to maintain
any kind of credibility. We expect to hear you tedl who it was that actually cocked up, or
more honestly, who it was of the authorities thatvped this incredibly foresighted
information.

Complain about this post

+ 86.
At 09:11 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» frater plecticus wrote:

Why not admit it... the conspiracy regarding 9-4 Wider and more complicated then when it
was initially formulated....

The possible reason for this denial?

In an eloquently penned reader's letter to theAmgeles Times....

"The number of contradictions in the official vensiof . . . 9/11 is so overwhelming that . . .
it simply cannot be believed. Yet . . . the offlararsion cannot be abandoned because the

44



implication of rejecting it is far too disturbinthat we are subject to a government conspiracy
of ‘X-Files’ proportions and insidiousness."

Complain about this post

« 87.
e At 09:12 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e John Rowell wrote:

By the way, did you know that google keep pullihggtvideo? Only for it to be reposted by
us nutters (conspiracy theorists). That's also dddit you think? Why would it get pulled?

Complain about this post

« 88.
« At 09:13 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e David wrote:

The bottom line is this: you have a news reporand an anchor --reporting the collapse of
World Trade Building 7 when it is clearly standimghe background. You can't explain that
away. Someone sent information that it had colldpsst a little too soon.

Who was that person or group sir?
Oh ya, you probably lost those notes too, rightzt#d confusion and all that.

This coming on the heels of your 911 whitewashefttuth is just priceless. The wheel
turning full circle, at least starting to. I'd admsh you to feel some shame at being caught
red handed at your deceptions, but | realize sharae emotion our media no longer
experiences.

Complain about this post

- 89.
e At 09:15 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Simon wrote:

Sorry. You're running out of excuses. Fess up dyredhe 9/11 hit piece” was more of the
same propaganda.

Complain about this post

« 90.
e At 09:16 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* sts060 wrote:

The really entertaining thing about PCTs (Para@odspiracy "Theorists") is that there is
nothingtoo silly and nonsensical for them to trumpet@®6f" of The Great Conspiracy.

Let's see. TPTB (The Powers That Be), bent on masder and mayhem, considerately wait
several hours before blowing up WTC7 so as to allawdent commanders to clear first
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responders from the collapse zone. Then, since T&&Bnxious that news crews actually
notice the collapse of WTC7 wherdibeshappen, they tell the BBC without waiting forat t
happen!

After all, it wouldn't do for reporters to simplytice a high-rise building collapsing atiten
report on it, would it? Especially since firefigrgehad only been observing collapse
indicators for a few hours - we could hardly refyjournalists to be paying any attention to
the damaged, burning, creaking building, eh?

As Hank Hill would say to the PCTs, "Just whendught you said the stupidest thing ever,
you keep on talking."

Complain about this post

e 91.
e At 09:16 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e andy peters wrote:

considering the amount of cameras in the area,wadgn't footage of the collapse shown
when the story broke or soon after?

in fact i think it wasn't shown til 20mins aftertlctual collapse.

Complain about this post

e 92
« At 09:17 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Bongo wrote:

Richard, you state that... "In the chaos and caoifusf the day, I'm quite sure we said things
which turned out to be untrue or inaccurate - bilh@time were based on the best
information we had."

... that is not the point Richard... The pointlgt we are AMAZED how you managed to
have evidence of an event which turned out to Inepbetely accurate and absolutely true?...
Albeit, at least 23 minutes BEFORE YOU SHOULD HABEEN ABLE TO???

So the BBC are the "Psychic Broadcasting Corpanatow?

Complain about this post

e 03
« At 09:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» David wrote:

I'm sure there are a lot of people pointing finger8BC as if they were part of a complex
"conspiracy theory" (I hate those loaded words)d Aof course, you react to those outragious
claims.

However.
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This so-called "error” proved to be utterly correid given the time-table, the coincidence is
staggeringly difficult to believe.

Not saying that BBC is part of a conspiracy. Bubeter initially perpetuated the reports of
WTC 7 collapsing, well, that is strong evidencdare-knowledge. There are many people,
myself included, that want you to thoroughly invgate this issue to find out where the
source of this ‘error' came from.

WTC 7 was not hit by a plane. The small, sporadesfin WTC 7 were not expected to bring
it down. No steel-framed skyscraper has ever cedldpue to fire (with the exception of the
WTC complex). There was absolutely no indicaticat WTC 7 was due to collapse, yet it
was reported by the BBC before it happened.

The circumstantial evidence is getting to be atérwhelming.

Complain about this post

. 04,
+ At 09:19 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Paul wrote:

Shame on you BBC!

Complain about this post

« 05
* At 09:20 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Deep Fwoat wrote:

| posted the link to the file in the archive. Tiheklwas not posted as a comment. Now the file
is removed. Why is that?

Complain about this post

+ 96.
+ At 09:20 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Toast wrote:

"Just because we reported that JFK was shot beéveas actually shot,
does not prove anything!"

Come on,

You get a thrill by being a shill?

Complain about this post

+  O7.
* At 09:21 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Leepll wrote:
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LOST THE TAPES? Dude, way not just say the dogyate homework, that would be more
credible.

Your busted plain and simple, the BBC had forekmagk that WTC 7 was coming down.
Now be a man and tell us all how you knew?

Complain about this post

e 98.
e At 09:22 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* musings wrote;

Contrary to the dismissive tone of the "explandtievhether or not the building was known
to be about to fall goes to essential point of ablfity for 9/11, foreknowledge.

Those who are in the dock and being cross-exanaredot allowed to wave their hands and
create a plausible explanation. It's gone toodattiat. There is a disastrous war built on false
evidence, and that falsification process may hagub much sooner than is generally now
understood.

In ordinary life, a witness who lies about one ¢hwill be assumed to lie about everything.
And we aren't talking about private matters, budutihe essential role of a government to
defend its country. This issue is about credibiitynews sources during a terror attack, in
which a rush to judgment resulted shortly in aragign of a sovereign nation, and the BBC
know it.

Thousands upon thousands of lives have been lostfén, and there are doubtless more to
come.

Complain about this post

99
* At 09:24 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Marcus wrote:

Could you please not insult our intelligence.

| would find it very hard to believe there is BB@/olvement in this kerfuffle, although |
would question the desision makers. Both thereour pffices and producers of your
biased/erroneuos programming.

Complain about this post

e 100.
e At 09:24 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e tom jefferson wrote:

of course, if the bbc were not involved with anyelnowledge of WTC7 demolition, then
you are at least guilty of horrible journalismhétsolomon building collapsed” yet you
couldn't look out the freaking window to see itl sianding??!?
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what does not help your image (other than the alshobiased hit piece you released last
week), is how, between news reports, the anchtketdfreedom being lost".. yadda yadda...
watching the whole clip looks exactly like a propada video...

mine as well have been:
"you mean it cleans windows AND cooks food!!!1?7?!"

Complain about this post

« 101.
+ At 09:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

. anon wrote:
Mr Porter can you ensure that the page;

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/programmes/conspiradgsfc338551.stm

is amended.
Should read;

1002: United Airlines flight 93 crashes in opengrd near Shanksville, Pennsylvania.
Conspiracy theories argue that the plane nevehedalsere, because there are no large pieces
of visible wreckage at the scene. It is also alieiipat the plane was shot down, and broke up
in mid-air, spreading debris over a wide area.

1657: The UK BBC news media organisation reportslivVérade Centre Building 7 known
as the Salomon Brother Building close to the twannmawers had collapsed. BBC Head of
News, Mr Richard Porter denies to conspiracy tist®that the BBC is envolved in any
conspiracy.

1720: World Trade Centre Building 7, a 47 storeydiog close to the two main towers
collapses. It was not hit by either of the two tijed aircraft. 9/11 conspiracy theories suggest
that it was destroyed deliberately, because it Beftsitive or compromising documents in the
offices of the CIA, Department of Defense and SeSszvice, which were housed in the
building

Complain about this post

102
+ At 09:28 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Jordan Thornton wrote:

| believe that you may not CONSCIOUSLY be a paraimy cover-up, when you air programs
such as "The Conspiracy Files", which attacks thpes®ple asking honest and suspiciously-
lingering questions about that horrific day, inst@ honest programming designed to find
the ANSWERS to those questions, you ARE a path@iin-going cover-up.

(Read the final chapter of Michael Parenti's "Intugn Reality: The Politics of the Mass
Media".)

Just once, | would like to see someone within tlanstream media (after all, it's hardly the
ONLY media anymore) grow a pair, and attempt toresksithe valid concerns of those who
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guestion the official Conspiracy Theory, which remsaunproven and virtually
uninvestigated, due to direct White House interfeeg well over five years after the fact.

(A review of the July 7th story wouldn't hurt eithe)

You could start with these reliable sourdai$p://www.patriotsquestion911.com/

and then talk to these people:
http://www.911truth.org

Responsible journalists would have done this faary ago ...

Complain about this post

- 103.
« At 09:31 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e  Christian wrote:

The CNN "was in on it too", they also prematuredparted WTC7 as collapsed. Look into it:
The collapse was expected, reports on its immifaioire were numerous. Seriously folks,
this just goes to show that the "truther"-moventegn't got anything left.

Complain about this post

 104.
+ At 09:32 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

» Daniel Kensley wrote:
Mr. Porter:
I'm afraid that in attempting to clarify the matteu have only muddied it further.

Those of us who are amazed or baffled or angrytab@imatter are not making any
assertions about the BBC being "part of the coaspit The fact is, reasonable people are
asking a reasonable questiélaw is it possible to have reported the collapsa btiilding
nearly a half an hour before its collapse?

It is both frustrating and troubling that you apptmabe either oblivious to or willingly
flippant about the salient issue at hand. Givergtlaweness of the subject, you do both
yourself and BBC World a great disservice by offgrivhat are either glib dismissals or
outright condescensions.

If, as you state in point three of your clarificatj Ms. Stadley was being fed information by
"colleagues in London who were monitoring feeds wairds services"- then the question
remains,;"Who fed her information about the pending collap&this building"?To ask this
guestion is not to accuse the BBC of complicitgioonspiracy.

As you must be aware by now, the complete, symoatriree-fall implosion of WTC 7
STILL has not be explained by NIST, FEMA, or th@ BCommission. Reasonable people
who have reviewed the collapse footage have nbdttshares a dozen unique
characteristics associated only with building detiawis. Furthermore, the owner of the
building itself, Larry Silverstein, appears to hayamed in a PBS documentary from 2002
that he authorized the destruction of the building®/11.
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http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-
7750532340306101329&g=larry+silverstein&hl=en

Video from the day- available for your perusal omo@le Video, YouTube, and a variety of
other sites- shows police officers and firefighteesning bystanders that this building was
about to be brought down. This too suggests tlabthidings were intentionally demolished.

The BBC footage with Ms. Standley is itself inadeetly bolstering the disturbing argument
that people knew in advance of the collapse obthikling because the collapa@as caused
by human agencyrather than being incidental to the events ofdéng

Given your station in life, you must surely be atdaraw the obvious deductive conclusion
that has haunted rational people for many yearthdmuilding was, as it appears, to have
been demolished, then that demolition must hava p&ened ahead of time- not achieved in
an 8 hour span on 9/11.

This points to not only foreknowledge of the attack but direct complicity in them. And
if you can't comprehend that, then you really shou consider an alternative career far
removed from journalism. Because if ever the worldheeded clear-eyed, fearless, truth-
to-power-speaking media leaders- it is right bloodyow.

Complain about this post

« 105.
« At 09:33 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
 Hawk-owrote:
The world clearly knows where you stand Mr. Portend we will remember.

Complain about this post

e 106.
e At 09:34 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Duane Sandy wrote:

In statement #4 you use the term "cock-up”. In @anae don't have that term so | don't
know what it means. We have the term "cop-out" they the same?

Complain about this post

« 107.
+ At 09:34 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Andrew Ochtinsky wrote:

As an American and a New Yorker, and on behaleatonable people, | say thank you for
addressing this issue.

There are a lot of people who want to believe insparacies. They don't like the things that
have occurred as a result of 9/11, and they wablkatme it on something evil. Four hundred
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years ago, the culprit may have been "Satan" drgpsr "the Vatican". It's paranoia, and it is,
sadly, a common and natural state of mind for nmzegple.

There are still people who say the moon landing faked, that the world is flat, and that the
holocaust never happened. I'm surprised I've nesard a theory about how the founding
fathers of America got together and decided to farsecret government, with the allure of
democracy, but actually loyal to the British crou8od save the Queen!

The arguments of these people are rubbish, bsifiee speech after all. Those of us who
know truth from lies will hear what they say andrdiss it, along with JFK conspiracies and
UFOs.

Thank you, BBC, for humoring these people. It'sdyehan our media corps, who just turn up
the volume on Britney Spears' hairdo every timeetbing like this pops up.

Complain about this post

« 108.
» At 09:35 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* roman wrote:

Rewind for a moment to the first few statementthat broadcast...

ANCHOR:
'Now more on the latest building collapse in Newk,you might have heard a few moments
ago | was talking about the Salomon Brothers bogdiollapsing, and INDEED It Has.'

[Comment 1. "INDEED it has"?. This anchor is vewyesof himself. What has he been told
and by whom when no one else will know for ovemn@utes?]

ANCHOR

‘Apparently that is only a few hundred yards awayf where the World Trade Center towers
were, and it seems that this was not a resultingvaattack, it was because the eh Building
Had Been Weakened eh during this morning's attacks.

[Comment 2. "The, eh, building had been weakenddh? How does he know to say what
will become the official line?]

ANCHOR:
'We'll probably find out more now about that fromr @orrespondent Jane Standley, "Jane
what more can you tell us about the Salomon Brsthailding and it's collapse?™

JANE:
"Well, only really what you already know..."

[ 3. "What more can you tell us?"
"Well only really what you already know."

?7? So the reporter knows what the anchor and newskmow (and what nobody else
knows)...that the building has Indeed collapsed,that the building had been Weakened
during the morning's attacks? ]
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ps: You still use tapes in your newsroom??

Everyone else seems to have gone digital a long digo.

http://broadcastengineering.com/newsrooms/broaicastewsroom_technology/

"As computing power increased in the 1990s and ottechnology became more reliable,
news production systems were deployed, and thageplent of tape as a production medium
began."

Complain about this post

e 1009.
e At 09:35 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Greg Ashton wrote:

You are one of the gate keepers. You have beerhtand are in full scramble mode. You
should have run this explanation by some of yourQ\fiends because it really is a pitiful,
and actually funny one. | feel sorry for you. 9/44s an inside job. You know it...time to
come clean.

Complain about this post

« 110.

+ At 09:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Doug Brownwrote:

Of course the BBC aren’t consciously “part of tl@spiracy”, but certainly you're fed
information all the time that'’s incorrect and mesdieng but yet you still propagate it as “fact”
to the rest of the world. Granted there was afl@bofusion that day, but I still think this
subject of whether or not there was indeed pri@wadge of WTC7’s collapse needs
properly explaining. Also why the building rapidgymmetrically and instantaneously
collapsed into such a confined area needs to Imusér examined. There is still no adequate
explanation of its collapse to date, and most peepll don’t even know it existed let alone
have observed the collapse footage.

Complain about this post

e 111.
At 09:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Edward wrote:

Come on give me break!!!

The video is very simple, the reporter is sayiraf the building fell and it's clearly still
standing just behind her head. Obviously whateves the BBC got it's info from, that wire
service knew what was going to happen before it\didy? well if it really was just a simple
mistake as this editor wrote, than why not makemgple mistake about another building
collapsing why make the mistake on the one thatadlgtdid collapse 27 minutes later. Come
on.

Complain about this post
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o« 112
+ At 09:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Barry wrote:

Chris said it best, "To report that a (steel fraima)ding had collapsed before it had done so
would be an odd sort of error, wouldn't it ? Alike reporting that the Lord Mayor's trousers
had fallen down before they did so." No seriousstjoaer is accusing the BBC of being "in
on" the effort to demolish bldg 7. But somebody veasl released that info a wee bit too
soon. We want to know who told the BBC.

Complain about this post

« 113.
+ At 09:36 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
*  Chuck Feney wrote:

Are these the videos you are looking for?
http://www.liveleak.com/view?i=49f 1172526096

or

http://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc2001095411736/V08591-16.mpg

Complain about this post

114

+ At 09:37 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Doug Brownwrote:

Of course the BBC aren’t consciously “part of tl@spiracy”, but certainly you're fed
information all the time that’s incorrect and mésdiéng but yet you still propagate it as “fact”
to the rest of the world. Granted there was afl@bofusion that day, but | still think this
subject of whether or not there was indeed pri@wedge of WTC7’s collapse needs
properly explaining. Also why the building rapidgymmetrically and instantaneously
collapsed into such a confined area needs to Imusgr examined. There is still no adequate
explanation of its collapse to date, and most peepll don’t even know it existed let alone
have observed the collapse footage.

Complain about this post

o« 115,
At 09:42 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Ticktock wrote:

"Conspiracy theories"? The very term reaks of bias prejudice. People have presented
alarming information that demonstrated prior-knaige and

gaping holes in the "official story". This is thense procedure courts of law use in presenting
a charge of culpibility. Do you call court casesrispiracy theories"? Only a fool would

insist the building 7 collapse isn't very distuidpiPeople simply want the incongruities
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addressed by those who have refused to address Tigsrisn't a "conspiracy theory", it's a
formal inquiry BY THE PEOPLE.

Complain about this post

- 116.
« At 09:42 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* vimanaboywrote:
Sorry BBC, you have just as much credibility on igsie of 9/11 as the u.s. media: zero.

I'm sure it's quite helpful to you to oversimplifye issue by declaring that you aren't part of a
conspiracy.

| don't think many people actually think, "Goshattiane Standley must be in on the WHOLE
THING! | bet she works for the CIAII"

No, it is obvious that she and the fellow in thedsd both received what they believed to be
factual information stating that WTC 7 (aka Theddahn Bros. building) had already
collapsed.

They state it as accomplished FACT, obviously eatizing or recognizing that the building
in their live shot, right behind Standley, showkd building they were saying had collapsed,
still standing!

That just means that they received erroneous irdbam and didn't know what the building
looked like. Neither did I, before all of this, atih sure | would have made the same
mistake.

The problem is that this story further corroberdf#sNY other reports of foreknowledge of
the the imminent collapse of WTC 7. Your footagemportant for that reason, not because it
shows that the BBC was part of a conspiracy ondhgf which is a childish way to respond.

CNN also reported it:

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N1LetB0z8 o

And CNN ALSO showed footage of emergency responaedsreporters saying the the
building is "about to blow up."

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CwjmqgkjwnvQ

So what's the problem here?

No steel scyscraper before 9/11 had EVER collagsedo fire, and the official account
states that the collapse was unexpected and s¢idplained (NIST report), although they are
trying to blame fire.

Your report from that day strongly suggests thatfficial fairy tale was already prepared,
and someone started disseminating it to the melilideato early.

Why don't you try to redeem what is left of youteigrity and soul by repudiating your
ridiculous "documentary" of last Sunday and doiagne REAL investigation of how your
journalists came to report what they reported @ tay?
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Your vague and shallow attempts to dismiss thig veasonable and troubling question are
absurd and transparent. | will do you the courtsegssuming that the article above is an
example of arrogance, laziness and a priori assangtrather than something more sinister.

However, it still exemplifies the BBC's incompeterand incoherence, vis a vis 9/11.

Complain about this post

« 117.
* At 09:43 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e  Matt wrote:

Mr Porter said "In the chaos and confusion of tag, d'm quite sure we said things which
turned out to be untrue or inaccurate - but atithe were based on the best information we
had"

This can be very true. I'm also sure that thereevaeany things reported incorrectly. However
the other things that were reported didnt then Ba@® minutes later in the exact way it was
reported. There was also no other complete buildoligpses to confuse it with as other than
WTC1 & 2 this was the only building to collapse.dyou've lost the news footage of this
generations most shocking event? Give me a breaRdvter. You must have been really
annoyed when you were told you had to try and explas cock-up?

Complain about this post

« 118.
+ At 09:44 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Dave wrote:
There is no 911 conspiracy.

There is, however, human error compounded by thiefwnate) desire for news outlets to be
always be ahead of the competition. This, | believahat we have witnessed with this
erroneous report.

If an official statement is given regarding the gibke collapse of WTC7 (bearing in mind that
eyewitness accounts from firefighters at the scdsseribe the building as being in very poor
condition structurally and on fire, and rescue afiens were ceased in the immediate vicinity
to enable a collapse zone to be created), andsthiered up through the reporting machine
and becomes a statement that WTC7 has collapssdiiia end result is merely an example
of poor information not being properly fact checketbr to broadcast. Something certain
members of the 911 conspiracy crowd are only taalfar with, eh?

If this one incident is what the so called ‘trutitdvement is going to hang its collective hat on
in order to convince the world that 9/11 was asida job', then they are in very bad shape
and are becoming increasingly desperate.

Of course, the beeb tearing the truth movemenititeds in its ‘'conspiracy files' episode has
nothing to do with the glee we now see from thehers' and this 5 year old 'smoking gun'.
Oh no....

Complain about this post
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e 119.
At 09:44 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Jason wrote:

I'm confused...what is the conspiracy? What arertipdications of reporting WTCY7 falling
before it actually did? Who cares | was living iY@l at the time and it was widely reported
that other building that were part of the WTC weo#lapsing or would collapse eventually.
So they jumped the gun? What are the implicatimesy®ne is getting at here????

Complain about this post

e 120.
At 09:45 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Neolution wrote:

Wonder why your ratings are plummeting? Fabricatedes like this is why. 911 changed
everything among nations from a lie! Can you sayecop! The media is still denying the
truth to those who lost their lives. We the peapie the new medium of the truth. Get use to
it idiots!

Complain about this post

e 121.
At 09:47 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Michael wrote:

The internet crowd only pointed you to a discreydmetween your reporting and a simple
view out of the window.

Would you call it a conspiracy too if the weathaygeports it's raining, while the sun shines
through the studio window? The weather man wouldlgeck his sources, but all you offer is
saying "we're victims of conspiracy theorists!".ark a new low for the BBC.

Complain about this post

e 122.
« At 09:47 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Bob Brunner wrote:

With respect, the response to this issue is unéaiokep At the very least you are minimizing
your error and trivializing the life’s lost or tip@tential of life’s that could have been saved.

In the most important final 7 minutes and 15 sesarfdhe said segment the words
"apparently”, "it's reported" or "we're hearing" BRIOT USED in context of building 7
The words used are those have definite and past.ten

"Now more on the latest building collapse in Newk,a.the Solomon Brothers Building
collapse... and indeed it has"

"What can you tell us about the Salomon Building dis collapse?”

"When it collapsed”
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Ticker —“The 47 storey Salomon Brothers buildingsé to the World Trade Centre has also
collapsed.”

Who is responsible for the newsroom in desk anar fisompters being used by the news
presenter?

Who is responsible for the news report on the lbottareen news ticker?

Who is responsible as the newsroom floor sourcegifong these people information?

What is the complete list of editors and journaligsponsible for this program on said day?

The words in your statement #4 of footage beingriwsy very well redefine irresponsible.
The BBC Media Management policy clearly states TW@adcast standard copies be
retained one on a seperate site as a master.

As follows.

Ref No.

Policy Area / Policy Statement

01

Components to be Retained

01-01

The following components to be retained:-

Two broadcast standard copies of all transmittdaliglned TV, Radio and BBCi output — one
to be stored on a separate site as a master

One browse-quality version for research purposegrdtect the broadcast material
http://www.bbc.co.uk/foi/docs/historical _informatik@rchive policies/media_management_p
olicy overview.htm#top

Complain about this post

« 123.
+ At 09:47 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e aukai wrote:

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspay... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspay... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspuy... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspay... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspay... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

| do not think you were WILLINGLY part of a conspay... you were just fed information off
a wire and repeated it.

Complain about this post

« 124

+ At 09:49 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
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e Simon wrote:

| do not understand how you would mix up "THE BUIING HAS COLLAPSED" with "IS
POSSIBLY ABOUT TO COLLAPSE".

| am Horrified as a result of this. It just goestow we cannot trust what we hear from the
news.

And you guys just so happen to not keep the origapes? Give me a break, you covered
yourselves on this. And now its back to get you.

Only the truth will set you free! Not the BBC..Agparently"...

Complain about this post

+ 125
+ At 09:49 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e John wrote:
The BBC has been totally exposed as an unethioglganda tool.

Complain about this post

« 126.
+ At 09:50 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Alan S wrote:
In response to your points raised:

1. Where did you obtain the information about th€@V collapse?

2. As above but in addition why were your reportevsbriefed on which building was
WTC7? You obviously had a team on site i.e. camargrsoundman and technicians.

3. If Jane was in NY and the feed was actually Vi didn't any of your colleagues in NY
or in London note that WTC7 was indeed still stag@i You didn't need to ask anyone as it
was there for all to see. Who added the closedaraphd briefed Jane?

4. Missing tape!? That's surprising. So you cartlialy locate a copy anywhere of a tape of
monumental importance and ask the public to asg@i!didn't share it with any other news
outlet?

5. That fact is if we assume the feed was indeedthat the BBC did report WTC7 had
collapsed before it had. No if/buts or maybes!

The poster Stewart Cowan brings up a salient ptiagain this was a live feed then your
team on site would have caught sight or heard ti€Wcollapse a little later!

So was it truly a live feed?

Did you ask Jane if it was live?

Did you ask if she saw or heard the actual collag3&TC7 some time later?

No conspirary advocate here. I'd just like to $eeduestions answered.

You know maybe do some digging and get the facisgsit like a solid reporter as your blog
in far from complete!

Complain about this post
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« 127.
+ At 09:51 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* made brani wrote:

There were many people who were forewarned abeutdhapse of Building 7. Why should
not BBC be one of them?

We just want to know who passed on that informatmBBC.

Please tell the public or tell it that BBC clainis privilege of protecting its sources. Then we
know where we (and BBC) stand.

Complain about this post

« 128.
+ At 09:52 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Russ wrote:

What are we paying for?

Complain about this post

. 129.
« At 09:53 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* bob the builder wrote:
Its quite a coincedence how many coincedences haggbat day.

| mean take the fact there was all those militaay games going on which just happened to
leave no planes to shoot down the hijacked aircraft

Or the only 3 steel frame structures to fall duérealone all happening on the same day.

And then the bbc lost its footage of arguably oh#he most important days in history.

Things just keep getting stranger!

Keep up the good work bbc i love to see indepenishwestigative journalisim. And dont
think your conspiracy files program for one minatekes us think your doing what we pay
you to do. It doesnt!

Complain about this post

e« 130.
At 09:53 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Neolution wrote:

And the yellow journalism award of the year goeth®wBBC. Cowards! Face the truth! 911
was an inside job!
www.911blogger.com
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Complain about this post

« 131
+ At 09:54 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* richard gee wrote:
The BBC's explanation for the premature anouncewi@tTV7's collapse is laughable.

See:
http://prisonplanet.com/articles/february2007/2 703tcresponds.htm
for details.

Come on BBC, divulge the name of your informant.

Complain about this post

e 132.
« At 09:54 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Charles wrote:

Interesting conspiracy seeing how the basementBEYWas home to the NYC Emergency
Management Center. Give me a break people!

Complain about this post

« 133.
+ At 09:54 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Geoff Stevenson wrote:

Oh look here it is. After Annoucing in your headtleé news summary that the building has
collapsed, you cut to a live feed of a newsrepatet there, visible behind her, is WTC7!

Amazing.
Now explain.

http://www.liveleak.com/view?i=49f 1172526096

Complain about this post

e 134.
e At 09:55 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e teri wrote:

Hmmmmm.....an error...and yet pretty interestingayp a steel building is going to collapse,
when it had NEVER done so before due to a fire,lmginot done so since..and this actually
happens in the next 20 minutes!!! ...but don't womnothing to see here...it's just an error

Complain about this post

« 135.
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At 09:55 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Metroas wrote:

Sorry BBC but this isn't going to wash. Last sursi@yopaganda piece really woke people up
to how controlled you are, and this latest revetaind subsequent attempt to cover it up is
the nail on the coffin for many of us.

Your reporters read out the official explanatiowatowtc7's collapse almost word for word,
20 minutes before it went down. The chances oflihiag an "accident" are too ridiculous
even for the hordes of desperate "debunkers” teiden

Google and Youtube then pulled the videos dowratk-time in a coordinated attempt to
suppress it.

The infowar is real gentlemen.

Complain about this post

« 136.
* At 09:55 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Sven wrote:
"We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/éecage”

HaHa how stupid do you think we are the most ingodrtiay in modern history original tapes
lost u say?
here is the link for u then

http://video.qgoogle.com/videoplay?docid=3994399@&ME10360&0=building+7+bbc

Complain about this post

« 137.

* At 09:56 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* vimanaboywrote:

not taking comments any more, hmm?

Complain about this post

« 138.
« At 09:57 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* richard gee wrote:
The BBC's explanation for the premature anouncewi@tTV7's collapse is laughable.

See:
http://prisonplanet.com/articles/february2007/2 70tcresponds.htm
for details.

Come on BBC, divulge the name of your informant.
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Complain about this post

« 139.
* At 09:59 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* aaron wrote:

You "lost" the footage? Surely you must have atiegite archiving system for such a large
company. Sept 11 was a MAJOR event (even thoughstin the USA) it is unbelievable that
you would have "lost" footage from such a majorrgvedon't buy it for one second. Listen
to the people! We demand an answer!

Complain about this post

« 140.
* At 09:59 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* George wrote:

| would like to ditto all of the above please, BBBviousley weren't part of the conspiracy
but by their response are most definately parhefdover up !! Why would it not be of

interest to find out who the news originally camani that wic7 had collapsed, when it hadn't
!

Complain about this post

o 141.
+ At 09:59 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* larry wrote:

Just tell us where the info came from!! Your repotbld us the building came down, you
typed that info on your screen, your reporter teddvhy it collapsed...where did this
prophetic info come from? From Larry 'pull it' Sehstein? From Rudy ‘we were told it was
coming down'Giuliani? Stop tap dancing and answat simple question. Who gave you the
info. Stop the B.S.

Complain about this post

. 142,
+ At 10:00 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Fiona wrote:
The 9/11 conspiracy theories are pretty well kndaymow.

Start as you mean to go on Richard, by presentiag® called ‘conspiracy theories' in a
negative way; it is all a big yawn, everyone'sdicé them, shut up and move on.

Unfortunately, fate has delivered unto you someghuhich shows the BBC's spoon-feeding
selective journalism at its best. Oh dear, is éxause really the best you can come up with?
That farcical '‘Conspiracy Files' programme was thirgg, but this is something else! This
speaks volumes about the Beeb's perception ofidieace!

Complain about this post
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+ 143.
* At 10:01 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
+ tomz wrote:

It's not difficult to understand the HUGE differenisetween the twin towers and the
"solomon Bros. building". And to report on the véwyilding you're standing directly in front
of and not know that what your saying has somettorgdp with what being shown behind
you smaks of poor journalism, poor visuals andagely unchecked sources.

To simply "claim" that they were "being told" doest exonerate them. They must produce
their sources, and, of course, being the BBC, tmirce would have been the US media or
US government.

Whether or not they were 'part’ of any conspiracgartainly NOT the point here. The POINT
is that they had been given and were giving outrinfition about an event which had not
occurred yet. Their sources KNEW what was abowatctur. Larry Silverstein made the
decision to PULL building 6. It was brought downdmntrolled demolition.

Complain about this post

144,
* At 10:02 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Christopher Brooksvrote:

Add my name to the list who seek further explamatia this matter.

Complain about this post

« 145
+ At 10:02 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» david wrote:

Sorry?!?

Yes you are.

Complain about this post

 146.
At 10:03 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Louis Lambert wrote:

>Part of the conspiracy?

Indirectly it would appear so.

You need to expose the source of that "news" yae weporting. If you don't make an effort
to follow this up beyond this pathetic response,BBC will become part of the conspiracy.
Coupled with that lousy hit piece of "journalisndwbroadcast last Sunday in trying to
discredit the 9-11 Truth Movement, you now havesuderable problem on your hands as to
the BBC's creditibility.

It's time to do your job properly investigate thath.
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Complain about this post

. 147
+ At 10:04 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Edward Teague wrote:
Evidently Mystic Meg had taken over the news robat morning.

Complain about this post

« 148.

+ At 10:04 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Doug Wagnemrote:
Mr. Richard Porter,

| sincerely believe your statement that you areafmmay were) not part of the conspiracy.

You were fed information regarding a scripted detioni that was part of the conspiracy, just
a wee bit ahead of schedule, eh? It's no conspaagypur part to report the news as it's given
to you either.

However, now you must realize the truth, that 9Bk an inside job, that you were
inadvertently involved. And because of your emppidls, you now include yourself in the
continuing conspiracy and its cover-up.

And for that you will be damned in the court of palmpinion.
It's time to come clean, while you admissions wiill be accepted.

Complain about this post

o 1409.
+ At 10:07 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Jayhawk wrote:

| downloaded the whole 40 minute segment mysedfimorning. | can lend it to you if you
like. Don't tape over it this time.

Complain about this post

 150.
At 10:08 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* tom walker wrote:

| thought your response was extremely lacking. Juss proves how bias that 911 programme
you did recently was. Not asking the important goes like all the witness testimonies not
interviewing any of the professors or scientistgl@nside of the truth movement no mention
of the molten metal. This list could go on. | thiypdu need to come clean and be honest. its
the least you could do. My last comment i postedl iyever put up at least be neutral enough
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to put this one on.
| know you had no prior knowledge to what happemeidclearly one of your sources did.

Complain about this post

« 151.
+ At 10:09 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

e Jason J wrote:
Censor comments all day long, the TRUTH IS THE TRUUT
My comment didn't include any profanity, threatyng of the like.
But some people simply cannot confront the TRUTH.

The TRUTH is, your organization, like the US GOVfilade a whopper of a mistake in
underestimating the intelligence of the People.

www.911weknow.com

Complain about this post

+ 152.
* At 10:09 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Sean cortazanrote:

This is cosmic justice being dealt out to the BBECtheir 911 hit piece full of incredible lies
and distortions! You should change your name froenBig Brother Company to the Pyschic
network, because obviously you have the poweredipt what will happen to buildings
before it occurs! And then you "lost" the tapesBZBs the laughing stock of the world now!

Complain about this post

o 153
« At 10:10 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Scott Campbell wrote:

Let's say for a second that you messed up andtegpartbuilding going down that didn't -
why the exact one that DID? What are the odds? Mdtypy mistake report a building going
down that DIDN'T actually go down?

Complain about this post

o 154,
« At 10:10 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» George Washington wrote:

Your special The Conspiracy Files fails to discabbr of the relevant proof that 9/11 was an
inside job, and instead focuses on red herring edt&herring.

Here's some of the REAL prodfttp://www.911proof.com
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Complain about this post

« 155,
+ At 10:13 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

. max wrote:

People please... it is obvious that none of yoleweNYC that day. | was (evacuated from
WTC 2) and let me tell you it is surprising thatmaevrong info did not get out on the
airwaves. The FDNY had been saying since noon bh at WTC was going to likely come
down. They reported it so often that someone sataypeand thought it had... do you really
think that if the beeb were 'in' on it that theyuMbbe stupid enough to report it with the
building burning behind them?

| recall hearing on CNN at one point that day thate were 10 planes highjacked. They
made a mistake, surely the BBC is not immune tmthe

It does bear looking into as to where the corredpanhgot her info from - but this is hardly a
smoking gun folks...

Complain about this post

« 156.
e At 10:14 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* A Azure wrote:

You lose footage of one of the most important daysodern history... ;)
(Good job! That way no one can "prove" anything tiheay...)

Out of all the surrounding buildings that sufferedssive damage - WTC 3,4,5,6 - and
assorted others that suffered minor damage (amihemg, WTC 7 - Salomon Brothers
Building), BBC - by merely a mistake and in confust picked exactly the right one that was
going to fall -.... ;)

(Good job! Hey, BBC is incompetent - they lose &ap&ID they claim buildings fall that
haven't - but what LUCK! They hit the lottery! Whatlucky guess', huh?)

BBC should go to Vegas, with those odds - you'didie
BBC is not part of the conspiracy - but you aré pubunch of pathetic dupes.

You capture the biggest smoking gun in historgnd your response is ..... to call yourselves
incompetent and go play 'blind/deaf/dumb monkeyya@mr public.

Good job, Guys!!

Complain about this post

e 157.
e At 10:15 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Davewrote:

Yet again the BBC spin this as paranoia, and yaindgOBODY is seriously suggesting the
BBC was in on the cover up, but any reason to shiekooot in i guess ? anything that will
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make the 9/11 truth movement look like paranoidtglaye ? what most people want to know
is WHO gave you the info that the building had ap#ied, given the chances of a collapse
happening due to fire this is bizzare, no steeh&d bulding has ever collapsed due to fire so
why was nyone even speculating it might fall ?

Please clear this up BBC and don't use it as aneasstick the boot into the truth movement
yet again, the hit piece the other week was badgmaow most people think 9/11 truth is
about anti semites/"drop outs" "evangelical preeghand TV drama plots, thanks to your ill
informed and badly researched attack piece.

Complain about this post

e 158.
e At 10:17 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Rufus Middleton wrote:

Quite extraordinary reporting on the 'fateful déagt changed it all and staggerring that you
can lose such footage of importance. Especiallygoe day after someone plucks it from
your archives!

Even more shocking is such a poor attempt to expl@way, as to quote peoples Youtube
comments in response to valid enquiries as yolardet.

Clearly the BBC world recieved a press release fsomewhere that needs disclosing, that
foretold the unprecedented imminent collapse amth ¢ve official reasons for it, before it had
occured.

That needs explaining with alot more than this blog

Whilst | dont hold the BBC as part of a conspiracythe day, after 7 hours of filming the
WTC complex, you'd of thought someone knew whicitdgs were which! Jane must've
been puzzled when the live feed died out and tHapse began too. Poor girl.

Pity Guy Smith didnt pick up on it in his '9/11 deiking research’.

Complain about this post

e 159.
e At 10:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e Davewrote:

Hey did all TV networks suddenly cut off as wtc7snabout to collapse ? hmm i wonder5
indeed.Most coverge of wtc7 came from hand heldertam

Complain about this post

« 160.
At 10:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Richard Gold wrote:

If this is the kind of journalism we can expect gy from the BBC then | suppose it's time
the politicians pay for license fee and the pubappoint the governers.
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"Oh, look I've lost footage covering one of the tmagortant events in modern history. Silly
me, lets ask them to increase the license fee"

Complain about this post

+ 161
+ At 10:18 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

*  Mike Hunt wrote:

Right....so who is supplying the BBC their informoaf? Im sure it's not the firemen who are
busy working, or anyone there. Who besides thoseseeing the operation had the capacity
and purpose of feeding the BBC pre-made news fidrantly got out a little too quick.
Especially since they even gave them the offi@akon why it collapsed, due to "falling
debris". But at the same time other buildings seflenore from the falling debris and stood
tall. Now they are giving us an analysis of an é¢tkat didn't happen yet. It was a cock up
alright.

Complain about this post

+ 162.
+ At 10:20 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Henry Groth wrote:

| am dismayed and angered that your organisatibighn have admired and relied on for
many years as a bastien of truth in the sordiddwoirlcorporate - controlled journalism, has
failed so abyssmally in such an important evetgt.réither like Edward R. Morrow reporting
from London that no German air raids are conteredlathile their bombs can be heard
exploding.

Bet you didn't lose the footage on that!

