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Abbreviations and acronyms

AAF77THTP: American Airlines #77 Hit the Pentagon on 9/11/B¢ewitness Statements and Pictubezember 2003

TPAP: The Pentagon Attack Papeegppendix by B. Honegger to the book Terror Conspiracy
ASCEP: The Pentagon Building Performance Rep@émnerican Society of Civil Engineers 2003.
NPH: The New Pearl HarboDavid Ray Griffin. Olive Branch Press 2004.

911Researchhttp://911research.wtc7.net/mirrors/qguardian2/pentagon/what-hit-it.htm
911Comm: The 9/11 Commission Repdibrton. No Date Given

1.0 9/21 Commission

One of the most sacred cows of the Official Story of 9/11 isAlna¢rican Airlines Flight 77 hit the
Pentagon on September 11 2001. Even the bwéthout Precedent The Inside Story of the 9//11
Commission written by Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton to “expose” the failiohghe 9/11
Commission, holds rigorously to this idea.

In Without PrecedentLee Hamilton states: “Our staff told the story of Ameriéarines Flight 77 in
such detail--with radar tracking, air traffic control conversatieadis from the plane, and a timeline of
the flight's movements--that it was simply not credible to advantteory that anything but American
Flight 77 crashed into the Pentagon. It is also a great disrésgéet men and women who died on that
airplane, as well as the U.S. military, to suggest that a U.S. misdite litentagon?”

Mr. Hamilton’s staff may have told a good story, but there has never been any proof thatFlight
piloted by Hani Hanjour, crashed into the Pentagon.

At 8:56 am on Sept 11, 2001, Flight 77, an American Airlines Boeing 757-20@dvefé course, south
over southern Ohio and disappeared from radar over Northeastern kehtucording to the 9/11
Commission, Indianapolis Center, which had been tracking it, wasrm@avit had “lost” Flight 77, and
notified other agencies of the disappearance. A discussion dretiwdianapolis and the Command
Center at Herndon led to the notification of FAA headquarters of the disappeat#n25 arfl.

According to the 9/11 Commission, a “radar reconstruction performed @&ft1” showed that eight
minutes after its disappearance, Flight 77 reemerged as ayptanget on Indianapolis radar scopes at
9:05, east of its last known position, and that among other things, g rieat the disappearance was
poor primary radar coverageHowever, the Commission observes that Indianapolis Center “reaver
Flight 77 turn around” because the two managers and one air traffimller looked west rather than
east from Flight 77’s last known position on the radar screen. ‘iBare7 traveled undetected for 36
minutes on a course heading due east for Washington®D.C.”

One might wonder, since Flight 77 departed from Dulles airportarfitst place at 8:10 afmwhy, as
numerous websites inquire, would hijackers spend well over an katrd in the air, presumably
risking being shot down, to fly all the way to a location wherest §o happened that they would get
“lost” in a radar blackout? Why not just crash into the Pentagon while it is close by and hveittidt®

Further, no positive identification of that eastbound radar blip heas leeen made. The Presidential
Emergency Operations Center (PEOC) was aware of the presescambroaching air vehicle, but was
unable to identify it° The 9/11 Commission notes: “The Command Center kept looking for Aameri



77. At 9:21 it advised the Dulles terminal control facility, anall& urged its controllers to look for
primary targets. At 9:32 they found one. Several Dulles controllebserved a primary radar target
tracking eastbound at a high rate of speed’ and notified Reagamalairport. FAA personnel at both
Reagan National and Dulles airports notified the Secret SefViw aircraft's identity or type was
unknown.”**

The 9/11 Commission’s apparent sole source confirming the blipnifastia Boeing 757 was made by
the pilot of “an unarmed National Guard C-130 H cargo aircraft whiab vectored by Reagan
National controllers to identify and follow the suspicious aircraftThe accompanying end note in the
9/11 Commission Report references an obscure FAA nfémhat kind of documentation is this?
Why not interview the pilot, or at least provide his name? (Cthutdbe the same C-130 H that was
reported by the media which was seen 17 miles from Flight 93 as it crashethsyRania’?)

The other piece of alleged evidence tying Flight 77 to the air vehiatéhit the Pentagon, as David Ray
Griffin notes, was the claim by Ted Olson, that his wife Barbacdh“called him twice on a cell phone
from American Airlines Flight 77,” saying that ‘all passengers flight personnel, including the pilots,
were herded to the back of the plane by armed hijackers. The only westyggomentioned were knives
and cardboard cutters:™ Dr. Griffin provides documentation from multiple official souroghich
reasonably refute the credibility of this story: Olson’s own ingtest revisions of his original story,
hardware actually available on 757 aircraft according to Ame#Addinmes, the FBI, which reported no

calls by Barbara Olson, and Pentagon historians who provided a different account of theevent

In its final moments, the new “Flight 77" performed like a miitaircraft According to Danielle
O’Brian, one of the Air Traffic Controllers at Dulles who regaortseeing the unidentified “Flight 77"
said: “The speed, the maneuverability, the way that he turned, Wmagdht in the radar room, all of us
experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plahe.”

The 911 Commission also noted that the “new” Flight 77 followed a hgiilljul trajectory into the
Pentagon. The Commission stated that Hani Hanjour was the Hibotever, flight instructors said that
Hanjour was not a skilled pilot; in fact he barely passedxame, which the Commission also noted.
The Commission however, as David Ray Griffin has pointed out, did rempgittto resolve this
inconsistency®

Although the NTSB allegedly released Flight 77’s flight data recorder (FOR Xaanembers of Pilots
for 9/11 Truth per FOIA request, they have never confirmed this data was from Flight 7&t, lihéa
FBI has refused to provide the FDR data which would confirm the federal regesttifichtion of
N644AA (AA 77), already provided by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, obtained lo e s
28, 2007 FOIA releas®. The FBI could presumably substantiate the claim that this data was from
Flight 77 by providing such confirmation. Why won’t they?

2.0 The Difficulties of Flying Heavy Aircraft Without Training

Sometime in 2003-2004, a paper by Joel Harel (or Nila Sagad®appeared on the Internet: “The
Impossibility of Flying Heavy Aircraft Without Training.” Although some of the poimiade in this

paper were reasonably rebutfé@nd the paper was for some reason removed from the internet, it was
in many ways a good paper. Perhaps it is not impossible to fly heavy aircraft withmogtraut it is

not easy. The following section includes a number of significant statements froefetiemced paper.
HareF? points out that although airplanes are relatively easy to fly if the objectiveriake a few lazy
turns in an open sky, they are difficult to fly with precision. He argues that for amewtipilot to
navigate hundreds of miles while flying at 30,000 feet altitude, then descend to seadkhitla target

with precision, all the while traveling 500 mph, would be virtually impossble.



Harel notes: “The Boeing 757 has mamyltifunctiondisplays. Each of these LCD displays combine
multiple items of information. Even if the alleged hijackers pagicticed with a Flight Simulator
program, it needs to be understood that each airline orders slightlsediffversions of the aircraft with
their own preferred brand of avionics and panels installed. TheKbijgl, for instance, may have
found their aircraft to have a different audio control panel than tlaelypracticed on (if indeed they
had). Further, flight management computers (FMCs) have differenongrsf software, and basic
Flight Information Display screens combine many different items of infoomatt

Flying by sight? At 35000 ft, the landscape bears a striking resemlitatioe ocean; stretching to the
horizon. No north or south; no landmarks. How would the terrorist knowevibesteer the aircraft?
Pilots must fly by Instrument Flight Rules, or IFR, if the weathdralow VFR minimums, or if they are
in Class A airspace, which is anything above 18,000 ft. Mean Sea ¢levation (MSL). There is a
reason for that rule: There is a good chance you will not know where you are going otfrerwise.

Harel notes, of flying by sight to New York (but equally valid to Washington DC): “Descem&lew
York? Sorry, you just passed it. 20,000 feet too high? It would require 60 miles to losettids-alt
unless you want to start rapidly shedding airframe patts.”

The 9/11 Commission Repofts:“At 9:29, the autopilot on American 77 was disengaged; the aircraft
was at 7,000 feet and approximately 38 miles west of the Pentagon.” Yet this siatpment glosses
over a host of important details. The Boeing autopilot/flight director systenpevitbrm certain
functions, such as speed, altitude, and heading selection, autoland, and flight direcandsffitout
will not navigate. The flight director function provides bars on instrument displaghwiide the pilots
inputs.

So how did Honjour navigate to the Pentagon from Kentucky? Not placespaotethree character
VOR?® calll letters for airports are programmed into the FiI€ you can find it, and there is no VOR
station for the Pentagon, since it is not an airport. Further, neadgyaptmable landmarks have
unlikely codes. For example, Washington National, or Ronald Reagan Naigmart, has the VOR
code “DCA” for District of Columbia Airport: Dulles is “IAD.”

Harel's take on Flight 77: “I find it impossible to believettsameone who couldn't solo a Cessna 172
could navigate his way back across two States to the target aodteexe diving spiral from high
altitude, at a very high rate of descent but without overspeeding otregsisg the aircraft to the point
of shedding parts (@erynarrow margin for error), and then line up on the most difficult apprt@athe
Pentagon to hit the side that was virtually unoccupiéd.”

3.0 Simulations

A senior 757 captain noted in a letter to Joel Harel: “Regarding g@mments on flight simulators,
several of my colleagues and | have tried to simulate the ‘hijatk®@al approach maneuvers into the
towers on our company 767 simulator. We tried repeated tight, steeplydoB®B®durns at 500 mph
followed by a fast rollout and lineup with a tall building. More thao-thirds of those who attempted
the maneuver failed to make a ‘hit’. How these rookies who couldn't fly a trainedghlk off is
beyond comprehension.”

Around this time, in 2003, | had the opportunity within the constraints of my Boeing work to ‘@ est”
757 simulation.This was an “all software” Boeing 757 simulation, as opposed to a “cabin” simulation.
However the software is much the same in both, the exception being that in a cabasiprthiati

software control surfaces are changed by hardware which is operated by pégpsirpbse of the test
was repeatability: Pick some trajectory as a standard, which would be iad&sethat particular

airplane simulation. For my “Test” | decided to try to duplicate the trajeattegedly flown by Hani
Hanjour into the Pentagon on September 11 2001. The reported trajectory was a 330 dafgree spir



decent from 7000 ft to level flight at about sea level in about 2.5 miffutdy. attempted simulation
failed miserably, even after several runs. Because of time constraiagsforeed to abandon this
particular test trajectory. On the other hand, how was it that Hanjour, who had tipuiglewas able
to get a direct hit on the Pentagon the first try?

The fact that, although there was difficulty manuvering the sinomstithey did not become inoperable
due to control surface flutter or engine stall from local transsmeck effects suggests that the 757 was
able to sustain the high speed at low altitudes. On the other hafidetite of the simulation outside
the normal flight envelope has been questictiedihe issue is uncertain, because the velocity “to never
be exceeded” (Vne) for low altitudes in the 757 is not forthcoming from B3ing.

4.0 What were they afraid would or would not be recordedBhortly after the Pentagon was attacked,
the FBI confiscated video tapes of the Sheraton Hotelginfa State Department of Transportation,
and a Citgo gas statih. Through Freedom Of Information Act (FOIA) litigation by varioustiesr
including Judicial Watch, several of these video tapes have odyebsdn released, but show nothing
of interest® Regardless of the content of the released videos, the facthéyatvere confiscated
indicates highly placed individuals were worried about what those videghg have revealed. It seems
unlikely that there would have been concern with video tape if theredasdno air vehicles involved in
the attack.

5.0 Images released by the Pentagon
One of the video frames released by the Penfdgdow something nose down apparently streaking
along towards the Pentagon East facade, but whatever it is, it does not reseminig & B8
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Fig. 1. Something streaking along towards the Pentagon East facade. From 911Review.org



911Research has provided an excellent analysis of the Imagesdelmashe Pentagdh. Fig. 2
provides an example of the image fakery. As the website notes, SRadbws just don't come with
their own outline®?

—

Fig. 2. : detail of frame released by Pentagon showing outlined shadoffs.

911Research arrives at the following conclusion: "This has to be the most shoddyf feegery ever.
Virtually nothing has been done correctfy.”

6.0 Witness statements

A rich source of witness statements is the bound document prepapeelsoyned 9/11 activists which

is intended to prove American Airlines Flight 77 hit the Pentadonerican Airlines #77 Hit the
Pentagon on 9/11/0{AAF77HTPY> A concise summary of witness statements from this document
appears in a file aa77htp.rtf and are tabulated in the file witness dabatl appended to this paper.

86 witness statements were tabulated. From the response,ahdye little reasonable doubt that some
form of “jet airplane” was involved in the attack. Although 16negises responded that the aircraft was
an American Airlines airplane, there is uncertainty over how nbasgd that judgment on prominent
“AA” logo on the aircraft. Although eight witnesses responded with plessirplane models, the 757
occurred as a possibility five times (one time in which they wele it was a 757), while the 737,
Aerobus, and 747 were referenced twice, twice, and once respectiuatther, three witnesses noted
specifically that it was “small.” One thought it was a conmenuwirplane capable of carrying 8-12
passenger§®

Six witnesses used the word “missile”; it had sounded like almissihad a steep nose down angle like
a missile. Two additional withesses commented on the atypical sameh@ther withesses commented
on the nose down angle. Typically an airplane is pitched slightly nose eadmr control. In short,
based on witness observations, the exact type of aircraft is uncertain.



Fig. 3. Map of Area surrounding Pentagon



Fig. 4. FOIA release from NTSB of “Flight 77" trajectory into Pentagon*’

From looking at the NTSB release of “Flight 77’s” ground track, the matching witnéssstds
include: follows, over, and up Columbia Pike; up, down and across 1-395, crosses Washington Blvd.,
and near Seminary Rd in Springfield VA. So some witness statements tally with$igefigure.

However, several witnesses reported ground track positions contradicting $ileddta. Several noted
the craft was following the river (Potomac), one said the plane was north of thgdtergnd one said
the craft flew over Arlington Cemetery. Were witness reports at variaiticéhe NTSB data merely
confused?

This question pertains especially to Pentagon police officer statsffiwhich report an approach from
the north A published map of alleged flight trajectory approach from the norttomsistent with
Pentagon police officer statemefits.