Complain about this post

« 163.
+ At 10:20 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
» Benjamin Wolfgang wrote:
Poor Richard Porter,
| seriously feel sorry for him.
Richard, just take a step back and look at whaagening.

Sure the BBC is not part of the conspiracy, who@aete them that information to read that
day is.

Take a step back and look at those moments iraffesdt face value.

Can you seriously blame ANYONE for being conceraad/or shocked about this video?
Especially those who were suspicious about 9/Xetpn with!
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You cannot convince anyone to the contrary thatifdeo is a RED FLAG because it is too
late.

They already saw the video, and that is all anywaess.

Complain about this post

e 164.
e At 10:21 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

*  George Washingtowrote:

Whether or not the BBC had prior notice of the @pdle of the building, many people
apparently did:

http://georgewashington.blogspot.com/2005/08/hogvtdey-know.html

Complain about this post

e 165.
e At 10:21 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

» James Blair wrote:

Why have Youtube and Google pulled the videos tidatitonal Security Letters perhaps?
recognize a sinking ship,lad. US and British Ga farished.

Complain about this post

 166.
e At 10:22 PMon 27 Feb 2007,

* Malcolm wrote:

| guess the BBC could well have been unwittinglyt péthe conspiracy if they were fed the
same information that CNN were reporting when WtliC7 in full view they said the
building "is either collapsed or is collapsing"

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N1LetB0z8 o&eurl=

Complain about this post

- 167.
At 10:23 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
* Alex wrote:

Well! What can we say! It is really frustrating wha broadcast station with a good profile
tries to deny something with such few words. Whyenaie been treated like children for so
long! Any five years old can see that there is sbimg unorthodox about this cover-up! |
hope the BBC will start seeing its funders as aghilts able to judge something by
themselves.

Complain about this post

+ 168.
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At 10:23 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
e ben wrote:

No longer have the original tapes of one of thetrmoportant news events in modern
times???? Do you have the orig. tapes of the cgeevhPrince Charles and Diana's wedding
or the covereage of her death. Cmon...give meakby®u should have a stone cold process
for storing all of your news footage...the facttthhau are saying you dont have it and are
asking outside sources to send it to you it ready very funny....and completely insulting.

Complain about this post

e 169.
e At 10:25 PMon 27 Feb 2007,
¢ Norman Rose wrote:

The internet allows us to see clearly how "The Névwgsmerely another show. Richard Porter
looses the real news and when he is reminded datteblames someone else, and claims
that this news is Not news. LOL.

This so reminds me of the news footage 20 minutderB a tower fell, when Sir Guliani
(mayor) states "We heard that the towers are conhomgn "as he heads towards the Port
authority offices ( for his paycheck ?)

It's deja vu 2.

Wake up Richard , We Know !

William Rodrigues is in the UK Richard, How abontdrviewing him ? He was the last man
out and he knows, Richard, He was there.

Complain about this post

« 170.
« At 03:15 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
» Justice wrote:
We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/MMecage

Ah ... yes you do, where did you get all the soumegerial for the documentary film you
mention at the begining of your blog? This docuragntvas full of what looked like ‘archive
footage' of New York city on 9/11/01.

Also could you please quantify exactly what youwrabout this ‘cock-up’ which caused the
footage of the events in New York city on 9/11/6be absent from the BBC archives.

Complain about this post

e 171.
e At 03:17 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

. smz wrote:

What a feeble, pathetic and shameful response &rsapposedly world-class news
organization.

Complain about this post
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o 172
+ At03:17 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

 Eric W wrote:
Mr Richard Porter,

| take it by now you've reviewed the footage andsgwned your anchor, reporter and support
staff. So you'll certainly be able to tell us whérey got their information from, right?

"We didn't get told in advance that buildings wgoeng to fall down."

No? Clearly, your people weren't reporting theimdwst-hand witnessing of the collapse,
since it hadn't taken place yet. And it's really typical for BBC reporters to invent stories
out of thin air.

So of course they must have been told. Where @i glet the information? The question
remains: who told them the building had alreadyapsled? Who were they getting their
information from on that day and at that time? Wiaye they in contact with? We want you
to name names and organizations.

You at the BBC have already lost credibility in &doasting your biased hit-piece about 911
conspiracy theories. You will lose what little remsaunless you make a full and honest
investigation of how your own reporters could hateted that WTC 7 had collapsed before it
actually happened.

Complain about this post

e 173.
« At 03:19 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
* kate wrote:

I'm missing something. If the BBC did know the blinlg would fall (that's a big if, but for the
sake of argument...) what does that mean? Somelshthem it would fall? Why?

If it was because the mysterious they were goinyittg the building down, then why tell
anyone beforehand? It would be obvious 20 minuates.|

I'm perfectly willing to believe Bushco is capableappalling evil, but | don't see how this
relates. If I'm misunderstanding the point pleatgcate me.

Complain about this post

. 174,
+ At 03:21 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
» kathy wrote:
Too many lost tapes! Like the video footae of gharie’ hitting the Pentagon.

Complain about this post

e 175.
e At 03:25 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e Sean wrote:
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| remember that day. The information on the neww flast and furious. Not all of it was true,
not all of it was untrue. That is just the natufe arisis.

Richard, sorry mate, | don't think that there igtaimg that the BBC could possibly say that
would satisfy some folks.

Complain about this post

- 176.
« At 03:38 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e Daniel wrote:

No legitimate television network worth it's salb$kes" footage from one of the most historic
events of recent times.

All video from that day would have been backed ng duplicated a million times over for
archival as well as documentation purposes.

The BBC has totally lost all credibility as a taken network.

Complain about this post

o 177
+ At 03:39 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
* Nigel wrote:

A truck ran into my house & demolished it. Luckilsang the insurance company 23 minutes
before it happened. Now they want to know how ik they reckon something doesn't add
up here. I don't understand what i did wrong.Whyuith i tell them anything.

Complain about this post

« 178.
+ At 03:39 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

» partha wrote:
BBC is part of the propoganda machine.
How can they deny multiple references to the csbaBEFORE the event as a mistake?

Complain about this post

e 179.
e At 03:46 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
¢ Common Man wrote:

Without trying to sound sarcastic, you really memine up with a better line than "we lost the
tapes”. Oops, my dog ate my homework. Really.

| want to know how your reporter knew that the dung fell, AS WELL AS the reasons
given initially for its collapse BEFORE IT HAPPENED
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This will be better than Criss Angel.

Complain about this post

 180.
e At 03:47 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e Adam wrote:

Hmm, whether or not you were actually part of thaspiracy, you were still fed the bogus
story about WTC7 having already collapsed. And rggurgitated it on live TV while it was
still standing.

Just because you claim you're not a part of somspiacy doesn't prove some conspiracy
doesn't exist.

Complain about this post

« 181.
+ At 03:48 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

e Patrick McGuinness wrote:

About 2. Listening to the feed, the reporting & ttollapse was not qualified; it was simply
reported as fact.

Haven't you listened to it yourself yet?
And so what was your source?
Oh but I forgot, you lost the tapes.

Complain about this post

« 182.
« At 03:50 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
« Maz wrote:

Point No. 4 begins: "We no longer have the origtapks of our 9/11 coverage (for reasons of
cock-up, not conspiracy).” That's one monumentatkeup” to the least! If such a "cock-up”
is possible by the broadcast leviathan the BCCy mdt a cover-up here and now?

Complain about this post

« 183.
e At 04:28 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
Paul wrote:

Thanks BBC for contributing yet again to the 9-bhspiracy zombies. Good luck with this
one.

Complain about this post

+ 184
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« At 04:33 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
* Adam wrote:
This is unacceptable. You need to look into thigehmix up a lot further.

Complain about this post

o 185.
At 04:40 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e prophet wrote:

The worst attempt at a lame cover ever. This dists@ news service many value. | am
ashamed for all of you.

Complain about this post

+ 186.
+ At 04:50 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
* Amanda Berry wrote:

Conspiracy works on a need to know basis. Justusedhose who front the news may be
unaware of conspiracy is not evidence that it dbesist at a higher level. Reporting an
event before it actually happened is either evidesfcsupernatural powers or evidence that
the events of 9/11 were scripted in some way aadrtédia or elements within the media or
official sources were in on it or manipulated imsoway. That footage is a real smoking gun.

Complain about this post

« 187.

+ At 04:50 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

» Anthony Kincaidwrote:

Nice try but no cigar.
No, | take that back - it wasn't even a nice try.

Complain about this post

» 188.
+ At 05:36 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

 PDL wrote:
Blimey, | see the conspiracy nutcases are outrcefo

Complain about this post

« 189.
+ At 05:36 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

e Linda wrote:
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If the footage had continued, we'd all have beda tbwatch WTC 7 collapse right on your
program.

Good thing you lost the feed five minutes beforeATHhappened in front of all your viewers.
What in the world would you have said if that haghpened?

What is going on here?

I'd like a little truth please.

Complain about this post

e« 190.
At 05:40 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
» Ace Baker wrote:

| agree with everyone else. Clearly the BBC wad tbht WTC7 had collapsed, before it
actually did. Someone at BBC knows who provideditti@mation, and ought to come clean.

Complain about this post

e 191.
e« At 05:48 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
» Carlos wrote:

Wow, this is really crazy. | think we are ignorititat the news has misreported things so
often ESPECIALLY during a time of crisis.

If we are going to nitpick about the misinformat@mout 9/11 then why not the South Asian
Tsunami? Where's the report saying all these pabptebefore it really happened? Who told
them they were going to die? It must have been dongurpose then.

| dont believe the media always tells us the trirthiact | believe they routinely skew
information. But these conspiracy theorists takegs to far sometimes.

Complain about this post

e 192.
At 05:49 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e Peter Barrett wrote:

| remember watching coverage of the events that Tag overriding impression | got was
confusion - all sorts of stories were flying aroyadd it was hard to separate truth from
rumour.

At post #7, Simon points out that WTC 7 was "clgaisible” behind the reporter. Clearly
visible? Are you saying the journalist *must* hdaewn which of all those buildings behind
her was WTC 7? How precise is a journalist's kndgéeof the Manhattan skyline supposed
to be?

At post #14, Laz says WTC 7 had suffered "no sigaift damage”. This is incorrect. The
building was struck by debris as a result of trplimpacts, and again when WTC 1 and 2
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collapsed. Firefighters were aware for several sithat it was also likely to collapse. You
can see that by reading their accounts of the day.

It doesn't take much for stories to mutate frons 'likely to collapse" into "it has collapsed"”,
especially given the confusion which reigned ondag.

As for the loss of the film - yes, that sounds l&kserious foul up, and it would be good to
hear a more detailed explanation of what happened.

Complain about this post

193
+ At 06:13 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

*  Vic wrote:
That's it? That's your explanation?! You don't héneetapes?

Well, some of us have seen them - and heard hé&rdatgo down, even as it was still
standing right behind her.

How laughably pathetic!

Complain about this post

194,
+ At06:17 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

e Jan Burton wrote:
Oh look - the kooks have now expanded their coaspito include the BBC.

Truthers, read carefully: WTC7 was heavily damaged the FDNY reported that it would
probably collapse 2 hours before it did! That's \ilingy pulled their men back.

This was widely reported BEFORE the collapse. | élffyiseard about it on TV at the time.

The BBC reporter (probably not knowing which bulgiwTC7 was) apparently
misrepresented the reports to say it had collapsed.

So what's your theory, truthers? The BBC recievetemo from Bush annoucing the
demolition and read it too early???

Do you clowns think for even a second before spauinis mindless crap?

Complain about this post

195

* At 06:26 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

e thatruth wrote:

THE RESPONSE IS LAME. YOUR PROVING THAT YOU DONT FEEARCH YOUR
INFO BEFORE YOUR AIR IT. HOW CAN SOMEONE GET WRONGHAT A
BUILDING FELL IF THEY ARE IN THAT STATE AND ARE INPLAIN VIEW OF IT--
WHAT ABOUT THE CAMERA MEN WHO COULD CLEARLY SEE THEBBUILDING IN
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THE DISTANCE?? THIS IS SO CRUICIAL AND SUCH A HUGEISAPPOINTMENT.
REGUARDLESS OF WHATS GOING ON--REPORTING FALSE NEWR&AS NO
EXCUSE--DO YOUR JOB YOUR PAID FOR AND RESEARCH YOWOURCES
ALITTLE BETTER

Complain about this post

+ 196.
+ At 06:28 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

» Des Currie wrote:

If one leaves the Twin Towers for another argumand, we concentrate on the Pentagon and
the plane in the woods it does seem extraordinatiBnge that a lot of what is
computationally being said seems circumstantiallg.tAfter all we cannot be asked to
disregard the messages images present to us.

And if neither a plane went down in the woods ewfinto the Pentagon, and this becomes
fact, then should the Twin Towers be completelgvatuated.

Des Currie

Complain about this post

« 197.
+ At 06:36 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

. norman wrote:

How deservedly ironic that the BBC gets exposedviaat it really is (a propaganda bureau
that attempts to indoctrinate Britain and the wavith a false reality) so soon after the airing
of the appalling hit piece (9/11 conspiracy filesgt Sunday night. Please show some respect
for the BBC and the license fee paying public bsveering a simple question. How did the
BBC know that Building 7 was going to collapse 2ihutes before it actually did when prior
to 9/11 no steel-structured building had ever gaiéad due to fire?

Complain about this post

e 1098.
« At 06:39 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
»  Barbaricfellow wrote:

You end your comment with "everybody can make dakes'..BUT aren't you forgetting she

Complain about this post

199
+ At 06:47 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

e T wrote:
Wow! That's the best you could do? Amazing

Complain about this post
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« 200.
« At 06:50 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
» David wrote:

| am a staunch anti conspiracist and | stronglielbelthat the events were not an inside job.
However, if a building is reported collapsed befib@ctually does collapse, that indeed is
very suspicious indeed. It also seems incredildettie BBC footage of one of the most
significant events in the history of Man has béest" You obviously need to look harder.

Complain about this post

e 201.
« At 06:54 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
e lan Jessiman wrote:

One of the worse atrocities to happen on Americéinwith 3,000 + dead, and some people
believe that the BBC was given notice of the evéefsre they happened?

Complain about this post

o« 202.
* At 06:58 AMon 28 Feb 2007,
* Al wrote:

Oh dear, Richard.

As you can see, there are no shortage of nuttérhere who are never going to accept any
explanation you might offer. Because, of course,nttore people that have to be involved in a
conspiracy, the more plausible it becomes! So alsllo

You might try pointing out that important eventsAimerican history has never stopped the
BBC from losing tapes before. Your coverage ofltlmar landing tapes in 1969, for instance,
which you wiped in 1975.

On second thoughts, maybe not. That'll bring a etother bunch of conspiracy loons to your
doorstep...

Complain about this post

« 203.
+ At 06:59 AMon 28 Feb 2007,

*  Mike wrote:
| would just like to say i dont personally beliee BBC is part of a cover up from that day.

| do find it quite odd though that a professionadl @xperienced media organisation like
yourselves would start reporting a story basedamjecture, rumours.

There must of been a reliable source(s)who gavehjisunformation to report. And the BBC
surely must of know/trusted this source to run with a live broadcast?
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There is also the small matter of the live feedhgdost 5 mins before the building actually
collapsed! Very convenient and also very suspicobug you think?

It leads me to believe someone realised the sedccatick up and terminated the feed. Which
would mean the BBC probably already knew about¢bik up and now its come back to
haunt them.

There's alot of people out there who are goingdatweal answers to this serious issue, and i
would call for an immediate investigation on thiatter.

| also find it strange that there has been no nmagulia coverage of this story its absolutely
going crazy on the net. Its hardly a cold story new?

Complain about this post

e 204.
« At 01:05 PMon 28 Feb 2007,
e« James wrote:

Busted. | can't see a possible way in which the BB wriggle out of this one. I've reviewed
the footage and yes, WTC 7 stands proudly in tldraund, with no visible signs of smoke,
whilst the unknowing reporter pre-empts it's cad@pNo-one is saying the BBC is one of the
conspiritors, rather the BBC became involved wiii tonspiracy unwittingly.

It can only be a matter of years before the BB f&d out of favour it has to be scrapped.
Perhaps this new age of the internet is just toohiar the BBC to hadle. | mean relying on
Youtube to keep records of your footage of the tgsgtderrorist attack on the USA since Pearl
Harbour is hardly the conduct of a true news agency

If the event wasn't so tragic I'd be laughing atlblunder the BBC has made. Perhaps
someone was trying to make a fool of you?

Complain about this post

 205.
+ At 01:05 PMon 28 Feb 2007,

* Michael wrote:
Dear Mr. Porter,

In your own words: "We did what we always did - szmd our reports... and constantly tried
to check and double check the information we weceiving." - Richard Porter, Head of
News (BBC World)

In the interest of free and open public discouaseyefits a public broadcaster, the BBC must
provide the aforementioned "source" for its premateport on the collapse of WTC?7.

This story will not be going away any time soon!

Complain about this post

 206.

e At 01:12 PMon 28 Feb 2007,
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« BoomBatta wrote:

Thank you for all the cock-ups and your pathetimdge control documentaries about
conspiracy theories. Please keep up the pathgtiamations, you are helping the truth
movement no end. You gotta be kidding "We no lorigeare the original tapes of our 9/11
coverage (for reasons of cock-up, not conspirac§gLir the BBC, of course you have the
origionals, ha,ha,ha,ha,ha,ha. Tell the truth!

BB

Complain about this post

e« 207.
At 01:17 PMon 28 Feb 2007,
*  Mert wrote:

Dear Sir,

Firstly,

| am finding it hard to believe that Mr Porter febopted an exceptionally patronising /
mocking tone for his reply. | am not sure if thathe way a 'Head of News' should be acting
in these circumstances.

Secondly,

Anyone who has done any research into how buil@dinganaged to fall on 9/11 would know
that there are - at the highest levels - no answérs 9/11 Commission neatly didn't mention
it and NIST has admitted on one occasion that dreatysis as to why it collapsed had a 'low
probability’ of occurring and then at a later dadenitted that 'the use of explosives' remains a
possibility.

Thirdly,

Larry Silverstein, the owner of WTC 1, 2 and 7 hdmitted in an interview that he called for
the building to be 'pulled’ - why is this interest? Why is the fact that the BBC reported the
building had collapsed before it did interesting?

Because the official version says that it was mohdlished that it collapsed due to fire
damage and that pre-knowledge of this buildingagsing, points in the direction of a major
crime...that is why it is interesting. so pleasa‘timock, like your Conspiracy Files
‘documentary’

As a Head of News i would expect (for my licence)fthat you would research things like
this as natural journalistic reaction to events Have changed the world.

In disgust,
Mert

Complain about this post

« 208.

+ At 01:18 PMon 28 Feb 2007,

* Angela Mcbridewrote:
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Pathetic.
And the pyre of burning bodie on the imperialisaabf greed grows and grows.

Complain about this post

. 209.
« At 01:20 PMon 28 Feb 2007,
* james wrote:
You state "We didn't get told in advance that bogg were going to fall down."

If that's the case then why on earth did your regg@nd news anchor state that WTC7 had
come down? No modern steel framed building had emere down before 9/11 because of a
fire, so honestly, what are the chances?

Address the question instead of side steppingdtpaatending people are accusing the BBC
of participation in a conspiracy.

Oh, and my last five comments have been censorptbase be good enough to post this one.

Complain about this post

Then they pulled the plug:
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Mail by John Dorami- asking further questions on BEC
response

From:johndoraemi@yahoo.cofmailto:johndoraemi@yahoo.com]
Sent: 27 February 2007 22:34

To: BBC World

Subject: Comment from BBC World website

name: John Doraemi

email:johndoraemi@yahoo.com

country: United States of America

programme: BBC WORLD 9/11
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comment: Dear BBC,

The head of your division, Richard Porter has gigen the world a disgraceful response to a
matter of enormous importance and seriousness.

The fact that your New York reporter said that #aomon Brothers Building (WTC7) had
collapsed a full 20 minutes before it had, with@apanying graphic, should be cause for a
thorough investigation of how that information carodoe in the heads of your personnel.
This investigation does not appear to be in evideNo serious effort, apart from allegedly
asking the reporter to recall, seems to have tpkasse.

Next, in the realm of absurdity beyond belief, ydepartment head claims that the BBC has
LOST the tapes of September 11th coverage!

This might seem more plausible if the BBC hadnérbpressuring Google Video to remove
the clip all day yesterday. No. This seems likeatdut lie designed to cover up your original
"cock up" whereby you told the world that a builglinad collapsed even though it remains 'in
the shot' behind your reporter's head. That pdaticicock up” actually has evidence to back
it up, unlike the claim by Richard Porter that thesticular bit of footage has mysteriously
disappeared, with no back up copy available.

What utter nonsense.

IMPORTANT QUESTIONS:

1) Is it BBC policy to keep only 1 copy of your mefs?
2) What sort of backup regime do you employ?

3) What OTHER tapes from September 11th 2001 Nevk ¥ce allegedly missing as of
today?

4) Where are the reporter's notes and scripts thatnreport? What other data exists that
bears upon the report that the Salomon Brother&liagi (WTC 7) had collapsed as of
5:00pm on 9/117

5) What data exists regarding your New York reptatese feed dropping off 5 minutes
before the ACTUAL collapse of the WTC 7 building?

In closing, independent investigators haven't aedulse BBC of participating in a
"conspiracy" as your irresponsible head, Portesyepresents. We have focused on the
evidence broadcast as a possible indication tlea¢ tbxisted a conspiracy to deliberately
demolish building WTC 7, and other buildings, ahdtta "cock up" revealed prior knowledge
by some parties of this building's demolition.

If Richard Porter cannot differentiate betweendattlaims and persecution, then he
probably is not qualified to run an important newganization like the BBC. His reliance on
an anonymous sarcastic remark from Youtube asm@eauthis matter is shocking and
revealing of bias and a pathetic resorting to remttfal arguments.

If BBC employs an Ombudsman or Inspector Genelefge forward this matter to them
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immediately for a fair and honest look at what Isehdppened, devoid of "the dog ate my
videotape" excuses, and infantile sarcasm.

John Doraemi publishes Crimes of the State Blog

http://crimesofthestate.blogspot.com/

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidentml enay contain personal views which are
not the views of the BBC unless specifically

stated.

If you have received it in error, please delefeoiin your system. Do not use, copy or disclose
the information in any way nor act in

reliance on it and notify the sender immediatelgaBe note that the BBC monitors e-mails
sent or received.

The BBC responds to John Dorami

BBC World wrote:

Hello and thank you for your email in reaction taims made in an article published online.
The notion, as suggested on such websites, th&BRehas been part of any conspiracy is
patently ludicrous. We reported the situation asiestely as we could, based on the best
information available. We cannot be categoricallioe exact timing of events that day -
this is the first time it has been brought to diberdion and it was more than five years ago. If
in the chaos and confusion of that day our cornedpnt reported that the building had
collapsed before it had done so, it would have lzegenuine error.

With regards
BBC World Customer Relations

John hitting the nail!

BBC:

Your response is ludicrous.

1. The "collapse" of the building in question extsld 1 characteristics of controlled
demolition. Not least of which, it ended up inatsn footprint in a neat pile. Other collapses
are not so neat and precise.

2. This is most certainly NOT the first time the ®@Bas heard about this matter. When the

event occurred, right outside Jane Standley's windwey would have been alerted to this
matter RIGHT THEN. So, your response is false astdmbe believed.
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3. Your "best information available" is what we &mgng to discover. Where exactly did this
information originate? Your tactics are designedlituscate and ignore this demand by
viewers. We want an investigation into how thabmiation arrived at BBC. That is not a
difficult concept to comprehend.

4. "If in the chaos and confusion of that day aanrespondent reported that the building had
collapsed before it had done so, it would have lzegenuine error."

This does NOT explain how your report can preditiife events that have not occured yet.
See #3 above.

5. Your on-air reporters trusted this informatiomhaut qualifying that it was unreliable or
preliminary (as they had done with many other repthrat day). The anchor at one point says
"Indeed it has [collapsed].” Thus confirming thpa# for viewers, falsely.

6. Google video had been pressured to remove ide® \clip on Monday this week -- as soon
as it was posted there -- because of copyright Haids directly back to BBC. This is
evidence of the suppression of the information.

7. Your news director claims that BBC LOST THE TA®Evhich would be very difficult
considering BBC policy for keeping multiple copiasmultiple locations. Are you still
sticking with this story, or have the tapes sudgéaen "found?"

8. When will a FULL INTERNAL INVESTIGATION be condted by the BBC
OMBUDSMAN?

9. It is the hysterical behavior of BBC employeeasttmakes people suspicious. A line from
Shakespeare seems relevant here: "Me thinks hepdatidst too much.”

This answer is unacceptable.

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6561

Another one by Prisonplanet

BOMBSHELL: 9/11 COVER-UP UNRAVELING
CNN, BBC 24Reports Conclusively Prove Media Prior Knowledgd &alse-Start Scripting
of Building 7 Controlled Demolition

Aaron Dykes and Alex Jones /Jones Report | Februar7, 2007

It has now been discovered tlBBC 24also reported the
Building 7 collapse before it fell. Furthermore, BN Aaron Brown reported that
Building 7 "has collapsed or is collapsing" overtenur before it fell.

These clips both reinforce the shocking, newly aeced BBC coverage wherein Jane
Standley reports the collapse early-- with thedingd still standing behind her.
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Theearly timing of these reportsis now verified twiceover-- thBBC 24report is time
stamped at 21.54-- or 4:54 P.M. Eastern Standare[Bee World Time Zones|Secondly,
CNN's Aaron Brown states the time as "4:15 Eadbaylight Time," announcing Building 7
has fallen-- more than one hour before its actabdpse.

Furthermore, both the BBC report with Jane Standleythe CNN report with Aaron Brown
clearly show Building 7 still standing, 'billowingith smoke' as the collapse is reported-- so
premature reporting is confirmed visually as well

There is no longer any doubt they were all readiifighe same script. Reports mirrored
testimony of scores of fire fighters, police andeegency workers who were told to get back
from the building in the 2 hours before SalomontBess building (better known as WTC 7)
fell at free-fall speed.

Rescue workers weteld the building was to be brought down in a contolled
demolition.

The group that carried out the demolition of Builgli7 was in a position to feed the media
and local authorities an official story. We have tlontrolled demolition of Building 7 hidden
in plain sight-- including an admission by the dinly's99-year lease holder Larry
Silverstein.

We are witnessing the unraveling of the 9/11 cowsr-

New video and audio clips of emergency workers wice told the Building 7 was to be
purposefully brought down are coming out on an Hothour basis as thousands of 9/11
researchers investigate publicly available archives

Alex Jones in his car on the afternoon of 9/11 &ksard ABC News report that the
government was considering demolishing Buildingahes didn't't realize what he was
hearing for several weeks. Now the evidence is ngroiut.

CNN'S REPORT IN-FOCUS
AARON BROWN QUESTIONS SCRIPT ON-AIR, UNLIKE BBC

It is interesting to note that Aaron Brown seemsetaize the incongruity of his reporting as
he looks over his shoulder at Building 7-- stilirsting and emitting massive trails of smoke.

Just after announcing that WTC 7 "has collapséd oollapsing,” he lets onto his confusion,
stating:
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"And I—I—You, to be honest, can see these pictutese clearly than I, but
building number 7, one of the buildings in thisw&rge complex of buildings
that is that is the trade center.”

Clearly, Brown, slicker than the BBC reporter, datuipe errors in the script during live
coverage and revised his words, saying insteadhiedsoked at the standing structure:

"And now we are told that there’s a fire there #mat building may collapse as
well as you can see.”

BBC 24 REPORT IN-FOCUS
Time-Stamped BBC Broadcast Seals Media Foreknowled®uilding 7 Collapse and Use
of Scripting

An alternate local BBC report-- which included&elitime-stamp-- now positively establishes
that BBC reported the collapse of WTC Building Teatst 25-minutes prior to the actual
collapse of the building.

The feed seen above (at top) reports at 21.54 Lotidee that:

News is continuing to come in as you can imagine:rg/now being told that
another enormous building in New York has collapsed the 47-story
Salomon Brothers building [better known as WTC Bui§ 7] which was
situated very close to the World Trade Center,trigare in this financial
capitol.

21.54-- 5 hours earlier in New York-- is 4:54 p.mell before the actual collapse at 5:20 p.m.

This live feed did not show WTC 7 standing durihg announcement, as it was showing B-
roll of rescue workers on the ground.

The words used are very similar to the BBC repaith dane Standley, who also reported the
WTC 7 collapse prematurely-- with the building bisi in the live frame beyond the window.
The latter coverage also included an explanatiothbyco-anchor that the building was not
attacked, but, rather, was "weakened"-- perfectlynie with the official story even before the
collapse took place.

BBC'S ABSURD RESPONSE IN-FOCUS
BBC Claims 9/11 Tapes Lost; CNN Archivist Contradits This, Citing Multiple Copies
Recorded

BBC responded to news of the early report on Bngdi's collapse, claiming, amongst other
excuses, that their 9/11 tapes have been lost.

A CNN archivist in Atlanta, and Infowars readerrrected this erroneous notion:

"I'm an archivist with the CNN News Library in Atiga, and | can tell you
with absolute certaintyhe mere idea that news agencies such as ours
would "misplace" any airchecks from 9/11 is prepostrous CNN has these
tapes locked away from all the others. Peoplertikself, who normally would
have access to any tapes in our library, must pa&ial permission in order to
view airchecks from that dajlultiple tapes would have been recording
their broadcast that day, and there are also priva¢ agencies that record
all broadcasts from all channels - constantly - inhe event that a news
agency missed something or needs somethirighey don't just have one
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copy... they have several. It's standard procedun® as soon as the second
plane hit, they would start recording several comie other tapes machines all
day long.

The only information they need to give out is tbarse of the collapse claim.
No one is saying the BBC is "part of the conspiraase're saying that
someone gave that reporter the information ahegichef The source of that
information is the only thing they can reveal thatuld be meaningful.”

WTC COMPLEX IN-FOCUS
WTC 3 Was Structurally Destroyed by Falling Debris,Yet Did Not Uniformly Collapse
at Free-Fall Speed Like WTC 7

World Trade Center Building 3 -- known publicly as the 22-stoMarriott Hotel positioned

between the Twin Towers-- was heavily damaged duhe collapse of WTC 2, yet it did not
experience uniform collapse either vertically oribontally-- but rather a crater of
inconsistent breakage.

WTC Building 3 Was Heavily Damaged by the Collagdseower 2, Yet Did Not Collapse
Uniformly.

Yet, Building 7, which was comparably far removeahf the two buildings hit by airliners,
suffered only minor fires and sudden, uniform qodle-- typically indicative of a controlled
demolition.

Clearly, the difference in damage between the twel Huildings is baffling and untenable
under the explanation offered by the governmeffisial story.

SEE ALSO:Another Smoking Gun? Now CNN Jumps the Gun: On 91 CNN
Announced WTC 7 "Has Either Collapsed or is Collapsg" Over an Hour Before it Fell
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Prisonplanet ob the BBC response

BBC Responds to Building 7 Controversy; Claim 9THpes Lost
Pathetic five paragraph blog rebuttal does not anspestions as to source of report that
Salomon Building was coming down, BBC claims tajoss due to "cock-up™ not conspiracy

Paul Joseph Watson / Prison Planet | February 27007

The BBC has been forced to respond to footage stgpthieir correspondent reporting the
collapse of WTC 7 before it fell on 9/11, claimitagpes from the day are somehow missing,
and refusing to identify the source for their bieagict of "clairvoyance" in accurately
preempting the fall of Building 7.

Here is theBBC's responseo the questions about the footage that was umehgtesterday,
with my comments after each statement.

1. We're not part of a conspiracy. Nobody told iisitnto say or do on
September 11th. We didn't get told in advancelibatlings were going to fall
down. We didn't receive press releases or scriptadvance of events
happening.

"We didn't get told in advance that buildings wgoing to fall down." If this is true, then
how on earth did the BBC report the collapse ofldng 7 before it happened? Psychic
clairvoyance? Of course they were told that WTCas woming down, just like the
firefighters, police, first respondersandCNN were told it was coming down. They had to
have had a source for making such a claim. The BBiCting like the naughty little boy who
got caught with his hand in the cookie jar. No beee is claiming the BBC are "part of the
conspiracy," but their hideous penchant to juseatpvhat authorities tell them without even
a cursory investigation (and with the Building theng telling us has collapsed mockingly
filling the background shot of the report), is aang indictment of their yellow journalism
when it comes to 9/11.

2. In the chaos and confusion of the day, I'm ggute we said things which
turned out to be untrue or inaccurate - but at tinee were based on the best
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information we had. We did what we always did +sed our reports, used
qualifying words like "apparently” or "it's repord& or "we're hearing" and
constantly tried to check and double check thermé&tion we were receiving.

How do "chaos and confusion™ explain how the BBforéad on the collapse of a building, a
collapse that happened "unexpectedly" accordirigdiv Conspiracy Files hit piece
documentary, before it happened? In one breatBBt is claiming they were not told of the
impending collapse of the Building and in the nidvely are telling us that all their information
is sourced. Which is it to be? Did the BBC havearse telling them the building was about
to collapse or not? If not, how on earth could thegrempt its fall? Do BBC reporters have
access to a time machine? What was the sourcésahtbrmation?

3. Our reporter Jane Standley was in New York endiwy of the attacks, and
like everyone who was there, has the events sear&éer mind. I've spoken to
her today and unsurprisingly, she doesn't rememtiaute-by-minute what
she said or did - like everybody else that dayvsae trying to make sense of
what she was seeing; what she was being told; drat was being told to her
by colleagues in London who were monitoring feeuswires services.

Trying to make sense of what she was being tol@?dBkiously didn't make much sense of
the fact that the Building she was reporting hdthpsed was prominently standing behind
her! Unfortunately, for a news organization thatles itself on accuracy and credibility, "she
doesn't remember” just doesn't cut it as an excuse.

3. Our raporter Jane Standlay

was in Mew York on the day of
the attachks, and ke everyons
who was there, has the evenls
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4. We no longer have the onginal tapes of our 9/11 coverage (for
reasons of cock-up, not conspiracy ). So if someone has got a
recofrding of our output, I'd love to get hold of it, We do hava tha

Lapas for our siater channel News 24, but they don't halp clear wp

BBC included a screenshot of yesterday's Prison@larticle in their brief response.

4. We no longer have the original tapes of our @@terage (for reasons of
cock-up, not conspiracy). So if someone has getarding of our output, I'd
love to get hold of it. We do have the tapes forsister channel News 24, but
they don't help clear up the issue one way or aroth

We are asked to believe that the world's premievesrorganization has somehow lost all its
tapes of perhaps the biggest news event of thespagtars. This is a copout. Whether they
have lost the tapes or not, the BBC simply doegarit to verify one hundred per cent their
monumental foul-up, because they know it would ontyease the exposure of this issue and
lead to further questions. What is there to clgét The reporter is standing in front of the
building while saying it has already collapsed!sTts a blatant effort to try and placate people
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making complaints while refusing to admit a monutakfaux pas that further undermines
the BBC's credibility in the aftermath of t®nspiracy Files debacle

5. If we reported the building had collapsed befotead done so, it would
have been an error - no more than that. As onb@tbmments on You Tube
says today "so the guy in the studio didn't quitevk what was going on?
Woabh, that totally proves conspiracy... "

So now the BBC are so devoid of answers, they taealist the help of some moronic
comment on a You Tube blog? Instead of issuingialfstatements and seeking the advice of
legal professionals they produce a cobbled togdéteparagraph blog and include the
testimony of some moron on a You Tube comment bdzathetic! Answer the question BBC

- what was your source for reporting on multipleasions that Building 7 had collapsed
before it had collapsed, and identify the soures émabled the anchorman to comment that
the building had collapsed due to it being weakenadexplanation still unanswered by NIST
five and a half years later.

If you had reported the collapse of the twin towsefore it happened would that have been
just an error too? This "error” translated as $8Ml0on plus in insurance bounty for Larry
Silverstein - I'm sure Industrial Risk Insurers Wwbhe interested to know the source of your
"error.” In addition, two seperate sources repotiadSecret Service Agent Craig Miller
died as a result of the collapse of Building 7.yoo think he would have been interested in
the "error” that led to your correspondent repgrtime building's downfall in advance?

http://www.jonesreport.com/articles/270207 bbc lossponse.html

Another one, highlighting the comments

BBC Slammed Over Pathetic Response to Building @ti©uersy

Prison Planet
Tuesday, February 27, 2007

The BBC are getting slammed by respondants to¢hd bf BBC World News Richard
Porter's pathetiattempt to dismiss questioabout the Building 7 controversy, in which a
BBC correspondent reported the collapse of WTCf@rbat happened on 9/11.

RELATED: BBC Responds to Building 7 Controversyaitt 9/11 Tapes Lost

24 comments were posted at the Editor's Blog welsit7:27PM UK time, just a couple of
hours after the rebuttal was posted. Here are tBdswmments pasted in their entirity - every
single one slams the BBC for their inadequate exgilan of the controversy and others asked
how the BBC somehow lost tapes containing footag the most important event in world
history since World War 2.

http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20070207bbcslammed.htm

92



e

_ TERRORISMATTACKS INUS

21074, 25:43
| _—

Ggasle »

BBC Reported Building 7 Had Collapsed 20 Minute$oBe It
Fell

Revealing, shocking video shows reporter talkingualzollapse
with WTC 7 still standing in background, Google raras clip

Paul Joseph Watson & Alex Jones
Prison Planet
Tuesday, February 27, 2007 (UPDATED 5:36AM CST)

RELATED: BBC Responds to Building 7 Controversy; Chim 9/11 Tapes Lost

RELATED: Time Stamp Confirms BBC Reported WTC 7 Collapse 26 Minutes In
Advance

RELATED: After This Fiasco, How Can We Trust Anything They Told Us About 9/117?

An astounding video uncovered from the archiveayahows the BBC reporting on the
collapse of WTC Building 7 over twenty minutes lrefd fell at 5:20pm on the afternoon of
9/11. The incredible footage shows BBC reporteeJatandley talking about the collapse of
the Salomon Brothers Building while it remains sliag in the live shot behind her head.
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Minutes before the actual collapse of the buildsidue, the feed to the reporter mysteriously
dies.

This amazing clip was on Google Video (now backrabarg, but was removed within
hours of the story breaking. However, hundredsenipte had already managed to download
the clip and it has gone viral on the Internet te@censors won't be able to shut the lid this
time. A You Tube upload igvailable herdut we fully expect this to be removed soon. You
can watch it for the time beirgd this linkand alsdiere A WMV link is here(on our server)
and a Quicktiménere Bit torrent versions of the file can be foumeke An avi version can be
foundhere

To be clear, th&alomon Brothers Building just a different name for Building 7 or WTC 7.
Skip forward to around the 14:30 minute mark.

Although there is no clock or time stamp on thedge, the source claims the report was
given at 4:57pm EST, 23 minutes before Buildinglfapsed at 5:20pm. While the exact
time of the report cannot be confirmed at preserd,clear from the footage that the reporter
is describing the collapse of WTC 7 while it clgai@mains standing behind her in the live
shot.

Here are some further screenshots from the video.