At least 10 witnesses claimed light or telephone poles were clipped, drdlaaft was traveling at
treetop level, even as far away as Seminary Road near Springfield Virginia.

Estimates of the time of the attack ranged from 9:30 to 9:45.



Many other witnesses reports have also been docum®@nted.

The Wavering Media

On May 18 2006, after the release of a few more blurred framtm d?entagon crash on 9/11, Jamie
Mclntire, Senior veteran reporter for CNN stated, referrindhéoidea that something other than a 757
hit the Pentagon: “Having been there on September 11th, having seen thewpt@hage and
photographed it myself personally, | can tell you that's nonsense.... | batheara with me, | took
pictures of some of the wreckage, some of the parts of thiadesef ...a part of the cockpit.Yet on
9/11/2001 he stated, again on CNN: “...from my close up inspection, theressidence of a plane
having crashed anywhere near the Pentagon. The only site is the astdal of the building that's
crashed in and as | said, the only pieces left that you caswrsesmall enough that you can pick up in
your hand. There are no large tail sections, wing sections, agasalathing like that anywhere around
which would indicate that the entire plane crashed into the side of the Peritagon.”

Helicopter theory

An unnamed senior Air Force officer tells a CNNagpr minutes later that, just prior to the Pentabeing hit,
he is outside the building and sees what appedrs @ US military helicopter circling the Pentagdse says it
disappears behind the building where the helicdptating pad is, and then he sees an expldsidthe Guardian
reports one witness claiming that the explosioruaieg when the Pentagon is hit blows up a heliepptrcling
overhead® No other witnesses are known to report seeirgjtblicopter. However, Dick Cheney will later tell
NBC’s Meet the Press that “the first reports onRemtagon attack suggested a helicopter” it interestingly,
New York Timesolumnist William Safire will report that, at agimately this time, Dick Cheney is told that
either another plane or “a helicopter loaded witplesives” is heading for the White HouSeBased on this
account, as well as many reports of the smell oflitey °° we conclude that not only is the type of aircraft
uncertain, but also the cause of the damage iedliby the attack is uncertain.

7.0 Flight Data

The “black boxes”, or flight data recorders (FDRs), were reported to have beenrfdhad?entagon
wreckage’” As the result of a FOIA request, the National Transportation Safety Boa&B{|Neleased
data said (by the NTSB) to have come from Flight 77’s flight data recorder (RBR @& noted

above, confirmation was denied by the FBI. The data consisted of two sets: tabulabGl&K (ta
numerical “Comma Separated Variable) data providing flight parasnasea function of time, and a
“visualization” or “animation” of what the pilot saw, basically a cartoon.hRidtthese sets of data have
been analyzed by Pilots for 911 Trith.

From a cursory look, the CSV data appears credible. However, aggdaliFDR expert Dennis
Cimino™®, power signals from the NTSB FDR data cycled on and off hundretise$ during the
alleged flight, for which we have been given time histories (aegg)! The time histories recorded by
FDRs whose power had cycled hundreds of times would contain hundreds adraadats”, where the
value of airspeed, etc, would be set to zero, or invalid statessu¥ktdropouts were not present in the
CSV data. In summary, the FDR power signals are incompatithellvd FDR time histories. In at least
this sense the data is kludged. How else might it be kludged?

The NTSB provided post hijack altitude CSV data [Figure 5] shows gwng on with altitude than we
would expect prior to 9:29, the time given by the 9/11 Commission $oodnect of the autopilot®
Altitude is the dark line in the figure, and ramps, then steps 35Q00 feet (read on the right hand
vertical scale in 10s of feet) then it descends to about 25000 ft, doesveggtes, then steadies again at
25000 ft, before descending again to 7000 ft, where the autopilot was rejpyprtieel commission to
have been turned off. But then the aircraft again climbs and dives,thmmtfinal dive toward the
Pentagon. What was all the erratic altitude variation about? pOssible answer is that this wild



climbing and diving was while the aircraft was under the control ofmbeld be hijackers. Another
possible answer is that the NTSB data is trash.

Fig. 5 NTSB “Flight 77” CSV Altitude Data [dark line]

Pilots For 911truth have shown in their DVD Pandora’s Box Volupta# the NTSB CSV and flight
animation data, corrected for errors, suggest the aircraftmuech higher than am impact with the
Pentagon would require, passing far from the alleged downed light polespeemisato have done a
fly-over.®* (Dick Eastman first proposed the fly-over theory: The 575 fiswgver the Pentagon, while
the Pentagon is hit by another airpl&fjeDetailed results, as well as a list of conclusions, aaéable
on the pilotsfor911truth.com website. See especially the visualiZation.

Although hard to determine due to the long time samples (i.e., long time between dafa @oint
comparison of the turn information from the CSV and visualization appears to sholethat t
visualization was a little less aggressive than the CSV data, completiBg® degree turn in a bit less
than 4 minutes, as opposed to about 2.5 minutes (the time originally reported by theomeldtf

77's descent®} The original CSV FDR data showing a looped ground track was similar to that of the
figure above released by the NTSB, but was displaced to the west by severgbasibasy over

Manassas and Manassas Park, VA.

Portions of another visualization, said to be that of the 9/11 Commissioncampared with the NTSB
visualization, and discrepancies in geometric ground track were n@éedording toEarth Imaging
Journal®® a private company, Environmental Sensitivities ResearchuteESRI)®’ provided the 9/11
Commission with ArcGIS software-supported “Three-dimensional amom files depicting the flights
of the four hijacked planes, fighter planes, and other airplanes oéshtet The ArcGIS software
pertains to Geographic Information System. No indication was givenhesmohe aircraft position was
obtained.

8.0 Aircraft Debris

The perceived lack of aircraft debris has suggested to sommalkeisvehicle. Several websites note an
experiment performed by Sandia Labs in 1988 in Wwhin F-4 was rocket sledded into a 3.66 meter ¢&P) f
thick concrete reinforced wall at 480 mphts*result, according to laconic 35-year Sandia veteran Bill
Kampfe, was ‘pretty damn small piecé§”Some see this as an explanation for the lack of big airplane
parts at the Pentagon crash scene.



911-strike notes “While the building only has 10 inch thick brick and mgsofilt walls, the facade's
columns spaced 10 feet apart were concrete reinforced withwpinad and axial steel rebar, and were
supposed to have been reinforced during the building's renovation project in this very §&ction.”

American Airlines #77 Hit the Pentagon on 9/11/BRE77HTP) is a good source of information on
alleged debris of Flight 77.

The document provides photographs of debris found inside the Pentagon: what agppeaf.) Portion
of combustion chamber housing, 2) nose landing gear strut, 757 stylehwbeand, interestingly, 4) a
rubber tire” Regarding the landing gear strut, the document states “Note droplately charred the

rest of the debris is’*

An image of what is alleged to be a fragment of the 757 fuselagearapps “debris outside the
Pentagon® 9-11strike.com notes that this large piece of wreckage should &eninseum: “Yet
Christopher Bollyn states that ‘...the large piece of debris that appeared tonbenfrdmerican Airlines
jet has not even been inventoried by the Department of Defense. olsnalist for American Free
Press in Washington, | have tried repeatedly to get the Pentagaaritp tle status of this important
piece of debris that was seen by millions. As of this date thesebeen NO response to numerous
requests.”® David Ray Griffin notes that this piece of debris was nouietl by the Department of

Defense in the material said to have come from flight*77.

Fig. 5. Pentagon site showing alleged portion of 757 fuseldye

Although Barbara Honegger states “As remnants found in the Pentagdmagedtave been identified
as the front-hub assembly of the front compressor of a JT8D turbojeteengéd in the A-3 Sky
Warrior jet fighter,”® her reference is to a comparison of a JT8D and the turbine renteaavered



from the Pentagon is less than convincihgdased on a detailed analysis including diameter and shape,
Jeff Scott has made the case that the remnant is realy likerthe turbine of a Rolls Royce RB211-
535E4B turbofan, which was the engine of choice for the American Asrliag fleet than of other
possible turbines, including the JT&D.

Fig. 6. Engine Debrig®

He makes a similar case for the combustion case. In an updaiddiesses a common question “Why
is there so little engine wreckage?” by pointing out a pictuanddlleged third engine component, used
in the Zacarias Moussaoui terrorist trial in 2006. He conclute$entagon engine debris is from the
RB211 (ie, 757) engine.

911Review among others now recognizes significant aircraft wre@Ragmuld the almost unscathed
landing gear strut and rubber tire, amidst the huetafetti be a mere fluke?

9.0 Damage to Pentagon

The purported attack vehicle entered low enough that it avoided havmegddiate the three structures
of rings E, D, and C, breaking in through Rin§'E.



Fig 7. Cross section of Pentagon walf§

This invalidates arguments that a bird’s eye view does not show damage through thetslotergs.

Corporal Jason Ingersophotographed the west wing of the pentagon jusbrbethe facade collapsed on
9/11/2001. This hotly contested photo is said bme sources to show a single hole, with no visibbrks
showing wing, engine, or vertical stabilizer imp&ct

|84

Fig. 8. Photo byCorporal Jason Ingersol

In January 2003, the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) released itsefblgaBentagon
Building Performance Repoft,(ASCEP) which was intended to be an analysis of the damaged portions
of the Pentagon after the attack of 9/11/01.



Fig. 9. “Northern portion of impact area before collapse™®

According to the ASCEP studyhe width of severe damage to the West facade of the Pentagon, prior to
its collapse, was 120 . Obvious physical damage extended only over the lowest two floors, to
approximately 25 ft above graffe.



Fig. 10. Facade damage zone after ASCE®

The ASCEP elevation showing the area of severe damage correltesably well with a meticulous
composite diagram appearing at Jim Hoffman’s 911reseaetisite. The 91lresearch diagram was
obtained by superimposing all sections of the facade which were shoben itdact prior to facade
collapse from various photograpfs.

Note in particular that the left boundary for first floor is ideatiin both diagrams. The right boundary
of the ASCEP study does not include the broad windowless area, il 1Research diagram does.
Note also that the wall area of the second floor is identidabth diagramsWe conclude, interestingly,
that the highly damaged areas were almost entirely obscured friifityi®y smoke, water spray, and
equipment prior to building collapse.

Fig. 11. Composite facade study from 911Researth

Figures 10 and 11 appear consistent with the Ingersoll photo, but showvstli@dir, which is hidden in
the Ingersoll image by the water stream from a fire hidsée in particular that citations which refer to
the “small hole™? are focusing on the narrow second floor band in Fig 11.



The ASCEP report also says “Gashes in the fagcade above the decorstab between column lines 18
and 20 to the south of the collapse area suggest that the diextafilled slightly to the left as it entered
the building... The left wing struck the building entirely below theosel floor slab, to the north of
column line 14%

Internet sources give the height of the Pentagon as 77 ft. Bygsttee East facade elevation from the
ASCEP report, the height of the lowest floor is about 19 ft. The wargsf a 757-200 is 124ft 10 in.,
and by scaling a front view diagram of the 757-200, the distance frenbdttom of the turbo fan
engines to the top of the fuselage is about 19 ft. ie, the airosdtage and engines, rolled by a few
degrees, with its left engine scraping the ground, could have made the described hole.

Wingspan .
38.05m (124ft 10in) .

[

Tailspan
15.21m (491t 11in)

|

BOEING 75 7-=00 Wheel Track
BOEING 75 7-F040 7.32m (24t Oin)
Fig. 12. Front View Dlagram of 757

Now the problem is the wingspan. As 911Research has pointed out, and\&CtIe document clearly
shows from its diagram of first floor damage, the aircraft ctgxh at about 45 degrees, which will
impact a lateral distance of 177ft. [125/(cos 45 deg) = 177]
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Fig. 13. 125 ft projected onto a surface at 45 degréés

Comparison of the size of damaged area, as reported by ASCEtheitthmensions of a 757-200
projected onto a 45 degree surface leads to the conclusiondtaitflane engines and fuselage barely
fits the size of entry damage, but hardly the wings, even if the #ps assumed to be sheared off. If
the area of severe damage as stated by the ASCEP was IfDiftthee aircraft impacted at 45 degrees,
then the span of the aircraft entering would be about 85 ft. This amouatteut 20 ft of wing removed
on each side of a 757. An incredible feat of flying, in which at leas engine was literally scraping
the ground.



Fig. 14. Artists rendering of scaled 757 entering pentagon at 45 degree angle
Note aircraft is rolled slightly right wing up. %

The ASCEP study states that the right engine “took out the chéifelnce” and posts surrounding the
generator. The left engine struck an external steam vault before the fusetagd ¢he building®

“The strength of the second floor slab in its own plane would have severed the right wingragiedgx
at the location of the right engine. The left wing did not encounter a slab, so it feshetose
easily.”?’

Fig. 15. Commercial airplane nose damaged by hailstori?

Still, the nose of commercial aircraft are so fragileytban easily be damaged by a hailstéfwhile
damage to the massive turbofan engines by hailstorm is unheard of. Thgedpattern noted in the
ASCEP appears consistent with two large engine masses pa&wethetiFagcade, while carrying along
the fuselage, rather than the fuselage doing all the damage itself.



Fig. 16. First floor plan, showing column damage After ASCEB®

The ASCEP study suggests the aircraft disintegrated before reaching C rif§ tais excusing the
columns closest to the C ring for not being destroyed. This also excuses the femigigeifor even

engine) from making the “Punch-out hole”. The study does not suggest how the “punch-out hole” got
there.



Fig. 17. Punch-out hole onto A&E Drive after ASCEP*

10.0 Perceptions to the Contrary of a 757 Hitting the Pentagon

Though new evidence refutes the claims that the Wwals too small, there was not enough debris, lzere twere
no engine partsa number of military veterans have recently expressed doubt that a 757 struck the
Pentagon. Some of these observations appear to be based on incorrect information.

From the website Patriotsquestion911.com, we hawwesampling:

Major General Albert Stubblebine, U.S. Army (ret):

"One of my experiences in the Army was being in charge of the/#rimagery
Interpretation for Scientific and Technical Intelligence dutimg Cold War. | measured
pieces of Soviet equipment from photographs. It was my job. | lotfkeahole in the
Pentagon and | look at the size of an airplane that was supposed tatitheePentagon.
And | said, ‘The plane does not fit in that hof® So what did hit the Pentagon? What
hit it? Where is it? What's going on?"