" ) ) _19:?_3 ."%5:-'43

L;rhl:: -
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The fact that the BBC reported on the collapsewfdihg 7 over twenty minutes in advance
of its implosion obviously provokes a myriad of gtiens as to how they knew it was about

to come down when the official story says its qudla happened accidentally as a result of fire
damage and debris weakening the building's strectur

As we have documented before, firefighters, policefastresponders were all told to get
back from the buildindpecause it was about to be brought down. It islyidcknowledged
by those who were there on the scene that warnwegs issued for people to evacuate the
area in anticipation of the building's collapsethvdome even stating that a 20 second
countdown preceded the collapse of the 47-storgtaper, again clearly suggesting that it
was taken down by means of explosives as the Vam#age of its implosion illustrates.
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In a September 2002 PBS documentary, the owndéredMTC complex Larry Silverstein
discusses Building 7 and states that in the laegradon of September 11, the decision was
made to "pull it." The term "pull it" is industrajgon for controlled demolition, but
Silverstein denied charges that WTC 7 had beebelaiely brought down.

This newly uncovered video confirms that the caapf WTC 7 was no surprise, because
television news stations were reporting obeforeit happened!

This footage is absolutely amazing and should gkeafirestorm of new questions aimed
both at Silverstein and the BBC. Who told the BB@&ttthe building was going to collapse
before it did and why were they reporting its faladvance of the event actually taking
place?

Many have speculated that some kind of press eleas leaked too soon and AP wires,
radio stations and TV news outlets prematurely eploon WTC 7's collapse.

The video also severely undermines the credibatitthe BBC who recently caused
controversy byairing a 9/11 hit piecthat sought to debunk questions that bring thieiaff
story into doubt.

Calls have already been put through to the BBCrtaqpthe "mistake, tlick hereto listen to
an MP3. The BBC have promised to "look into it."

Moronic commenters on Digg are already trying toylihe story, yet none of them have an
answer as to why the BBC reported the buildinglapee before it happeneglick hereto
add your own comment and counter the debunkers.

ACTION: E Mail the BBCand ask them to clarify exactly why their reporseannouncing
the collapse of Building 7 before it has collapsed.

http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20@®0207building7.htm

Second Video, News24
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Another bullding near the Yorld Trade

21.54 Centre [n Mew York has collapsed

Time Stamp Confirms BBC Reported WTC 7 Collapse 26
Minutes In Advance

Debunkers' claims about blue screens, inconclusive
frame of Jane Standley footage eviscerated

Paul Joseph Watson
Prison Planet
Wednesday, February 28, 2007

If there was any remaining doubt that the BBC regmbthe collapse of Building 7 over 20
minutes before it fell then it has now evaporatéith the discovery of footage from the BBC's
News 24 channel that shows the time stamp at Z84:54PM EST) when news of the
Salomon Brothers Building is first broadcast, & 26l minutes in advance of its collapse.

Watch the clip below. The original clip was from @ée Video, but again they deleted it
(even though it was just 30 seconds in length). Nees 24 clip is at the end of the original
BBC World clip.

According to FEMA WTC 7 collapsed at 5:20pm on the afternoon o1 9&lince British
Summer Time is five hours ahead of Eastern Stantiand, the BBC reported the collapse of
Building 7 at 4:54PM EST, a full 26 minutes befdreollapsed.

"News is continuing to come in as you can imagille:re now being told that another
enormous building in New York has collapsed. this 47-story Salomon Brothers building
[better known as WTC Building 7] which was situatenty close to the World Trade Center,
right there in this financial capitol," states #nechor Gavin Estler.

Following thecontroversy created by Monday's footagevhich BBC correspondent Jane
Standley is seen live in New York reporting theaode of Building 7 as it remains standing
behind her, many debunkers tried to claim thairtregges were inconclusive because there
was no time stamp on the footage. Others allegatdStandley was merely standing in front
of a dated blue screen image and that the sharibdckground was a recording from earlier
in the day. Both these objections can now be edsiyissed by the addition of the News 24
footage confirming that the news that Building d lcallapsed was prematurely reported by
26 minutes.
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Since the BBC obviously had a source for this imfation, though they refuse to
acknowledge exactly what that source was, it casuipeised that the news took a few
minutes to make its way to the on air anchor, fioeeewe can approximate that someone
knew Building 7 was going to collapse at least halhour before it fell. However, if we
factor inCNN's Aaron Brown reportinthat Building 7 "has collapsed or is collapsing” a
4:15PM EST, then that's over an hour before thilimgi imploded into its own footprint.

First responders, firefighters and police are altlee record as stating they were tBlgilding
7 was to be "brought dowr@hd many took that to mean that it was going tontentionally
demolished by means of explosives. Some even expa#t0 second countdowpreceding
the building's collapse, which can only mean oregth that it was deliberately imploded
according to a pre-determined schedule.

Building 7 stood 355 feet away from the north tow&gtructures closer to the twin towers that
were bombarded with debris and essentially holloagidemained standing for weeks after
9/11, until they were demolished by explosive cremisereas Building 7 suffered relatively
little damage and yet imploded hours after the teviell. In theirConspiracy Files
"documentary" the BBC said WTC 7 was a "ragingnné when in fact fires were confined
to just eight floors according to FEMA.

World Trade Center Building 3 (pictured above), Wngoublicly as the 22-story Marriott
Hotel positioned between the twin towers, was Hgalamaged during the collapse of WTC
2, yet it did not experience uniform collapse eithertically or horizontally.

The BBC's pathetic excuse for not being able tdicarthat they reported the collapse of
WTC 7 in advance, that they lost the tapes of tBE€ BVorld 9/11 coverage, was nothing
more than an attempt to make questions about tigje bontroversy go away. It remains to be
seen if they'll issue another response now thatli00% certified that they reported the
collapse of a building 26 minutes before it happlerS® far wider mainstream coverage of
this mammoth story has been all but mute.

We received an interesting e mail from a CNN anshiv Atlanta who stated their utter
disbelief at the notion that BBC has lost any @itl®/11 archives.

"I'm an archivist with the CNN News Library in Atlta, and | can tell you with absolute
certainty, the mere idea that news agencies suobrasvould "misplace” any airchecks from
9/11 is preposterous. CNN has these tapes lockeagt fram all the others. People like myself,
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who normally would have access to any tapes iribrary, must ask special permission in
order to view airchecks from that day. Multiple éapvould have been recording their
broadcast that day, and there are also privatecaggethat record all broadcasts from all
channels - constantly - in the event that a news@gmissed something or needs something.
They don't just have one copy... they have sevitisabktandard procedure, and as soon as the
second plane hit, they would start recording sdwaies on other tapes machines all day
long."

"The only information they need to give out is Hmrce of the collapse claim.
No one is saying the BBC is "part of the conspiraae're saying that
someone gave that reporter the information ahegichef The source of that
information is the only thing they can reveal thvatuld be meaningful.”

Just ten days after the airing of its bias, enduten, propagandistic hit piece against the 9/11
truth movement, the BBC's program directors aréaioty wishing they had never gone near
the subject. The response metered out against thastered by the Building 7 fiasco, has
tarnished the corporation's credibility and thejplsistic attempt to rebut the accusations has
only made matters worse.

Suffice to say it would be a very stupid decisiomd-air Guy Smith's farce of a documentary
in any country ever again. Perhaps the BBC couldgall a favor and 'lose’ the tapes just
like they claim to have lost the tapes of theirl9¢bverage.

http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20@0207timestamp.htm

Clairvoyant Collapse by Nicholas Levis

Wednesday, February 28 2007
Clairvoyant Collapse
BBC World News announced WTC 7 had collapsed, imedidvance of the actual event. Discovery by blogge
prompts controversy. Angered counter-attack fronCB®oids issue: What was the source of the infaonat
New 3-minute video compilation of the key pointsrfr the BBC broadcast, demonstrating foreknowledge o
WTC 7 collapse. Read more for complete coveraghefast three days... (2/28)

— Ed.

Wednesday, February 28, 2007
by Nicholas Levis

The Summary

BBC World News started reporting that 7 World Tr&knter had collapsed about 23
minutes before the building actually came downvideo of the news network's live
broadcast on September 11th shows.

The skyscraper also known as the Salomon BrotheitdiBg was still standing and clearly
visible over the shoulder of a BBC reporter in Néark, even as the network provided
accurate, past- tense details of its collapse. Star&lley's live report was interrupted about
five minutes before WTC 7 actually came down abprd EDT. A video clip establishing
this anomaly was discovered on Hrehive.orgnews service and first pointed out to the
public Monday by the blog writer 911veritasSdtlblogger.com
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The ensuing controversy has prompted a swift, ualysangry response from the BBC,

which however has failed to address the substaigstee: Apparently the network's personnel
were unfamiliar with WTC 7, which is excusable. Ylveere however reporting information
culled from a source with advance knowledge oftthiéding's collapse. Who was that
source?

The answer may be essential to settling the loagestg dispute over whether the third
skyscraper to fall on 9/11, which was not struckabyairplane, was demolished using
explosives, or collapsed entirely due to structdeahage and fire.

The Video

Until Tuesday, a 1-gigabyte file record of the BB@rld News live broadcast was freely
available for download from the Television Archatarchive.org, at
http://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc2001085411736/ V08591-16.mpg

Presumably thousands of people downloaded thédilere archive.org took it offline. The
news archive service provided an .xml label inghme directory, indicating that the 42-
minute video segment was originally broadcastisigst 4:54pm EDT on September 11th.
Various clues within the segment amply confirm stext time (see below), although no time
is announced or shown during the segment.

For information purposes under fair-use provisimesare making available a three-minute,
10-megabyte WMV video showing the key excerpts ftamsegment, with inserted time
labels based on a start time of 4:54pm EDT.

DOWNLOAD VIDEO — FREE DISTRIBUTION
www.911truth.org/911truthmedia/Video/BBC-WTC7.wmv

WTC 7: Historical Footnote?

The 47-story skyscraper WTC 7 was located to thiehrad the North Tower, across Vesey
Street. Prior to 9/11, this relatively obscure ¢ous the Twin Towers was more commonly
known as the Salomon Brothers Building after itgést tenant.

Built above and around an electrical substation GAfTalso housed other businesses and a
number of federal agencies: the Securities and &gd Commission, the IRS, the
Department of Defense, and a secret CIA stationttieaAgency later described as its largest
office in North America outside of the Washingtora

The Mayor's Office of Emergency Management, a et nerve center built by the Giuliani
administration and intended as the city's commagadiuarters in a crisis, was on the 23rd
floor. The location was criticized by officials e New York Fire Department and others
who considered it insecure.

The 9/11 events rendered OEM unusable. WTC 7 wasuated in the morning, caught fire
at some point after the Twin Towers fell, and qadkad completely at 5:20pm Eastern
Daylight Time on Sept. 11, 2001. The building &lenly within 6.5 seconds, leaving a pile
of rubble contained almost entirely within the angg footprint. The many external signs of a
controlled demolition raised the prospect that esiples were used to bring it down. (See for
example the video clips attp://www.wtc7.net/videos.htrl
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Authorities have maintained the global failure easirely due to the serious structural
damage caused by the earlier collapse of the Twimefs and subsequent fires (fueled by
diesel tanks located around the building, the lstrgéwhich belonged to OEM). The
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIas charged with preparing a full
report. Its publication date has been delayed sétietes over a period of almost two years,
and is currently scheduled for April 2007.

More athttp://www.improbablecollapse.com/screens2/histamgl

BBC Coverage on 9/11

The file obtained from archive.org shows that tlBCB uncannily clairvoyant news coverage
of the event began at 4:57 pm EDT, 23 minutes kdfw building actually collapsed. [3:19
on the archive.org video]

Speaking from London, BBC World News anchormaniplilayton says, "We've got some
news coming in — the Salomon Brothers Building BwNYork, right in that part of
Manhattan, also has collapsed. This does fit il @itvarning from the British Foreign Office
a couple of hours ago to British citizens that.. réh@as 'a strong risk of further atrocities in
the United States. And it does seem as if thereis@mother one with the Salomon Brothers
Building collapsing. We've got no word yet on cdses, one assumes that the building
would have been virtually deserted.” Hayton thguorts that the US president is on a flight
back to Washington from Nebraska, confirming thatbroadcast time is just before 5pm
EDT.

The collapse is noted again in the top-of-the-Hmadlines, and Hayton gives a longer report
at 5:10pm. [13:30 on the archive.org video] Siguafitly, the details are now revised,
indicating Hayton has been given new informatiothim meantime: "Now more on the latest
building collapse,” he says. "You might have hemfdw minutes ago | was talking about the
Salomon Brothers Building collapsing, and indedtbs... It seems that this was not the
result of a new attack, it was because the builtizd)been weakened in this morning's
attacks.” Thus Hayton is not only reporting on aere still 10 minutes into the future, but
also accurately conveying how the authorities waxglain that event, both then and for the
next five years. He then introduces a live repamtf the network's New York correspondant,
Jane Standley.

Standley is seen in front of a window as smokesrisam the destroyed World Trade Center
about 10 to 20 blocks behind her. WTC 7 is clewadyble on the right side of the shot,
although the British reporter shows no sign sheiwasy way familiar with the building. She
admits to Hayton that she only knows what he hasadl reported, then speaks for about a
minute on the 9/11 events generally, before Hagtgain asks about possible casualties at
WTC 7. Again, she cannot say. Their exchange oerattatters continues, with WTC 7
visible in the background until 5:14pm, when theddérom New York suddenly turns shaky
and goes dead. [20:30 on the archive.org video]

The building collapsed about five minutes later.

The video leaves no doubt that the BBC receivedrate information on the future collapse
of WTC 7,and that the information included the later explaoa for that collapseWe
presume the BBC was innocent and unwitting in prisg this report in advance of the
actual event, believing the collapse had indeezhdly happened.
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We might reasonably guess that before making itstavdhe BBC by whatever means, the
information originated among the authorities in Néark. Andthatis the question here:
Who was the original source of the information? e source also phrase the event in the
past tense? How was the source certain the buildowdd collapse?

The issue raising the most clamor among 9/11 stemisurely the timing. Even if the
authorities are expecting the building to buckld aallapse due to damage, the exact time is
still unknown. That the building does fall straigihto its footprint on cue five minutes after
Standley's premature report breaks off is breaigak

The BBC Responds to the Controversy

Yesterday the head of BBC World News issued tHewviohg response to the controversy via
his blog at http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/ theeditd7/02/part_of the conspiracy.html

Part of the conspiracy?
Richard Porter27 Feb 07, 05:12 PM

The 9/11 conspiracy theories are pretty well kndwymow. The BBC addressed them earlier
this month with a documentary, The Conspiracy Fg@dswn within the UK.

Until now, | don't think we've been accused of ggiart of the conspiracy. But now some
websites are using news footage from BBC Worldeme®hber 11th 2001 to suggest we were
actively participating in some sort of attempt tampulate the audience. As a result, we're
now getting lots of emails asking us to clarify position.So here goes:

1. We're not part of a conspiracy. Nobody told mtito say or do on September 11th. We
didn't get told in advance that buildings were gpto fall down. We didn't receive press
releases or scripts in advance of events happening.

2. In the chaos and confusion of the day, I'm ggute we said things which turned out to be
untrue or inaccurate - but at the time were basedh® best information we had. We did
what we always did - sourced our reports, usedifyiafy words like "apparently” or "it's
reported” or "we're hearing” and constantly trieml¢heck and double check the information
we were receiving.

3. Our reporter Jane Standley was in New York endiday of the attacks, and like everyone
who was there, has the events seared on her muedspoken to her today and
unsurprisingly, she doesn't remember minute-by-taimdnat she said or did - like everybody
else that day she was trying to make sense of stieatvas seeing; what she was being told;
and what was being told to her by colleagues indamnwho were monitoring feeds and wires
services.

4. We no longer have the original tapes of our 9aterage (for reasons of cock-up, not
conspiracy). So if someone has got a recordinguobaitput, I'd love to get hold of it. We do
have the tapes for our sister channel News 24tHayt don't help clear up the issue one way
or another.

5. If we reported the building had collapsed befibtgad done so, it would have been an
error - no more than that. As one of the comment¥a@u Tube says today "so the guy in the
studio didn't quite know what was going on? Woh#t totally proves conspiracy... "
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Richard Porter is head of news, BBC World

"How to Exacerbate a Public Relations Crisis"

Porter's phillipic is curious. It was well withinshpower to view the suspect footage and act
to defuse the controversy in a calm, factual waye @ight imagine something along these
lines:

"Well, yeah it looks funny, at first sight, seemg Jane talking about the collapse with the
building still standing behind her. Shucks. Butgider please the bad damage to WTC 7!
The authorities were expecting it to come dowroatespoint that evening or the next day.
The streets were cleared in anticipation. So sonwedoeport was prepared and honestly, we
don't really remember who we got it from. And thheanded up broadcast prematurely. Oops,
we regret this, but things like that do happenvais a chaotic day..."

Child's play.

Instead, Porter chooses to identify purveyors oh%piracy theory" as the enemy, and draws
a direct link to the BBC's recent documentary &t@ac 9/11 skepticism, as though this is in
any way relevant to what BBC World News itself ltoast on September 11th.

He preemptively avers that the BBC has been acafdeelonging to "a conspiracy” - which
of course the Standley clip does not show, and hwhareasonable person would claim on
the basis of the clip.

Then he pulls out two unconfirmable claims that reaynd all-too familiar: No one
remembers exactly what was reported then. Andreliiiged video of the day's broadcasts has
been lost.

There would be groans from the gallery, but norynidlese two claims amount to trump
cards. Except for a decisive difference in thisecéise footage is already circulating openly
on the Web, where everyone can see it.

Did Porter not view the widely-available video a$ network's advance reports of the WTC 7
collapse, before writing his response? This wouahldant to an embarrassing lack of due
diligence for a news director — in fact, an arragaworthy of the Soviet media.

Or did Porter watch the segment? In that case fovwgot" and "we lost our records"” are not
valid excuses. (Although they seem to be contagimes: note the message below from
archive.org, explaining why the video suddenly waffiine yesterday.)

Finally, note the careful phrasing of Porter'stfitsm: "We didn't receive press releases or
scripts in advance of events happening.” Of coungermation also comes in forms other
than press releases and scripts. So let's repeetldvant question to Porter:

Did the BBC get information that WTC 7 had collaghe®m 9/11, before it actually did
collapse? Or was it a guess that was "in error'naflvet reported, but magically turned out to
be true just five minutes later?

Where did the information come from, Mr. Porter?

http://www.91 1truth.org/article.php?story=20070228157804
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Wonkette joins in

«||next »
FEBRUARY 25, 2007

BBC, CNN Employ Magical Psychic News Announcers

=g THAS . . .

mpc RoVONT.) s BEMER L. [The Internets are buzzing with the bizarre storBBE News
reporting the 9/11 collapse of WTC7 before theding actually collapsed — all over a live
shot of Ground Zero, with the 47-story highriseaclg in view and clearly standing.

What it “proves” is anyone’s guess, but it sure ggafor hilarious viewing. But BBC
reporters and anchors who maybe didn’t know thehd#tan skyline so well could possibly
be forgiven for reporting an erroneous story andkmowing that great big highrise was
World Trade Center 7 (otherwise known as the SatoBrothers building). So why doesn’t
the BBC simply say it got a story wrong and didaibw any better? Stranger still, why did
New York-based CNN anchor Aaron Brown do ffaene exact thingn September 11, 2001?
We've got all the creepy video and much more to enghur head asplode, after the jump.

First, the BBC video which has been posted and dleégted by Googland then posted and
then deleted by YouTube again and again this wEe&.great big highrise next to the lady
reporter’s head is WTC7:

This apparently aired son2® minutes befor®/TC7 collapsed — supposedly from damage
sustained when the Twin Towers collapsed or froenéhcrashes. Whatever the
“timestamp,” WTC7 is standing there throughout iegvs report of its collapse, so at
minimum it's an inaccurate story. Such things happged then, presumably right before the
actual WTC7 begins to collapse, the signal from Newk mysteriously degrades and
vanishes.

Google is quickly deleting copies of the videohaligh it's unknown who or what is
requesting the clips be deleted. BBC presumablysaive copyright on the footage, and it
seems BBC would want to collect and examine tha¢aige — because the BBC now claims
it lost all the 9/11 videdBecause who would want to save video of the biggews event of
the last 40 years?

It's important that you not get upsdthe BBC’s news chief explain8/Ve no longer have the
original tapes of our 9/11 coverage (for reasonsock-up, not conspiracy). So if someone
has got a recording of our output, I'd love to eld of it. We do have the tapes for our sister
channel News 24, but they don’t help clear up fisee one way or another.”

And now here’s Aaron Brown at CNN, also getting vénom some unnamed source that
WTCY7 has collapsed or possibly is currently coliagsOnce again, WTC7 just stands there,
mocking us:
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Other than being another set of examples of howtdewerybody is about everything,
forever, it's also a crucial thing for people camed that 9/11 was an “inside job.”

Why? Because they’ve been suspicious of the pigiaréect implosion of WTC7 (not to
mention the Twin Towers themselves) and how muoksémbled the carefully orchestrated
and widely televised demolitions of so many Las &ehuildings in the 1990s. Even FEMA
investigators concluded that the official reasantfi@ collapse — the building’s steel
infrastructure weakened by a fire started from tetiat came from the Twin Towers — had
alow probability of actually happening.

Here at Wonkette, we’re mostly suspicious of whgsthfive-year-old video clips were
suddenly dropped on Google Video and YouTube tleskwBe careful, Iran! Watch out, U.S.
dollar! As for you American citizens ... duck!

Part of the conspiracy{BBC News]
BBC Has Lost Tapes Of 21st Century’s Defining MotrjémfoWars]

http://wonkette.com/politics/wtc/bbc-cnn-employ-ne-psychic-news-announcers-
240564.php

Another Prisonplanet on the “lost” tapes

BBC Has Lost Tapes Of 21st Century's Defining Motmen
9/11 coverage gone due to "cock up". Why is thisan@orld news headline?

Steve Watson
Infowars.net
Wednesday, February 28, 2007

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

Despite being currently the biggest story on therimet and in the alternative media, the only
place in the mainstream the story has appearadassmall German news website.

This highlights the fact that the mainstream mesli@ot free to report events. The
information it disseminates is strictly controlladd regulated.

The BBC was forced into claiming that the recordiegvering the 9/11 attacks have
mysteriously vanished in response to fierce catitiover the fact that on the day the news
agencyreported that World Trade Center Building 7 hadagsdedalmost 30 minutes before
it actually came down.

Conspiracy or no conspiracy, surely the fact thatBBC has made this announcement should
be reported.
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A cogent precedent can be found in the relativetgent furor over thiess of the moon
landing tape®y NASA. This was reported in every major newspayet on every major
news website in the world for over a week wherarne to light last August. The story then
hit world headlines again when the tapes were found

In the eyes of the mainstream media the Septenilikrattacks in 2001, it seems, are not as
important an event as the moon landing, which haggéast century, 38 years ago to be
precise.

Therefore it is purely as a result of the persisteof the alternative media, and its audience,
that regular BBC employees are now being delugeel tmails and calls asking them to
divulge what their source was for reporting thdaqmde of Building 7 a full 26 minutes before
it happened.

TheBBC editor's blogs currently carrying the following statement frétrichard Porter,
editor of BBC news:

"We no longer have the original tapes of our 9/d%arage (for reasons of cock-up, not
conspiracy). So if someone has got a recordinguiobatput, I'd love to get hold of it. We do
have the tapes for our sister channel News 24tHayt don't help clear up the issue one way
or another!

The BBC is claiming that it cannot verify thatéported building 7 had collapsed too early
because it no longer has its own tapes. Mr Pdntr says he would love to get hold of a
copy. Yet it is blatantly clear that he is writingout the copy of the BBC's output that kick
started the entire controversy! So there he alréadya copy, why can't he watch that?

Even more incredibly he then goes on to declarethieaNews 24 footage, which the BBC
DOES still have, fails to clear up the issue. Tihipatently false as we have today proven.
Footage from the BBC's News 24 channel that shbev$ime stamp at 21:54 (4:54PM EST)
when news of the Salomon Brothers Building is finsiadcast, a full 26 minutes in advance
of its collapse. You can view the footdyere.

Remember that both the official FEMA and the NI&parts on building 7 concluded that the
building collapsed unexpectedly.

So why is the BBC continually lying to us and atpgimg to cloud this controversy instead of
explaining it?

Even more remarkable is the fact that if the BBGmaéns that its footage is indeed lost, this
means that at least THREE copies have been lostiid-FERENT LOCATIONS.

The BBC's policy on retaining recordings of aletgsion and radio broadcast outputs, last
reviewed: 18/02/03 - which you carew onlineat the BBC's own website, clearly states:

The following components to be retained:-

- Two broadcast standard copies of all transmiftetlished TV, Radio and BBCi output — one
to be stored on a separate site as a master

- One browse-quality version for research purpotegyotect the broadcast material
- All supporting metadata to enable research andse

- A selection of original (i.e. unedited) mateffial re-use/re-versioning purposes
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- Hardware/software/equipment to enable replay&fanof the media

Furthermore:
"A retention schedule for each set of records kaqmthived must be created as defined in the
Core Records Policy. Retention periods are set @ting to the status and value of the
record."

This means that the safe retention of archivedrd#egs is checked at regular intervals, and
the more valuable they are deemed to be, the megedntly they are checked.

And yet more:

"All transmitted/published media content will bgkéor at least five years to
fulfil legal requirements and to enable re-versimnand re-use.”

This means that if the footage was "lost" prioSgptember 11th 2006 then the BBC has
broken British broadcasting law.

5

BREAKING MEWS
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So all in all we have a situation here wherebyBBE€ is either lying when it says all records
of its World output on 9/11 are gone, or the BBG bategorically failed to uphold its own
policy, and UK law, and is dismissing this as mgeel'cock up".

This is not some two bit cable TV station, the BB@®aid for by every person in the UK and
thus has a strict legal responsibility to uphosdwritten policies. If this was ever to be
challenged legally would the editors of the BBC mtain as their defence that they "cocked it
up"? That is simply not good enough. People thatRap" at that level should no longer be
in a job and should be explaining themselves iowtof law.

We know for a fact that the BBC are very conceraledut how this whole fiasco has
impacted upon their reputation. Corporation chégtsalso worried that head of BBC World
Richard Porter's brief response to the matter hisroade them look worse.

At this time Mr Porter is still ludicrously feigngnignorance and stupidity by suggesting that
the BBC has been "accused of being in on the coasyi

Whether they have lost the tapes or not, the BBiplsi doesn't want to verify one hundred
per cent their monumental foul-up, because theywkihavould only increase the exposure of
this issue and lead to further questions.
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As a citizen of the UK and a BBC license payerrhdad an explanation as to what has
happened to at least three copies of BBC newsdeatéa moment in time that will define
history. | want to know PRECISE DETAILS of when tiag@es were last checked, how they
could have simply vanished and who is ultimategponsible and so should all other UK
residents.

You can put these requests to the Bisf€e My advice is to be succinct, to the point and
polite. No more than two sentences are required.

Furthermore, everyone who reads this article, wdrenitish or American, should
immediately contact their local and national memlilets and demand to know why they
consider this huge story not to be newsworthy.

Paul Joseph Watson Contributed to this report.
http://infowars.net/articles/february2007/280207 BBith

Devin Green kiss goodbye!

Devin Green signing off, 03/01/2007 -- Good mornamgl good luck
(7 comments; last comment posted Today 09:26 am) print | emailthis ston
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o Blog by Devin Green
(B[R] , March 1, 2007
' 5 8 - As today is my last day setting

the homepage for The Santa Fe
New Mexican | thought | would
bid you all farewell. | resigned
two weeks ago to better pursue
my personal interests. It is to my
great amusement however that
this day coincides with an
astonishing story to share in this

BREAKING NEWS
\nother bullding the Yo aie blog. There is an uproar rising

oW ) p CpRipred across the Internet over what is
being called yet another blatant,
9/11 smoking gun.

News 24 coverage on September 11th, 2001. The
reported the collapse of WTC 7 23 minutesfore thu

actual implosion. . .
P Early this week an independent

Related Links researcher, reviewing video
BBC Reported Building 7 archives of the BBC's 9/11
Collapse 20 Minutes Before It coveragegdivulged the discovery
Eell of an earth shaking

incongruence. BBC reporters
announced the collapse of the 47 story SalomormBrstBuilding 23 minuteBEFOREthe
actual sudden collaps€his building, also known as WTC 7, is clearlgibie, standing tall,
as a reporter gestures to the live view throughwtimelow behind her.

Despite the fact the Google censored the initi@rivet premier of this archived video,
removing it from their video service, many more tiois" of the video were then set up
across the net. Watch the videere.

Some may find this simply bewildering or a coincitié mistake. For 9/11 researchers it is a
further revealing piece of evidence confirming intd premeditation to demolish the WTC.
In response to demands for an explanation the B€ased a statemeahnying

confirmation and foreknowledge. | recommend eveeymanting a good laugh to read their
response.

The BBC claim that they lost the tapes of theil9%¢bverage due to a, and | quote, "cock-up,
not conspiracy."

They just happened to lose their coverage of thst eritical and historic event in the 21st
century?The BBC's general policy on media managnstates:

The following components to be retained:-

- Two broadcast standard copies of all transmiftetlished TV, Radio and BBCi output —
one to be stored on a separate site as a master

- One browse-quality version for research purposegyotect the broadcast material

- All supporting metadata to enable research andge

- A selection of original (i.e. unedited) mateffi@at re-use/re-versioning purposes

- Hardware/software/equipment to enable replayAfanof the media

Obviously coverage like the 9/11 attacks would haegited many more copies than
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everyday broadcasts. And we are to believe thalalest?

The BBC states that the events of 9/11 are "seanetfé memory of reporter Jane Standley,
but that she can't remember what happened minuteitiyte. Personally | think watching a
building collapse just minutes afteaying it already had would be quite memorable.

The BBC tries to excuse possible mistakes duege@dnfusion of the day. But how many
other 47 story buildings are near the WTC? No othéldings fell around the time or area of
the Salomon Brothers Building (WTC 7.) No otheresteame buildings in the history of the
world have even collapsed "due to fire" beside WIT@ and 7. Building 7 wasn't hit by an
airplane and wasn't even directly adjacent tothe towers. Calling that shot is no
coincidence.

The BBC states: "We do have the tapes for ourrsist@nnel News 24, but they don't help
clear up the issue one way or another.” I'll s@&ytthon't clear it up, at least not how the BBC
would like. Tapes of News 24 (wait, let me findennlink, Google Video has now censored
the footage from News 24here is ong have other reporters claiming they "are beirld"to
that WTC 7 has collapsed. The time-stamp on Newsi2Aer confirms that the press release
the BBC was apparently issued came out 23 mingsdthe actual collapse.

"Are being told"? But the BBC now claims "We didgét told in advance that buildings were
going to fall down. We didn't receive press relsasescripts in advance of events
happening." And yet the BBC "rebuttal” goes ondyp they always source their reports. |
think we will have to follow the evidence on thaieo

The BBC response finishes saying that an errooigwidence of conspiracy. (Lol. Is a
random commenter on YouTube the best source thegeanow?) You call it an error if it
was committed once. But three times? It has nowgedethat CNN reported that WTC 7
"has either collapsed or is collapsing” while thidding was still standingVatch it here

So now it should be plain to see that there waskitowledge of Building 7's demise. But
how could anyone know? Let's listen to the man athmitted to demolishing the building
explain. Ya gottavatch this videexcerpted from a September 2002 PBS documenthat. T
man is Larry Silverstein, the man who leased theOMtildings mere months before the
attack and made billions of dollars on his unuselabrism insurance plan. "Pull it" is
controlled demolition industry jargon for implodiagbuilding. Silverstein's spokesperson
later denied the admission, saying he meant "palfiremen out of the building." Just listen
to his statement though and its obvious what heninea

Might then WTC 7's collapse have been a contradeaolition?Watch the actual collapse
again hereand see what it looks like. That's Dan Rather'sexdreally tells it like it is there
didn't he. The building wasn't in the process dlagsing minutes beforehand, but completely
drops in the matter of a few seconds. It dropsasbdctually that there is only one known
scenario where such a free fall collapse is evesipally possible. Controlled demolition.

Dr. Steven E. Joneformer physics professor of BYU University wratgaper

demonstrating this. It lead to his early retiremént not befordeing publishedn a peer
reviewed scientific journal. Dr. Jones later peried chemical analysis on melted WTC steel
that suggests thermate may have been used in thaitden.

Eye witness testimonies also suggest controlledotieamn. Over and over | have seen many
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different cases: warnings on the street going etdre hand, explosions coinciding with the
collapse, etc. For the sake of time I'll just mentine story here

Why does Silverstein explain why they blew 7 up ktdr retract? | don't know, but in the
beginning there were very few people questionirid &d he basically related how things
went along that day. Nowadays, with Loose Changagitde most popular video on Google,
guestions are going to be asked. Like, how couwdg take down the building without weeks
of planning and placement?

So why the early news reports? The BBC anchor whuiges an explanation for the collapse
23 minutes before it even happens may give us so@ae The demolition being planned, an
explanation for a huge building disappearing inater of seconds might have seemed to be
in order, and a press release was prepared ahéagedb start the cover up from the first
moment. But perhaps the news wire went out earlthedemolition went off late. This
matter, of course, remains to be properly invegtga

There are many more question to be considered\aid 7 is just a small part of 9/11. For a
look at the bigger picture and to answer some adehguestions check out the film
Terrorstorm Thats enough to get someone started anyway.

The BBC is quick to deny that they are "parthed conspiracy” (italics added) and yet
ironically that statemeriself almost implies that there is a conspiracy.

And thus I turn in my badge, err, parking permiig &ay goodbye to The New Mexican.
Perhaps I'm leaving you with a question though. \&iten't the big TV news programs and
newspapers covering the BBC's remarkable gift lmneyance? If you want them to
demand it of them.

Better yet, take matters of informing yourself igtmur own hands. As | hope this blog entry
has demonstrated, we have the technology withriteeriet to move from the old autocratic
information paradigm into a democratic system.dadtof today's five media companies who
own most of the news industry dictating self-segvkmowledge to millions of Americans,
information can be traded freely based on its iehemerits in a diverse and widespread self
correcting network.

But to come to face the ground truth we must talketime to ween ourselves from the old
pipeline and open up to a bigger picti@&lbloggeis a useful site for 9/11 news in this
processAlex Jones is an excellent news soustart looking at to understand the forces of
fascism, tyranny and corruption taking controllod highest levels of our government. If you
like the videos | used to post occasionally in nfoglthere are many more in a new feature
called Rense TV part way dowanse.comThere are many others out there as well, but use
your discernment to weed out disinformation. Chiiaeksources for yourself and confirm.

Obviously | don't agree with everything presentethase sites. But that's the point. Think for
yourself. Push your limits. Become your own Editor.

This site is a personal publication of Devin Greieglependent of any professional capacity

at the Santa Fe New Mexican. The views expressedahe not necessarily those of The
Santa Fe New Mexican or the santafenewmexican.aomtyfof websites
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http://lwww.freenewmexican.com/readerblogs/57738l#tm

Mike Riviero, Whatreallyhappened.com, as always
brilliant!

The BBC's 'WTC 7 Collapsed
At 4:54 p.m." Videos

At 21:54 GMT on 9/11 the BBC announced that WTGad hollapsed. There was just one problem withrthigs: WTC 7
did not collapse until 22:20 GMT.

The videos below show the BBC World broadcast.

[15.6 MB WMV full vided
[22 MB QuickTime file of relevent portioh§l5 MB QuickTime file of relevent portioh:

The two screenshots below show WTC 7 behind thertep

The following screenshot shows the satellite fegdtariously breaking up roughly five minutes before
the actual collapse.
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BBC News 24 also broadcast that WTC 7 had collapmadl a corroborative time stamp was on their
broadcast.357kB WMV video download

»
s =

IJ'. e —. ———
LATEST PICTURES

Another bullding near the YWorld Trade
£
4 Centre In New York has <ollapted

21:54 GMT is 16:54 (4:54 PM) East Coast tird@ minutes BEFORE WTC 7 actually collapsed
Richard Porter, the head of news at BBC World idshes explanatiorof the BBC World video:

1. We're not part of a conspiracy. Nobody told bsitto say or do on September 11th. We didn'tajétim advance that
buildings were going to fall down. We didn't reeepress releases or scripts in advance of evemipdrang.
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2. In the chaos and confusion of the day, I'm gslitee we said things which turned out to be untumaccurate - but at
the time were based on the best information we Waeddid what we always did - sourced our reporsgduqualifying
words like "apparently” or "it's reported” or "wa&rhearing" and constantly tried to check and douhleck the
information we were receiving.

3. Our reporter Jane Standley was in New York endidy of the attacks, and like everyone who was tihas the events
seared on her mind. I've spoken to her today arstimgmisingly, she doesn't remember minute-by-mimditat she said or
did - like everybody else that day she was tryinmmake sense of what she was seeing; what sheeivagstbld; and what
was being told to her by colleagues in London wkeewnonitoring feeds and wires services.

4. We no longer have the original tapes of our S¥tterage (for reasons of cock-up, not conspirasg)if someone has
got a recording of our output, I'd love to get holfit. We do have the tapes for our sister chaiNei/s 24, but they don't
help clear up the issue one way or another.

5. If we reported the building had collapsed befibtgad done so, it would have been an error - werthan that. As one
of the comments on You Tube says today "so thimdhg studio didn't quite know what was going ®v@ah, that totally
proves conspiracy... "

Below are some selected comments made in replyrtBdvter's explanation:

How deservedly ironic that the BBC gets exposednaat it really is (a propaganda bureau that attergpindoctrinate
Britain and the world with a false reality) so safter the airing of the appalling hit piece (9tidhspiracy files) last
Sunday night. Please show some respect for the &8iQhe license fee paying public by answeringrgokd question.
How did the BBC know that Building 7 was going talapse 20 minutes before it actually did when pt@9/11 no steel
structured building had ever collapsed due to fire?

I'm not a conspiracy nut. But this footage of yoeports of WTC7 collapsing a full 20 minutes préord repeatedly
discussing it's collapse is highly suspicious.
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The BBC needs to reveal what source they drewdhelasion that WTC7 had collapsed. | do not neaégghink the
BBC is a witting participant in some 9/11 conspyaaut it's definitely looking like you were a pawRevealing
who/where the BBC received the information that WTHad collapsed would be a good start in clearowy yame.

To report that a building had collapsed beforead done so would be an odd sort of error, woulthA bit like reporting
that the Lord Mayor's trousers had fallen down betbey did so.

Let's say for a second that you messed up andtesparbuilding going down that didn't - why the etxane that DID?
What are the odds? Why not by mistake report allmgjlgoing down that DIDN'T actually go down?

You lose footage of one of the most important daymodern history... ;)
(Good job! That way no one can "prove" anything tiheay...)

Out of all the surrounding buildings that sufferedssive damage - WTC 3,4,5,6 - and assorted others
that suffered minor damage (amoung them, WTC 7ons@n Brothers Building), BBC - by merely a
mistake and in confusion - picked exactly the righé that was going to fall -.... ;)
(Good job! Hey, BBC is incompetent - they lose ®p&lD they claim buildings fall that haven't - but
what LUCK! They hit the lottery! What a 'lucky gwashuh?)

BBC should go to Vegas, with those odds - you'didie
BBC is not part of the conspiracy - but you areé aubunch of pathetic dupes.

You capture the biggest smoking gun in historgnd your response is ..... to call yourselves
incompetent and go play 'blind/deaf/dumb monkeyaur public.

Good job, Guys!!

"If we reported the building had collapsed befareaid done so, it would have been an error - ncertian that."