Stubblebine is a former Commanding General of U.S. Army Intelligence andt$&ommand, 1981 -
1984. He also commanded the U.S. Army’s Electronic Research and Development Conuirthed an
U.S. Army’s Intelligence School and Center. Former head of Imagery Interpnef@atiScientific and
Technical Intelligence. 32-year Army career.

Col. George Nelson, MBA, U.S. Air Force (ret):



“With all the evidence readily available at the Pentagon dtaslarsy unbiased rational
investigator could only conclude that a Boeing 757 did not fly into #wetagon as
alleged.”

Nelson is a former U.S. Air Force aircraft accident investigator and airptateauthority. Graduate,
U.S. Air Force War College. 34-year Air Force career.

Major Douglas Rokke, PhD, U.S. Army (ret):

Regarding the impact at the Pentagon on 9/11/2001: "When you look at the mlgole th
especially the crash site void of airplane parts, the sizgedidle left in the building and
the fact the projectile's impact penetrated numerous concrel&®yat looks like the
work of a missile. And when you look at the damage, it was obviously a missile."

Rokke is a former Director of the U.S. Army Depleted Uranium Project. 30-year éareer.

Capt. Daniel Davis, U.S. Army:

"As a former General Electric Turbine engineering specialidtraanager and then CEO
of a turbine engineering company, | can guarantee that none of the highitgcth,
temperature alloy engines on any of the four planes that crashed on @ild e
completely destroyed, burned, shattered or melted in any crash owiezked, yes, but
not destroyed. Where are all of those engines, particularly atethagon? If jet
powered aircraft crashed on 9/11, those engines, plus wings and taiblysseould be
there. “

Davis is a former U.S. Army Air Defense Officer and NORA&cDirector. Decorated with the
Bronze Star and the Soldiers Medal for bravery under fire and theePidgart for injuries
sustained in Viet Nam. Also served in the Army Air Defensen@®and as Nike Missile Battery
Control Officer for the Chicago-Milwaukee Defense Area. Founder amder CEO of Turbine
Technology Services Corp., a turbine (jet engine) services andemante company (15 years).
Former Senior Manager at General Electric Turbine (jegite Division (15 years). Private
pilot.

See Partiotsquestion911.com for more examples.

Eric Hufachmidt's nowclassic book and DVD summarize other observations which seem tradiocn
the idea of a Boeing 757 hitting the PentadBn.For example, comparison of the fireball made by the
alleged Flight 77 into the Pentagon, as represdmtdtie images released by the Pentagon, withiriseall made

by Flight 11 into the South Tower will show thaetRentagon fireball was much brighter; almost w@affin

calls it “red™), while the South Tower fireball was orange. Tihdte smoke seen in the Pentagon frames are

more suggestive to Hufschmid of a missile thart aiferaft:®®

11.0 Casualties
One early counter argument to the claim that tinexs little aircraft debris recovered in and arotimal Pentagon

is that most of it vaporized due to the intense bé#he explosion and fire, but then how were atitles able to
identify most attack victims, both on plane andhie Pentagort?’



The ASCEP report, interestingly, provides a diagram of wheaditfas were found, including building
occupants, aircraft passengers, and “front of aircraft” fataliti@he remains of most of the passengers
on the aircraft were found near the end of travel of the airdediris...By contrast, the remains of a few
individuals (“the hijacking suspects”) were found relatively claséhe aircraft’'s point of impact with
the building.**® This diagram provides somewhat different data than that supplieé Byrred Forces
Institute of Pathology, which shows many more remains near and beyondutheh-‘gut hole**
(Since the ASCEP theorized that the airplane disintegrated ith@d@entagon, leaving columns intact
between the wrecked aircraft and the Punch-out hole, it would mi&esénse to find lots of remains
outside the Punch-out hole). Once again there is a clear breakdtovnuasber of airplane passengers
and number of Pentagon workers, with enough “unidentified” victims to acqmrhiaps for the
hijackers. According teww.dcmilitary.com, Operation Noble Eagle performed what some experts have
called "the most comprehensive forensic investigation in U.S. histyryitientifying 184 of the 189
who died in the terrorist attack on the Pentagon, by Novemb&F 1Bterestingly, the autopsy list,
obtained by FOIA request, had no Arab nafn2sSpecifically, Hani Hanjour was not named.

12.0 A Matter of Timing

The Terror Timeline notes that the timing of “Flight 77” was dispttédhir Traffic Controller
Danielle O’Brian was reported in several media sources as seeing thetifiedi€Flight 77" at
9:25am. at 13 miles from the White Hou$® At three miles from the White House, the blip turned
south, consistent with the NTSB dat. Interestingly, “With the plane's turn, O'Brien and her
colleagues lost track of Flight 77** Remember that Lee Hamilton stated Dulles ATC's found the
unidentified blip at 9:32 am.

A look at the NTSB CSV data in note 57 shows the impact time at about 9:37:44, comsthtent

Hamilton’s statement. However, the data from about 13 miles out from the Mfuse onward shows

a speed of 320 mph or greater. This is 11.25 sec/mile or greater. If the aircrafpotezd at 13 miles

out at 9:25 am, then it turned south 10 miles later (at 3 miles out) 112 seconds &ieut®:27. If

we assume turning south initiated the 330 degree turn, then we know the time remainitigeto hit

Pentagon was between 2.5 and 4 minutes, depending on weither we go by the CSV or visualization data.
So, if the aircraft were spotted at 13 miles out at 9:25 am, it would have hit thgd?ebé&ween

9:29:30 and 9:31 am.

Barbara Honegger, who has extensive crederitiaisas provided a scenario which appears to explain
the confusing state of affairs of the attack, including differemcesgitness statements and FDR data,
and witness statements that the attack involved explosive deton&tmmegger asserts that Pentagon
clocks stopped at 9:32 a.m. on 9/11, suggesting an attack at thatdntrayyto the 9/11 Commission
Report time of 9:37 a.m. Honegger writes:

The FAA’s timeline document “Executive Summary-Chronology of a peltiijacking
Crisis- September 11, 2001” reads: “0932: ATC (Air Traffic CoftrédEA reports
aircraft crashes into west side of Pentagon.”

In her paper, Honeggar sites other evidence, including an officiaingtatdy former Attorney
General Alberto Gonzales, that the time of the Pentagon attack was 952 am.

Honeggar theorizes that the aircraft doing the steep high speeadvenamas sent there to
investigate by NORAD:

In the Air Force’s own account of the events of 9/Ait,War Over Americathe North
American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) general who finaidered
interceptor jets scrambled on 9/11, although too late, Gen.Larry Arnolaledvihat he
ordered one of his jets to fly down low over the Pentagon shortly tateattack there



that morning, and that this pilot reported back that there was no eeitteata plane had
hit the building. This fighter jet-not Flight 77-is almost cerigithe plane seen on the
Dulles airport Air Traffic Controller's screen making aegie high-speed 270 [330] -
degree descent before disappearing from the radar. [When a plarevilienough to go
undetected, it is said to be "under the radar."] Military pilots-tl& one sent by Gen.
Arnold on 9/11 to report on the Pentagon’s damage-are trained to fly 50@bi@et
ground in order to evade radar detection.