Uh, it WASN'T an error... That's the point. You gdsarping on about what a chaotic day it was. ey didn't the
anchor say something like, "We're getting some oficned reports of some other building apparentijapsing... We'll
have to check up on this... etc." No, he had (23ubais before hand) the name of the building, tlieecb# of floors in the
building (47), the explanation of the collapse (kexzed by other collapses), and he was reportirtghieabuilding was
apparently empty. You even had graphics made ufhéoscrolling info at the bottom of the screenaflis some pretty
precise reporting for a day of chaos when everyeae "...trying to make sense of what they werergpeiand what was
being told by colleagues in London who were moiitpfeeds and wires services."

And there lies the key (perhaps). No doubt the wés just being fed to the anchor and reportethaffwires as the news
would cross... So, which agency fed that bit aBIC7 collapsing? AP? Reuters? VOA? We'll probalgyar know, but
you got the information from some source more &minutes before it happened (had to be longer 28aminutes,
because there must have been some delay fronmikeehe story came over the wires and the timenkba actually got
the news out on the air).

Do | think the BBC is "...part of a conspiracy"? .Ndut you were played perfectly by some entityOl.

With respect, the response to this issue is unaaiolep At the very least you are minimizing youroerand trivializing the
life’s lost or the potential of life’s that couldibe been saved.

In the most important final 7 minutes and 15 sesafdhe said segment the words "apparently”, réfmorted" or "we're
hearing" ARE NOT USED in context of building 7.

The words used are those have definite and pasg.ten
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"Now more on the latest building collapse in New,a.the Solomon Brothers Building collapse...
and indeed it has"

"What can you tell us about the Salomon Building dis collapse?"
"When it collapsed"

Ticker —“The 47 storey Salomon Brothers buildingsd to the World Trade Centre has also
collapsed.”

Who is responsible for the newsroom in desk anorfisompters being used by the news presenter

Who is responsible for the news report on the Ibotsareen news ticker?
Who is responsible as the newsroom floor sourcgifong these people information?
What is the complete list of editors and journaligsponsible for this program on said day?

The words in your statement #4 of footage beingrwsy very well redefine irresponsible. The BBQ

Media Management policy clearly states TWO broads@mndard copies be retained one on a sep:x
site as a master.

As follows.

Ref No.

Policy Area / Policy Statement
01

Components to be Retained
01-01

The following components to be retained:-

Two broadcast standard copies of all transmittdaliglied TV, Radio and BBCi output — one to be
stored on a separate site as a master

One browse-quality version for research purposegrdtect the broadcast material

http://www.bbc.co.uk/foi/docs/historical _informatikarchive policies/media_management_policy
overview.htm#top

r?

arate

If the footage had continued, we'd all have beda ttbwatch WTC 7 collapse right on your progrgm.
Good thing you lost the feed five minutes beforeAllthappened in front of all your viewers.
What in the world would you have said if that haghpened?

What is going on here?

I'd like a little truth please.

I never actually thought | would live to see thg tlzat things would surpass even Orwell, Huxley llgydack London,
Sinclair Lewis, Zamyatin, Ayne Rand, on and ont,.the virtual reality that the "media" create €@ now is truly more
unfathomable than even those great minds warnedl us

Contrary to the dismissive tone of the "explanatiavhether or not the building was known to be aliodall goes to
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essential point of culpability for 9/11, foreknowtge.

Those who are in the dock and being cross-exanaredot allowed to wave their hands and creatauasiille
explanation. It's gone too far for that. There @disastrous war built on false evidence, and thiaiffcation process may
have begun much sooner than is generally now utoiets

In ordinary life, a witness who lies about one thiaill be assumed to lie about everything. And wen& talking about
private matters, but about the essential rolegwernment to defend its country. This issue isudlocedibility of news
sources during a terror attack, in which a rusfjudgment resulted shortly in an invasion of a seigr nation, and the
BBC know it.

Thousands upon thousands of lives have been lgstfén, and there are doubtless more to come.

http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/bbc wtc7 videtmslh

Important point! No one could have predicted...

Why No One Could Have Predicted The Collapse Of WTC
Building was specifically designed to have floeesoved without collapsing

Steve Watson
Infowars.net
Thursday, March 1, 2007

This week has seen a cornucopia of news come mpfaith with regards to what happened
to World Trade Center building 7 on September 2001. The catalyst for this has been the
discovery that the BBC reported the building haltapsed a full thirty minutes before it
actually fell on 9/11.

The BBC, instead of attempting to explain how milcbhave reported this, has attempted to
both evade and cloud the issue. The truth is thate could have possibly predicted the
building would collapse and here's why.

Aside from the fact that previous to 9/11 no sfeshed building in history had ever
collapsed due to fire damage, Building 7, otheniisewn as the Salomon Brothers building,
was intentionally designed to allow large portiofifloors to be permanently removed
without weakening the structural integrity of thalding.
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In 1989 the New York Times reported on this facaistory covering the Salomon leasing of
the building which had been completed just two yesrlier.

Salomon had wanted to build a new structure inmi@l@ouse its high-technology operations,
but due to stock market crash in 1987 it was unebl&he company searched for an existing
building that they could use and found one in L&tlyerstein's WTC 7.

The Times reported:

BEFORE it moves into a new office tower in downtdamhattan, Salomon Brothers, the
brokerage firm, intends to spend nearly two yeard more than $200 million cutting out
floors, adding elevators, reinforcing steel girdenpgrading power supplies and making other
improvements in its million square feet of space...

In some office buildings, that alteration wouldibgossible, but Silverstein
Properties tried to second-guess the needs of patéenants when it
designed Seven World Trade Center as a specujatject.

"We built in enough redundancy to allow entire tpars of floors to be
removed without affecting the building's structurdkegrity, on the assumption
that someone might need double-height floorsd Earry Silverstein,
president of the company. "Sure enough, Salomdrhat need...

MORE than 375 tons of steel - requiring 12 milesvelding - will be installed
to reinforce floors for Salomon's extra equipm@&dctions of the existing
stone facade and steel bracing will be temporaeiynoved so that workers
using a roof crane can hoist nine diesel generatmt® the tower's fifth floor,
where they will become the core of a back-up pcstagion.

The entire article can be rehdre

What this amounted to, as the Times pointed ous,twat WTC7, specifically designed to be
deconstructed and altered, became "a building weHuilding”. An extraordinary adaptable
and highly reinforced structure for the modern bass age.

This is of course also partially the reason wh$999 the building was chosen to house
Mayor Rudolph Giuliani's $13 million emergency @isentre on the 27th floor.

Remember that on 9/11 only eight floors of thedind) were subject to sporadic fires. The
official NIST report failed to comprehensively idéy how the building could have collapsed
symmetrically into its own footprint given the dageethat it had sustained.

A follow up report due soon has been forced to tat@account a hypothetical situation
whereby explosives were used to demolish the mgldarimarily because every other
explanation thus far has failed to explain howoitld have come down.

Furthermore, as has been thoroughly documenteldiimoyi7 was the furthest away in the
WTC complex from the twin towers. Buildings muclbsgr sustained massive amounts of
damage from the collapse of the towers and diccawte anywhere close to full scale
symmetrical collapse.
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Given all this information it is quite clear to
surmise that if you were going to "predict” the
collapse of any building in the WTC complex
following the destruction of the towers,
building 7 would have most certainly been
BOTTOM of the list.

za=n

s s o Building 7 now becomes the key to unlocking
o iy the 9/11 fraud. What was witnessed on 9/11

s=s== & was a perfectly symmetrical collapse, with no
. ...~ resistance, of a steel-framed "Building within

M ' ; ""’ a buildi.ng.". A perfectly symmetrical collapse

@l of a building that was designed from the

ol ground-up to have entire portions of floors to

Sl iy . . T
=, jen be removed without affecting the building's

structural integrity.

We have an owner who let slip that the building Wadled' and we have firefighters on
video telling people to get back as the building\gaing to blow ug'. We have the BBC
reporting the collapse before it happeiaad a follow up desperate attempt to avoid thaeiss
by claiming that it cannot verify anything becaitdgaslost the entirety of its broadcast
recordings from 9/11

Furthermore, the BBC continues to play dumb byaadmng to questions other the fiasco by
intimating that it is being suggested that theyevén on the conspiracy”. Here is the latest
response we have received from the BBC regardiagnitter after continuing to press them
for an explanation:

Hello and thank you for your email in reaction faims made in an
article published online.

The notion that the BBC has been part of any coasypiis patently
ludicrous. We reported the situation as accurassywe could, based on
the best information available. We cannot be categbabout the exact
timing of events that day - this is the first titnleas been brought

to our attention and it was more than five years.d§jin the chaos

and confusion of that day our correspondent repbthat the building
had collapsed before it had done so, it would Haeen a genuine error.

With regards

BBC World Customer Relations

What is ludicrous is that the BBC expects us tielelit has lost its tapes of the most
important event of the 21st century. No one is sstigg BBC is complicit in any conspiracy,
and its attempt to frame this issue in that way Idatant attempt to make the questions that it
has not answered go away.

Why did the BBC report the collapse of one the nstisicturally reinforced buildings in New
York before it collapsed and what was their source?

In further developmentsiore BBC video from the day of 9/11 has been uhedih which a
correspondent, within hours of the towers comingmloclaims the reason for the collapses is
because of their design. He then then provideshiigtfalse information about the designs to

119



justify the statement, without referring to any s5@ms and negating the fact that the towers
had 47 massive central core columns.

Was this another "cock up"” on the part of the BB@ere they once again going off scripted
information that was being spoon fed to the me@iafainly it is startling that the subsequent
official FEMA report, after months of investigatiogave more or less the same explanation
as to why the towers fell as is witnessed in tHCBhews footage from just hours after the
towers fell.

As for the BBC's shockingly arrogant and dismissivevas more than five years ago
comment”, as long as the truth continues to behgithwe will continue to target those who
are aiding its suppression.

http://infowars.net/articles/march2007/010307BBC ®7Thtm

The second response by the BBC

http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors/2007/03/paft the conspiracy 2.html

Part of the conspiracy? (2)

* Richard Porter

* 2 Mar 07, 04:43 PM

So how did the BBC report that Building 7 at theNdd'rade Centre had collapsed around
half an hour before it did sd@y earlier postingon the subject has attracted a lot of interest so
we've been doing more investigating within the Bi8@ut together the sequence of events.

EERE WORLD

Five and a half years have passed so it's quiieudtfto answer every
outstanding question. But we do know quite a bitertban we did on Tuesday, as a result of
checking the BBC archives and what other media \weneg at the time. I've also read
through some of the reports published after 9/1elp put together the sequence of events.

Back to 11 September itself. The Twin Towers hdthpeed. Other buildings were known to
be damaged. Building 7 was on fire. But this wa® @ very confusing picture - remember we
had started the day with reports that a light aftdnad struck the first tower, and at one stage
there was talk of ten hijacked jets in the ais. i’ the nature of rolling news that events
unfold in front of you and confusion turns to cgrilt's important to remember that context
when looking more closely at what happened betvadent 4.10pm (EDT) and 5.20pm when
Building 7 finally collapsed.
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CNN's chronology of evengublished at the time confirms they reported thiédbng on fire
and a clip from a CNN bulletin, widely available e web, hears from a reporter at about
4.15pm EDT, 9.15pm in the UK, who say®Vé're getting information that one of the other
buildings... Building 7... is on fire and has eitlvellapsed or is collapsing... now we're told
there is a fire there and that the building maylapse as well.

Other American networks were broadcasting simggorts at this time and the reports from
FEMA and NIST both make it clear the building wasfioe during the course of the day.

'n',{a'u'éﬂl'l"“‘“‘“T | .. . . ) )

e L=t |One senior fire officer was quoted in a subseqirdatview
as saying there was hulge' in the building and he waptetty sure it was going to
collapsé. During this time, our staff were talking directb the emergency services and
monitoring local and national media... and there wéairly consistent picture being painted
of Building 7 in danger of collapse. Producers antlon would have been monitoring the
news agency wires - the Associated Press, Reetersand although we don't routinely keep
an archive of agency reports, we're sure they wbale been reporting the same as the local
media.

At 4.27pm, a BBC reporter, Greg Barrow, who is ieMNYork, appears on our radio news
channel, BBC Radio Five Live, and say@/e are hearing reports from local media that
another building may have caught light and is imger of collapsé.He then responds to a
follow-up question by saying'fm not sure if it has yet collapsed but the repoethave is
talking about Building 7.

At 4.53pm, on the same radio station, the prograsipresenter, Fi Glover say35'minutes
ago we had reports from Greg Barrow that anothegéabuilding has collapsed just over an
hour ago'

At 4.54pm, the BBC's domestic television news clehBBC News 24, reports the same
thing. Presenter Gavin Esler sayd/é€'re now being told that yet another enormousdingj
has collapsed... it is the 47-storey Salomon Brstheilding'’

And then at 4.57pm on BBC World (according to thescavailable on the web) presenter
Phil Hayton says:We've got some news just coming in actually treS#lomon brothers
building in NY right in the heart of Manhattan halso collapsed.

Because three BBC channels were saying this irkcuiccession, | am inclined to believe
that one or more of the news agencies was repdtiagor at least reporting someone saying
this.

At 5pm, News 24 repeated the news in its top-ofitber headlines sequence and then at

about 5.10pm (again according to the clips on teb)wPhil Hayton on BBC World says
"More on the latest building collapse in NY - yogimihave heard | was talking a few
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moments ago about the Salomon building collapsimjiadeed it has... it seems this wasn't
the result of a new attack but because the builtied) been weakened during this morning's
attack’

Some of the respondents to my earlier blog havgesigd this must mean he had inside
knowledge - that not only did he know the buildiag collapsed, he knew why.

Well in one sense that's true - for about an hibhigd been reported that the building was on
fire and in danger of collapse. But he did qualiflyy saying it seem$and once again | think
there's a danger of reading too much into whatiébe was a presenter merely summarising
what everyone had been saying during the previous. h

Of course, with hindsight we now know that our Iskeot showed the building still standing
in the background. But again | point to that cofgsand chaotic situation on the ground -
the CNN reporter who had talked about the buildieither collapsed or is collapsitiglso
had it clearly in shot behind him, but he acknowkdihe couldn't see very clearly from
where he was standing. As we know, the buildingaditbpse at 5.20pm, with the first
pictures of that being broadcast on News 24 att=@h3%pm.

So that's what we know we reported. To me it parntensistent (and reasonably conclusive)
picture.

| should also mention the missing tapes. As ysad from the details above, the absence of
the BBC World tapes hasn't made much differenaaitcability to look back at what
happened. We have all the tapes of other BBC chaaed | now know that quite a few of
you have your own copies of BBC World, which isiateresting discovery... ).

Some of you find it hard to believe we didn't kelep BBC World tapes... but we had several
streams of news output running simultaneously erdthy, both on radio and television as
well as online and we have kept all the tapes BBBE News 24 and Radio Five Live, as well
as all the BBC One bulletins. Obviously | wish wké&pt hold of the World tapes alongside

all the others, but we didn't... and | don't knohether they were destroyed or mislaid. But as
a result of this week's events, | have asked ailmasts to get hold of copies of our original
material from the organisations which do have them.

And just to be clear, the BBC policy is to keeprgvainute of news channel output for 90
days (in line with the Broadcasting Act in the URfter that we are obliged to keep a
representative sample - and we interpret that tanmneughly one third of all our output. We
also keep a large amount of individual items (saslpackaged reports or "rushes” - ie
original unedited material), which we use for operaal reasons - such as when we come to
broadcast fresh stories on the subject. We doao@td historical record of the event.

I've spent most of the week investigating thiseésdwut this is where we have to end the story.
| know there are many out there who won't beliewewersion of events, or will raise further
guestions. But there was no conspiracy in the BB&psrting of the events. Nobody told us
what to say. There's no conspiracy involving migsapes. There's no story here.

Richard Porter is head of newBBC World
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All Comments so far

e 1.
e At 05:35 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

e John wrote:

Nice try Richard, but this doesn't add up.....S@ gour "news" are based on other news
channels, without daring to verify the validitytbke said news....very professionnal, sir. This
is a pathetic dammage control lie, and you shpald¢hamed of yourself. | wonder how can
you sleep at night, I really do.....

Complain about this post

e 2.
* At 05:52 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
e gregor aitken wrote:

you are bang on right there is no story in the mgsbbc tapes and thank-you for doing your
best to find out what happened.

The real story is the inability of the bbc to laoko 9/11 and 7/7 and do a proper
investigation.

The real story is where are the bbc?
where are the journalists?

From reading these comment boards a lot of pegplgery unhappy with the newsmadia, the
gatekeepers of the newsagenda dont want this storyhatever reasons.

If you take any news outlet to task on this yourglituled and sidestepped. yet more and
more people are asking questions.

Mr. Porter why does the bbc seem to only reportneather than seek truth.
please explain

Complain about this post

« 3
* At 06:12 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
* PeeVeeAh wrote:

"There's no story here"....

| have always believed that to be the case, Ri¢Hdrdre were only frantic 'rushes' at the
time - little corroboration and everyone in a tathlpanic to scoop the breaking bites and
footage. There was absolutely 'no story' at the tiND vetting, no editing just 'splash it all
over!' in the interests of instant messaging. Ther® craft in 24-hour TV News reporting,
it's become a race against time - and better juégeém
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| think the 9/11 'asynchronisms' were the mosmmihating wxamples of breaking news gone
wrong - with nothing more sinister than that. Hoeeevmuch should be learned from the peril
of on-the-fly composition of reports that will ingably be engraved for posterity - in peoples'
minds if not in recoverable local archive.

| cringe almost every time | see the 'Breaking Ndasiner caption! Perhaps 24-hour news
should be completely 'bannered'! ;-)

Complain about this post

e 4,
e At 06:23 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
e Justin L wrote:

okay Richard,
Let's say this dubious but unquestionable repalt msore spin.

A smal fire, no outstanding structural damage & building, not when you see other
buildings that stood after a much a worse pounttiom the 2 towers debris.

Prior knowledge that the building was going to ap#ie, an hour before it happened, yet no
sense at all that either tower was in imminent daing coming down...who were the
specialists that made the assesment of buildingyfi were their skills not applied to
monitoring the two towers?

the only 3 skyscrapers in history to collapse duiré did so that day....

The fact that you yourself clearly state that theekican government agencies are not
releasing information that would help everyone hasthe issue....this amounts to the
American Government toying with people's emotiondolitical ends, morally irresponsible
behaviour that our own Government defends

These issues should make you cringe as a jourmdiesh imagining your report equates to
much more than dsinformation, get it right and aesle deeply or take your childish
kaleidoscope away from real issues, save your tiearfor the dwellers of lala-land, that's
your true audience

Complain about this post

+ 5.
* At 06:38 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
* Matthewwrote:

Well said Richard,

Hopefully, | can get some supporting informatiorbefore you are once again flooded with
nonsense

Many conspiracy fantasists will go on about the FEMport (which was premilinary and
which led to the more detailed NIST report whichl e published later this year) saying that
the collapse initiation due to diesel fires hadiota probability of occurring”. They take this

to mean that it wasn't obvious that the building\gaing to collapse. It means nothing of the
sort. The signs of the collapse developed oveng feriod - they were the bulge, the flames
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and smoke, and the creaking and leaning of thelingil What FEMA is talking about is the
events which led to these signs.

It was obvious to the FDNY fire crews at the scaa¢he day progressed that the building
was going to collapse. That is why they clearedraa around the building several hours
before the collapse. Anybody who claims that thig people who knew the building was
going to collapse must have been told by the pesplewere going to demolish the building
has to include the firefighters in the subsequertec-up.

Regarding the initiating event - just because sbimgtis unlikely, doesn't mean it didn't
happen. By definition, accidents and disastersialigely, they are things that weren't
expected (otherwise they could have been avoided).

As far as having the WTC7 building behind you wiyen say it's going to collapse. Who,
before 9/11, knew which building was which in tloenplex? Who even knew there were
buildings other than the towers?

Ultimately the fantasists want to believe so batibt they will continue to misrepresent and
twist everything you say on this issue. You argejoorrect to ignore them from now on.
They'll sit behind their keyboards and grumble dredworld will carry one unchanged.

There are some useful WTC? links here:

http://www.counterpunch.org/darkfire11282006.html
http://www.911myths.com/html/wtc7 silverstein.htm
http://www.debunking911.com/pull.htm
http://wtc.nist.gov/progress_report june04/appekolik
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/library/fema403 ch5.pdf
http://www.911myths.com/WTC7_Lies.pdf

Complain about this post

e 6.
e At 06:43 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

 P. Numminen wrote:

So you respond by saying you are incompetent idistead of being part of the 9/11
conspiracy? Well, | suppose we'll have to stoprggeBBC News in either case.

Complain about this post

e 7.
* At 06:55 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
» Kevin Ryan wrote:

Just another in a long string of amazing coincidsrrelated to 9/11 then, eh? How
convenient for Bush and Blair, and yet so troubtesdor those living on 90% of the world's
oil reserves.

To get this straight, the BBC staff didn't havedito look at the video of their own reports
that day, but they did have time to scoure the aneg for fuzzy statements from other
network reports, finding one or two describing gussibility of the first ever fire-induced
collapse of a tall building. They then decidedito@y report those statements, repeatedly
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and confidently mind you, not as heresay, but &sey described an actual event that had
transpired.

And 25 minutes later, voila - they became true.
Do you ever think about any of it?

Complain about this post

« 8.

e At 07:00 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

* linn wrote:
Everyone who finds this explanation inadequate khimmediately:
a) download and archive the footage (to hard dri@&¥s, DVD's, etc.).
b) download and archive this blog and its text.

Complain about this post

e O
e At 07:02 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
* Andrew Kenneally wrote:

| would also like to direct to Matthew that questias to why the mysterious collapse of
WTCY7, at a rate of freefall thus defying the posisybof its collapse being due to that
pancake theory, was completely ignored by the 9drhi@ission. Did they forget all about it
in their conclusive investigation?

Complain about this post

« 10.

e At 07:08 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

* Rick B wrote:

Ok, let's take your explanation at face valuetillt seems strange that all copies of this
bulletin were wiped off googlevideo as soon as tlveye going up. | guess that could simply
be a face-saving gesture but it still smacks opsegsion.

Also, this whole episode rmeinds me of the sayimlgd' you gonna believe, me or your lying
eyes?"

Complain about this post

e 11.
e At 07:15 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

e lan Curtis wrote:

| would like to know why the BBC was lying abouethtructure of the world trade centres
within hours of them coming down. Claiming that amqliote
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"now unlike conventional sky scrapers which haue & interior columns to give strength to
the building the exterior walls of the world trackentre bore most of the load, so the direct
attacks were enough to weaken the buildings arditetheir collapse.”

In case you don't know what video | am talking abdwu can find it here.
http://stage6.divx.com/content/show/1134882?usel48557

| have many questions about this. Why did the BB€! the need to even explain this when
no investigation had been done ?

Did the BBC realise the 'facts’ they were givingatithe WTC building structures were
totally incorrect, and in fact the opposite of wttay were saying was true ? If no one was
telling you to say these things why were you lyiaghe public ? Another 'cock up' ?

The questions keepoming, and the answers are far from satisfactory.

And actually according to your own website andalsquote

"All transmitted/published media content will bepkdor at least five years to fulfil legal
requirements and to enable re-versioning and re-use

http://www.bbc.co.uk/foi/docs/historical_informati@rchive policies/media_management p
olicy_overview.htm

So where does the figure of 90 days come from ?

Complain about this post

12.

At 07:18 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Stardust wrote:

Wait....you said no one told you what to say, pehie same article you say:

1) Because three BBC channels were saying thisickguccession, | am inclined to believe
that one or more of the news agencies was repdtiagor at least reporting someone saying
this.

and..

2) CNN's chronology of events published at the tooefirms they reported the building on
fire and a clip from a CNN bulletin....

Other American networks were broadcasting siméaorts at this time and the reports from
FEMA and NIST both make it clear the building wasfioe during the course of the day.

Talk about Doublethink.

Complain about this post

13.

At 07:20 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Kevin Fenton wrote:

You wrote:

"Because three BBC channels were saying this ickagguccession, | am inclined to believe
that one or more of the news agencies was repdtiagor at least reporting someone saying
this."

We want to know which one, that's the whole poirthes. Basically your reply is:
"Somebody probably told us, but we can't rememb®"wrThis is not satisfactory. Which
news agency? You need to find the report. If yoo'tdwormally archive agency reports, then
why not ask the agencies to have a look at thehiaes for you? And knock it off this with
"part of the conspiracy" while you're at it.

Complain about this post

14.

At 07:22 PMon 02 Mar 2007,
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simple fact wrote:

We all know the BBC isn't exactly pro-Bush, but tmmspiracy theorists would have us
believe that the BBC colluded in his plot to degtilee WTC and launch a war on Islamic
countries and end democracy and freedom at home.

Riiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiight
Complain about this post
15.

At 07:30 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Bryan wrote:

| find myself in rare agreement with the BBC orstlsisue. The conspiracy theorists will not
square up to a simple fact here: conspirators woatdhave had anything to gain by
informing a news agency in advance that the bugldvas going to collapse. On the contrary,
they would then have had the strong likelihoodasé¥varned journalists snooping around
while they were trying to surrepstitiously implothe building. There is no basis in logic here
and no basis in fact.

But | must say, Mr. Porter, that you are a mastemderstatement when you claim, "My
earlier posting on the subject has attracted aflotterest.” I'd say that "a frantic tide of
condemnation” would be closer to the truth. Thespmacy theorists know the BBC to be
both contemptuous of the Bush administration amdpsthetic to radical Islam and were no
doubt fully expecting the recent 9/11 "Conspiradgd™ documentary to endorse their
conspiracy theories. They feel that the BBC hathleside down and they are furious.
There may, however, indeed be a conspiracy héreugh on a much more minor key.
Whoever "mislaid" those BBC World tapes could well/e conspired to save BBC staff the
embarrassment of having their monumental blunddi®ifor posterity.

Complain about this post

16.

At 07:42 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Andrew Kenneally wrote:

Does the BBC have any opinion as to why in thegpsisedly in-depth investigation, the 911
Commission completely failed to mention the collp$the Salomon building; a building
that collapsed at a rate of freefall? Was it atdaltincompetence that led to this collapse of a
47 storey being completely forgotten? Or was it tttaexplanation is feasible other than the
obvious one that fits the observable facts bediytjfie controlled demolition? And why does
the BBC accept such obvious duplicity? As Orwethfausly wrote, "In times of universal
deceit, telling the truth will be a revolutionargta Sadly, the BBC, like so much of the
mainstream media, appears to have little willingrtesbuck the trend. And as Aldous Huxley
wrote in Brave New World Revisited, "The mediarighe hands of the power elite.”
Complain about this post

17.

At 07:47 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Thomas Jefferson wrote:

'I've spent most of the week investigating thisiesut this is where we have to end the
story.'

wake up richard you do not control the news anymore

Complain about this post

18.

At 07:51 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Monsieur le Profvrote:

I'm sorry but your behaviour and commentary on ig8sie has been reprehensible and
pathetic.
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No one is accusing you of having been part of threspiracy to blow up WTC building 7, but
covering for the people who may have is sickenidgyou not care about the nearly 3,000
victims of that day?

May God have mercy on your souls.

Complain about this post

19.

At 08:01 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

lan H wrote:

| read Richard Porter's response hoping he'd leetaldlarify the events in that confusing and
frankly worrying video that everyone and his dog Baown me. | have always thought the
conspiracy theorists to be largely attention-segkiaranoid Michael Moore wannabes, but
this one just seems too difficult to adequatelylaxpaway.

Mr Porter, you've dug yourself quite a hole. Begfer looking for that "lost" tape.

Complain about this post

20.

At 08:12 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Andy White wrote:

What is with this rediculous straw man fallacy yaep making Richard? No ones suggesting
the BBC was part of any conspiracy. We just warkrtow who your source was. Because the
only 3 steel skyscrapers that have collapsed fiime," all happened on the same day, how
was it that you immediately concluded building sewas going to completely collapse? That
doesn't make sense. Is it the result of terriblerjalism?

"One senior fire officer was quoted in a subsequ@etview as saying there was a 'bulge’ in
the building and he was 'pretty sure it was gomgdilapse.™

Can you provide us his name and where he is qusedying that? Also if that quote was
from a subsequent interview that still leaves thestion unanswered. Who was the source
that told you building 7 was going to collapse, evhied to the first of your premature reports,
which then led to Jane Standley reporting it?

Your not answering the question. All your doingrsviding non-answers.

WHO WAS YOUR ORIGINAL SOURCE?

Complain about this post

21.

At 08:17 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Jon wrote:

I'm sure that this week has been eye-opening farRichard. What can you take away from
this experience? Well perhaps at the very leaahlsuggest that it indicates how poorly
regarded your industry has become if so many agerda accept that the BBC are involved
in a cover-up. So much doubt and mistrust, howithe@mme to this? Also you might have
come to the conclusion that there are a hell ot afl passionate people in this world, ready to
go to quite extraordinary lengths to get their paicross. You should take heart on this
however. Someone once said that people have beapatieetic towards politics, | think they
were wrong, don't you?

Complain about this post

22.

At 08:19 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Jonatharwrote:

Has anyone reading this thread actually watchedbtiiding fall? If not, please do so now.

I'll wait. Just go to YouTube and search for WT@f7¢lick my name above.

Now, can you possibly say that a building with alfg" or other structural damage can fall
uniformly straight down? Have you ever played Jéngéat happens when you lose?
Buildings fall OVER, not DOWN, unless they are DEMISHED.
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Prove me wrong.

Complain about this post

23.

At 08:23 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Michael wrote:

Please stop invoking the "BBC is not part of anggmracy" line in response to reader
complaints. Nobody is suggesting for a moment ybatare part of some larger conspiracy
and to imply such a thing is at best disingenuadsat worst deliberately misleading.
While you seem to have provided sufficient evidetieg BBC World's premature report of
WTCT7's collapse was a simple matter of gross inaienze and nothing more, you have yet
to provide answers to some very important questions

1. Who is responsible for the ‘cock-up’ which ledhe loss of BBC World News' 9/11
footage?

"l don't know whether they were destroyed or maslgjust doesn't cut it!

2. What are the circumstances surrounding the “aptkvhich led to the loss of BBC World
News' 9/11 footage?

3. Who cut reporter Jane Standley's live feed fionc at 5:18pm (EST) on 11/09/017?

4. What are the circumstances surrounding the plismu of Jane Standley's live feed from
NYC at 5:18pm (EST) on 11/09/017?

Sorry, Richard, there IS a story here!

Complain about this post

24.

At 08:49 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

douglas herman wrote:

Mr. Porter,

You wrote: "But we do know quite a bit more than ave on Tuesday, as a result of checking
the BBC archives and what other media were doirigeatime."

So do you, or do NOT, have the entire video archivem that time segment? Which is it?
The 911 video with the time stamp of Jane stanthege with the WTC-7 in the background-
--you have that? Is THAT what you checked? Eithaywt doesnt look too good.

Douglas Herman, USAF veteran and 911 critic ofdbek-eyed cover up.

Complain about this post

25.

At 08:52 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Edward wrote:

This is just more smoke and mirrors. You are wadflaround avoiding the pertinent
guestions.

The BBC was the ONLY station (or group of statioth&t was reporting WTC7 "HAD
COLLAPSED" before it did.

You ALSO reported WHY it fell, unlike any other stan. This is a question that even NIST
*STILL* can't explain properly.

We are just asking you for the source and the maignaterials. Stop whining about being
"part of a conspiracy"

Complain about this post

26.

At 08:55 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Jonathan Rothwelkrote:

If it was just a one-off cock-up (which would be Ipig thing with the amount of stress on that
day) we don't need to worry. Many other news statioad reported the same, as Richard
says. Basically, the BBC found themselves on tltkadra Chinese whisper.

Complain about this post
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27.

At 09:01 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Eric wrote:

HERE IS THE POINT --

1. Several buildings were on fire that day, howewoaty one of them which did not get hit by
a plane collapsed -- WTC 7.

2. Why would _any_ news organization report thgiven building, out of the THOUSANDS
of buildings in NYC, and the DOZENS on fire thatydhad ‘collapsed’ when in fact it didn't?
3. Someone got the rumor floating over an HOUR teeWTC 7 collapsed. The point is that
the rumor just happen to GUESS the ACTUAL building of DOZENS of buildings that
could have collapsed? The statistical probabilitthcs is astronomically low. Occam's Razor
tells us that the simplest explanation is thatgdeson(s) who got the rumor going an hour
beforehand had foreknowledge of the event. The BB&is to find out who planted this
information with the press!

Complain about this post

28.

At 09:03 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

jmk wrote:

Come on Richard. No story here? | take it you aveght fellow, so obviously you can't
possibly be serious.

First you publish severely biased ‘conspiracy fil#piece' that is bloody far from decent
journalism. It was that bad that it alone counts@se level of conspiring against general
public. Now, after that fiasco you come here tgllinat all 9/11 tapes are mysteriously lost
and basically confirmed that BBC one way or theeotiad prior knowledge of WTC7
coming down (event that no-one in the 100 yearhidtbry of steel frame buildings could not
expect). Event was that improbable that it hasrtakere than 5 years for several
organizations to come out with even a semi-plaassplanation for. Now, let's look at the
Occam's Razor: | can explain every single thingeeigmced on site by controlled demolition
in 15 minutes without NIST or FEMA.

We all know well who's political agendas 9/11 serbest. Now, if there indeed is no
conspiracy, prove it. Provide as much hard evidescgou can and present it in a unbiased
guality documentary. Would be really nice if yowtbstart off from the criminal
investigation conducted by US government and endtlt a proper explanation on why the
towers fell (all of them) that takes into accouasiec newtonian laws of physics. Ask Steven
Jones to contribute. He would probably love to.

Please don't make BBC another Fox News. We already enough of that crap with strictly
political agendas.

Complain about this post

29.

At 09:03 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Winston Smithwrote:

You explanation is right out of Mr. Orwell's bodk+ 2 =5 and the laws of physics were
suspended because we must have faith in our itigtitu

Complain about this post

30.

At 09:05 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Eric wrote:

WTC 7 had fire damage to a single corner of itgcgtire. This infers the building should have
collapsed into that corner in a terribly asymmetvay. However, the building collapsed in a
perfectly symmetric way by falling directly onts itootprint. The huge steel supports and
columns in the 3/4 of the building that were NOTfina completely failed at the same exact
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time as the 1/4 of the building that was on fireisTcannot be. And | don't even think FEMA
can ignore this. | think the final report (due taier this year) will blow the door open on this,
and we'll finally know the full story.

Complain about this post

31.

At 09:07 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Rowan wrote:

"I've spent most of the week investigating thisiessbut this is where we have to end the
story."

How arrogant. You are supposed to represent yaweris, us. We'll decide when to end the
story thanks. You can choose not to engage if yish wou haven't for the last 5 years.
Complain about this post

32.

At 09:08 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Scott Page wrote:

As Mr. Chavez said: Smell the sulphur folks. BB@dslonger a source we can look to for the
truth. The Fox News virus has infected a once éxdis¢source. As an architect | can only tell
others that buildings don't normally explode likidoanos, unless helped.

Complain about this post

33.

At 09:08 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Shawn wrote:

These conspiracy theories are for idiots. Let thwhthe internet and fantasise about the
BIG conspiracy, which would have involved thousaatipeople, imaginary people, robots,
time machines, remote control airplanes and onoandVhy bother trying to debunk them?
Complain about this post

34.

At 09:10 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Daniel wrote:

BBC MEDIA MANAGEMENT POLICY

Reference:

http://www.bbc.co.uk/foi/docs/historical _informatikarchive policies/media_management_p
olicy_overview.htm

"01-01 The following components to be retained:-

- Two broadcast standard copies of all transmiftetlished TV, Radio and BBCi output —
one to be stored on a separate site as a master

- One browse-quality version for research purposegyotect the broadcast material - All
supporting metadata to enable research and re-use

- A selection of original (i.e. unedited) mateffiat re-use/re-versioning purposes -
Hardware/software/equipment to enable replay/transff the media”

How can you possibly loose (at least) three cofpas this historic day? It's even stored at
two separate sites! If the case that it wasn'tiaechat all; what about the Broadcasting Act?
"03-01 All media and metadata must be stored ségurghe correct conditions to minimise
damage and degradation, following industry bestcfice"”

Has this been done in this case, and if not, whifad been done, how come you made a
‘cock-up'? What can be learned from this incidengrevent this from happening again in the
future?

"04-01 All transmitted/published media content Wwél kept for at least five years to fulfil
legal requirements and to enable re-versioning esxdse"

You say that "the BBC policy is to keep every menaf news channel output for 90 days"
Why doesn't 04-01 apply to this?
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Even though you may not want to answear this questil hope you will publish my
comment at least for others to see.

Complain about this post

35.

At 09:11 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Ennealogic wrote:

Hello Mr. Porter,

You're a good bloke to give it another go here.

There's a few things | notice in all the damagerabilather. | hope you don't mind if
mention some of it.

1. You keep denying the BBC is part of the congpiréim happy you realize there was a
conspiracy in play on 9-11-2001. If | were you,ugh, I'd stop shouting quite so loudly that
you weren't part of it. Nobody was thinking thafdse. They might start, though, if you keep
protesting so much!

2. You spend a good bit of time in this second éogrove that folks other than the BBC had
foreknowledge of WTC7's collapse. We knew thataadge The recently unearthed BBC
video just cements the knowledge. It's irrefutablelence. So, you don't have to present
hearsay evidence to convince us. What you couldndaigh, is help us source the
information. Yes, other news agencies besides ygairthe "memo” too. And yes, we will
ask them too, about where they got it. My guesgel continue to ask you, too, until you tell
us.

3. As for your comments about BBC policy regardsaging output... last blog you said you
had "cocked-up" and lost the footage. Now you ax@ng you never kept it anyway because
you didn't have to and anyway there were lots b&obits of footage still about you could
look at. So, uhm, which is it? A cock-up? Or a nakatiscarding of redundant footage?

4. | do appreciate the time you've taken over theesifew days to investigate whatever it is
you've investigated. It's certainly better to hawene sort of response instead of none
whatsoever. But | take issue with your last sergglithere's no story here." The events of 9-
11-2001, taken in bits or as a whole, comprisebtggest story in my lifetime so far, and
that's more than half a century. You may determoewill say no more, but good sir, you
are not the decider when it comes to determiningtiadr or not there is a story here.

| have one final question. How does it make youl te&now that your fine organization was
just another tool in creating the official publig/th about 9-11? | don't know, sir, but if it
were me, | think I'd be mad as hell.

Complain about this post

36.

At 09:12 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Eric wrote:

Someone wrote in a post: "The conspiracy theonsgtsot square up to a simple fact here:
conspirators would not have had anything to gaimbiyrming a news agency in advance that
the building was going to collapse.”

My analysis indicates that Flight 93, which waststhmwvn over Pennsylvania, was going to
target WTC 7. This would have given the plottess '#vidence' they needed to explain why
WTC 7 collapsed. However, the plane never madeitstdestination, and the building
collapsed ANYWAYS, because of the pre-positionepl@sives waiting to ignite. The
plotters had to scramble to explain why the butddivould be collapsing despite the fact that
no plane hit it. So the rumor is planted with tlesvragencies.

Complain about this post
37.
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At 09:15 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Valerie wrote:

Mr. Porter:

Thank you for your follow up to all these inquiriéam unable, however, to dignify your
response with my own follow up. | can only say tiid&twvas "on the fence" about a 911
Conspiracy before this huge karmic payback, the BB& CNN have most assuredly put me
on the side of the "Truthers." so...Lightworkersward and Upward we go!

Complain about this post

38.

At 09:17 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Mabalz es Hari wrote:

JUST ANSWER THE QUESTION!

Who told the newsdesk that WTC7 had collapsed?

Complain about this post

39.

At 09:19 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Eloy Gonzalez Il wrote:

Your explanation still doesn't cover why Google &dand YouTube have been fighting like
mad to keep the relevant clips of the BBC's bluratkethe Internet. And as far as | can tell,
there has been a media blackout on this issue,fem@nyour rivals, when it should have been
big news to begin with.

Complain about this post

40.

At 09:21 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

P. Durand wrote:

Mr. Porter

Here is what you have to do. Sit down, take fewpdaeathes and then, watch all the
available videos on web of the controlled dematitad WTC7. Now, you will understand the
reality. Then, plug back you automatic pilot andtimue denying it.

What append with investigative journalism? Oh ydd&mow, The Conspiracy Files...
Complain about this post

41.

At 09:24 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Veritas Dolerenrote:

Somehow it is pretty convenient that the BBC reptwtlay it has struck a deal with
YouTube/Google Video.

"Mr Highfield said the BBC would not be hunting dowll BBC-copyrighted clips already
uploaded by YouTube members - although it woulémesthe right ... to have content
removed ... that had been edited or altered inyathat would damage the BBC's brand."
Seehttp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/6411017.stm

| have an idea of what you would like to see rengove

Reminds me of my management class, chapter o3 angnhagement: do take some action,
publicize it with similar tags to shift the focusnd the debate). Textbook procedure. Nice try,
but you cannot take over the Internet - if we liv@a democracy, that is. | sometimes wonder.
Complain about this post

42.

At 09:27 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Pavel wrote:

"you might have heard | was talking a few momegts about the Salomon building
collapsing and indeed it has"
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Where is the qualifier in this iron clad certairityed statement? The "it seems" only applies
to the explanation, which is so much in line witle tater official version. You are being
dishonest here, Roger, don't you think? The reastjon was and still is, who were your
sources? Why do you try to avoid answering it 3t @st?

Complain about this post

43.

At 09:31 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Chriswrote:

Dear Miss TV Person,

What did you think when that building behind you cdlapsed in one giant rush of 47-
Story Steel Mass? Merely minutes AFTER you reportedhat it had ALREADY
collapsed?

Maybe not knowing which building was which, did younot ask someone, "What
building was that?"? And when you found out the itwas in fact WTC7, the very 47-
Story Structure which you ALREADY said had fallen, how did that make you FEEL?
Complain about this post

44,

At 09:32 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Joe wrote:

Mr. Porter,

No one is suggesting you, nor the BBC are "pathefconspiracy,” as your strawman
argument suggests. We'd just like to know what negescies or wire agencies your
reporters/producers got the false information framg then from whom they got the
information, and so on... | thought all newsfolkrer@aturally curious. Does following this
incorrect information trail not stir some inter@sainyone in your organization? You say
you've spent your whole week on this issue. | agsyon mean spending your time defending
the BBC. Why not spend some time as an actual tepowestigating the questions behind
the issue at hand, rather than acting as a puditions representative?

Complain about this post

45.

At 09:32 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Tom wrote:

Who was the original source, please?

Complain about this post

46.

At 09:34 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Gina wrote:

I'm not surprised a few mistakes were made by 8€ Bn a hectic day like 9/11.

That's life.

Compare this to the many mistakes in documentékiet. oose Change or 911 Mysteries.
They had all the time to check the facts, andlyeir final products contain mountains of
errors.

Some double-standards from the CTists here.

To those who ask why the 9/11 commission didn'teskl WTC 7: that's what NIST is doint
right now.

Complain about this post

47.

At 09:41 PMon 02 Mar 2007,

Crissy wrote:

Richard, how unfortunate that after all your resbdhe truth has not come out yet. But at
least you have shown us your great sense of humour.
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Have a nice weekend and a cold beer.
Complain about this post

Sa Marz 03, 2007 12:35 pm

Then they pulled the plug, again!

502
Service not available.

Unfortunately a server error occured whilst trytngetrieve this page:
http://www.bbc.co.uk/cqgi-perl/mt/mt-comments.cgi
We are currently working to correct this

Comments by 911bloggers

Is it just me, or did that second apologia havather shrill and desperate quality to it..?

| knew this was how they'd try to spin it, as ttepresents the ONLY POSSIBLE way to spin
it.

Still, the probability that a mere five minuteseafiane's feed was interrupted, the very thing
they were reporting, which had not happened yetdicg in reality is rather astonomical,
one would think..

After all, who can predict when a 47 story stesgfsskaper is going to completely and
uniformly free fall to the ground as a result ofreofire? Heck even FEMA indicated in their
report that such a causation only had a "very losbability of occurance"..!

And the FEMA report was co-sponsored by the ASCEd¢Acan Society of Civil Engineers).
Word has it that even NIST, who STILL have not psheéd their final report on the
destruction of WTC7 are forced to consider the déimo hypothesis.

IMO, the biggest smoking gun of all, is the perfesiformity and the free fall nature of the
"collapse" at 6.5 seconds, where absolute freerfalcomplete VACUUM from that height
is 6 seconds..!

And their reporting on it was DEFINITIVE, and natigilike these other reports. They said
that it had indeed collapsED.

Sorry Mr. Porter. Your explanation does not passteru

Oh and care to explain why Google Video and Youtwbee persistently pulling the videos
earlier this week when the video in question isligubomain..?
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http://www.911blogger.com/node/6590#comment-121227

| totally agree.. The BBC angle is GREAT for exp@sand interesting, but it gives the same
exits for those still having trouble coming to termith WTC 7.

Anyone have any doubter friends out there? Havenyemtioned this to them? | have..the
response is "they knew that building would fallddly.” - They read into the fire dept.
revelations that 7's fall was an "inevitable" event

Saying the BBC said this first in their minds jigiTO THEM that "see they knew all day,
BBC jumped the gun and reported it before the yppsible collapse occured”.

However, of course, we know the more cripplinghsuabout 7 and the REAL evidence that
points to controlled demo:

The video clips of it's fall and Steven Jones' papé!

We can all agree molten metal and "partially evafeat steel members" causes the most head
scratching and strong resistance in the mindsaseltlinging (hoping?) that 7 was a fire
induced freefall. It's also these smoking guns thaite the case.

But dots like this BBC clip do indeed fall into opicture perfectly. But the disbelievers will
claim it falls into their own as well... The sigiadince of the video signal loss at the end
certainly elicits "conspiracy theory" aromas thalphthem maintain their fires collapse
building thoughts.

My disbeliever friends can never meet me head oerwlask about molten metal and
evaporated steel members, sulfidation of stedlei tonly defense is "shoot the messenger”,
ad hominem attacks, etc... Ah, that's when you kti@iv paradigm is nearing global
collapse...

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6540#comment-120850
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The US media won'’t touch this!

MOVEALONG,
, NOTHING T SEE HERE!

H

Media Blacklists BBC Fiasco; Google, Digg Censdri9Truth

News 24 'timestamp’ video disappears from Googiedi despite the fact it's under 30
seconds in length and clearly constitutes fair Dsgg lets small minority of morons decide
its content

Paul Joseph Watson
Prison Planet
Thursday, March 1, 2007

The crowned kings of censorship Google have "pulled News 24 "timestamp" video that
shows the BBC reporting the collapse of Building6/minutes before it happened.
Meanwhile, the establishment media continues torigithe WTC 7 farce as a whole,
including the inconceivable notion that BBC Worlavie mysteriously lost all their 9/11
footage.

Despite the fact that the clip is under 30 secamdisngth and clearly constitutes fair use,
Google yanked the video last night after it waswwirently featured in our article yesterday.
We have replaced the video with a You Tube compasiboth the "Jane Standley" footage
and the News 24 clip, but for how long this stagiva remains to be seen.

Google and the BBC have a cozy relationship and@amently at an advanced stage of talks
to content share on Google Video. This could expleny the original "Standley" footage
was yanked by Google within hours of it becomingydar on the Internet on Monday
afternoon.

It seems that the BBC are extremely incompetentwitheomes to looking after their own
archived tapes, but remarkably proficient aboutiggiany embarrassing material scrubbed
off the Internet, with the eager aid of "don't bd"eGoogle, they compose a formidable tag
team of censorship.
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Recall that Google bizarrely wiped a leading maeeh news website from their search
engine altogether last year simply because Spacecviaed articles mildly critical of
Google's beloved Communist Chinese paymastersyffom Yahoo have also shopped
numerous dissidents who have ended up in Chingdueation labor camps.

It was also Google Video that were caught on nuogeozcasions re-setting viewing figures
for Alex Jones' Terror Storm and other 9/11 trulthg, to prevent them entering the higher
echelons of the charts and going viral.

Should all this really surprise us when it was GRed money that got Google off the ground
in the first place? Just how many calls did GosgldA liaison Dr. Rick Steinheiser make
from his Office of Research and Development thisk®e

Meanwhile, a programmer claims to have hacked Rigdyfound evidence of a deliberate
campaign to censor controversial news stories lapsketrelating to 9/11 truth.

The Information Liberation website concludes tietré are "Tons of obvious shills burying
our recent explosive WTC 7 articles as well as mathgr articles of extreme significance.
It's shocking to read the list and see how muchisognt, documented, and extremely
popular content is being buried for obvious ide@afreasons. This is completely
undemocratic abuse of the Digg system and is gositive the Bury feature is being abused
to suppress content by vindictive Anti-Diggers."

The buried list contains the original Building orstthat was posted at Prison Planet.com on
Monday afternoon. It's reason for burial is giverfiaaccurate,” despite the fact that we have
proven its factual basis in triplicate and the BB&€3 also tacitly admitted their "error."

Digg's Bury feature is supposed to be used to taioyies with bad links, off-topic content,
or duplicate entries” in order to remove "spamajiuhe system.” Unfortunately, as many
have experienced, the Bury feature is frequentbdus suppress content based off ideology.
Please encourage Digg to either fix it (perhapsemiakimilar to Reddit's down voting) or
remove it all together. Email Digg here and reqilesy please fix the Bury feature.

Whether you choose to believe that it's solelywibek of moronic debunkers or a deliberate
Digg policy to censor 9/11 truth, the fact remaimat their supposed "democratic” system is
nothing of the sort. Even if an article gets 20@fbd, just a fraction of that number in burials
relegates it to the memory hole. Digg should beaermmest about the fact that the content of
their website is determined at the behest of alasmabrity of semi-retarded Playstation
addicted teenagers rather than the popular intefélse online community as a whole.

We have uncovered further evidence of Digg cengoiaid it will feature on the website
later tonight.

48 hours after the BBC issued its pathetic rebttatartling footage that shows their
correspondent Jane Standley live on 9/11 repottiagollapse of Building 7 as it mockingly
stands behind her, and the inconceivable excus¢ht®BC has lost its 9/11 tapes, no
establishment media has picked up on the storyewven to dismiss it as a "conspiracy
theory."

This represents both the stubborn refusal of thes#iur press to accept the increasing trend
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that the Internet sets the news agenda, and alapailing media culture that highlights the
most inconsequential claptrap and gives it undeskeprominence.

Kudos goes to Wonkette for covering the Buildingtary, but almost every other so-called
"progressive" website has been mute. Crooks and Lame of the biggest liberal blogs on the
web, today spotlights a story about lesbian koakrds On Tuesday night they led with a
gossip puff piece about Mitt Romney's hair. How ttsgse gatekeepers claim to represent
"alternative media" when they stuff this kind odprdown our throats on a daily basis, while
ignoring massive stories like the WTC 7 fiasco?

We invited BBC World head of news Richard Porteappear on The Alex Jones Show and
clarify for us exactly how the BBC managed to ldsdootage, which by the BBC's own
regulations has to be archived three times ovem fthe single most important event in
history since World War 2.

Porter refused to do the interview.
http://prisonplanet.com/articles/march2007/01030diaddacklists.htm

Just another coincidence! BBC makes YouTube Deal
(important part in bold letters!)

BBC strikes Google-YouTube deal

BBC

Friday, March 2, 2007

The BBC has struck a content deal with YouTubewbb's most popular video sharing
website, owned by Google.

Three YouTube channels - one for news and tworitgreainment - will showcase short clips
of BBC content.

The BBC hopes that the deal will help it reach Yobé&'s monthly audience of more than 70
million users and drive extra traffic to its own vgéte.

The corporation will also get a share of the adsig revenue generated by traffic to the new
YouTube channels.

Three deals in one

The deal with Google - non-exclusive and set tofourseveral years - will establish three
different YouTube services:

BBC: One of the BBC's two entertainment channelkbei a "public service" proposition,
featuring no advertising.

It will show clips like trailers and short featurmat add value - for example, video diaries of
David Tennant showing viewers around the set diMDio or BBC correspondent Clive Myrie
explaining how difficult it is to report from thereets of Baghdad.

The channel's main purpose is to popularise cupmgramming and drive traffic back to the
BBC's own website, and point the audience to th€BPages, where they can watch or
download programmes in full, once the BBC Trustrapes the corporation's catch-up
television proposal, called iPlayer.

BBC Worldwide: The second entertainment channdlfedture self-contained clips - about
three to six minutes long - mining popular prograesim the BBC's archive. Excerpts from
Top Gear, The Mighty Boosh and nature programmesegnted by David Attenborough are
top candidates for this channel.
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This YouTube page will carry advertising such asrea adverts, and possibly pre-roll
adverts (shown as part of the video clip) as w&tintroversially, the BBC Worldwide page -
adverts and all - can be seen in the UK.

BBC Worldwide insists that this is not a new depaat as BBC magazines like Top Gear and
channels like BBC World and UK Living (which showsinly BBC content) already do

carry advertising.

BBC News: The news channel, which will be launclager this year, will show about 30
news clips per day. It will be advertising fundéctla similar deal with Yahoo USA. BBC
News is also offered to non-UK subscribers of Réztivorks.

Because of the advertising, these clips can be@atside the UK only. Any UK users
clicking on a link to one of the news clips on YabE will get a message that they have no
access to this clip.

Groundbreaking - and controversial

The BBC's director general, Mark Thompson, callezldeal a "ground-breaking partnership”
that would "engage new audiences in the UK andaaliro

The BBC's director of Future Media and Technoldishley Highfield, said the deal was
"not about distributing content like full-lengthggrammes; YouTube is a promotional
vehicle for us".

In the United States, several television programexgerienced a discernible audience
increase after they made clips available on YouTBlok the deal is likely to be controversial
with other media companies, who have accused the &Bstraying from its licence-fee
funded public service remit and moving too far intonmercial web ventures.

Copyright protection

Several large US broadcasters, including CBS, NBLFRox, already have similar
agreements with YouTube.

YouTube makes it easy for members not only to watahshare video clips, but also to
upload their own content.

However, the site is riddled with pirated film amdisic clips uploaded by members who do
not own the copyright.

Some media firms, most prominently Viacom, havendy demanded that YouTube
removes tens of thousands of clips from the saéttiey own the copyright for.

Mr Highfield said the BBC would not be hunting downall BBC-copyrighted clips

already uploaded by YouTube members - although it wuld reserve the right to swap
poor quality clips with the real thing, or to havecontent removed that infringed other
people's copyright, like sport, or that had been eited or altered in a way that would
damage the BBC's brand.

"We don't want to be overzealous, a lot of the m@ten YouTube is good promotional
content for us," he said.

YouTube was founded in February 2005 and was bdugkoogle in November last year for
$1.65bn.

In January, one of YouTube's three founders, Chatkel, announced that the website would
soon start sharing revenue with the thousandsesswgho upload their own content to
YouTube.

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/6411017.stm
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Hints in the YouTube comments that the viewerslais g
censored

Fr Méarz 02, 2007 7:39 pm
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C7SwOT29gbc

NOW:
Views: 178,551 Comments: 2281 Favorited: 474 times

17 Minutes ago:
View: 178,551, 862 ratings 2270 comments

43 minutes ago:
Views: 178,551 Comments: 2266 Favorited: 472 times

1 hour ago:
Views: 178,551, Ratings 848, Comments 2260

Authenfication — Time Zone

Time Zone Conversion Verified

(Home» Time Zone...)

Submitted byGeorgeWashingtoon Thu, 03/01/2007 - 2:53pm.

Time Conversion

In order to confirm or refute the claim that the R4 video discussed the collapse of WTC
7 before it happened did a little research.

First, being an American who doesn't know much abi¥utime zones, | wanted to see what
part of the United Kingdom BBC 24 actually broadsdeom. AnswerEast London

Second, given that London is in a different timae@rom New York, and that daylight
savings time may have effectbdth locations, or only one location, or neithecdtionon
9/11, I wanted some definitive way to convert tingezones.

911Blogger poster jonmardavid provided the answer:

"From http://www.timezoneconverter.com

21:54:00 Tuesday September 11, 2007 in Europe/Loodaverts to

16:54:00 Tuesday September 11, 2007 in America/N@nk_

BBC News 24 on the TV displays UK time, includimg tchanges for BST so when the
screen showed 21.54, then it was 16.54 in New York.

| ran the conversion myself at Timezoneconverten,cand confirmed that jonmardavid is
right. Here are the screenshots confirming thad£21ondon time on 9/11 was 4:54 p.m. New
York time:

Here's what the website looks like:
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8 Time-Stamp Corroborates 91.., |_| Time Zone Converter Q

\ % iTimeZone _
/N skl Time Zone | Travel | World | Zones by |
- Converter| Zone| Time Country

The Time Zone Converter GoToM

NEW - The Time Zone Converter can now remember your .
settings between sessions. Just click the "Turn Save Setting

On" link in the upper left corner of the Converter to activate this

feature. Note that cookies must be enabled in your browser for

this feature to work.

ey
NEW - You can now sort time zones by country. Click the "Sort m‘

Wstart [B2-[@a -[Sw. [P2 -[Bec. M2 - ©1. «E@ES

This confirms the data | entered:
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8 Time-Stamp Corroborates 91..,

Save Settings: OFF

Turn Save Settings On (requires
cookies)

ZUse Current Date/Time
@ Use The Following Date/Time:

Date: SEpter_ﬂber v 11 2001

From Time Zonhe:

|| Time Zone Converter %

Time Zone List: All Time
Zones
Sort List by Country

Time:

21:54:00 | 0AM. ©PM. ®24-Hour

To Time Zonhe:

|Europe/London AmericafNew_ork
Africa/Abidjan Africa/Abidjan
AfricalAccra AfricalAccra

‘i start [Ber[@a~[Sw [Pey[Fc M2y o1

Here's the result:

144



ﬂ"ﬁme—Stamp Corroborates 21.., || Time Zone Converter e

21:54:00 Tuesday September 11, 2001 in
Europe/lLondon converts to
16:54:00 Tuesday September 11, 2001 In
America/New_York

Daylight Saving Time is in effect on this
date/time in Europe/London
Daylight Saving Time is in effect on this
date/time in America/New _York

Reserve a hotel room in London | Reserve a
hc::-tel room in New Yc:-rk

Onli
Meet
Ma
Ea:

=

16:54 on a 24-hour clock is, of course, 4:54 p.m.
Of course, WTC 7 did not actually collapse untileztst5:20 p.m.New York time.

Thanks to jonmardavid, Reprehensor and 911Verdathkeir research.

It should be noted that the BBC 24 tape still ndedse authenticated (although the BBC's
head of news, Richard Porter, did appear to indedduat it was authentic). Reprehensor is
working on this angle.

The other BBC tape has also not yet been autheatic&pecifically, the tape was originally
downloaded from the Internet Archive. Janice Matthef 911Truth.org corresponded with
the Internet Archive (as did I), and the Archivatstl that it could not authenticate the tapes.
Below are Janice's and my correspondence.

So whistleblowers within BBC (and CNN) or peopl®wdtorded the broadcasts live on 9/11
should authenticate these tapes.

From: Janice Matthews < janice.matthews@gmail.com>

Date: Feb 26, 2007 5:55 PM

Subject: BBC Footage verification question

To: info@archive.orgrenata@archive.org

Dear InternetArchive.org,

First, please let me say thank you for the greatkwou're doing!
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A certain video, found at your site, has been n@ksway around the Internet like wildfire
today, finding itself the source of live radio dissions today, phone calls to the BBC and
american media, and generally causing quite a asryvell it should. 911Truth.org is very
cautious in our reporting, however, and would likererify as thoroughly as possible that
this information is accurate. Therefore, we decitiedo to the source and ask you directly
about a couple of things. Thanks for your timeetpmg us with this.

The footage in question is dtttp://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc2001 098534
1736/V08591-16.mp...

It is footage from the BBC World, broadcast betwé®4 and 5:36 pm EDT on 9/11/01,
apparently being taped live in New York City. A \@aamorrespondent is reporting with what
appears to be live footage of the Manhattan skybieleind her, including WTC Building 7
just to her right on the screen (over her left ddet). Yet she is reporting in her broadcast,
at approximately 5pm, with WTC7 behind her, thatOfhas collapsed. (Of course, WTC7
actually collapsed at 5:20pm that day.) Naturathyis is rather confusing! Our first two
guestions are, obviously,

1) was the timestamp on the video accurate,

2) is the footage behind her real or greenscreen,

3) can this footage be verified as from the BBCauld it have been created by someone else,
and

4) how can we reach "Television Archive" who isomégd as being the original conributor?
We have reviewed the .xml files associated withvidieo, which appear to verify the validity
of source of the footage is indeed BBC:

metadata>

bbc200109111654-1736

movies

sept_11 tv_archive
BBC
televisionarchive
BBC TVBBC TV
Television Archive
-4

News from BBC TV was recorded by the Televisiohi¥e¢ a non-profit archive. Video
available as a loan (stream) only.

Click for next videgprevious videpor

http://www.archive.org/download/sept 11 tv_archsegt 11 program_guide'>program
guide.

Date: 2001-09-11 20:54:47 UTC

Air Time: 2001-09-11 16:54:47 EDT

Length: 0:41:41

eng
2001-09-11 20:54:47
2001-09-11 16:54:47 EDT
1

Television News; September 11 Terrorist Attackg; Bdrrorist Attacks
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[curator] renata@archive.ord/curator][date]20070218204203[/date][state]un-dif/state]

| am not able to view the video via the links iis file, however, and the associated "program
file" and "thumbnails" are not available. We notitet this information was updated, at least
the line re. "curator” on 2/18/07. Why is thatafipears this file was last modified February
18, 07. Can you tell us whether "curator” was tinéyanodification then?

The second .xml file shows:

MPEG126f22c5525bdaeaeb51ebb84d227dcOf

XML 383d54ece897828ceace791b5a99e932

XML 4a0dbe0Oebfc7528cf350182efda627ec

Can you help us translate? For instance, what desesrce=metadata” mean?

Finally, | have been unable to download or viewsheam on your site, as it "hangs" after
an hour or so of downloading... Can you help metBe@riginal footage you have posted?
Thank you for your help. We are prepared to presi@stinformation to high-level officials
and news media once we can verify; | hope you wwtaled the significance of this and why
we are so intent on tracking it down. Please fes# to call me if you would prefer that to
email.

Sincerely,

Janice Matthews

Executive Director

911Truth.org

info@archive.org

renata@archive.org

date Feb 26, 2007 6:48 PM

subject Re: BBC Footage verification question

More questions...

Why is it that most (not all) of the BBC footaggments from that day do not have links to be
able to view the streaming video? I'm not findihgttto be the case with other networks on
that day, nor for the BBC on other days...?

Thanks,

Janice

from Renata Ewing

to Janice Matthews

date Feb 27, 2007 11:48 AM

subject Re: BBC Footage verification question

Hello Janice

Thank you for your email. The item you write akieutot actually ready to be viewed. It is
part of a test of a new collection on 9/11. It vma$ meant to be streamed or downloaded.
Since we are not the source of the footage, werastable to verify the information
contained in it.

The Television Archive is a division of the IntérAechive.

Cheers,

Renata

Here's my correspondence:

Dear Mr. Hickman,

We've corresponded previously about the Internehi&e. | have a quick question.
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The following video files were apparently uploadedhen removed from, the internet
archive:

http://ia311517.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc200103108 1449/V08515-32.mp...
http://ia311517.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc200109108 1449/V08515-32.mp...
http://ia331340.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc200103M9% 1531/V08591-04.mp...
http://ia331340.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc200109M1% 1531/V08591-04.mp...
http://ia301330.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc20010H31 1613/V08591-08.mp...
http://ia301330.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc20010HB3A1T 1613/V08591-08.mp...
http://ia331327.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc20010H\M13} 1654/V08591-12.mp...
http://ia331327.us.archive.org/1/items/bbc20010H1M3E 1654/V08591-12.mp...
http://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc200109H54E 1736/V08591-16.mp...
http://ia311517.us.archive.org/2/items/bbc20010%H84L 1736/V08591-16.mp...

I'm wondering if someone credible uploaded thengamneone who is unknown to y'all.
I'm also wondering why the files were removeddif gre not at liberty to say, then I'll
assume it was due to a national security letter.

Thanks for your help!

From: "Paul Forrest Hickman"

To: GeorgeWashington

Thank you for contacting us about this. The filext tvere pulled

were not designed for download, and were not abél&or that

purpose. We recently found out that someone hasldaded them.

They were in streaming format for a reason. Unglean figure out

the programming problems, we have to take the in&bion off-line.

Our TV Archive is a project that is currently fasting purposes

only. We have pulled the footage because it wagetaeady for

public viewing.

Paul Forrest Hickman

Office Manager

Internet Archive

www.archive.org

Authenfication- Archive.org / TV

Internet Archive's Director of CollectionStewart Cheifetresponsible for all video and audio
files at the archivehas authenticated the BBC video

"I am Director of Collections at the Internet Arelj responsible for all video and audio files.
This video clip is part of a collection from the TAfchive of global television coverage of the
events that occurred on and shortly after Septermbe2001.

This clip, among others, has drawn quite a bitttEfrdion because it appears to show a BBC
reporter in New York reporting that World Trade @arBuilding 7, also referred to as WTC7
or the Salomon Brothers Building, has collapseateeit actually did collapse.

Despite some confusion on the issue of time camla@ing and UTC conversions to EDT, the
timing on the clip appears to be correct. Thisipaldr clip was recorded between 4:54 and
5:36 PM EDT. The anchor references to the WTC7apsihg occur at 4:58 PM and 5:01 PM
and then a live reporter says the building hasapskd at 5:08 PM in what appears to be a live
shot with the building still in tact behind her.&feed from the live reporter is lost at 5:15
PM and then the building does actually collapsg 2 PM.
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A subsequent clip from the BBC then shows coverddbe actual collapse in an archived
account recorded from 5:36 — 6:16PM. This clipuvaikable at
http://www.archive.org/details/bbc200109111736-1818

An annotated version of the key sequence fromdipscan be seen at
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LzxEoEfE_8A

Further support for the correct timing on the cdgmes from another archived clip, this one
from the BBC 24 channel which includes a time stamphe TV screen indicating that the
reference to the collapses of WTC7 does occur befa actual collapse.

There is some discussion as to whether or notithatstamp was later edited in by someone
tampering with the clip. It is unclear whether thappened or not but the reporting and the
time of the reporting as shown does seem to cagnwith the other BBC World report. This
clip can be seen at various web sites including
http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20@0207timestamp.htm

Also there has been some discussion about whdtlaeshbt of the WTC7 still standing was a
live shot or a so-called “green screen” shot inchitthe live reporter was photographed in
front of an electronic screen with a superimposedgge of videotape of earlier coverage. That
could explain the time disparity; however othepslseem to support the view that the video
behind the BBC reporter in this clip is indeed live

This clip is being widely circulated on the webragawith other 9/11 news coverage clips that
have surfaced. The earliest apparent reports of Wadllapsing come from CNN which
reports before 5PM that WTCY7 is either burning;dBapsing or has collapsed. You can see
this clip athttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LDOUWq_ORRZhat story then gets
repeated later on BBC 24 and BBC World. Similarasage on ABC can be found posted at
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9Qyiov_c6Fg

Assuming all the time references are correct, taegdwo possible explanations offered for
the confusion. One is that the building was intemdily brought down by its owner and that a
press release indicating that was prematurely csand prematurely reported on by the
media.

Another explanation is that there was simply cowfusit the time and some journalistic
“whispering down the lane” in which early storiéat there was something happening at
WTC7 led to rumors of its collapsing which then tedbn-air reporting of its collapse. The
fact that the WTCY7 is still standing and visiblelwe background of the live shot appears to
confirm that the reporting of the collapse did taksce before the actual collapse.

One possible explanation for the apparent clairaogaof the reporter, or the alleged
deception by those in charge, is that there wag af WTC7 when it was first reported on
CNN at approximately 4:10 PM and that the BBC thmked up that story from CNN and
reported that the WTC7 might be collapsing anchendonfusion of live news coverage that
story then was communicated to the anchor andejherter that the building had collapsed.
Additional information may be available from othelevision network coverage of that same
period of time which has also been archived byTt¥ieArchive. This includes coverage from
ABC, CBS, NBC, FOX, and CNN. Efforts are underwaygather that additional archive
footage so that a more comprehensive picture cgmdsented of what really happened that
day.

Other references and discussions related to tipicah be found at various other web sites
including http://www.livelead.com http://www.911truth.org http://www.prisonplanet.com
http://www.informationliberation.comhttp://www.911blogger.comand
http://www.digg.com

The official BBC statement regarding its explanatior the mistaken reporting can be found
at http://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors/2007/02it&¥ex.html"

Mr. Cheifet and the other principals of the IntérAechive are very competent, intelligent,
accomplished people. For example, Mr. Cheifet'sshates:

149



"Stewart Cheifet has been an attorney, a mediasixe¢c and a technology journalist. He has
worked in various capacities for ABC, CBS, NPR, &BE in the United States, Europe, Asia
and the South Pacific. He has managed broadcastaad television stations and was CEO
of several media production and distribution conigsn

He was former Executive Producer and host of th& B&ies Computer Chronicles and Net
Cafi¢,%. He has served as President of PCTV, a aonipaused on broadcast and new
media production in the field of personal technglog

He holds a B.S. in mathematics and psychology fiteeriJniversity of Southern California, a
J.D. from Harvard Law School, and he was a posthgate fellow in technology journalism at
the University of Chicago."

And Brewster Kahle's bio (he's the gentleman whbenticated the videgesterday, says:
"Brewster Kahle Digital Librarian, Director and G@under

Brewster has built technologies, companies, anitutisns to advance the goal of universal
access to all knowledge. He currently overseesdimeprofit Internet Archive as founder and
Digital Librarian, which is now one of the largesgjital archives in the world.

As a digital archivist, Brewster has been activeerhnology, business, and law.

Keywords: MIT'82, helped start Thinking Machinesiider WAIS Wide Area Information
Servers, Internet strategist AOL, co-founded Alexarnet, sold to Amazon.com, directs
Internet Archive.

Details:

After graduating from the Massachusetts Institdt€exhnology (MIT) in 1982, he helped
start a supercomputer company, Thinking Machirtes, iuilt systems for searching large
text collections. In 1989, he invented the Inteigigss first publishing and distributed search
system, WAIS (Wide Area Information Server). WAIR I created the online presence for
many of the world's largest publishers, and waslmsed by America Online in 1995. In
1996, Brewster co-founded Alexa Internet, whichvjdes search and discovery services
included in more than 90 percent of web browseard,veas purchased by Amazon in 1999.
Brewster has also worked to revise law and pohicjght technical advances. He is a board
member of the Electronic Frontier Foundation, ampdbantiff in Kahle v. Gonzales (formerly
Kahle v. Ashcroft), which challenges recent copiytierm extensions.

Brewster is profiled in Digerati: Encounters wittetCyber Elite (HardWired, 1996). He was
selected as a member of the American Academy af @t Sciences in 2005, the
AlwaysOn/Technorati Open Media 100 in 2005, theitdgp400 in 1997, the Micro Times
100 in 1996 and 1997, and the Computer Week 10995.

APPOINTMENTS:

* Univeristy of North Carolina, School of Libraryd Information Science, Visiting Scholar
2006-Present

*

* Internet Archive, Digital Librarian, Director, GBounder 1996-present

* American Academy of Arts and Sciences, elected asember in 2005

* Electronic Frontier Foundation, Board Member

* Alexa Internet, President, CEO, Co-Founder (4oldmazon.com) 1996-2002 The Library
of Congress, National Digital Strategy Advisory Bb&pril 2001

* America Online, Internet Strategist 1995-1996

* Wide Area Information Servers, Inc (WAIS), Founderesident (sold to AOL) 1992-1995
* Thinking Machines with Apple, Dow Jones, KPMG, WRAInventor and Project Leader
1989-1992

* Thinking Machines, Scientist 1983-1992. Helpeatistompany, chips, boards, architected
CPU of CM2"

If these credible people at the Internet Archive the video is real, then | accept their
verification.
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http://www.911blogger.com/node/6630

Further Analysis by G. Edward Griffin

BBC REPORTED COLLAPSE OF WTC BUILDING 7

BEFORE IT FELL!

But that may not mean what you think

Analysis by G. Edward Griffin © 2007 March 2

In the final week of February, 2007, the Internesvablaze with a video tape that showed
news commentators for the BBC on the morning of $tating categorically that Building 7
at the World Trade Center had collapsed, but tm@ancement was made at least twenty
minutes prior to the event. In one scene, repddae Standley is seen saying that Building 7
had collapsed, all the while it is clearly visilmethe skyline behind her.

WAS THE PICTURE IN THE BACKGROUND LIVE OR RECORDED?

Skeptics assumed that the video was recommi®e@time after the collapse of Building 7
and that the background view was taken from preshorecorded images and added
electronically for dramatic effect. That is easyltowith modern technology, and it is
commonly done with news programs to create theesgion that reporters are on the scene
of action when, in fact, they are in a studio stagdhn front of a blue screen. | have used this
technique myself, and | am familiar with the pracddowever, when | looked at the BBC
footage, there was no doubt in my mind that Standias really where she appeared to be: in
front of a window looking at the Manhattan skyliférst, the lighting on her face and other
elements of the set were consistent with the heagit Second, there was no reason for her not
to be there. Other news networks had similar vanpagnts that day. | was convinced.

In addition to the blue screen theory there wasoalpm confirming broadcast time. The

BBC video did not have a time stamp appearing erstiteen, so there was no way to prove
exactly when the remarks were recorded. So, thgtiskehad a double out. The appearance of
Building 7 in the background didn’t prove anythisugd there was no way to confirm the time
of broadcast anyway. Just another conspiracy th&wsydown by plausible denial.

BBC PLEADS INCOMPETENCE

BBC could have clarified the exact time ofdmloast but chose, instead to plead
incompetence. On February 27, it issued a presagelstating that, somehow, it lost the tapes
of its broadcast that day. Imagine that. One ofntlest valuable historical records of all time,
and they lost them. Shuur@bww.bbc.co.uk/blogs/theeditors
[2007/02/part_of the conspiracy.html.)

The next day, someone at 911Blogger.com locatet/ately recorded video tape from BBC-
24, a local affiliate of the BBC network, which alsad covered the events of 9/11. Lo and
behold, there it was: A time stamp! It was twentyutes before Building 7 collapsed, and
BBC-24, taking its news feed from the BBC netwavias telling its viewers that it already
had happened. (The broadcast by BBC and the oB®8ky24 can be viewed at this link:
www.prisonplanet.com/

articles/february2007/280207timestamp.htm.)

GOOGLE TAKES THE VIDEOS OFF THE INTERNET

To add to the excitement of the week, Googléed both video links from the Internet.
Bloggers, who previously had downloaded them ta then computers quickly got them
back up on their own servers and on You Tube. Byr3dy, March 1, they were
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everywhere, although it was speculated that thegpethat-be eventually would track all of
them down and assign them to the memory hole.
The Internet went wild. Although a few adherent#hi® official version of 9/11 claimed that
the videos were fakes, most of the traffic waslariiover what was perceived as the final
and incontrovertible proof that there was prior \Wiexige of the terrorist attacks and that even
BBC was in on it — or at leasbmeonevas in on it who was in a position to feed infotima
to the BBC. Case closed! Or was it?
SOMETHING SEEMED WRONG WITH THIS SCENARIO

As | pondered these facts, something didm@t fght about the direction the story was
taking. | am no fan of the official version of 9/1dut | also try to be careful not to let my
inner convictions get in the way of rational anay# didn’t seem logical for anyone with
prior knowledge of 9/11 to prepare press reporéadtof time. In fact, it would be wise to
have as few people in on the plot as possible&o When it happened, everyone would
respond in the most normal manner possible, comptgh confusion, panic, and shock. Why
would anyone want to prepare press releases alfi¢iateonvhen the press is quite capable of
finding out everything for itself. Monitoring andamipulating the flow of informatioafter
an event like this would be expected, but to dbeforehand, just didn’t make sense.
| started poking around the Internet to see whss btould find in the way of news reports on
9/11. It didn’t take long before | came acrossghlhy significant report from CNN. The
reporter, standing in front of a window lookingtla¢ Manhattan skyline similar to the BBC
location (and with Building Seven clearly visiblethe background), says:

We are getting information now that one of the othéldings, Building Seven, in the
World Trade Center complex is on fire and has eitiolapsed or is collapsing. ... We
are told that there is a fire there, and that lgdnay collapse as well, as you can see.
(www.youtube.com/watch?v=N1LetB0z8 o0.)

With that statement, everything snapped into focus:

A REASONABLE HYPOTHESIS

1. BBC and CNN simultaneously received a report Bualding Seven was on fire and was
expected to collapse. It is probable that othewasks received the same information.

2. The CNN reporter said that Building Seven wasirenand "has either collapsed or is
collapsing.” He concluded with the more consenatiiew that it “may collapse.” The BBC
reporter, or whoever prepared the dispatch fotdmeead, went for the more dramatic
interpretation and said the building was on fird &ad already collapsed. These were merely
different interpretations of the same dispatch.

3. Jane Standley, from the UK, was not sufficiefaiyiliar with Manhattan’s buildings to
know that the rectangular shape far behind hertiv@same building she was telling viewers
had already collapsed. Very few Americans wouldehavown that, either.

4. The BBC was embarrassed by the blatant inacgwfats report and wanted to put the
issue to bed with as little public attention asgilole. It hoped that no private copies of the
broadcast would surface and that “losing” the tapesld likely leave the issue unresolved.
5. Google, in its proven obedience to the goverrimméwhatever nation it's network services,
complied with a request from the federal governnfpassibly reinforced by a request from
BBC) to pull the videos from the Internet to minemmiembarrassment to BBC and avoid
adding to the groundswell of public suspicion ofgmment complicity on 9/11.