...Thus, the likely reason the Pentagon has refused to lower the offrcattime for
"Flight 77" impact, 9:37, to 9:32 am-the actual time of the firsiastipns there-is that
they decided to pretend the blip represented by Arnold’s surveillanapgeoaching just
before 9:37 was "Flight 77." As the official cover story claithat the alleged 9:37
impact was thenly Pentagon attack that morning, yet by the time Arnold’s surveillance
jet arrived on the scene the violent event had already happened,ntiagdPecannot
acknowledge the earlier 9:32 time without revealing an attack douitdééng prior to the
alleged impact®

Mark H. Gaffney, in an article entitled “The 9/11 Mystery Plane (Part II) BediS Military Fudge the

9/11 Timeline?*?* suggests another reason for the urgency of a 9:37 crash time. Gaffney has made the
case that an E-4B, the US military's most advanced command and control platfcled over the

White House around the time of the September 11, 2001 attack on the Pentagon. “Officially known as
the National Emergency Airborne Command Post (NEACP, pronounced knee-cap)Blseniore

common name is the ‘doomsday’ planE*Gaffney contends that the military fudged the time of the
pentagon crash to conceal the presence of the E-4B. There was concern regardingribe pfres
unidentified blip over the Whit House. “What, then, did the FAA ‘see’ over Marylan@@at M, if

not Flight 77? As I've shown in a previous article, another aircraft, an E-4B, theesbdmdimsday

plane, was also in the air over Washington at the time of the 9/11 attack... The FARethhave been
tracking this other plane. The E-4B is equipped with a military transponderexetbtie has the

capability to transmit in code unreadable to the FAA. For which reason then®ulB have appeared

only as a blip on primary radar; and so, would have been indistinguishable from a hijackedaalmme
sized plane with its transponder off:2* The attacks on the World Trade Center, and the Crash of
Flight 93 have been associated with the presence of large hovering &ffcraft.

However, as we have seen from witness statements, it is not possible td gw@poemise that the
aircraft strike occurred at 9:32

Summary and Conclusion

The identity of the radar blip traveling east after Flight 77 was lost was peaen to be Flight
77. Witness statements do not help clarify the aircraft identity. Given tiruttyffof the task
and the skill level of Hani Hanjour, the possibility that he piloted anything into thtadte is
remote.

The NTSB has apparently provided kludged; (ie untrustworthy data), whicaneaszed by Pilots For
911truth. The FBI has refused to confirm that this data is inffact flight 77. The Pentagon images
have been shown to be faked. The FBI was afraid what the secumgrasasurrounding the Pentagon
might show.

Although the ground track alleged to be that of Flight 77 which was pebli§y the NTSB was
consistent with some witness statements, the downed light pokeges$ released by the Pentagon, and



reports of an approach from the north are all incompatible. The NTSB and 9/11 G@nmisrsions of
animation are also incompatible.

Data from the ASCEP, some specific 757 debris, and witnesnetds taken at their face value
do not allow us to rule out the possibility that the Pentagon waskdby some type of aircraft
on 9/11. However, it has certainly not been proven that it was strudKidgyt 77, nor,
considering the autopsy list, that Hani Hanjour was in control of the aircraffit nvsieuck.

The ASCEP study description of fatalities was based on theidocat aircraft and building debris.
AFIP provided data inconsistent with the results of the ASCEP study.

According to a 2002 article in the Portugal News, a group of militadycivilian US pilots, under the
chairmanship of Colonel Donn de Grand-pre, after deliberating non-stop tooufg, has concluded
that the flight crews of the four passenger airliners, involvedhénSeptember 11th tragedy, had no
control over their aircraft. In a detailed press communiqué theringtated: “The so-called terrorist
attack was in fact a superbly executed military operationechiwut against the USA, requiring the
utmost professional military skill in command, communications and control. Itiawae$s in timing, in
the choice of selected aircraft to be used as guided missitksn the coordinated delivery of those
missiles to their pre-selected targets.” A member ofijairy team, a US Air Force officer who flew
over 100 sorties during the Vietnam war, told the press confer&ruese birds (commercial airliners)
either had a crack fighter pilot in the left seat, or theyewring manoeuvred by remote control.” The
article also noted that such remote controlled aircraft arealty. The results of the inquiry were
confirmed in an interview with de Grand on the Alex Jones SfibwThe inquiry is also cited on
reputable 9/11 site$?° Remote control would be much more probable than Hani as the contfotter
air vehicle striking the Pentagon. .

From witness statements, it is not possible to support the @rémaisthe aircraft strike occurred at 9:32,
although presumably some violent event caused the Pentagon clocks tat $hap time. This is
supported by witness accounts of the smell of explosives, and genpeeof the unexplained “punch-
out” hole in Ring C of the Pentagon, which has not been accounted for by any official iniestigat

From these observations, we conclude that the Official Story dodsangttogether very well,
and a new investigation is needed.

Appendix:

Ws_ftp/Airplane stuff/witness data
9-11vis/ AAF77HTP: aa77htp

! Thomas Kean and Lee Hamiltdwjthout Precederithe Inside Story of the 9//11 Commiss{kinopf, 200). The first
chapter begins with the title and first sentend®e‘were set up to fail.” Interestingly, Hamiltowells on the crash of Flight
77 into the Pentagon, his anecdotes frequentireating “jet fuel” (39).

2 Without Precederp.254.

3 http://killtown.911review.org/tlight77/timeline.him

4 9/11 Commission Report p 24-25

> According to the 9/11 Commission, “Radar reconsions performed after 9/11 reveal that FAA radaripopent tracked
[Flight 77] from the moment its transponder wasad off at 8:56 [am.].” However, for eight minutesd 13 seconds, this
primary radar data is not displayed to Indianapititiht controllers. “The reasons are technicakiag from the way the



software processed radar information, as well@® fpoor primary radar coverage where American 7§ flying.” [9/11
Commission, 6/17/2004

http://www.cooperativeresearch.org/context.jsp?item=a856flight77lost&scale=2#a856flight77lost

® 9/11 Commission Report p. 25.