To my mind, this is a more plausible explanaticantthat some news manager had prior
knowledge and stupidly jumped the gun with his regdowever, it must be emphasized that,
if | am correct in this analysis, it still does rsttengthens the case for the official version of
9/11. To the contrary, hidden behind the more dienedements of this episode is the fact
that someone in the Mayor’s office or in the Firgpartment issued a report to the networks
that Building Seven was expected to collapse!
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CONSIDER THESE FACTS
Prior to 9/11:
1. No steel structure had ever collapsed from fire.
2. Building Seven was not hit by an aircraft.
3. Fires in Building Seven were relatively minongmared to nearby buildings that did not
collapse.
4. Their were no historical or technical reasonartcipate a collapse.
5. Professionals in the building demolition indydtave said that Building Seven could not
have been destroyed by fire.
6. Scores of firefighters, rescue workers, andiaivs reported hearing and seeing sequential
explosions near the base of Building Seven theaumgdrior to collapse.
7. Building Seven collapsed all together into alsfoatprint, exactly as happens with
controlled demolitions, rather than unevenly wiie thost damaged areas falling first.
8. Rescue workers have said that they were tolddab&time to get away from Building
Seven because it was going to be demolished.
CONCLUSION

Considering these facts, for anyone to isstgpart to the press that Building Seven was
expected to collapse, is powerful evidence thatespeople actually did have prior
knowledge — not necessarily of the 9/11 attacksphar knowledge that Building Seven was
going to be brought down by controlled demoliti®mce it takes many weeks of prior
planning to bring down a building like that by canlied demolition, preparations would have
started long before 9/11. That fact, alone, isvallneed to unravel the whole shoddy fabric of
lies.

http://freedom-force.org/printerfriendly.cfim?pffl@BC WTC7 content.cfm

Background on WTC7

Danny Jowenko, leading dutch controlled demoligapert, on Zembla:
“This is controlled demolition”
http://youtube.com/watch?v=HgoSOQ2xrbl

High-Temperature Oxidation-Sulfidation attack on @/Tsteel, melted steel at 1.000° C.
http://www.fema.gov/pdf/library/fema403_apc.pdf

“Bombs in the building, start clearing out”
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-4574366B3832928

"It's blowin' boy." ... "Keep your eye on that Hiilg, it'll be coming down soon.” ... "The
building is about to blow up, move it back." ...eité we are walking back. There's a building,
about to blow up..."

http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/IMAGES/wtc7 blaw.wmv
Video regarding WTC7
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-217933392383954&hl=en
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Background on WTC7- Interview with the Loose Change
Guys

DYLAN AVERY: Sure. Well, basically, which is -- thiis one thing that a lot of people don't
know about September 11th, myself included, urgihrted doing the research. At 5:20 p.m.
on September 11th, World Trade Center Building 8evé was a 47-story steel-frame
skyscraper 300 feet to the north of the North Toweatt 5:20 p.m. this building collapses in
under seven seconds completely into its own footpnto a debris pile about six or seven
stories high. Now, it wasn't hit by a plane. It vidisby debris from the North Tower when it
fell. But, if you look at all the buildings surrodimg the World Trade Center, and if you
actually look at Building Five, which is right unaeath both the Twin Towers, that building
is engulfed in flames for hours after Building Sewwen collapses.

So, we have all the buildings surrounding the TWanvers heavily engulfed with debris,

some engulfed in flames. We have World Trade CeBudding Seven, which has isolated
fires on floor seven and twelve. It has smoke cgnfiiom its south face, and these guys claim
that 25% of the building was scooped out. Everb#2f the bottom of the building was
scooped out, that still does not account for thédimg falling in perfect freefall into --

AMY GOODMAN: And your thesis about what happenediatdo you believe?

DYLAN AVERY: It would have had to have been a cafied demolition. That's the only
way to prove -- that's the only way to explain wiat saw with our own eyes, and any
attempts to discredit that are just not scientifycsound.

JAMES MEIGS: You know, this is a wonderful exampféhow conspiracy theories work.
Any time there’s a little bit of doubt, a littletlof area where we don't know everything, then
the answer immediately is, well, someone must ldoen it up. It's a form of argumentation
that’s also used by creationists. If they can fine little gap in the evolutionary record, they
say evolution’s a hoax. Or Holocaust deniers --

DYLAN AVERY: Mr. Meigs, with all do respect, thesge two completely different things.
JAMES MEIGS: Holocaust denial works with very sianil-

DYLAN AVERY: Oh, my God!

JASON BERMAS: Oh, man!

JAMES MEIGS: And, but what we see here is -- onewfsources was Vincent Dunn, the
retired deputy fire chief for the New York City EiDepartment, who wrote the textbook,
“The Collapse of Burning Buildings”. And what hepdained is that the building was
extremely unconventional. It had this giant Consatistation with enormous trusses carrying
extraordinarily high loads, very vulnerable to fared other kinds of damage. It was not a
conventional skyscraper by a long shot. Those bresed unfought for seven hours, fed by
diesel tanks that were in the building to fuel hgetkenerators. And when those trusses
ultimately failed, the building did collapse in d@gvn footprint. That's what happens when a
building's internal supports fail.

AMY GOODMAN: We only have about one minute and vewé to divide it. Can you
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respond to that point and make your larger point?
JASON BERMAS: Please let me respond to that.
DYLAN AVERY: Go ahead, Bermas.

JASON BERMAS: On top of everything he said, thatlsere everybody rushed to for the
local government, okay? We have somebody who wdkeB3rd floor, okay, working with
the local government, being escorted by fire fightele gets down to the eighth floor, huge
explosion in Building Seven. Bomb goes off. Okdwys is his words, not mine: “Why are
there explosives in Building Seven.” On top of tlihere have been five different reasons
why it fell. They're trying to say generators, thavas a big fuel tank, there’s a 20-story thing
scooped out of the building, all of which is falbecause they don’t know.

DYLAN AVERY: They keep changing their explanatidios why the building fell.

JASON BERMAS: And | would say this, the 9/11 Comsios Report actually has the nerve
in a footnote to say that it collapsed in 18 sesoh@ok for yourself and time it. It's no more
than 7 seconds.

AMY GOODMAN: And who do you believe blew up BuildirSeven?

DYLAN AVERY: We don’t want to try to implicate anyaly. We're just trying to tell people
to go out and research for themselves. But, | mgaun have to ask yourself, who could have
possibly placed explosives inside Word Trade CeBtgliding Seven, secretly without
anyone noticing, and especially the Twin Towers?

JASON BERMAS: Especially because the CIA, the D@ie, Secret Service are all located
there.

DYLAN AVERY: Yeah, | mean, that building was a gomeent hotspot.
http://www.democracynow.org/article.pl?sid=06/0911345203

The 911 commission report:

- The Report fails to acknowledge that no steehé&d high-rise building has ever collapsed
due to fires.

- The Report fails to mention the total collapse of &story steel-framed skyscraper
Building 7 at 5:20 on the day of the attack.

- The Report contains no mention of the interviewhich the owner of Building 7 states that
he and the Fire Department decided to "pull" Bukdgdy -- an apparent admission of a
conspiracy to destroy the building and its contents
http://911research.wtc7.net/post911/commissionftdgml
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Witnesses: WTC7 was to be pulled

Ground Zero EMT: We Were Told Building 7 Was To Be"Pulled”

http://www.prisonplanet.com/articles/february20@0207building7.htm

Source:www.prisonplanet.conRublished: February 8, 200Author: Paul Joseph Watson

Ground Zero EMT: We Were Told Building 7 Was To 'Bailled"

New Jersey Emergency Medical Technician asked 'tmwid someone have rigged all these
explosives?" before towers collapsed, support cokihrad been blown out

Paul Joseph Watson
Prison Planet
Thursday, February 8, 2007

A New Jersey EMT has gone public on how emergermkers were told that Building 7
was going to be "pulled,” before a 20 second ddmolcountdown broadcast over radio
preceded its collapse. The ground zero rescue watke blows the whistle on how he
witnessed multiple underground support columnsefwWTC towers that had been severed
before the buildings imploded.

In a letter to Loose Change producer Dylan Averg,ihdividual who wishes to remain
anonymous refering to himself only as Mike, 30, tscribes how he has repeatedly tried to
alert numerous authorities to what he saw on 9(tIMas ignored or told to "shut up™ on
every occasion, and ultimately fired for disordestynduct.
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The EMT now dismisses the official government erptéon of events and slams the 9/11
commission as a "whitewash."

Having been in his profession for six years, thdvildual states that he was at ground zero
before, during and after the collapse. He was fbtodlee from the falling towers and take
cover under a bus shelter as debris rained dowar@lind him, leaving his lungs poisoned
today with the toxic dust that 9/11 heroes wereoseg to as a result of a cover-up on behalf
of Condoleezza Rice and the EPA that assured wedkeund zero air was safe to breathe.

The EMT made the decision to make his claims puditier becoming aggrieved at how 9/11
debunkers were viciously attacking the creatornsaafse Change for questioning the events of
9/11 in their film, which has now aired on numermisrnational television stations and has
been seen by millions on the Internet.

In his enthralling testimony, the EMT goes intogre detail of how he and others personally
witnessed a plethora of explosions at all pointsefbuildings before their collapse.

"There were explosions. There were flashes. Thasemolten metal running down the I-
beams of the basement levels like lava flows.n&eer seen anything like it. Yes, planes hit
the buildings - anybody who says otherwise is aamoBut the explosions - the rapid,
symmetrical, sequential explosions - they happérstdtes 'Mike'.

He explains how he and others were in the baseai@mte of the towers helping injured
victims when he saw "One of the huge steel andred@support pillars with an 8 foot section
blown out of the center of it." Looking around, Mikaw other support columns that were in
the same condition, prompting rescue personalkdlasv could someone have rigged all
these explosives?"

"We stood outside listening to the explosions,testdMike, "One after the other, every minute
or so. At one point, about 10 minutes before trat fiollapse, a 30 foot or so section of the
courtyard exploded straight up into the air. Jefote the collapses, a series of deep, below
ground explosions, then numerous explosions itthieings upper floors. Then we ran. We
felt the same deep explosions before the secotapsel This was not just the planes.”

The rescue worker concludes emphatically, "Thedmugis were rigged, there is no question
about it."

Perhaps of even more interest, the EMT relateatttehat hundreds of emergency rescue
personnel were told over bullhorns that Buildin@ 47 story skyscraper adjacent the twin

towers that was not hit by a plane yet implodedmegtnically later in the afternoon on 9/11,
was about to be "pulled" and that a 20 second remlimtdown preceded its collapse.

Following news reports in the days after the atthaeit Building 7 had collapsed due to fire
damage, Mike fully expected this mistake to be@cted after the chaos had subsided, but
was astonished when it became part of the offgtiady.

Questions about Building 7 came to the fore in dap@004 when footage of WTC complex
owner Larry Silverstein telling a September 20055RBcumentary that after consultation
with the FDNY the decision was made to "pull" thel@hng surfaced on the Internet.

These issues were subsequently explored in AlegsIdartial Law and Terror Storm
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documentary films.

Since then, debunkers and Silverstein's officéfitsese tried to argue that Silverstein simply
meant to "pull” or evacuate the firefighters outlué building, yet in the same documentary
explosives experts are seen demolishing the remmdmther buildings in the ground zero
area and repeatedly use the industry term "pultletgcribe a controlled demolition.

In addition, there were no firefighters in WTC 7'pull" in the first place.

Dr. Shyam Sunder, of the National Institutes oh8tads and Technology (NIST), which
investigated the collapse of WTC 7, is quoted ipi#ar Mechanics (9/11: Debunking the
Myths, March, 2005) as saying: "There was no filefing in WTC 7."

The FEMA report on the collapses, from May, 20029 @ays about the WTC 7 collapse: "no
manual firefighting operations were taken by FDNY."

And an article by James Glanz in the New York TimesNovember 29, 2001 says about
WTC 7: "By 11:30 a.m., the fire commander in chasfjthat area, Assistant Chief Frank
Fellini, ordered firefighters away from it for safgeasons."

Photo and video evidence of the collapse of Bugdirshows classic indications of a
controlled demolition. The standard ‘crimp’ in teater-left top of the building and the
subsequent 'squibs’ of smoke as it collapses gleggresent explosive demolition.

Even Dan Rather, commenting on the collapse for 8B®s said that the collapse was,
"reminiscent of those pictures we’ve all seen taeinon television before, where a building
was deliberately destroyed by well placed dynataitenock it down.”

The EMT worker agrees, stating, "There were britshes up and down the sides of
Building 7, you could see them through the windowasd it collapsed. We all knew it was
intentionally pulled... they told us!"

In February of 2002 Silverstein Properties won $86llion from Industrial Risk Insurers to
rebuild on the site of WTC 7. Silverstein Propestestimated investment in WTC 7 was $386
million. This building's collapse alone resultedhiprofit of about $500 million.

Due to the many unanswered questions surroundindiBg 7, The National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) was forced to ol its probe into Building 7 the
theory of, "Whether hypothetical blast events cdwdsele played a role in initiating the
collapse."

Following the attacks, Mike made a sustained etfmrbform the relevant authorities of what
he saw, including the FDNY, the NYPD, newspaperstatevision networks. In every case

he was told to "shut up”, "forget about it", ort"iego, for my own good."

Initially praised as heroes, when Mike and hiseajjue tried to to alert their EMT
Coordinator In Charge of what they had witnesdaely tvere brought up on charges of
disorderly conduct, fired, and fined for damagedarms and equipment they had used on
9/11. Two other colleagues who witnessed the sarmete now refuse to even acknowledge
they were at ground zero for fear of reprisals.
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The astounding testimony of this brave EMT onlysfidther credence to the already
overwhelming case for controlled demolition of bdtlk twin towers and Building 7. We
implore this individual to go public with his futlame in the interests of his own safety. It is
far more secure to blow the whistle out in thetigtan to remain in the shadows and become
another victim of those who wish to see 9/11 thtuihed.

My own statements

What we know about WTC7

Now, with three confirmations about early (meanfekeeit actually happened) reports on the
collapse of WTC7, we can assume that there wagthdr early press release, stating that
Building 7 has collapsed due to fires and damagm fihe fallen debris of the Twin Towers.
The CNN guy was confused, as he could see theibgi&dill standing in the skyline, which
made him switch to “Is collapsing” as he readsrtees.

The BBC reporter, who did not necessarily knewNfamhattan skyline in detail, gave us the
original report: “indeed it has collapsed.”

The people behind this press release should ba taker close scrutinity, they are most
likely the real perps of that day. We can only sp&te, if it was the OEM or a similar
organisation or group of persons.

| mean, this early reporting was not necessarilyearor” in the script Matrix.

Remember that WTC7 slided into oblivion after thay, from 01-09-12 on?

Just think you are in the media and you discovetet,you had been duped. All the officials
speak of Bin Laden and the attack, and with thee sthshock, mind boggling trouble and
fear...

It's easy to assume that the media masters detidealer this up, instead of acknowledging
this hot trace and follow up. How would you hadided?

We already knew that 911 was a Psy-OP, a blackSOPRhis will fit perfect in context.

The media, beeing duped, would make everything tlaeyto bury the case.

They were owned with this little trick.

Just think about that we needed nearly 6 yearotéed that out.

And the ongoing attempts to bury the videos, tles@raise suspicion.

Now, let’s put that altogether:

We have: “There are bombs in the building, stasachg out”.

We have reports about countdowns.

We have ear-witnesses reports about bombs in thiitg.

We have a demolition expert, who said that it wastiolled demolition

It looks like a controlled demolition. (neraly

The landowner admitted that they made the decisiguull it and watch it collapse.

The official report about what had happened i sii$sing.

There were warnings of the Twin Towers collapseadid time also.

If it looks like shit, if it smells like shit, iftitaste like shit...

U know what I'm trying to say.

| have heard several times now the spin that th€ BBbably mixed up these other reports
that “other building might collapse” with “Building has collapsed”. Besides all the doubts
that the BBC could made such an unbelievable amdrthat other news-outlets were running
similar news:
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There are more points, that points to the diredina this may be indeed more damning proof
of foreknowlegde.

-So, who told us the whole day that some buildimgght collapse due to fire and damage?
-Especially concerning WTC7?

-Keep in mind the far more damaged other buildiofgthe complex, who where partly
destroyed, but did not collapse...

-When not a single steel-framed building has ewlapsed due to fire before 9117?

-What about the other news, aka no victims, thestrey”, and even the explanation that it
was no new attack, but a result of the fires aedalien debris from WTC1 and 2? How did
they now, if they “just mixed that up™?

Only low probabilty, methinks.

Then we have the Harley Guy and Jerome Hauer wie fgeding myths immediately to the
public, as we know now.

Maybe the reporting about other, possible collasgespart of this, too? How convenient
would it appear if WTC7 just collapsed 8 hours rfite attack and the debris fallen on it
without these reportings? Wouldn't that lead to enguestions hiw this could be possible?
Remember, they could suppress WTC7 from public kedge until now. I'm sure even
today most people are not aware, hadn’'t one pahdoout that 40% never heard of it?

And please keep in mind the foreknowledge of thénTliowers collapse also.

http://www.cooperativeresearch.org/context.jsp?#agboemtrains
http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/oem_wtc.html
http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/wtc giuliani.html
http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/fematape.html
http://winterpatriot.blogspot.com/2007/02/meet-fagzhauer-911-suspect-awaiting.html

“I went into No. 7, activated OEM, placed callsBMS Citywide, RCC, to tell them we were
there and we were activated.

Maybe five, ten minutes, not even ten minutes Jaeep from OEM came into the main
room and said we need to evacuate the buildingetha third plane inbound. That was the
only thing | really heard because | said, Abdowejot to go, and we made it down to the
lobby of the building, street level, met up

with Chief Peruggia in the lobby of the buildinge daid that there was no third plane but we
needed to re-establish OEM right there so we candooate what was going on. He had
already been to the command post, so he told dshanvas trying to release people back

to be operational. He was looking for the Fire gugo back in. He was there with Captain
Yakimovich. In OEM with Captain Nahmod and | was&iMaggio, who is now retired, and
another firefighter from the™1 Division. We were really trying to establish OEd a
treatment sector in the lobby of the building beseathere were people coming around us.
Again, times are a little fuzzy initially for me. #w minutes later, John came to me and said
you need to go find Chief Ganci and relay the fellgy message:

<b>that the buildings have been compromised, veel h@ evacuate, they're going to
collapse.<b>"

Testimony R. Zarillo

http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/IMAGES/9110161EPD
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German yellow press Bild Zeitung maintained
http://www.bild.t-online.de/BTO/news/aktuell/2006/07/wtc-serie-einsturz/wtc-serie-
einsturz.html

that the warning came from an unidentified civiggreer from the civil authority. But why to
hell was he unidentified? He is a hero, saved do#art hundreds of lifes,
Wouldn't he come forward with this? Not? Maybe Warner did belong to the perps?

A warning of a collapse, right before it beginsAHttid he know the buildings were
compromised to collapse? When all the firefighterscene know not?

Blogger George Washington steps in

Now includes BBC and CNN videos

On September 11th, none of the New York City regmagple thought any of the World
Trade Centers would collapse. For example:

The battalion chief of the New York Fire Departmstated'there was never a thought that
this whole thing is coming dowr{page 15)

The Emergency Medical Services Division Chief, lraige of planning for the Chief of
Department’s office saitNo one feared that the building was in any darages result of two
airplane attacks and subsequent fires .(pade 7)

A lieutenant firefighter saitl never thought the whole thing would come down"

A firefighter stated'| never expected that a tower might collapse”

A lieutenant Investigator with the Bureau of Invgations and Trials saitho one ever
expected it to collapse like thgage 18)

The firefighters killed in the towers clearly newexpected that they would collapse

And no engineer in the country, including the desrg of the world trade centers, thought
they would collapse. Indeetexperts said no building like it, a modern, steshforced high-
rise, had ever collapsed because of an uncontrfid'summary is free if you register with
the New York Times; full article is pay-per-vievand the twin towers wemdesigned to
survive airplane strikes

Indeedthe 9/11 Commission Repatself states:

"They also received advice from senior FDNY chiéfst while the building might eventually
suffer a partial collapse on upper floors, suchcttiral failure was not imminent. NO ONE
ANTICIPATED THE POSSIBILITY OF A TOTAL COLLAPSE" (Rge 291)

"Prior to 9:59, no NYPD helicopter pilot predictdtht either tower would collapse” (page
304)

"Though almost no one at 9:50 on September 11 watemplating an imminent total
collapse of the Twin Towers, many first responaerd civilians were contemplating the
possibility of imminent additional terrorist attack. . " (page 320); and

"Contrary to a widely held misperception, no NYP&itopter predicted the fall of either
tower before the South Tower collapsed” (page 321)

And yet, somehow, on 9/11, Mayor Rudy Giuligdnew in advance that the world trade
center was going to collapse

And newly-released tapes of firefighters and o#raergency personnel show that New
York's Office of Emergency Management told a hahdfyeople that the twin towers were
going to collapse BEFORE any building had actuatijapsed. For example, a paramedic
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testified that, before ANY of the world trade certeildings had collapsed, the following
occurred:

John came to me and said you need to go find @aeti and relay the following message:
that the buildings have been compromised, we neesldcuate, they're going to collapse . . . .
| mentioned to the EMS people there, again, noting who they were, | said you need to
get away from here, the building might collapse,nged to leave this spot .. . .

| said, Steve, where's the boss? | have to giveshmessage. He said, well, what's the
message? | said the buildings are going to collapsaneed to evac everybody out. With a
very confused look he said who told you that? dldavas just with John at OEM. OEM says
the buildings are going to collapse; we need to get

out....

He said, hey, Pete, we got a message that thermsldre going to collapse. His reply was
who the fuck told you that? Then Steve brought mand with Chief Ganci, Commissioner
Feehan, Steve, | believe Chief Turi was initialere, | said, listen, | was just at OEM. The
message | was given was that the buildings aregdgoicollapse; we need to get our people
out. At that moment, this thunderous, rolling roame down and that's when the building
came down, the first tower came dowpage 6)

And there was also warning that building 7, whidmswot even hit by a plane, was going to
collapse. Indeed, people “waited around” for thiding to collapse.

For example, right before WTC7 came down, a NYPLcpmfficer saidclear away, the
whole building is "about to blow up”

A firefighter statedThey moved us back south. We ended up back upeseyStreet and
West Street and just hanging out until tower 7 cdogn. After tower 7 came down, we went
right to work over at tower 7 to put the fires o(jfage 9)

Another firefighter testifiedOnce they got us back together and organized sh@ethey
sent us back down to Vesey, where we stood aneevéit Seven World Trade Center to
come down'(page 14)

A firefighter said'l don't know what happened to No. 7. | knew thédig was coming
down" (page 8)

A lieutenant firefighter sai@asically, we fell back for 7 to collapse, and themwaited a
while and it got a lot more organized, | would gigpage 17)

A paramedic testifieThen it was about 5:00 . . . We didn't do anytiertbecause building
number seven was coming down. That was anothetgmho wait for building seven to
come down, because that was unsecure. It was &Rfuthat building came dowrfPages
13-14)

Indeed, many news reporters, including reportensithe BBC(and se¢his BBC clig BBC
clips authenticateere here andherg, CNN and other stations reported the collapse of
Building 7 beforeit actually fell, thus strongly implying that sommeinformed the reporters
of the collapse ahead of time. (Whereas the BB @nnounce that WTC 7 has already
collapsed, the CNN clip says it "has either coléapr is collapsing”. While the CNN video
is somewhat less dramatic than the BBC videos ngilrat no modern, steel-framed building
has ever collapsed due to fire alone, and givenViReC 7 still looked strong at the time, why
did CNN say the building "is collapsing"?)

See alsdhis collection of evidenceegarding building 7.

What if a police detective was investigating therdew of a guy nhamed Joe, who had
previously been healthy, and discovered that aeaigad said on the day of the murder "Joe
will be dead within 2 hours"? The detective wouddiéve that the suspect killed Joe, or at
least conspired with those who did.

Similarly, the foreknowledge of the collapse ofldiigs 1, 2 and 7 — when steel-framed
buildings simply do not collapse due to fire —ti®Bg circumstantial evidence that Guiliani
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and some key people within New York's Office of Egancy Management -- or their
superiors in the chain of command -- are guiltytfer demolition of those buildings.
We've all watched enough detective shows on T\étognize this foreknowledge as
evidence of guilt.

http://www.911blogger.com/node/6641

Deep Background for Motive, general

Neocon Imperialism, 9/11, and the Attacks on Afghaastan and Iraq

By David Ray Griffin

02/27/07 "1CH" -- - -One way to understand the effect of 9/11, in mosegaiterms, is to

see that it allowed the agenda developed in th@4 89 neoconservatives—-often called
simply “neocons”---to be implemented. There is agnent on this point across the political
spectrum. From the right, for example, Stefan Ha#mel Jonathan Clarke say that 9/11
allowed the “preexisting ideological agenda” of tltemconservatives to be “taken off the
shelf . . . and relabeled e response to terror:’Stephen Sniegoski, writing from the left,
says that “it was only the traumatic effects of ##l terrorism that enabled the agenda of the
neocons to become the policy of the United Statésrerica.™

Whatwasthis agenda? It was, in essence, that the Uniie<sSshould use its military
supremacy to establish an empire that includesvticde world--a globaPax Americana

Three major means to this end were suggested. {these was to make U.S. military
supremacy over other nations even greater, sattwauld be completely beyond challenge.
This goal was to be achieved by increasing the mdegoted to military purposes, then

using this money to complete the “revolution initaily affairs” made possible by the
emergence of the information age. The second m&grto achieve a glob&8ax Americana
was to announce and implement a doctrine of prexeepreemptive war, usually for the sake
of bringing about “regime change” in countries melgal as hostile to U.S. interests and
values. The third means toward the goal of unitexsgire was to use this new doctrine to
gain control of the world’s oil, especially in tMiddle East, most immediately Iraqg.

In discussing these ideas, | will include recogmis by some commentators that without 9/11,
the various dimensions of this agenda could noéleeen implemented. My purpose in
publishing this essay is to introduce a perspectelevant to the debates about the wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan and the impeachment of Prasiflesh and Vice President Cheney, that
thus far has not been part of the public discussion

1. Neoconservatives and Global Empire

The “neo” in the term “neo-conservative” is a reminaf the fact that the first generation
neoconservatives, such as Irving Kristol and Norfadhoretz, had moved to the right after
having been members of the left. Kristol, ofterlezhl'the godfather of neoconservatism,”
famously defined neoconservatives as liberals wdtbldeen “mugged by reality.” No such
move, however, has characterized most of the segendration neocons, who came to
dominate the movement in the 1990s. As Gary Dos#ys inmperial Designs:
Neoconservatism and the New Pax Americéiiee new neocons had never been progressives
of any kind.” The term “neoconservatism” is, in any case, use#d to refer strictly to an
ideology, not to any biographical facts about thake hold this ideology.
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| mean “biographical facts” to include ethnyciAlthough many of the prominent
neoconservatives have been Jewish, leading sonpéepteathink that Jewishness is a
necessary condition for being a neo-conservatiis,i$ not so. As Dorrien points out, “a
significant number of prominent neocons were neitsJé&
This discussion has its primary importance in refato Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld.
If neoconservatism is understood to be entirelyatten of ideology, not also partly a matter
of biography, then there is no reason not to tikh&heney and Rumsfeld as neocons. As
former neocon Michael Lind, says: “[N]Jeoconservatis an ideology, like
paleoconservatism and libertarianism, and RumsfettiDick . . . Cheney are full-fledged
neocons, . . . even though they are not Jewistwanel never liberals or leftists.”
Neoconservatism in its early decades was a mudatéal phenomenon, but the focus here is
on its foreign policy. Neoconservative foreign pglivas originally oriented around
opposition to Communism. This fact meant that the @ the Cold War produced a crisis for
neocons. In 1991, after the fall of the Berlin wBlbdhoretz said that he was not sure what
“America’s purpose should be now that the threa€@fimunism . . . had been decisively
eliminated.” Five years later, he even publishedilagy to the movement, declaring it déad.
Unipolarity
Other neocons, however, believed that they hadvacaese to champion. Already in 1986,
Irving Kristol argued that the United States neettechove toward a foreign policy of “global
unilateralism.” But that would be difficult, he pied out, as long as America is “an imperial
power with no imperial self-definition”"The new cause was to shape this new self-definitio
thereby getting Americans ready to accept a pafaylobal unilateralism.
As soon as the Cold War ended, this cause was tgkéy others. At the close of 1989,
Charles Krauthammer, one of the best-known neooammists, published a piece entitled
“Universal Dominion,” in which he argued that Anezishould work for “a qualitatively new
outcome--a unipolar world®In 1990, he argued that unipolarity has alreadyed and that
the United States, being the “unchallenged supeepdwhould act unilaterally. Saying that
“[t]he alternative to unipolarity is chaos,” Kraatinmer explained what unipolarity requires
of the United States: “unashamedly laying downrthes of world order and being prepared
to enforce them®The following year, in an argument for a “robusterventionism,” he said
of this unipolar world: “We Americans should like-iand exploit it.*°
The 1992 Defense Planning Guidance
The first effort to turn such thinking into offi¢ipolicy came in 1992, which was the last year
of the presidency of George H. W. Bush and herse thle end of Dick Cheney’s tenure as
secretary of defense. Before leaving office, Chdreey Paul Wolfowitz, the undersecretary of
defense for policy, prepare---with the help of tojg assistant, Lewis “Scooter” Libby---a
draft of the Pentagon’s “Defense Planning GuidarfE®G)!* Stating that America’s “first
objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a neaV,t this DPG draft was, in Andrew
Bacevich’s appraisal, “in effect a blueprint forpanent American global hegemony.”
This draft produced, after portions of a leakedycapre published in thlew York Times
and thewashington Post an outpouring of criticism. The ideas did get saupport,
especially from neoconservative publications suctheWall Street Journalwhich praised
the draft’s plan for a “Pax American&!But most of the reaction was critical. SenatomAla
Cranston complained that the Bush administratios seeking to make the United States “the
one, the only main honcho on the world block, ttebal Big Enchilada.*® Senator Robert
Byrd said that the document’s stance seemed tOMelove being the sole remaining
superpower in the world and we want so much to nenhat way that we are willing to put at
risk the basic health of our economy and well-beifigur people to do sd®
Seeking to calm the waters, especially becausastam election year, the administration of
George H. W. Bush distanced itself from this drdéipicting it, in Bacevich’s words, “as the
musings of an insignificant lower-tier appointeéirag without official sanction®” Although
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Wolfowitz would refer to it as “my 1992 memorandum&ny years latef he claimed at the
time that he had not seerfitCheney also claimed not to have seen it, evergthone long
section began by acknowledging “definitive guidafroen the Secretary of Defense.” This
latter fact has, incidentally, been pointed ouDavid Armstrong, who calls this draft an
early version of Cheney’s “Plan . . . to rule therld.”?° Although this draft came to be
known as “the Wolfowitz plan,” it is important tegognize that it was Cheney who, in
Dorrien’s words, “hatched the original unipolatitieprint in 19922 Indeed, as Nicholas
Lemann has reported in thNew Yorkerthe DPG draft resulted from a secret team that
Chen;ezy had set up in the Pentagon “to think abouercan foreign policy after the Cold
War.”

The recognition that this unipolarist blueprint vaspired by Cheney is important in light of
the unprecedented power that he would exercideeiiseécond Bush administration. As
presidential historian Douglas Brinkley would say2002: “Cheney is unique in American
history. . . . He is the vortex in the White Howseforeign policymaking. Everything comes
through him.*3

In any case, Cheney, under pressure from the Wutse, had the document significantly
rewritten by Libby, in language more acceptablthattime. For example, whereas the first
draft spoke ofpurningcollective action through the United Nations, thésw version spoke
of strengtheninghe U.N?* Cheney put an end to this brief public debate atfmwisdom of
a unipolarist foreign policy by having this softarsion, which was later publishéteaked
to the pres$®

The 1990s and PNAC

This rewriting did not mean, however, that the glegre dropped by Cheney and other
neoconservatives. Indeed, after the election was, @heney, before leaving office, put out
another revision, in which some of the neo-impdeaguage was restoré8Then Zalmay
Khalilzad, who had joined Cheney’s team in 199%,qui a book early in 1995 entitl€égtom
Containment to Global Leadership? America and ttugldVafter the Cold Warwhich
expresses quite forthrightly the idea of preventlmgmilitary force if necessary, the rise of
any rival power® In 1996, Robert Kagan, “who emerged in the 1980gezhaps the most
influential neocon foreign policy analystargued that the United States should use its
military strength “actively to maintain a world @dwhich both supports and rests upon
American hegemony*® In 1998, Kagan and William Kristol, who in 1995ch@unded the
Weekly Standarflvhich quickly became the main organ of neoconiimg), wrote that
unless America takes charge, we will have “worldad) and a dangerous twenty-first
century.® In January of 2001, as the Bush-Cheney admiriistratas ready to come to
power, Kagan criticized “Clinton and his advisei@” “having the stomach only to be
halfway imperialists *

It is important to understand the developmérnhis neoconservative ideology, given the
fact that after 9/11, the neocon agenda becamagdeda of the United States. As Halper and
Clarke said in 2004, “if one wishes to understdredirection of American foreign policy
today, one must read what neo-conservatives wet@gvten years or more agd>"

The most important development within the neoconentent in the 1990s was William
Kristol’s founding, in 1997, of a unipolarist thit&nk called the Project for the New
American Century (PNACY Closely related to the American Enterprise Ingtitu
ideologically and even physically and financiaBNAC differed primarily in focusing
entirely on foreign policy® In its “Statement of Principles,” PNAC called fétmerican

global leadership,” asking whether the United Stai@s “the resolve to shape a new century
favorable to American principles and interesfs.”

In September of 2000, just three months befordtsh-Cheney administration took office,
PNAC published a 76-page document entiikabuilding America’s Defens@RAD). Saying
that “[a]t present the United States faces no dlobkal,” RAD declared that “America’s
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grand strategy should aim to preserve and extasdtlivantageous position” and thereby “to
preserve and enhance [the] ‘American peace.” Tihénce” the “American peace” means,
of course, to increase the size of the Americaniemixplicitly referring back to the
Cheney-Wolfowitz Defense Planning Guidance draft@2,RAD said that “the basic tenets
of the DPG, in our judgment, remain sound.” Theticunty between the two documents is no
surprise, partly because Libby and Wolfowitz as¢elil as participants in the production of
this 2000 document.

What is said in the PNAC’s documents is highly imant because many of PNAC’s early
members, including Elliott Abrams, John Bolton,dElCohen, Paula Dobriansky, Zalmay
Khalilzad, Richard Perle, Peter W. Rodman, JameslI¥ég, and---most significantly---
Cheney, Libby, Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz, became members of the new Bush
administration. PNAC neocons thereby took key jpasitin the Vice President’s Office, the
Pentagon, and the (only semi-independent) DefeakeyMBoard. They did so well primarily
because of Cheney, who was put in charge of tinsitran team, and secondarily because of
Rumsfeld, after Cheney chose him to head the Penfig

9/11 and Empire Talk

With the new administration in place, neocon comtaems such as Krauthammer became
even more explicit and exuberant about the usenaéifca’s power for imperial ends.
Mocking Clinton for being concerned to be “a gonternational citizen” and praising Bush
for understanding that “the U.S. can reshape, ithdemake, reality on its own,”
Krauthammer said: “America is no mere internatiariizen. It is the dominant power in the
world, more dominant than any since Rome. Accollgirgmerica is in a position to reshape
normgg. . . and create new realities. How? By ulmgmtic and implacable demonstrations of
will.”

However, it was not until after 9/11, and espegiafter the devastating assault on
Afghanistan, that the neocon effort to get Amergcemaccept an imperial self-definition
started showing widespread success. Early in 20@2ithammer, having noticed the
difference, said: “People are coming out of thesetaon the word ‘empire.”” Driving home
his main message, Krauthammer added that Americaeded to face up to the
responsibilities entailed by the fact that theyrawe “undisputed masters of the worff.”

A year later, this unilateralist idea was voicedhaAtlantic Monthlyby neocon Robert
Kaplan, who argued that America should use its pawdaterally to “manage an unruly
world,” leaving behind “the so-called internatiomaimmunity,” especially the United
Nations, with its “antiquated power arrangemétit.”

9/11 and the 9/11 wars---meaning those that haee justified by appeal to the attacks of
9/11*---resulted in empire talk beyond the circles afemns. Early in 2002, after the
American assault on Afghanistan, Paul Kennedy, dub15 years earlier been predicting
America’s decline as a great povlédeclared: “Nothing has ever existed like this drify of
power.” Describing America’s empire as the greapéstl time, he said: “Charlemagne’s
empire was merely Western European in reach. TmeaRempire stretched farther afield,
but there was another great empire in Persia, daidyer one in China. There is, therefore, no
comparison **

A very important development that same year wapthmication of Andrew Bacevich’'s
American Empirgwhich closes by saying that the question befareeAcans is “not whether
the United States has become an imperial powerbbiyt“what sort of empire they intend
theirs to be * Bacevich himself, while a conservative, strongktahced himself from the
imperial agenda of the neocoffs.

But it was their agenda, not Bacevich’s cautior@aiyque, that would determine the “sort of
empire” that the United States would seek to becdunang the Bush-Cheney administration.
And it was 9/11 that allowed this agenda to be enpnted. As Claes Ryn said, the
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neoconservatives “have taken full advantage oh#i®n’s outrage over 9/11 to advance their
already fully formed drive for empiré?”

2. Military Omnipotence

Thetool for fulfilling this drive for empire, neocorsave always held, is military power. To a
great extent, in fact, the neoconservative moverbegéan in reaction to the widespread view
after the Vietham war that American military povséiould never again be used for
imperialistic purposes. In the early 1980s, rejegthe left's conclusion that force had
become “obsolete as an instrument of Americanipalipurposes,Norman Podhoretz

argued that military power constitutes “the indisgable foundation of U.S. foreign policy,”
adding that “without it, nothing else we do will bfective.”®

The Cheney-Wolfowitz DPG of 1992, having sédtt‘[o]ur first objective is to prevent
the re-emergence of a new rival,” added that “wetmaintain the mechanisms for deterring
potential competitors from even aspiring to a raglar global role. These “mechanisms”
referred, of course, to various kinds of militawger.

Space and Full Spectrum Dominance

The U.S. military in the 1990s developed concep@ttain the kind of military superiority
envisaged in this document. One of these conceggs'ull Spectrum Dominance,” which,
says Bacevich, is the attempt “to achieve somethppgoaching omnipotenc&”He is here
referring to a document entitled “Joint Vision 201®hich was first published by the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff in 1996. Defining “Full Spaatn Dominance” as “the capability to
dominate an opponent across the range of militpeyations,” this document says that it
“will be the key characteristic we seek for our AgunForces in the 21st century.Given the
fact that the U.S. military was already dominantlomland and the water and in the air, the
new component needed was dominance in space.

Space dominance was described in a 1997 dodwengtied “Vision for 2020,” published
by the U.S. Space Command, a division of the AncEoThe unique mission of the Space
Command is to “dominat[e] the space dimension ditany operations.” By merging this
“space superiority with land, sea, and air supéyigrthe U.S. military will have Full
Spectrum Dominanc¥.

This notion was further developed in the Penégy“Joint Vision 2020,” which first
appeared in 200%.It speaks of full spectrum dominance as involvig just four but five
dimensions: “space, sea, land, air, and informationaddition, this document says, “given
the global nature of our interests and obligatitins,United States must maintain its overseas
presence forces and the ability to rapidly propter worldwide in order to achieve full
spectrum dominance.” This statement gives suppdatevich’s observation that after the
end of the Cold War, “the Department of Defense @eted its transformation into a
Department of Power Projectior®”

PNAC’sRebuilding America’s Defensappeared in September of that same year. Written
to influence the next administratidRADs main point was that “the next president of the
United States . . . must increase military spentiingreserve American geopolitical
leadership.®
Besides arguing for increased spending acrossaaelRAD argued in particular for
increased funding for the U.S. Space Command. §dkiet “the ability to have access to,
operate in, and dominate the aerospace environnasnbecome the key to military success in
modern, high-technology warfare,” it advocated oy “missile defense” but also “placing .
. . weapons in space.” The weapons, moreover,@rgimply for defensive purposes, but also
for “the ability to conduct strikes from space,” it will give the U.S. military a “global
first-strike force.®
The Revolution in Military Affairs
This development of space-based weapons was peesasisimply one part, albeit probably
the most important part, of a more general tramsé&ion of the military that exploits the
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“revolution in military affairs” (RMA), which hasden made possible by information
technologies® This RMA transformation of the military was saddte “sufficiently

important to consider it a separate missioh.”