79/11 Commission Report p. 2, p. 11

8 Flight 77 presumably crashed into the Pentag@3& am (/11 Commission Report p. 33.

® The airliner that slammed into the Pentagon ort.9dpdisappeared from controllers' radar screenatfleast 30 minutes --
in part because it was hijacked in an area of éichitadar coverage Why did the Boeing 757 simplgpgar from radar
screens for a half-hour or more, turn around owettern Ohio and get back into Washington airsfm&fere anyone noticed

it or knew that it had been hijacked?

http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn?pagenamsf@&node&contentld=A32597-2001Nov2

% Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta arrivea@tWhite House bunker—the Presidential Emergenar&@ions
Center (PEOC)—containing Vice President Dick Cheargy others. Mineta will tell NBC News that he agsvthere at
“probably about 9:27,” though he later says to3Hel Commission that he arrives at “about 9:20'aka.also later recalls
that Cheney is already there when he arrifd§SNBC, 9/11/20020/11 Commission, 5/23/2008t. Petersburg Times,
7/4/2004 Academy of Achievement, 6/3/2D0®is supports accounts of Cheney reaching thedoumit long after the
second WTC crash (s¢&810 a.m.) September 11, 200Questioned about this in 2007 by an activisugrdineta will
confirm that Cheney was “absolutely... already théneghe PEOC when he arrived, and that “This wasteefmerican
Airlines [Flight 77] went into the Pentagon,” whiblappens at 9:37. Yet, while admitting there igiftioting evidence about
when the vice president arrived” in the PEOC, tHd £ommission will conclude that the “vice presitlarrived in the

room shortly before 10:00, perhaps at 9:58.”

http://www.cooperativeresearch.org/context.jsp?#a8b6flight77lost&scale=3#a856flight77lost

According to some accounts, Vice President Chenaythe Presidential Emergency Operations CeRtEOC) below the
White House by this time, along with Transportat®ecretary Norman Mineta and National Security AdvRice. Mineta
says that, while a suspicious plane is headingr@dWéashington, an unidentified young man comesithsays to Cheney,
“The plane is 50 miles out.” Mineta confers withtiag FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger, whodsthe FAA's
Washington headquarters. Belger says to him, “Weakching this target on the radar, but the trandpos been turned off.
So we have no identification.” According to Minetiag young man continues updating the vice presidaying, “The plane
is 30 miles out,” and when he gets down to “Thaeles 10 miles out,” asks, “Do the orders stilhstd’ In response,
Cheney “whipped his neck around and said, ‘Of oatine orders still stand. Have you heard anyttoripé contrary?””
Mineta says that “just by the nature of all therggegoing on,” he infers that the order being mef@to is a shoot-down
order. Nevertheless, Flight 77 continues on arglthee PentagofiBBC, 9/1/2002ABC News, 9/11/2002/11 Commission,
5/23/2003 St. Petersburg Times, 7/4/2Q04

19/11 Commission Report p.25. Also, Norm Minetafeemwith Acting FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Bggr, who is
at the FAA’s Washington headquarters. Belger saysm, “We're watching this target on the radan the transponder’s
been turned off. So we have no identification.”
http://www.cooperativeresearch.org/context.jsp?item=a856flight77lost&scale=3#a856flight77lost

12«The C-130 H pilot spotted it, identified it asBoeing 757, attempted to follow it's path, an®@#8, seconds after the
impact, reported to the control tower: “looks liket aircraft crashed into the Pentagon sir.”
9/11 Commission report. P. 26.

13 The end note documenting the C-130 H pilot'siifieation: Note 147, p.460: FAA Memo, “Partialdfrscript, Aircraft
Accident: AAL77; Washington D.C. September 11, 208é&pt 20, 2001, p.7.

14 A C-130 transport plane that has been sent toviolilight 77 is trailing only a short distance behthe plane as it
crashes. This curious C-130, originally boundMtinnesota, is claimed to be the same C-130 thatowill7 miles from
Flight 93 when it later crashes into the Pennsyilvaountryside[ Pittsburgh Channel, 9/15/200$tar-Tribune.

Who knows if this is true?

15 David Ray Griffinwww.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=851




16 David Ray Griffinwww.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=851
I http://www.papillonsartpalace.com/hijackeWr.hfftrom News Max]

18 David Ray Griffin notes: “On the one hand, it [®¥d1 Commission Report] reports that Hanjourpl@ation to become
a pilot was repeatedly rejected, that he was censitla ‘terrible pilot,” and that as late as JuW@Phe still had such poor
piloting skills that an instructor refused to gowiph him a second time. But then the report tedis..that he was ‘the
operations most experienced pilot.” ” David RayffBri The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and DistostiOlive
Branch Press 2005. p.21 f. Corresponding 9/11 Casion Report references: p. 225-226; 520 note &5, 2

19 http://mww.911blogger.com/node/13605

20 The paper, attributed to Harel, appeared on PhgditsPublic Site, but is no longer found. Thisgrapas still referenced
as of Oct 2007 in several on-line documents:
http://www.twf.org/News/Y2005/0307-Pentagon.htmitp://911sig.blogspot.com/2006_06 01 _archive.html

The paper has also variously been attributed ta Sldgadevan:
http://www.venusproject.com/ethics_in_action/911passible Flying_757.html
http://arcticbeacon.citymaker.com/articles/artit¥8131/38646.htm

Joel Harel is currently a member of a Canadiaendeid group Scientific Panel for the InvestigatidiNine Eleven

(SPINE), now Physisc911.

2L For example, Harel argued that growfiécts would make flying a 757 into the Pentagopassible. A later paper by
Jeff Scott reasonable refuted this argumiettp..//www.aerospaceweb.org/question/conspiracyidGshtml

22 Joel Harel will be referenced in this paper
2 Harel p.1.

% bid p. 7.

25 |hid. p. 8f

% |bid.p. 8.

*’911Comm. P. 9

28 http://www.rockwellcollins.com/ecat/at/FCS-700.html

29 VOR: “Very High Frequency Omni-Directional Rang&'directional radio signal used in aircraft natiga today. See
for example www.campbells.org/Airplanes/VOR/vor.htm

30 EMC: Flight Management System. See www.skygod.esstfi/abc.html

%! |bid

% |bid. p. 8.

* Ibid. p. 8

#http://www.cooperativeresearch.org/timeline.jsp2lime=complete_911_timeline&day_of 9/11=aaRadar data shows
Flight 77 crossing the Capitol Beltway and headwdard the Pentagon. However, the plane, flying ntioa@ 400 mph, is
too high when it nears the Pentagon at 9:35 anwmssing the Pentagon at about 7,000 feef@BS News, 9/21/2001
Boston Globe, 11/23/20D1The plane then makes a difficult high-speed dediog turn. It makes a “downward spiral,

turning almost a complete circle and dropping #st 7,000 feet in two-and-a-half minutes. Thepsteen is so smooth, the
sources say, it's clear there [is] no fight for tohgoing on.”[CBS News, 9/21/20D1

% personal email from Morgan Reynolds.

% The maximum operating speed (Vmo) of the 757 &8tibelow 27 thousand feet is 350 Knots Indicatedspeed
(KIAS), or about 400 mph for a nominal atmosphevelocity never to be exceeded (Vne) addressesctatal issues, but
documented values of Vne for the 757 and 767 are to find . See related articléan a Boeing 767 (or 757) fly at
500mph+ at 700 feet altitu@e



3" David Ray Griffin:The 9/11 Commission Report: Omissions and Distastin37.

38 http://911research.wtc7.net/pentagon/evidence/fEota

%9 See the video obtained by Judicial Watch: 911rexisg/Reports/NEW_VIDEO.html. At —1.45 secondspa
apparently double nosed something appears ongheside of the frame. At —1.46 seconds, the Pentéggade begins to
explode.

0 More images including the nose of a 757, and gowlysis appears at
http://911research.wtc7.net/pentagon/evidence/sifiseframes.html

“1[911Research]
“2[911Research]
“3[911Research]
“4[911Research]

> Penny Schoner, Eric Bart, Dave Ratcliffe, Sarad®ish and Steve Riskdsnerican Airlines #77 Hit the Pentagon on
9/11/01. Eyewitness Statements and Pictbesember 2003

4 See witness xls file.

*" From http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBBIi@dex.htm
Image tone modified from original for clarity. THiNational Security Archive”specializes in posting official 9/11-related
documents obtained via the Freedom of Informatioch(ROIA). Image released from NTSB the week of Asigl1 2006.