In spite of this importance, however, the authdr®AD, ever mindful of budgetary
constraints and widespread commitment to morettoaadil ways, warned that the needed
transformation would not occur quickly, at leadhié present climate continued. In a
statement that has been widely quoted in the 9(&h thovement, they wrote that “the
process of transformation, even if it brings revioloary change, is likely to be a long one,
absent some catastrophic and catalyzing evene-dikew Pearl Harbor®

The emphasis iRADon exploiting the RMA to transform the Pentagorppm@ach is no
surprise, since one of the participants in theqmtajo produce this document was Wolfowitz,
who had long before fallen under the spell of Allbobhlistetter (one of the models for “Dr.
Strangelove™). Wohlstetter had been the main early proponethefdeas that came to be
dubbed the “revolution in military affairs” by Anekv Marshall, who later became the main
proponent? Marshall, who at this writing was still servingth® RMA guru in the Pentagon,
numbers Wolfowitz, Cheney, and Rumsfeld among Isisiples®*

Rumsfeld, in fact, was at the same time headpg special commission to make
recommendations about the military use of spaces "Rumsfeld Commission,” endorsing
the idea of military transformation, including tiveaponization of space, said that the United
States should “[e]mploy space systems to help sgieettansformation of the U.S. military
into a modern force able to deter and defend agauwving threats directed at . . . [our]
forward deployed force$? (In other words, although the language of “deféasel
“deterrence” is used, part of the purpose of ttecepveapons is to prevent attacks on
America’soffensiveoperations.) This report, interestingly, also uexPearl Harbor
analogy. Warning against the tendency to considexttack on U.S. space satellites as too
improbable to worry about, the report of the Ruras@ommission said:

History is replete with instances in which warnsigns were ignored and change resisted
until an external, “improbable” event forced reasigtbureaucracies to take action. The
guestion is whether the U.S. will be wise enoughdbresponsibly and soon enough to
reduce U.S. space vulnerability. Or whether, abénpast, a disabling attack against the
country and its people—-a “Space Pearl Harbor"—-gl the only event able to galvanize
the nation and cause the U.S. Government t8*act.

9/11 as the New Pearl Harbor

The attacks of 9/11 were widely referred to aswa Rearl Harbor. President Bush reportedly
wrote in his diary on the night of 9/11: “The Paddrbor of the 2% century took place
today.”* Immediately after the attacks, many people, froohdtt Kagan to Henry Kissinger
to a writer forTimemagazine, said that America should respond tattaeks of 9/11 in the
same way it had responded to the attack on PealloH&

Moreover, just as the attack on Pearl Harboedhe United States the opportunity to enter
World War Il, which in turn allowed it to replace€at Britain as the leading imperial power,
the attacks of 9/11 were widely regarded as an wppidy. Donald Rumsfeld stated that 9/11
created “the kind of opportunities that World Wioffered, to refashion the world®
Condoleezza Rice reportedly told senior membetkeNational Security Council to “think
about ‘how do you capitalize on these opporturiite$undamentally change American
doctrine, and the shape of the world, in the wak®aptember 117 In a public address,
she said that “if the collapse of the Soviet Uramal 9/11 bookend a major shift in
international politics, then this is a period nattjof grave danger, but of enormous
opportunity.®® According to Bob Woodward, the president himsaléighat the attacks
provided “a great opportunity® Only two days after 9/11, in fact, Bush said irelephone
conversation with Mayor Rudy Giuliani and Gover@eorge Pataki of New York:
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“[T]hrough the tears of sadness | see an oppostuinithe next day, he reportedly used
exactly the same words while talking to the préss.

Nicholas Lemann of thidew Yorkerdealing with this response to 9/11 as an oppdytun
reports that he was told by a senior official & Bush administration (who insisted on
anonymity) that, in Lemann’s paraphrase, “the regeptember 11th appears to have been ‘a
transformative moment’ is not so much that it ré@éahe existence of a threat of which
officials had previously been unaware as thatastcally reduced the American public's
usual resistance to American military involvemeverseas.” We did not, of course, hear
that stated publicly by any member of the Bush-@yeadministration.

The attacks of 9/11 also reduced Congressionategsie to providing increased funding for
Pentagon programs. On the evening of 9/11 itseif&teld held a news briefing on the
Pentagon attack. At this briefing, Senator Carlihgthe chair of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, was asked: “Senator Levin, you and difemocrats in Congress have voiced
fear that you simply don’t have enough money ferldrge increase in defense that the
Pentagon is seeking, especially for missile defenseDoes this sort of thing convince you
that an emergency exists in this country to in@etefense spending?Congress
immediately appropriated an additional $40 billfonthe Pentagon and much more later,
with few questions asked.

The attacks of 9/11, moreover, aided those whor&ra transformation of the military along
RMA lines. In the weeks before September 11, Batereports, “military transformation
appeared to be dead in the water,” because thearpibrass were “wedded to existing
weapons systems, troop structure, and strat€ggut, Bacevich continues:

President Bush’s decision after September 11 teeveagjobal war against terror boosted the
RMA'’s stock. After 9/11, the Pentagon shifted frime business of theorizing about war to
the business of actually waging it. This create@pening for RMA advocates to make their
case. War plans . . . became the means for dematingtonce for all the efficacy of the ideas
advanced by Wohlstetter and Marshall and now supgday . . . Rumsfeld and his deputy
Paul Wolfowitz!*

After the removal of Saddam Hussein, Richard Pere had long shared Wolfowitz’s
enthusiasm for Wohlstetter’s ideas, said: “Thithisfirst war that’'s been fought in a way that
would recognize Albert’s vision of future warS.”

These ideas for achieving military omnipoteheeame official policy with the publication,
one year after 9/11, of the Bush-Cheney administrat National Security Strategy of the
United States of AmeriddSS 200g which said: “We must build and maintain our desfes
beyond challenge” so that we can “dissuade futtitigany competition.”®
The conviction that 9/11 provided an opportunitysvadso reflected iNSS 2002which said:
“The events of September 11, 2001, . . . openet] new opportunities” One of the things
for which it most clearly provided an opportunitgswthe doctrine of preemptive-preventive
war.

3. Preemptive-Preventive War

This hyphenated term is used here for clarity. dbetrine in question, which involves
attacking another country even though it posesmmoadiate threat, is technically called
“preventive war.” This doctrine, which violatesenbational law as reflected in the charter of
the United Nations, is to be distinguished from twedechnically called “preemptive war,”
which occurs when Country A attacks Country B aftarning that an attack from Country B
is imminent--too imminent to allow time for the U.N. to interveriéhese technical terms,
however, are problematic, because although prexeentar, being illegal, is worse than
preemptive war, to most ears “preemption” soundssevthan “prevention.” As a result,
many people speak of “preemptive war” when theymaventive war. The term
“preemptive-preventive war,” while somewhat cumbers, solves this probleffi.

Historical Emergence of the Doctrine
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This doctrine of preemptive-preventive war had badvocated by neocons long before 9/11.
It was contained already in the Cheney-WolfowitZdbse Planning Guidance of 1992,
which said that the United States should use ftw¢preempt” and “preclude threat§”

In 1996, Richard Perle and other neocons prepast@igy paper entitled “A Clean Break”
for Benjamin Netanyahu, who had recently been eteptime minister of Israel. This paper
recommended that Israel, in making a clean break firevious strategies, establish “the
principle of preemption®

In 1997, PNAC'’s “Statement of Principles” ardubat to exert “global leadership,”
America needs to “challenge regimes hostile toimtarests and value&§”

In 1998, a letter from PNAC, signed by PerlapRfeld, Wolfowitz, and 15 other
members, urged President Clinton to “undertaketanyliaction” to eliminate “the possibility
that Iraq will be able to use or threaten to usepe@s of mass destructioff.”

The Doctrine of Preemptive-Preventive War after19/1

Although these neocons were anxious to have tletride of preemptive-preventive war
accepted as national policy, this did not occurrduthe Clinton presidency or even during
the first eight months of the Bush-Cheney admiatgin. After 9/11, however, it did. “The
events of 9/11,” observes Bacevich, “provided #it-made opportunity to break free of the
fetters restricting the exercise of American poieér.

The idea of preemptive-preventive war, whichmeao be known as the “Bush doctrine,”
was first clearly expressed in the president’s esslat West Point in June 2002 (when the
administration started preparing the American pe@glchologically for the attack on Iraq).
Having stated that, in relation to the “new thréadgterrence “means nothing” and
containment is “not possible,” Bush even took atrtha traditional understanding of
preemption, saying: “If we wait for threats to futhaterialize, we will have waited too long.”
Then, using the language of preemption while reaaning preemptive-prevention, he said
that America’s security “will require all Americans . to be ready for preemptive actidi.”
NSS 2002
However, although the West Point speech providiédiastatement of this new doctrine, it
was INNSS 2002published that September, that the new doctriag laid out at some length.
The covering letter, signed by the president, sagswith regard to “our enemies’ efforts to
acquire dangerous technologies,” America will, eif-slefense, “act against such emerging
threats before they are fully forme® The document itself, saying that “our best deféase
good offense,” also states:

Given the goals of rogue states and terroristsUthieed States can no longer rely on a
reactive posture as we have in the past. The ihatoldeter a potential attacker, the
immediacy of today's threats, and the magnitudsoténtial harm that could be caused by our
adv%saries' choice of weapons, do not permitdpadn. We cannot let our enemies strike
first.

To justify this doctrineNSS 2002argues that the United States must “adapt” thostiomal
doctrine of preemption, long recognized as a righthe new situation, thereby turning it into
a right of anticipatory (preventive) preemption:

For centuries, international law recognized thditoma need not suffer an attack before they
can lawfully take action to defend themselves aggdorces that present an imminent danger
of attack. . . . We must adapt the concept of inemirthreat to the capabilities and objectives
of today’s adversaries. . . . The United Stateddrag maintained the option of preemptive
actions to counter a sufficient threat to our naicecurity. The greater the threat, . . . the
more compelling the case for taking anticipatoryaacto defend ourselves, even if
uncertainty remains as to the time and place oétiemy’s attack. To forestall or prevent
such hostile acts by our adversaries, the UnitateSwill, if necessary, act preemptivély.
With this argument, the authorsNES 2002ried to suggest that, since this doctrine of
anticipatory preemption simply involves adaptingealitionally recognized right to a new

170



situation, it involves no great change. But it dosscording to the traditional doctrine, one
needed certain evidence that the other countrygessy to launch an immediate attack.
According to the Bush Doctrine, by contrast, thetéthStates can attack another country
“even if uncertainty remains” and even, more flaglsg if the United States knows that the
threat from the other country is not yet “fully foed.”

The novelty here, to be sure, involves doctnme than practice. The United States has in
practice attacked several countries that presemgethminent military threat. But it always
portrayed these attacks in such a way that theld@ppear to comport with international
law. The attack on North Vietnam after the allegesiident in the Tonkin Gulf provides an
example. But “[n]ever before,” point out Halper adldrke, “had any president set out a
formal national strateggoctrinethat included [preventive] preemptioff This is a step of
great significance, because it involves an expdizitement by the United States that the basic
principle of international law, as embodied in thaited Nations, does not apply to its own
behavior.

Zelikow as Primary Drafter of NSS 2002

Max Boot, a neocon who has become well known thndug newspaper columns, has
describedSS 2002s a “quintessentially neo-conservative documentidw that the basic
ideas of this document have been laid out, we eartlge accuracy of his observation.

We can also see the importance of a still littlenkn fact: that Philip Zelikow, who would
later become the executive director of the 9/11 @swion, was chosen by Condoleezza Rice
to be the primary drafter &§SS 2002°

According to James Mann ifhe Rise of the Vulcanafter Rice saw the first draft of this
document (which had been prepared by Richard H#@sslirector of policy planning in

Colin Powell’s State Department), she “ordereddbeument be completely rewritten. She
thought the Bush administration needed somethifdebo. . . Rice turned the writing over to
her old colleague, . . . Philip Zelikow™(Rice and Zelikow had worked together in the
National Security Council in the administrationtloé first President Bush; when the
Republicans were out of power during the Clintoespdency, they wrote a book together;
and then when she was appointed National Secudtysar for the second President Bush,
she brought on Zelikow to help with the transitiorthe new National Security Council.)
Given the content and tone of the document, onétnaigsume that Cheney, Rumsfeld, or
Wolfowitz had been involved in the process of drenit. According to Mann, however, “the
hawks in the Pentagon and in Vice President Cherafice hadn’t been closely involved,
even though the document incorporated many of #egjirideas. They had left the details and
the drafting in the hands of Rice and Zelikow, glovith Rice’s deputy, Stephen Hadl€¥.”
Some insight into Zelikow’'s views before cominglhgs task might be garnered from an
essay he co-authored in 1998 on “catastrophicriemd’ In this essay, which suggests that he
had been thinking about the World Trade Centeraandw Pearl Harbor several years prior to
9/1, Zelikow and his co-authors say:

If the device that exploded in 1993 under the Wanade Center had been nuclear, or had
effectively dispersed a deadly pathogen, the regultorror and chaos would have exceeded
our ability to describe it. Such an act of catgstio terrorism would be a watershed event in
American history. It could involve loss of life apdoperty unprecedented in peacetime and
undermine America's fundamental sense of secastylid the Soviet atomic bomb test in
1949. Like Pearl Harbor, this event would divide past and future into a before and after.
The United States might respond with draconian omeas scaling back civil liberties,
allowing wider surveillance of citizens, detentioisuspects, and use of deadly fotte.

In any case, in light of Zelikow’s close relatioiskvith the Bush administration and
especially his authorship 8fSS 2002we cannot take seriously the claim of the 9/11
Commission that it sought to be “independefit&s executive director, he had tremendous
power to shape the work of the Commission, decidihgch issues it would investigate and
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which not, and he was primarily responsible forfihal form of The 9/11 Commission
Report® The Family Steering Committee, which represengexilfes of victims of the 9/11
attacks, vigorously protested his appointmentjrgglior “Dr. Zelikow’s immediate
resignation” and for the “Commission to apologiadie 9/11 families and America for this
massive appearance of impropriet§But these calls were dismissed.

Given Zelikow’s close relationship with the Bush&bley administration and his own
authorship oNSS2002, it is certainly no surprise that, as | régdinThe 9/11 Commission
Report: Omissions and Distortiofisthere is no mention of imperial interests thatmigave
served as motives for the Bush-Cheney administratidhave orchestrated or at least
permitted the attacks of 9/11. The Zelikow-led Cassion did not, for example, mention
that PNAC’'sRebuilding America’s Defensbad suggested that the transformation of the
military, through which unipolarity could be enfetmore effectively, could occur more
quickly if there were to be “a new Pearl Harbot'dlid not mention that the administration
had had plans, to be discussed below, to atta¢ckAfgihanistan and Iraq prior to 9/11; and it
did not mention that 9/11 had been described aepti|g “opportunities” by Bush, Rice,
Rumsfeld, and, in fachlSS 20020nce we know of Zelikow’s authorship of that do@nt,
moreover, it is also no surprise to see ftad 9/11 Commission Repadntains a chapter---
“What to Do? A Global Strategy”---that provides paganda for the Bush-Cheney
administration’s post-9/11 foreign policy.

| return now to the discussion of possible impematives for 9/11 within the Bush-Cheney
administration.

4. The Attack on Afghanistan

Many times since the formal enunciation of the doetof preemptive-preventive warfare,
the Bush-Cheney administration has defended ieasssitated by 9/11. In an address to the
nation in 2004, for example, Bush said that the l®gsons of 9/11 are that this country “must
deal with gathering threats” and that it “must gotle offense and stay on the offen¥&The
first victim of this claimed right to “go on thefehse” was Afghanistan.

Although the attacks of 9/11 were, according todfiieial story, planned and carried out by a
non-state organization, al-Qaeda, rather than messiate, the Bush-Cheney administration
used the attacks as a pretext to launch attacksates--attacks that had been planrssfore
9/11. The justification for this switch was provetley Bush’s address to the nation on the
evening of 9/11, in which he declared: “We will neako distinction between the terrorists
who committed these acts and those who harbor tfigfthe attack on Afghanistan was then
justified on the grounds that the Taliban was “lbairiy” Osama bin Laden, the evil genius
behind the 9/11 attacks, whom Bush on Septembseaiti/he wanted “dead or alive” (after
Cheney had said that he would willingly acceptlden’s “head on a platter*}°

But this was a pretext rather than the reaardor attacking Afghanistan---as illustrated
by the fact that when the Bush administration had@portunity to take bin Laden alive, it
showed no interest. A week after 9/11, the Talibaid that it would hand OBL overi-the
United States presented proof of his involvemer@/iri. But Bush refused to provide any
such evidence, saying that there would be no netifmis or even discussioff Again, four
weeks after the U.S. attack on Afghanistan begdmliban spokesman said: "We will
negotiate. But . . . [w]e are not a province of theted States, to be issued orders to. We
have asked for proof of Osama's involvement, bey thave refused. Why*#*

There are probably two answers to this queskost, there is much evidence that the Bush
administration didhot want bin Laden, either dead or alive. One pathisf evidence consists
of several reports that the U.S. military in Afgisdan deliberately let bin Laden escape more
than oncé®® A second reason is that the Bush administratiesides knowing that bin Laden
was not responsible for the 9/11 attacks, evidaelyided that it could not even marshal
convincing (albeit false) case that he was (as&stggd by the fact that, after a White Paper
presenting this proof was promised, it was nevedpced®). More recently, the FBI, in
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response to a query as to why does not list 9/Idhaf the crimes for which bin Laden is
wanted, has said: “The reason why 9/11 is not meatl on Usama Bin Laden’s Most
Wanted page is because the FBI has no hard evidgencecting Bin Laden to 9/1%a
rather astounding admission that, one might trshlkould have been reported on the nightly
news and inmrhe New York Timgs

To understand the real reasons for the attagkfghanistan, one needs to look at some
developments prior to 9/11. One such developmesttira publication in 1997 of Zbigniew
Brzezinski’'s bookThe Grand Chessboard: American Primacy and ltssBategic
Imperatives As the subtitle shows, Brzezinski, while not acenservative, shared the
neocons’ concern to maintain and enhance U.S. ‘qyni Portraying Central Asia, with its
vast oil reserves, as the key to world power, Brik argued that America, to ensure its
continued primacy, must get control of this regiwhjch would mean establishing several
military bases there.
However, Brzezinski added, American democracy pasedbstacle:
America is too democratic at home to be autocediroad. This limits the use of America’s
power, especially its capacity for military intinaigon. . . . The economic self-denial (that is,
defense spending) and the human sacrifice (cassi@tien among professional soldiers)
required in the effort are uncongenial to democratstincts. Democracy is inimical to
imperial mobilization*®
Brzezinski, however, then suggested a way in withichobstacle could be overcome. Having
said that in the United States “the pursuit of poisenot a goal that commands popular
passion,” he then added: “except in conditions sdidden threat or challenge to the public’s
sense of domestic well bein* The American peopleouldbe willing to make the
economic and human sacrifices needed for “impen@ilization,” he suggested, if there
were “a truly massive and widely perceived dired¢emal threat!*® The kind of threat he
had in mind was suggested by his statement, earlibe book, that the public was willing to
support “America’s engagement in World War 1l ldggeecause of the shock effect of the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbi3?.”
It is possible that Brzezinski's discussion hesgpired the statement about a “new Pearl
Harbor” in PNAC’s 2000 document, which can be raaa call for a false-flag operation that
would provide a pretext for turning PNAC’s agendwiofficial policy. The plausibility of
this reading was increased, moreover, by a statemade by Brzezinski's during his
warning, in testimony to the Senate Foreign RetatiGommittee on February 1, 2007, that a
“head-on conflict with Iran and with much of the riebof Islam at large” was the likely
outcome of the US frustration in Irag. “A plausilsigenario for a military collision with Iran,”
Brzezinski suggested, involves “a terrorist adhi@ U.S. blamed on Iran; culminating in a
‘defensive’ U.S. military action against Iran.” Aidd that a “mythical historical narrative” for
an expanded attack on Islamic countries “is alrdsaigg articulated,” Brzezinski said that
“9/11 [is being presented] as the equivalent ofRkarl Harbor attack'*
Be that as it may, a more specific motivation fog post-9/11 attack on Afghanistan was
provided by the “pipeline war” that was going BhThe Bush-Cheney administration
supported--as had the Clinton-Gore administratiatil 1999--UNOCAL'’s plan to build an
oil-and-gas pipeline through Afghanistan, which wasompetition with plans from oll
companies based in other countries. What happen&@99 was that UNOCAL, having
become convinced that Afghanistan under the Takbamd never have the peace and
stability needed for the pipeline project, deciteavithdraw. Ahmed Rashid, finishing his
book on the Taliban in mid-1999, wrote that then€@lih administration had shifted its support
to the pipeline route from Azerbaijan through Géatg Turkey, adding that “by now nobody
wanted to touch Afghanistan and the Talibait.”
When the Bush administration came to power, howetdecided to give the Taliban one last
chance. This last chance occurred at a four-dayingei@ Berlin in July 2001.
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Representatives of the Bush-Cheney administratiigimg to persuade the Taliban to share
power with US-friendly factions in a “unity goveremt,” reportedly gave the Taliban an
ultimatum: “Either you accept our offer of a carpégold, or we bury you under a carpet of
bombs.***When the Taliban refused, the Americans reportsdigt that “military action
against Afghanistan would go ahead . . . beforestimavs started falling in Afghanistan, by
the middle of October at the late$t®
Given the fact that the attacks on New York and Mragton occurred on September 11, the
U.S. military had time to get ready, logisticallg,begin its war in Afghanistan on October 7.
By October 10, the U.S. Department of State haarméd the Pakistani Minister of Oil that
“in view of recent geopolitical developments,” UNACwas ready to go ahead with the
pipeline project™
The contention that at least one of the purposdéiseoivar was to support this project is
suggested by the fact that the post-Taliban Prinmediér, Hamid Karzai, had previously
been on UNOCAL'’s payroll, as had been PNAC memlaémay Khalilzad, who in 2001 was
appointed Bush’s special envoy to Afghanistan &ea in 2003 became the U.S. ambassador
to Afghanistan. As Chalmers Johnson said in 2004e“continued collaboration of Khalilzad
and Karzai in post-9/11 Afghanistan strongly sug¢gésat the Bush administration was and
remains . . . interested in oif*® (In March of 2005, Khalilzad would become the U.S.
ambassador to Irag’)
Still more evidence is provided by the placemerthefmilitary bases in Afghanistan. As one
Israeli writer put it: “If one looks at the map thle big American bases created, one is struck
by the fact that they are completely identicalhie toute of the projected oil pipeline to the
Indian Ocean*?®
The concern to enable an American oil company tldl bbkis pipeline should not, however, be
considered the only or even the primary motivatiime larger concern, suggests Chalmers
Johnson, was “to establish an American presen€eiral Asia.” Evidence for this view is
provided by the fact that the United States, basastablishing long-term bases in
Afghanistan, had within a month after 9/11 arranfpedong-term bases in Pakistan,
Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistdnh’
The new Pearl Harbor that occurred on 9/11, theeeflowed the United States to support
UNOCAL'’s pipeline project and, more generally, tififl the program, suggested by
Brzezinski, of taking control of this region of thwrld.
The fact that 9/11 provided the necessary condfbothe war in Afghanistan was stated by
both Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld. In 2004, Wolfowitz dathe 9/11 Commission that if the
Department of Defense had asked Congress for pgoniso invade Afghanistan prior to
9/11, this request would not have been taken sdgioRumsfeld, telling the Commission that
“it can take a tragedy like Septembef"1@ awaken the world to new threats and to the need
for action,” said that prior to 9/11 the presideatild not have convinced Congress that the
United States needed to “invade Afghanistan andtioraw the Taliban*°

Afghanistan and the surrounding region was Im@iyever, the primary target in the sights
of the Bush-Cheney administration. That target ire.
5. The Attack on Iraq
Several neocons, including some who became cang@maibers of the Bush-Cheney
administration, had been wanting to bring aboutmegchange in Iraq ever since Saddam
Hussein’s occupation of Kuwait in 1990. Leadingoes for this policy included Cheney and
Wolfowitz, who were then secretary and under-secyeatf defense, respectively, and also
Richard Perle, who chaired a committee set up logares called Committee for Peace and
Security in the Gulf. But this idea was opposedPbgsident Bush along with General Colin
Powell, then chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staffdaeneral Norman Schwarzkopf, the field
commander, so it was not carried .
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In 1992, Albert Wohlstetter, who had inspirezt|lP and Wolfowitz and other neocons,
expressed exasperation that nothing had been dang ‘@ dictatorship sitting on the world’s
second largest pool of low-cost oil and ambitiausiominate the Gulf**? (Wohlstetter's
statement reflected his conviction, expressed badk81, that America needs to establish
forces, bases, and infrastructure so as to enjqyestioned primacy in the regidf)

In 1996, the “Clean Break” paper, written ferdel by Perle and other neocons, proposed
that Israel remove from power all of its enemieghilm region, beginning with Saddam
Hussein. This 1996 document, in the opinion of Aithde Borchgrave, president of United
Press International, “provided the strategic unuheipgs for Operation Iragi Freedom seven
years later

|n1%5?97’ Wolfowitz and Khalilzad published atsiment arguing that “Saddam Must
Go.”

In 1998, Kristol and Kagan, inNew York Timesp-ed entitled “Bombing Iraq Isn’t
Enough,” called for “finishing the job left undoire1991.:% Wolfowitz told the House
National Security Committee that it had been aakistin 1991 to leave Saddam in power.
Also, writing in theNew Republiche said: “Toppling Saddam is the only outcome taa
satisfy the vital U.S. interest in a stable andiseGulf region.*?” And the afore-mentioned
letter to President Clinton from PNAC---signed blye@ey, Kristol, Perle, and Wolfowitz,
among others---urged him to “take the necessapsstecluding military steps,” to “remov]e]
Saddam’s regime from power.” Then, getting no amesd from Clinton, PNAC wrote a
similar letter to Newt Gingrich and Trent Lott, thine leaders of the House and the Senate,
respectively*®

In 2000, PNAC’'RRebuilding America’s Defensgminting out that “the United States has
for decades sought to play a more permanent raBulfiregional security,” added: “While
the unresolved conflict with Iraq provides the inthae justification, the need for a
substantial American force presence in the Guifdgcands the issue of the regime of Saddam
Hussein.*®

Given the fact that Cheney, Libby, Rumsfeld,lidwoitz, and other neocons were given
central positions in the new Bush administratioims not surprising to learn, from two former
members of this administration, that it came irffece intent on attacking Irag. Paul O’Neill,
who was secretary of the treasury and hence a nrevhb®e National Security Council, has
said that within days of the inauguration, the ntapic was going after Saddam, with the
question being not “Why Saddam?” or “Why Now?” merely “finding a way to do it**
Richard Clarke, who had been the National Coordimfatr Security and Counterterrorism,
confirmed O’Neill’s charge, saying: “The adminigtoa of the second George Bush did begin
with Iraq on its agenda®

Until the attacks of 9/11, however, no one faathd “a way to do it.” As neocon Kenneth
Adelman has said: “At the beginning of the admnaisbn people were talking about Iraq but
it wasn’t doable. . . . That changed with Septeniie** Bob Woodward makes the same
observation irBush at Warsaying: “The terrorist attacks of September IMeghe U.S. a
new window to go after Hussein®

However, even 9/11, by itself, was not a sidfit basis for getting the American people’s
support for an attack on Irag. Not for lack of effoy Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz. On the
afternoon of 9/11 itself, Rumsfeld said in a hat&eneral Richard Myers—-the acting head
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff--that he wanted thestinfo fast. Judge whether good enough hit
S.H. [Saddam Hussein] at same time. Not only UB&dftda bin Laden]*** In the following
days, both Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz argued that Sadsi&rag should be, in Woodward’s
paraphrase, “a principal target of the first roim¢he war on terrorism3°
Colin Powell, however, argued that both the Amaripaople and other countries would at
that time support an attack on Afghanistan, toaoething about al-Qaeda, but not an attack
on Iraqg, since there was no evidence that it hgtharg to do with 9/11. He added, however,
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that after a successful campaign in Afghanistamaiaon Iraq would become more feasible.
Bush accepted this arguméfitin doing so, he was not rejecting the proposais® 9/11 to
justify an attack on Iraq, merely postponing itplementation: A plan for going to war in
Afghanistan that Bush signed on September 17 ateotdd the Pentagon to begin planning
military options for an invasion of Irag’

Stephen Sniegoski, explaining why the attackrag could not be launched immediately,
says: “[A]lthough the 9/11 atrocities psychologlgairepared the American people for the
war on Iraq, those horrific events were not suéintiby themselves to thrust America
immediately into an attack on Irag.” A “lengthy paganda offensive” would also be
needed®

This propaganda offensive involved convincingajority of the American people of the
truth of two false claims: that Saddam Husseintheeh behind 9/11 and that he possessed, or
soon would possess, weapons of mass destructmagding nuclear weapons, with which he
could attack America. This part of the story is te&ll known to need much rehearsal. The
point to emphasize here is that although this latepaganda was necessary, its success
depended on 9/11. Halper and Clarke say that “& %&1 that provided the political context
in which the thinking of neo-conservatives couldimmed into operational policy*
Sniegoski, spelling out the point more fully, says:

The 9/11 attacks made the American people angryeartul. Ordinary Americans wanted to
strike back at the terrorist enemy, even though tireren’t exactly sure who that enemy was.
.. . Moreover, they were fearful of more attackd avere susceptible to the administration’s
propaganda that the United States had to strikebedore Irag somehow struck the United
States. . . . It wasn't that difficult to channah@rican fear and anger into war against {f4q.

Much of this channeling was done by the Busle+{@y administration, especially Bush and
Cheney themselves. In August of 2002, for exan(pheney declared that “there is no doubt
that Saddam Hussein now has weapons of mass destruc. [and] is amassing them to use
... against us*** In October, Bush said that, having “experiencedhbrror of September
the 11th, . . . America must not ignore the thgedhering against us. Facing clear evidence of
peril, we cannot wait for the final proof--the snmdk gun--that could come in the form of a
mushroom cloud**?

The administration was greatly aided in this pr@ata offensive by neoconservatives
outside the government, who “linked their preergtagenda (an attack on Iraq) to a separate
event (9/11).** Through their incessant propaganda---most widetgad in Lawrence

Kaplan and William Kristol'sSThe War over Iraq: Saddam’s Tyranny and Americaissidn
--“Al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein were morphed ire@dme enemy” and “the war on terror
and war in Iraq were joined at the hif3*

This propaganda campaign was enormously succeSsfattly before the war on Iraq was
launched, the two key ideas in the campaign---8aatdam Hussein had played a direct role
in the attacks of 9/11 and that he was a threauseche had weapons of mass destruction---
were accepted by 70 percent of the American pe8pks a result, point out Halper and
Clarke, the Bush-Cheney administration was “ablieuitd the environment surrounding the
terrorist attacks of September 2001 into a wideahglatform from which to launch a
preemptive strike™°

That this propaganda campaign would be successiuldihave been predictable. As
Hermann Gdring, one of the top Nazi officials, séjft is the leadersof the country who
determine the policy and it is always a simple erath drag the people along. . . . All you
have to do is tell them they are being attackéd.”

Accordingly, the fact that there were no Iragis agnthe alleged hijackers does not mean that
the desire for a pretext to attack Iraq could reatehbeen one of the imperial motives behind
the attacks of 9/11. The crucial precondition fo tvar in Iraq was a psychological state of
mind in the American public---one of fear and atxieombined with a desire for revenge---
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that would countenance the new doctrine of prearagireventive war. This state of mind
was abundantly created by 9/11. Then, just asribeieg propaganda offensive against
Osama bin Laden, al-Qaeda, and the Taliban credtsast unanimous acceptance of the war
in Afghanistan, the propaganda offensive directeé8aaldam Hussein was rather easily able
to channel this fear, anxiety, and desire for rgeeinto a widespread feeling that a war to
bring about regime change in Iraq was justified.

Conclusion

The attacks of 9/11 allowed the imperialist ageoid@ading neoconservatives to be
implemented. Can we infer from this effect that tlope to have this agenda fulfilled was one
of the motives for the 9/11 attacks? Of course @ok of the basic principles of criminal
investigations, however, is the question: Who bigsfefThose who most benefit from the
crime are usually the most likely suspects. Buamaswer to that question cannot by itself be
used as proof of the suspects’ guilt. The prosenutiust also show that the suspects had the
means and the opportunity to commit the crime.Ustralso present evidence that the
suspects actually committed the crime---at l@aditect evidence, perhaps by showing that
they were the only ones wirould have done it.

| have elsewhere presented evidence---whadtldalledprima facieevidence but now call
overwhelmingevidencé*®--that 9/11 was an inside job, orchestrated bglilamembers of
the Bush-Cheney administration. This evidence ohetumany reasons to conclude that the
official accounts of the World Trade Center coliepshe attack on the Pentagon, the crash of
United Airlines Flight 93, and the failure of theSJ military to intercept the other flights
cannot be true. This evidence also includes maasoires to conclude th@he 9/11
Commission Repomvolved a systematic cover-up of dozens of féwas conflict with the
official conspiracy theory about 9/11, accordingvaich the attacks were conceived and
carried out entirely by al-Qaeda---evidence thatdad points to official complicity. One
example of this evidence is the fact that the Cassian changed by about 45 minutes the
time at which Vice President Cheney went down eéRhesidential Emergency Operations
Center under the White House, thereby indicatirag tle could not have been responsible, as
evigegnce suggests, for allowing the strike on thet&jon and ordering the downing of UA
93.

Many people, to be sure, feel that there is@®ed to examine the evidence that the attacks
were arranged by members of the Bush administréigmause they feel certain, ampriori
grounds, that it simply would not have done suthireg. Having addressed most of those
grounds elsewherg’ | have here dealt with only one of them, whicbfien phrased as a
rhetorical question: What motive could they posshidve had for arranging attacks on their
own citizens?

Having suggested that the motive was to have &xir&t turn the neocon agenda into
national policy, | should add that it is probabhiythe neocons in office, and even only some
of them, who should be suspected of involvemetiténplanning for 9/11. To say that 9/11
allowed the agenda of the neocons in general tmpkemented does not imply that many or
even any neocons outside the government were iagatvthe planning for, or even had
advance knowledge of, the attacks of 9/11. Abagittainonths after 9/11, for example,
William Kristol and Robert Kagan wrote pieces uggthe Bush-Cheney administration to
undertake an investigation to see if the attaclghtrhave been prevented. Gary Dorrien,
reporting that this call “earned a sharp rebukenf@heney,” adds that “the Bush
administration had no intention of allowing an istigation on that subject>

No genuine investigation has been carried this day. If Congress would authorize such
an investigation, the American people, | am conethavould see that the grounds for
impeaching Bush and Cheney are even stronger tiose that have been part of the public
discussion thus far. They would also see thateasans for opposing the war in Iraq are even
stronger than those publicly discussed thus farabse it was from the start an imperialistic
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war based on a false-flag operation (as well agiaddl lies). They would even see that,
although many critics of the administration haviel $lhat we should pull our troops out of
Iraq and put them in Afghanistan, our attack ort doaintry was no more legitimate.

This essay is a revised version of “Imperial Mosiver a ‘New Pearl Harbor,” chap. 6 of
David Ray GriffinChristian Faith and the Truth Behind 9/11 A Call to Reflection and
Action (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2006). Grifrprofessor emeritus at Claremont
School of Theology and Claremont Graduate Universtis most recent books are
Whitehead’s Radically Different Postmodern PhilodopandDebunking 9/11 Debunking
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Deep Background: “Noble” Lies

Noble lies and perpetual war: Leo Strauss, the neoas, and Iraq

» Danny Postel
16 - 10 - 2003

Are the ideas of the conservative political philogzher Leo Strauss a shaping influence
on the Bush administration’s world outlook? Danny Rstel interviews Shadia Drury — a
leading scholarly critic of Strauss — and asks heabout the connection between Plato’s
dialogues, secrets and lies, and the United Statlest war in Iraqg.

What was initially an anti-war argument is now atteaof public record. It is widely
recognised that the Bush administration was noesbabout the reasons it gave for
invading Irag.

Paul Wolfowitz, the influential United States depsécretary of defense, has
acknowledged that the evidence used to justifysthewas “murky” and now says
that weapons of mass destruction weren't the crigsae anyway (see the book by
Sheldon Rampton and John Staubeapons of Mass Deception: the uses of
propaganda in Bush’s war on Ir. (2003)

By contrastShadia Druryprofessor of political

theory at the University of Regina in Saskatchewan,For a short biography of Le
argues that the use of deception and manipulation i Strauss, and a guide to
current US policy flow directly from the doctrine  recent commentary on his
the political philosopher Leo Strauss (1899-1973). influence on US neo-

His disciples includ@aul Wolfowitzand other neo- conservatism, see the end of
conservatives who have driven much of the politicalthis article.

agenda of the Bush administration.

If Shadia Drury is right, then American policy-make

exercise deception with greater coherence than Bugiish allies in Tony Blair's 10
Downing Street. In the UK, jgublic inquiryis currently underway into the death of
the biological weapons expert David Kelly. A cehtreme is also whether the
government deceived the public, as a BBC repouggested.

The inquiry has documented at least some of thesway/prime minister’s entourage
‘sexed up’ the presentation of intelligence onlthei threat. But few doubt that in
terms of their philosophy, if they have one, merslwrBlair's staff believe they mt
be trusted as honest. Any apparent deceptionsniagybe involved in are for them
matters of presentation or ‘spin’: attempts to @cbjpn honest gloss when surrounded
by a dishonest media.

The deep influence of Leo Strauss’s ideas on thetarchitects of US foreign
policy has been referred to, if sporadically, ia gress (hence an insider witticism
about the influence of “Leo-cons”). ChristopherdHigéns, an ardent advocate of the
war, wrote unashamedly in November 2002 (in arlartelicitously titled
Machiavelli in Mesopotamjethat:

“[p]art of the charm of the regime-change argun{éoin the point of view of its
supporters) is that it depends on premises andigs that cannot, at least by the
administration, be publicly avowed. Since Paul Wwitz is from the intellectual
school of Leo Strauss — and appears in fictionalegas such in Saul Bellow’s novel
Ravelstein- one may even suppose that he enjoys this aeraheccluded aspect of
the debate.”

Perhaps no scholar has done as much to illumihat8trauss phenomenon as Sh
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Drury. For fifteen years she has been shining &laeg on the Straussians with st
books asThe Political Ideas of Leo Straugs988 andLeo Strauss and the American
Right(1997. She is also the author Afexandre Kojéeve: the Roots of Postmodern
Politics (1994) andlerror and Civilization(forthcoming).

She argues that the central claims of Strauss@ugtit wield a crucial influence on
men of power in the contemporary United States.eugorates her argument in this
interview.

A natural order of inequality

Danny Postel:You've argued that there is an important connadbietween the
teachings of Leo Strauss and the Bush administratgelling of the Iraq war. What
is that connection?

Shadia Drury: Leo Strauss was a great believer in the efficaclusefulness of lies
in politics. Public support for the Iraq war restadlies about Iraq posing an
imminent threat to the United Statethe business about weapons of mass destrt
and a fictitious alliance between al-Qaida anditagi regime. Now that the lies have
been exposed, Paul Wolfowitz and others in thepaaty are denying that these were
the real reasons for the war.

So whatwerethe real reasons? Reorganising the balance ofrpaviiee Middle East
in favour of Israel? Expanding American hegemontha Arab world? Possibly. But
these reasons would not have been sufficient imsleéves to mobilise American
support for the war. And the Straussian cabal énathministration realised that.
Danny Postel:The neo-conservative vision is commonly takeng@bout spreading
democracy and liberal values globally. And whera&s is mentioned in the press,
he is typically described as a great defenderef#l democracy against totalitarian
tyranny. You've written, however, that Strauss hdgrofound antipathy to both
liberalism and democracy.”

Shadia Drury: The idea that Strauss was a great defender aalidemocracy is
laughable. | suppose that Strauss’s disciples dengia noble lie. Yet many in the
media have been gullible enough to believe it.

How could an admirer of Plato and Nietzsche béerél democrat? The ancient
philosophers whom Strauss most cherished belihagdlie unwashed masses were
not fit for either truth or liberty, and that gigrthem these sublime treasures would
be like throwing pearls before swine. In contrastiodern political thinkers, the
ancients denied that there is any natural riglibyty. Human beings are born
neither free nor equal. The natural human conditiogy held, is not one of freedom,
but of subordination — and in Strauss’s estimati@y were right in thinking so.
Praising the wisdom of the ancients and condemimadolly of the moderns was the
whole point of Strauss’s most famous bolktural Right and HistoryThe cover of
the book sports the American Declaration of Indeleeice. But the book is a
celebration of nature — not the natural rights ahnfas the appearance of the book
would lead one to believe) but the natural ordestahination and subordination.
The necessity of lies

Danny Postel:What is the relevance of Strauss’s interpretadioiflato’s notion of
the noble lie?

Shadia Drury: Strauss rarely spoke in his own name. He wrote @smmentator on
the classical texts of political theory. But he vaasextremely opinionated and
dualistic commentator. The fundamental distinctioet pervades and informs all of
his work is that between the ancients andntloelerns Strauss divided the history of
political thought into two camps: the ancientsdliRlato) are wise and wily, whereas
the moderns (like Locke and other liberals) argaubnd foolish. Now, it seems to
me eminently fair and reasonable to attribute tauis the ideas he attributes to
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beloved ancients.

In Plato’s dialogues, everyone assumes that Saciafélato’s mouthpiece. But
Strauss argues in his bodke City and Marfpp. 74-5, 77, 83-4, 97, 100, 111) that
Thrasymachuss Plato’s real mouthpiece (on this point, see 8sF. Burnyeat,
“Sphinx without a SecretNew York Review of Bogl&) May 1989 paid-for only]).
So, we must surmise that Strauss shares the isgkite wise Plato (alias
Thrasymachus) that justice is merely the interétt@stronger; that those in power
make the rules in their own interests and callstige.

Leo Strauss repeatedly defends the political i@atis Thrasymachus aridachiavelli
(see, for example, hidatural Right and Historyp. 106). This view of the world is
clearly manifest in the foreign policy of the curt@dministration in the United
States.

A second fundamental belief of Strauss’s ancieasstb do with their insistence on
the need for secrecy and the necessity of lielislibookPersecution and the Art of
Writing, Strauss outlines why secrecy is necessary. Heearthat the wise must
conceal their views for two reasons — to sparg#uple’s feelings and to protect the
elite from possible reprisals.

The people will not be happy to learn that therenky one natural right — the right of
the superior to rule over the inferior, the mastegr the slave, the husband over the
wife, and the wise few over the vulgar manyQn Tyranny Strauss refers to this
natural right as the “tyrannical teaching” of heddwved ancients. It is tyrannical in t
classic sense of rule above rule or in the absehlzsv (p. 70).

Now, the ancients were determined to keep thisitycal teaching secret because the
people are not likely to tolerate the fact thatthee intended for subordination;
indeed, they may very well turn their resentmeratiagf the superior few. Lies are
thus necessary to protect the superior few fronp#reecution of the vulgar many.
The effect of Strauss’s teaching is to convincealeslytes that they are the natural
ruling elite and the persecuted few. And it doetstake much intelligence for them
surmise that they are in a situation of great dgregpecially in a world devoted to
the modern ideas of equal rights and freedoms. Move than ever, the wise few
must proceed cautiously and with circumspection.tis&y come to the conclusion
that they have a moral justification to lie in ardle avoid persecution. Strauss goe
far as to say that dissembling and deception @&t a culture of lies — is the
peculiar justice of the wise.

Strauss justifies his position by an appeal todatoncept of the noble lie. But in
truth, Strauss has a very impoverished concepfiétato’s noble lie. Plato thought
that the noble lie is a story whose details argibeis; but at the heart of it is a
profound truth.

In the myth of metals, for example, some peopleslgniden souls — meaning that
they are more capable of resisting the temptatdpower. And these morally
trustworthy types are the ones who are most fitlk®. The details are fictitious, but
the moral of the story is that not all human beiagsmorally equal.

In contrast to this reading &flatg Strauss thinks that the superiority of the ruling
philosophers is amtellectualsuperiority and not enoral one (Natural Right and
History, p. 151). For many commentators who (like Karl prap have read Plato as a
totalitarian, the logical consequence is to dohht philosophers can be trusted with
political power. Those who read him this way inadity reject him. Strauss is the
only interpreter who gives a sinister reading t@t®|and then celebrates him.

The dialectic of fear and tyranny

Danny Postel:In the Straussian scheme of things, there areigeefew and the
vulgar many. But there is also a third gr the gentlemen. Would you explain h
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they figure?

Shadia Drury: There are indeed three types of men: the wisegehdemen, and the
vulgar. The wise are the lovers of the harsh, uhaced truth. They are capable of
looking into the abyss without fear and tremblifigey recognise neither God nor
moral imperatives. They are devoted above alltelgkeir own pursuit of the
“higher” pleasures, which amount to consorting withir “puppies” or young
initiates.

The second type, the gentlemen, are lovers of hraamma glory. They are the most
ingratiating towards the conventions of their styctethat is, the illusions of the ca\
They are true believers in God, honour, and mongkeratives. They are ready and
willing to embark on acts of great courage and-sadfrifice at a moment’s notice.
The third type, the vulgar many, are lovers of weahd pleasure. They are selfish,
slothful, and indolent. They can be inspired te above their brutish existence only
by fear of impending death or catastrophe.

Like Plato, Strauss believed that the supremeigpalliideal is the rule of the wise. E
the rule of the wise is unattainable in the reafldidNow, according to the
conventional wisdom, Plato realised this, and egtibr the rule of law. But Strauss
did not endorse this solution entirely. Nor didthimk that it was Plato’seal solution
— Strauss pointed to the “nocturnal council” intBlaLawsto illustrate his point.
The real Platonic solution as understood by Streutgecovert rule of the wisgsee
Strauss’s 9he Argument and the Action of Plato’s Lawkhis covert rule is
facilitated by the overwhelming stupidity of thentlemen. The more gullible and
unperceptive they are, the easier it is for theewascontrol and manipulate them.
Supposedly, Xenophon makes that clear to us.

For Strauss, the rule of the wise is not aboutsatasonservative values like order,
stability, justice, or respect for authority. Theer of the wise is intended as an
antidote to modernity. Modernity is the age in whibe vulgar many have triumph
It is the age in which they have come closest tortgaexactly what their heartiesire
— wealth, pleasure, and endless entertainmentnBydtting just what they desire,
they have unwittingly been reduced to beasts.

Nowhere is this state of affairs more advanced thakmerica. And the global reach
of American culture threatens to trivialise lifedaturn it into entertainment. This was
as terrifying a spectre for Strauss as it was flexandre Kojéve an@arl Schmitt
This is made clear in Strauss’s exchange with Kejggprinted in Strauss@n
Tyranny, and in his commentary on SchmitThe Concept of the Politicéteprinted
in Heinrich Meier,Carl Schmitt and Leo Strauss: The Hidden Dialggi®jéve
lamented the animalisation of man and Schmitt vedrelbout the trivialisation of lif¢
All three of them were convinced that liberal ecomncs would turn life into
entertainment and destroy politics; all three ustierd politics as a conflict between
mutually hostile groups willing to fight each otherthe death. In short, they all
thought that man’s humanity depended on his witlegs to rush naked into battle
and headlong to his death. Only perpetual war antarn the modern project, with
its emphasis on seffreservation and “creature comforts.” Life can bétigised once
more, and man’s humanity can be restored.

This terrifying vision fits perfectly well with thdesire for honour and glory that the
neo-conservative gentlemen covet. It also fits weelt with the religious sensibilities
of gentlemen. The combination of religion and nagicsm is the elixir that Strauss
advocates as the way to turn natural, relaxed, fistilo men into devout nationalists
willing to fight and die for their God and country.

I never imagined when | wrote my first book on 8&®that the unscrupulous elite
that he elevates would ever come so close to gallifower, nor that the omino

188



tyranny of the wise would ever come so close tadpeedised in the political life of .
great nation like the United States. But fear esgheatest ally of tyranny.

Danny Postel:You've described Strauss as a nihilist.

Shadia Drury: Strauss is a nihilist in the sense that he bedi¢lvat there is no
rational foundation for morality. He is an atheetd he believes that in the absence
of God, morality has no grounding. It's all aboenkefiting others and oneself; there
IS no objective reason for doing so, only rewaml$ punishments in this life.

But Strauss is not a nihilist if we mean by therter denial that there is any truth, a
belief that everything is interpretation. He does aeeny that there is an independent
reality. On the contrary, he thinks that independeality consists in nature and its
“order of rank” — the high and the low, the supe&and the inferior. Like Nietzsche,
he believes that the history of western civilisatieas led to the triumph of the
inferior, the rabble — something they both lamemqexfoundly.

Danny Postel:This connection is curious, since Strauss is bié#dd\by Nietzsche;
and one of Strauss’s most famous studexitan Bloom, fulminates profusely in his
bookThe Closing of the American Miradjainst the influence of Nietzsche and Me
Heidegger.

Shadia Drury: Strauss’s criticism of the existentialists, espkgiHeidegger, is that
they tried to elicit an ethic out of the abyss.sTivas the ethic of resoluteness —
choose whatever you like and be loyal to it todkath; its content does not matter.
But Strauss’s reaction to moral nihilism was diéiet. Nihilistic philosophers, he
believes, should reinvent the Judaeo-Christian Godljve like pagan gods
themselves — taking pleasure in the games theyplaiyeach other as well as the
games they play on ordinary mortals.

The question of nihilism is complicated, but thera@o doubt that Strauss’s reading
Plato entails that the philosophers should retarthd cave and manipulate the ima
(in the form of media, magazines, newspapers). khey full well that the line they
espouse is mendacious, but they are convincedhéias are noble lies.

The intoxication of perpetual war

Danny Postel:You characterise the outlook of the Bush admiaigin as a kind of
realism, in the spirit of Thrasymachus and Machiawgut isn’t the real divide

within the administration (and on the American tigiore generally) more complex:
between foreign policy realists, who are pragmsitishd neo-conservatives, who see
themselves as idealists — even moralist®-a mission to topple tyrants, and there
in a struggleagainstrealism?

Shadia Drury: | think that the neo-conservatives are for thetrpast genuine in
wanting to spread the American commercial moddéibefal democracy around the
globe. They are convinced that it is the best thivag just for America, but for the
world. Naturally, there is a tension between tHedealists” and the more hard-
headed realists within the administration.

| contend that the tensions and conflicts withia ¢tirrent administration reflect the
differences between the surface teaching, whielppopriate for gentlemen, and the
‘nocturnal’ or covert teaching, which the philosephalone are privy to. It is very
unlikely for an ideology inspired by a secret teéagho be entirely coherent.

The issue of nationalism is an example of this. pihéosophers, wanting to secure
the nation against its external enemies as welkasternal decadence, sloth,
pleasure, and consumption, encourage a strongpafervour among the honour-
loving gentlemen who wield the reins of power. Tét@bng nationalistic spirit
consists in the belief that their nation and itkiga are the best in the world, and that
all other cultures and their values are inferiocamparison.

Irving Kristol, the father of ne-conservatism and a Strauss disciple, denou
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nationalism in a 1973 essay; but in another essdiewin 1983, he declared that the
foreign policy of neo-conservatism must reflectriggionalist proclivities. A decade
on, in a 1993 essay, he claimed that “religioniomatlism, and economic growth are
the pillars of neoconservatism.” (See “The Comi@gnservative Century”, in
Neoconservatism: the autobiography of an idea365.)

In Reflections of a Neoconservatige xiii), Kristol wrote that:

“patriotism springs from love of the nation’s pasationalism arises out of hope for
the nation’s future, distinctive greatness.... Necawwatives believe... that the goals
of American foreign policy must go well beyond aroav, too literal definition of
‘national security’. It is the national interestafvorld power, as this is defined by a
sense of national destiny ... not a myopic natioralgty”.

The same sentiment was echoed by the doyen ofropotaryStraussianisiHarry
Jaffa, when he said that America is the “Zion thgitlight up all the world.”

It is easy to see how this sort of thinking canaétof hand, and why hard-headed
realists tend to find it naive if not dangerous.

But Strauss’s worries about America’s global agjires are entirely different. Like
Heidegger, Schmitt, and Kojéve, Strauss would beernoncerned that America
would succeed in this enterprise than that it wdaid In that case, the “last man”
would extinguish all hope for humanity (Nietzschép “night of the world” would
be at hand (Heidegger); the animalisation of manlvbe complete (Kojeve); and
the trivialisation of life would be accomplishedc(®nitt). That is what the success of
America’s global aspirations meant to them.

Francis Fukuyama’'$he End of History and the Last M&na popularisation of this
viewpoint. It sees the coming catastrophe of Anariglobal power as inevitable, ¢
seeks to make the best of a bad situation. Irigdan a celebration of American
dominance.

On this perverse view of the world, if America &b achieve her “national destiny”,
and is mired in perpetual war, then all is well.m4ahumanity, defined in terms of
struggle to the death, is rescued from extinctgut.men like Heidegger, Schmitt,
Kojeve, and Strauss expect the worst. They expettie universal spread of the
spirit of commerce would soften manners and emageuahan. To my mind, this
fascistic glorification of death and violence sggrfrom a profound inability to
celebrate life, joy, and the sheer thrill of existe.

To be clear, Strauss was not as hostile to dempasbe was tbberalism This is
because he recognises that the vulgar masses tmbers on their side, and the
sheer power of numbers cannot be completely ignakéthtever can be done to br
the masses along is legitimate. If you can use deswy to turn the masses against
their own liberty, this is a great triumph. It leetsort of tactic that neo-conservatives
use consistently, and in some cases very succhlssful

Among the Straussians

Danny Postel:Finally, I'd like to ask about your interestingception among the
Straussians. Many of them dismiss your interpretadif Strauss and denounce your
work in the most adamant terms (“bizarre splengti¢ét one scholar, Laurence
Lampert, has reprehended his fellow Straussianthierwriting in hisLeo Strauss
and Nietzschéhat your booklhe Political Ideas of Leo Straussontains many fine
skeptical readings of Strauss’s texts and acutghitssinto Strauss’s real intentions.”
Harry Jaffahas even made the provocative suggestion thatyglt be a “closet
Straussian” yourself!

Shadia Drury: | have been publicly denounced and privately adidfellowing the
publication of my bool he Political Ideas of Leo Strauss1988, letters and gifts
poured in from Straussian graduate students arfdgsars all over North Ameri—
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books, dissertations, tapes of Strauss’s Hillel $é¢oectures in Chicago, transcripts
every course he ever taught at the university,esath a personally craftédwl! of
Minervawith a letter declaring me a goddess of wisdongylWwere amazed that an
outsider could have penetrated the secret teachimey sent me unpublished mate
marked with clear instructions not to distributé'saspicious persons”.

| received letters from graduate students in Tarp€hicago, Duke, Boston College,
Claremont, Fordham, and other Straussian centrdsarhing.” One of the students
compared his experience in reading my work witlpéason lost in the wilderness
who suddenly happens on a map.” Some were ledaiodaim their schools in favour
of fresher air; but others were delighted to digsravhat it was they were supposel
believe in order to belong to tisbarmed circlef future philosophers and initiates.
After my first book on Strauss came out, some efSkraussians in Canada dubbed
me the “bitchfrom Calgary.” Of all the titles | hold, that isd one | cherish most. T
hostility toward me was understandable. Nothinguage threatening to Strauss and
his acolytes than the truth in general and thd taliout Strauss in particular. His
admirers are determined to conceal the truth aligutleas.

My intention in writing the book was to express

Strauss’s ideas clearly and without obfuscatiothad Respond to this article, and
his views could become the subject of philosophicaldebate Strauss, philosophy
debate and criticism, and not the stuff of feverish  and politics in ouforum.
conviction. | wanted to smoke the Straussians but o

their caves and into the philosophical light of dBwt

instead of engaging me in philosophical debats, the

denied that Strauss stood for any of the ideas |

attributed to him.

Laurence Lampelis the only Straussian to declare

valiantly that it is time to stop playing games aod

admit that Strauss was indeed a Nietzschean thinker

that it is time to stop the denial and start deflegd

Strauss’s ideas.

| suspect that Lampertisonestyis threatening to

those among the Straussians who are interested in

philosophy but who seek power. There is no doubt

that open and candid debate about Strauss is ligely

undermine their prospects in Washington.
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and remained there for twenty years. His workdf period includéatural
Right and History(1953),Thoughts on Machiavel(lL958),What is Political
Philosophy?1959),The City and Mar§1964),Socrates and Aristophanés966)
andLiberalism Ancient and Moder{1968).

Between 1968 and 1973, Strauss taught in colleg€silifornia and Maryland,
and completed work on Xenophon’s Socratic discauaselArgument and Actic |
of Plato’'sLaws (1975). After his death in October 1973,dksay collection
Studies in Platonic Political Philosopl{$983) was published.
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Deep Background: “Noble” Lies Il

Leo Strauss' Philosophy of Deception
By Jim Lobe, AlterNet. PostedMay 19, 2003

Many neoconservatives like Paul Wolfowitz are gotes of a philosopher who believed that
the elite should use deception, religious fervat parpetual war to control the ignorant
masses.

What would you do if you wanted to topple Saddansd#in, but your intelligence agencies
couldn't find the evidence to justify a war?

A follower of Leo Strauss may just hire the "righkthd of men to get the job done — people
with the intellect, acuity, and, if necessary, ploditical commitment, polemical skills, and,
above all, the imagination to find the evidencd tteaeer intelligence officers could not
detect.

The "right" man for Deputy Defense Secretary Paolféwitz, suggests Seymour Hersh in
his recent New Yorker article entitled 'Selectiaéelligence,' was Abram Shulsky, director of
the Office of Special Plans (OSP) — an agency edesppecifically to find the evidence of
WMDs and/or links with Al Qaeda, piece it togethemd clinch the case for the invasion of
Iraq.

Like Wolfowitz, Shulsky is a student of an obsc@erman Jewish political philosopher
named Leo Strauss who arrived in the United Siat@938. Strauss taught at several major
universities, including Wolfowitz and Shulsky's @mater, the University of Chicago, before
his death in 1973.

Strauss is a popular figure among the neoconseegthAdherents of his ideas include
prominent figures both within and outside the adstiation. They include 'Weekly Standard'
editor William Kristol; his father and indeed thedfather of the neoconservative movement,
Irving Kristol; the new Undersecretary of Defenee Ihtelligence, Stephen Cambone, a
number of senior fellows at the American Enterphsgitute (AEI) (home to former Defense
Policy Board chairman Richard Perle and Lynne Chgraand Gary Schmitt, the director of
the influential Project for the New American CentPNAC), which is chaired by Kristol the
Younger.

Strauss' philosophy is hardly incidental to thatstyy and mindset adopted by these men — as
is obvious in Shulsky's 1999 essay titled "Leo @saand the World of Intelligence (By
Which We Do Not Mean Nous)" (in Greek philosophg termnousdenotes the highest form
of rationality). As Hersh notes in his article, &y and his co-author Schmitt “criticize
America’s intelligence community for its failuredppreciate the duplicitous nature of the
regimes it deals with, its susceptibility to soealence notions of proof, and its inability to
cope with deliberate concealment.” They argued $tr@uss's idea of hidden meaning, "alerts
one to the possibility that political life may blesely linked to deception. Indeed, it suggests
that deception is the norm in political life, ame thope, to say nothing of the expectation, of
establishing a politics that can dispense witk thie exception.”

Rule One: Deception

It's hardly surprising then why Strauss is so papur an administration obsessed with
secrecy, especially when it comes to matters @idgorpolicy. Not only did Strauss have few
gualms about using deception in politics, he saag i necessity. While professing deep
respect for American democracy, Strauss believatsibcieties should be hierarchical —
divided between an elite who should lead, and thss®s who should follow. But unlike
fellow elitists like Plato, he was less concernethwhe moral character of these leaders.
According to Shadia Drury, who teaches politicthatUniversity of Calgary, Strauss
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believed that "those who are fit to rule are thabke realize there is no morality and that there
is only one natural right — the right of the supetb rule over the inferior."

This dichotomy requires "perpetual deception" betwthe rulers and the ruled, according to
Drury. Robert Locke, another Strauss analyst s@kis,people are told what they need to
know and no more." While the elite few are capatblabsorbing the absence of any moral
truth, Strauss thought, the masses could not ébpeposed to the absence of absolute truth,
they would quickly fall into nihilism or anarchy¢c@ording to Drury, author of 'Leo Strauss
and the American Right' (St. Martin's 1999).

Second Principle: Power of Religion

According to Drury, Strauss had a "huge contempt'seécular democracy. Nazism, he
believed, was a nihilistic reaction to the irretigs and liberal nature of the Weimar Republic.
Among other neoconservatives, Irving Kristol hasg@argued for a much greater role for
religion in the public sphere, even suggesting that~ounding Fathers of the American
Republic made a major mistake by insisting on #gasgation of church and state. And why?
Because Strauss viewed religion as absolutely #akanorder to impose moral law on the
masses who otherwise would be out of control.

At the same time, he stressed that religion waghi®®masses alone; the rulers need not be
bound by it. Indeed, it would be absurd if they &yesince the truths proclaimed by religion
were "a pious fraud." As Ronald Bailey, sciencaegpondent for Reason magazine points
out, "Neoconservatives are pro-religion even thathgly themselves may not be believers."”
"Secular society in their view is the worst possitiling,” Drury says, because it leads to
individualism, liberalism, and relativism, precigéhose traits that may promote dissent that
in turn could dangerously weaken society's abibtgope with external threats. Bailey argues
that it is this firm belief in the political utiljtof religion as an "opiate of the masses" that
helps explain why secular Jews like Kristol in 'Goantary' magazine and other
neoconservative journals have allied themselves thig Christian Right and even taken on
Darwin's theory of evolution.

Third Principle: Aggressive Nationalism

Like Thomas Hobbes, Strauss believed that the @mftigraggressive nature of human beings
could only be restrained by a powerful nationatistate. "Because mankind is intrinsically
wicked, he has to be governed," he once wrote.H§owernance can only be established,
however, when men are united — and they can onyniied against other people.”

Not surprisingly, Strauss' attitude toward foreggicy was distinctly Machiavellian.

"Strauss thinks that a political order can be stallly if it is united by an external threat,"
Drury wrote in her book. "Following Machiavelli, meaintained that if no external threat
exists therone has to be manufacturéeimphases added).”

"Perpetual war, not perpetual peace, is what Strans believe in," says Drury. The idea
easily translates into, in her words, an "aggresdielligerent foreign policy,"” of the kind that
has been advocated by neocon groups like PNAC &ildeéholars — not to mention
Wolfowitz and other administration hawks who haa#ed for a world order dominated by
U.S. military power. Strauss' neoconservative sitglsee foreign policy as a means to fulfill
a "national destiny" — as Irving Kristol definedalteady in 1983 — that goes far beyond the
narrow confines of a " myopic national security."”

As to what a Straussian world order might look littee analogy was best captured by the
philosopher himself in one of his — and studeneAlBloom's — many allusions to Gulliver's
Travels. In Drury's words, "When Lilliput was omdj Gulliver urinated over the city,
including the palace. In so doing, he saved allitiput from catastrophe, but the Lilliputians
were outraged and appalled by such a show of gieces

The image encapsulates the neoconservative visithe dJnited States' relationship with the
rest of the world — as well as the relationshipvaen their relationship as a ruling elite with
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the masses. "They really have no use for liberalimshdemocracy, but they're conquering the
world in the name of liberalism and democracy," yrsays.

1’5 DiggThis Skary

Jim Lobe writes on foreign policy for Alternet. kiverk has also appeared on Foreign Policy
In Focus and TomPaine.com.

http://www.alternet.org/story/15935/

Deep Background: The Power of Myth
...The Power of Myth
By Mike Whitney

10/25/06

In the Orwellian world of make-believe; the nawvatis everything. Invent a good story, run it
through the ministry of truth (the media) and stickt no matter how ridiculous it may
sound. After all, if the media can shift the nadbdebate from the war in Iraq, Social
Security, and the enormous federal deficits to #épy fundamentalists waving signs in front
of a hospice in Florida where a brain-dead paigbting kept alive against her will;
anything is possible.

In researching the Bush administration’s manipatatf public perceptions, | came across an
interesting summary of the State Department’s p&iélikow, who was Executive Director
on the 9-11 Commission, that greatest of all chesadccording to Wikipedia:

“Prof. Zelikow’s area of academic expertise is ¢heation and maintenance of, in his words,
‘public myths’ or ‘public presumptions’ which hefiees as ‘beliefs (1) thought to be true (
although not necessarily known with certainty) &dshared in common within the relevant
political community.’ In his academic work and eléere he has taken a special interest in
what he has called ‘searing’ or ‘molding’ eventsaf) take on transcendent’ importance and
therefore retain their power even as the expengngeneration passes from the scene....He
has noted that ‘a history’s narrative power is ¢gfly linked to how readers relate to the
actions of individuals in the history; if readeenoot make the connection to their own lives,
then a history may fail to engage them at all.”Hifiking about Political History” Miller
center Report, winter 1999, p 5-7)

Isn’t that the same as saying there is neitheohyistor truth; that what is really important is
the manipulation of epochal events so they serganierests of society’s managers? Thus, it
follows that if the government can create their dgalvanizing events”, then they can write
history any way they choose.

If that's the case, then perhaps the entire waeoor is cut from whole cloth; a garish public
relations maneuver devoid of meaning.

Wikipedia adds this about Zelikow which may helglarify this point:

“In the Nov-Dec 1998 issue of Foreign Affairs hes({Kow) co-authored (with the former
head of the CIA) an article entitled “Catastropherrorism” in which he speculated that if
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the 1993 bombing of the World Trade Center had esebed ‘the resulting horror and chaos
would have exceeded our ability to describe it.'saie act of catastrophic terrorism would be
a watershed event in American history. It couldine loss of life and property
unprecedented in peacetime and undermine Amemfigattiamental sense of security, as did
the Soviet atomic bomb test in 1949. Like Pearlddarthe event would divide our past and
future into a before and after. The United Stateghtrespond with draconian measures
scaling back civil liberties, allowing wider surllance of citizens, detention of suspects and
use of deadly force.” (http://en.wikipedia.org/wWRhilip_D._ Zelikow)

That was written in 1998!1?!

Amazing. It is almost like Zelikow knew what wasiggto happen on 9-11 and was drawing
attention to the “draconian measures” (scaling lzak liberties) which may seem attractive
to elites in the policy establishment.

Now, coincidentally, everything has evolved jusZatikow predicted. Just like Pearl Harbor,
9-11 has “divided our past and future into a be#ord after”. The post-9-11 world relates to a
world in which personal liberty is no longer prdaest, and where surveillance, detention and
the use of deadly force are all permitted. It vgaald in which “America’s fundamental sense
of security” has been shattered and will contiraubé shattered as a way of managing public
opinion.

As Zelikow presciently implies, the post 9-11 wodepends entirely on “public myths”; fairy
tales invented by society’s supervisors which peergte the illusion of democracy, freedom
and the rule of law.

http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article ZE3htm

http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19981101faessayl48htan-carter-john-deutch-%20philip-
zelikow/catastrophic-terrorism-tackling-the-new-danhtmi

http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/visions/publication/ggism.htm

Deep Background: We're an empire now, and when we
act, we create our own reality

The aide said that guys like me [i.e., reportes @mmentators] were "in what we call the
reality-based community,”

which he defined as people who "believe that sohgtiemerge from your judicious study of
discernible reality."”

| nodded and murmured something about enlightenpramtiples and empiricism. He cut me
off.

"That's not the way the world really works anymbhes continued.

"We're an empire now, and when we act, we create owwn reality.

And while you're studying that reality—judicioushs you will—we'll act again, creating
other new realities,

which you can study too, and that's how things solit out. We're history's actors...and you,
all of you, will be left to just study what we do.
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/18034#fnr6
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Deep Background: Terror as princip of rule, The Pover of
Nightmares

Published on Tuesday, December 7, 2004 by Commani3rerg
Hyping Terror For Fun, Profit - And Power
by Thom Hartmann

What if there really was no need for much - agremost - of the Cold War? What if, in fact,
the Cold War had been kept alive for two decadesdban phony WMD threats?
What if, similarly, the War On Terror was largelg@am, and the administration was hyping
it to seem larger-than-life? What if our "enemypnesented a real but relatively small threat
posed by rogue and criminal groups well outsidentiagnstream of Islam? What if that hype
was done largely to enhance the power, electabdity stature of George W. Bush and Tony
Blair?
And what if the world was to discover the most #iog dimensions of these twin deceits -
that the same men promulgated them in the 1970soalay?
It happened.
The myth-shattering event took place in Englandfitisethree weeks of October, when the
BBC aired a three-hour documentary written and peced by Adam Curtis, titledThe Power
of Nightmares' If the emails and phone calls many of us inWsreceived from friends in
the UK - and debate in the pages of publicatickesThe Guardiarare any indicator, this was
a seismic event, one that may have even provokesty meeting between Blair and Bush a
few weeks later.
According to this carefully researched and welte@tBBC documentary, Richard Nixon,
following in the steps of his mentor and former$@svight D. Eisenhower, believed it was
possible to end the Cold War and eliminate feanftbe national psyche. The nation need no
longer be afraid of communism or the Soviet Unidixon worked out a truce with the
Soviets, meeting their demands for safety as veetha US needs for security, and then
announced to Americans that they need no longefraél.
In 1972, President Richard Nixon returned from$logiet Union with a treaty worked out by
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, the beginniihg process Kissinger called "détente." On
June 1, 1972, Nixon gave a speech in which he Yaagdf Friday, in Moscow, we witnessed
the beginning of the end of that era which begab945. With this step, we have enhanced
the security of both nations. We have begun toaedie level of fear, by reducing the causes
of fear—for our two peoples, and for all peopleshe world."
But Nixon left amid scandal and Ford came in, aods Secretary of Defense (Donald
Rumsfeld) and Chief of Staff (Dick Cheney) believiedas intolerable that Americans might
no longer be bound by fear. Without fear, how ccArdericans be manipulated?
Rumsfeld and Cheney began a concerted effortt-dasretly and then openly - to undermine
Nixon's treaty for peace and to rebuild the stafear and, thus, reinstate the Cold War.
And these two men - 1974 Defense Secretary Donaldsfeld and Ford Chief of Staff Dick
Cheney - did this by claiming that the Soviets badret weapons of mass destruction that the
president didn't know about, that the CIA didn'downabout, that nobody but them knew
about. And, they said, because of those weapoa)$must redirect billions of dollars away
from domestic programs and instead give the monelgtense contractors for whom these
two men would one day work.
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"The Soviet Union has been busgfense Secretary Rumsfeld explained to America in
1976."They’ve been busy in terms of their level of ¢ffilvey’ve been busy in terms of the
actual weapons they 've been producing; they'venlimesy in terms of expanding production
rates; they've been busy in terms of expanding thsiitutional capability to produce
additional weapons at additional rates; they’'ve bhéeisy in terms of expanding their
capability to increasingly improve the sophisticatiof those weapons. Year after year after
year, they’ve been demonstrating that they hawadstess of purpose. They’re purposeful
about what they’re doing."

The CIA strongly disagreed, calling Rumsfeld's posia "complete fiction" and pointing out
that the Soviet Union was disintegrating from withcould barely afford to feed their own
people, and would collapse within a decade or fveomply left alone.

But Rumsfeld and Cheney wanted Americans to belieeee was something nefarious going
on, something we should be very afraid of. To émd, they convinced President Ford to
appoint a commission including their old friend Palolfowitz to prove that the Soviets were
up to no good.

According to Curtis' BBC documentary, Wolfowitziogp, known as "Team B," came to the
conclusion that the Soviets had developed sevemaying new weapons of mass
destruction, featuring a nuclear-armed submariget that used a sonar system that didn't
depend on sound and was, thus, undetectable witbuotent technology.

The BBC's documentarians asked Dr. Anne Cahn dfJtBe Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency during that time, her thoughts on Rumsfeldiseney's, and Wolfowitz's 1976 story
of the secret Soviet WMDs. Here's a clip from asaipt of that BBC documentary:

" Dr ANNE CAHN, Arms Control and Disarmament Ageri®r77-80: They couldn't say that
the Soviets had acoustic means of picking up Amesabmarines, because they couldn't
find it. So they said, well maybe they have a nomiatic means of making our submarine
fleet vulnerable. But there was no evidence they thad a non-acoustic system. They'’re
saying, 'we can'’t find evidence that they're doinidne way that everyone thinks they’re doing
it, so they must be doing it a different way. We'thknow what that different way is, but they
must be doing it.’

"INTERVIEWER (off-camera): Even though there wasvidence.

"CAHN: Even though there was no evidence.

"INTERVIEWER: So they'’re saying there, that the faat the weapon doesn't exist...
"CAHN: Doesn’'t mean that it doesn’t exist. It juséans that we haven’t found it."

The moderator of the BBC documentary then notes:

"What Team B accused the CIA of missing was aehi@thd sinister reality in the Soviet
Union. Not only were there many secret weapon€£tAehadn’t found, but they were wrong
about many of those they could observe, such aSdtet air defenses. The CIA were
convinced that these were in a state of collapsigcting the growing economic chaos in the
Soviet Union. Team B said that this was actualtyianing deception by the Soviet régime.
The air-defense system worked perfectly. But theemidence they produced to prove this
was the official Soviet training manual, which pdbuasserted that their air-defense system
was fully integrated and functioned flawlessly. THA accused Team B of moving into a
fantasy world."

Nonetheless, as Melvin Goodman, head of the Clfis®of Soviet Affairs, 1976-87, noted
in the BBC documentary,

" Rumsfeld won that very intense, intense politiztle that was waged in Washington in
1975 and 1976. Now, as part of that battle, Rurdsded others, people such as Paul
Wolfowitz, wanted to get into the CIA. And theission was to create a much more severe
view of the Soviet Union, Soviet intentions, Soxeat/s about fighting and winning a nuclear
war."
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Although Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld's assertions of poil new Soviet WMDs were
unproven - they said the lack of proof proved tiradetectable weapons existed - they
nonetheless used their charges to push for dramstadations in military spending to
selected defense contractors, a process that centihrough the Reagan administration.
But, trillions of dollars and years later, it wa®yen that they had been wrong all along, and
the CIA had been right. Rumsfeld, Cheney, and Watfolied to America in the 1970s about
Soviet WMDs.

Not only do we now know that the Soviets didn'ténany new and impressive WMDs, but
we also now know that they were, in fact, decayrog within, ripe for collapse any time,
regardless of what the US did - just as the CIAl(@nybody who visited Soviet states - as |
had - during that time could easily predict). Tlowi8t economic and political system wasn't
working, and their military was disintegrating.

As arms-control expert Cahn noted in the documgrdbthose 1970s claims by Wolfowitz,
Cheney, and Rumsfeld:

"I would say that all of it was fantasy. | mearmgyHooked at radars out in Krasnoyarsk and
said, 'This is a laser beam weapon,’ when in fastis nothing of the sort. ... And if you go
through most of Team B’s specific allegations alveedpons systems, and you just examine
them one by one, they were all wrong."

"INTERVIEWER: All of them?

"CAHN: All of them.

"INTERVIEWER: Nothing true?

"CAHN: | don’t believe anything in [Wolfowitz's 1g7Team B was really true.”

But the neocons said it was true, and organizedapg The Committee on the Present
Danger- to promote their worldview. The Committee proddcdocumentaries, publications,
and provided guests for national talk shows andsreports. They worked hard to whip up
fear and encourage increases in defense spendirigubarly for sophisticated weapons
systems offered by the defense contractors for wheoatons would later become lobbyists.
And they succeeded in recreating an atmosphereaoiri the United States, and making
themselves and their defense contractor frienderithan most of the kingdoms of the world.
The Cold War was good for business, and good fptiitical power of its advocates, from
Rumsfeld to Reagan.

Similarly, according to this documentary, the War Cerror is the same sort of scam, run for
many of the same reasons, by the same people. YAhgding it - and then invading Iraq - we
may well be bringing into reality terrors and fosdlat previously existed only on the
margins and with very little power to harm us.

Curtis' documentary suggests that the War On Te&noist as much a fiction as were the
super-WMDs this same group of neocons said theeBoliad in the 70s. He suggests we've
done more to create terror than to fight it. Tiat tisk was really quite minimal (at least until
we invaded Iraq), and the terrorists are - like n@sorist groups - simply people on the
fringes, rather easily dispatched by their own pedgde even points out that Al Qaeda itself
was a brand we invented, later adopted by bin La@eause we'd put so many millions into
creating worldwide name recognition for it.

Watching "The Terror of Nightmares" is like takitige Red Pill in the movie The Matrix.

It's the story of idealism gone wrong, of ideolaymomoted in the US by Leo Strauss and his
followers (principally Wolfowitz, Feith, and Peayl@and in the Muslim world by bin Laden's
mentor, Ayman Zawabhiri. Both sought to create giatio world through world domination;
both believe that the ends justify the means; boghconvinced that "the people" must be
frightened into embracing religion and nationali®mthe greater good of morality and a
stable state. Each needs the other in order toguiebr.

Whatever your plans are for tonight or tomorrovp three hours out of them and take the
Red Pill. Get a pair of headphones (the audioirg)fgplug them into your computer, and visit
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an unofficial archive of the Curtis' BBC documentat the Information Clearing House
website (The third hour of the program, in a more vieveatormat, is also availableere)
For those who prefer to read things online, an firiaf but complete transcript is on this
Belgiansite

But be forewarned: You'll never see political rgaliand certainly never hear the words of
the Bush or Blair administrations - the same again.

http://www.commondreams.org/views04/1207-26.htm

Deep Background: Common people don’t want war

"Naturally, the common people don "t want war, but after all, it is the
leaders of a country who determine the policy, and it is always a simple
matter to drag people along whether it is a democracy, or a fascist
dictatorship, or a parliament, or a communist dictatorship. Voice or no
voice, the people can always be brought to the bidding of the leaders.
This is easy. All you have to do is to tell them they are being

attacked, and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing
the country to danger. |t works the same in every country.”

Hermann Goering, Hitler' s Reich-Marshall
at the Nuremberg Trials after WWII
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Deep Background: The Big Lie
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