“8 From patriotsquestion911: we note under Law Ermfmrent personnel:

Sgt. Chadwick Brooks and Sgt. William Lagasse vegreluty at or near the CITGO gas station on 9fidleyewitnesses to
the approach of Flight 77 and its alleged impathatPentagon. Both independently state that flightame from north of
the Naval Annex and CITGO gas station. The officeestements are corroborated by the statememthef eyewitnesses
recorded in th&entaCordocumentary.

Patriotsquestion911 notes: “Sgt. Brooks' and Sggalsse's eyewitness statements are further coateddry the analysis of
Flight 77's Flight Data Recorder performed by theug, Pilots for 911 Truthwhose members include the former Head of
the Department of Aeronautical Engineering at th®. Air Force Institute of Technologg€ol. Robert Bowman See the
association's one-houideo. “

This does not compute. He CVS and flight visuaiaratiata analyzed and presented by Pilots for Telethrly show the
ostensible flight 77 coming from the west.

“9 Media source shows aircraft approaching from theiNdttp://mouv4x8.club.fr/11Sept01/911Pho01.html

0 For example; http://www.cooperativeresearch.orgfline.jsp?timeline=complete_911_timeline&day_diB-aa77
Fireman Alan Wallace is busy with a safety crewhatPentagon’s heliport pad. As Wallace is walkmfyont of the
Pentagon, he looks up and sees Flight 77 comiaghtrat him. It is about 25 feet off the groundthwno landing wheels
visible, a few hundred yards away, and closing tdstruns about 30 feet and dives under a neany] Waashington Post,
9/21/200] The plane is traveling at about 460 mph, and §so low that it clips the tops of streetlighi€BS News,

9/21/2001

o1 http://www.thepowerhour.com/press_release/presghddr actual sound clips

*2CNN, 9/11/2001

5 Guardian, 9/12/2001




> Meet the Press, 9/16/2001
®NYT 9/13/2001
% Cordite is a smokeless explosivietp:/911research.etc7.net/pentagon/evidence/ssemexplosive.html

57 http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/HL0203/S00030.htm:

'‘Black Boxes' Found at Pentagon Crash Site By Ritliams American Forces Press Service WASHINGT@Ept. 14,
2001 -- Searchers found the flight data and cockgite recorders about 4 a.m. today in the wreckdigiee hijacked plane
that slammed into the Pentagon on Sept. 11, Defeapartment officials said. The two "black boxesi! help

investigators put together the puzzle of what hapdeduring the doomed flight, said DoD spokesmamyAkt. Col. George
H. Rhynedance. "The voice recorder will tell whatsigoing on in the cockpit,” he said. The datg bexsaid, will tell what
was happening with the aircraft as it headed towlaedPentagon, such as its rate of turn. Informdtiom the two boxes

will help determine what actually happened durimg flight, he said. The recorders were turned tdveBI. The recorders
are now at the National Transportation Safety Bdaodratory in Washington, where technicians arekimg to recover data
on the recorders.

58 www.pilotsfor911truth.com

%9 Seehttp://www.pilotsfor911truth.orgimp3 audio interview

Fireman Alan Wallace is busy with a safety crewhatPentagon’s heliport pad. As Wallace is walkm§ont of the
Pentagon, he looks up and sees Flight 77 comiaghktrat him. It is about 25 feet off the groundthwo landing wheels
visible, a few hundred yards away, and closing tdstruns about 30 feet and dives under a neanby Weashington Post,
9/21/200] The plane is traveling at about 460 mph, and @\so low that it clips the tops of streetligHtSBS News,

9/21/2001

% According to the 9/11 Commission, the “Flight 77 blip appeared at 9:05

in NTSB FDR data, 9:05:00 corresponds to 27581 ft. from this time, elavdticreases monotonically
by increments of 20-30 ft per second until 9:06:49, where it holds ebragtabout 25000 feet till about
9:07:38. Until 9:08:16 it descends at about half the previous rate, or Hixdd ft/sec. From 9:08:16 it
descends at about 40-50 ft/sec At 9:08:45 sink rate reaches aroun@®&®ft}9:00 back to around 35-
40 ft/sec. The sink rate gradually decreases, until at 9:09:11 alb&agies to increase from 21766 to
23180 at 9:09:57. At 9:10:21 the airplane again reaches a local minim@&558 ft. , then again
begins to climb until 9:11:22, when it reaches an altitude of 25,270 ftndptiis climb period, the
aircraft reached upward vertical velocities of almost 90 ft/sec. This upaa dontinues.

23672 at 9:12:31; 25351 at 9:14:03. then stays between 25240 and 25270 till 9:2dd2@llBEdescen
ds through 18000 ft at 9:24:17. Continues gradual descent through 7003 ft at 9:28%433:58
reaches 6950, then again climbs to 8487 at 9:29:38.

®1 Under “Questions For NTSB/FBI Regarding Flight ®&ecorder Information.. The current FDR shows 480' MSL
True Altitude, too high to hit the light poledittp://pilotsfor911truth.org/pentagon.htnee Note 43 for final altitude
of cvs and animation data. Mean sea level elevatighe center of the hole of the Pentagon fa¢ad5 ft.

%2 911-strike.com/Pentagon-all.htm

83 Seehttp://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=4648624@2RD8186

% The turn begins at the approximate flight aninatime 13:33:20. The turn is complete by aboutfiignimation time
13:37:17. That's almost 4 minutes; significantdpgder than the original estimate of 2.5 minutes plot of the cvs ground
track position shows the turn begin about 34:88,ia completed by about 37:12. This is closeh&odriginal estimate of
2.5 minutes, but the precisin of this figure is emain, since the data is not continuous, butagriisled” at discrete times.

Begin 33rn end 330 turn duration



NTSB animation 13:33:30. 13:37:20 3:50

NTSB CVS FDR data 9:34:38 9127 2:32 loakdata point previous
Pressure alt: 6811 2011 delt alt: 4800 ft

Left hand columns (NTSB Animation) from
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=4648624627192508186

Right hand columns from NTSB FDR csv file

TIME PALT ROLL DEG ESDTIME PALT ROLL DEGPEED SPEED
KTS MPH

13:33:30 8190 00

13:34:00 8135 11 9:33:48 8477 -3.9 278

13:34:06 21

13:34:20 7223 21

13:34:30 19

13:34:40 6824 30 9:34:38 6811 29.5 291

13:34:50 6766 30 9:34:50 6767 29.2 278

13:35:00 26

13:35:10 5783 32 9:35:08 5922 33 294

13:35:15 44

13:35:20 5338 27

13:35:30 5282 24 9:35:33 5329 25 278

13:35:40 5427 28

13:35:50 5223 37 9:35:49 5273 36.2 265

13:36:00 4733 37

13:36:10 4702 24 9:36:12 4659 25 266

13:36:20 4261 15

13:36:30 3761 17 9:36:29 3800 17.2 279

13:36:40 3431 35

13:36:50 2858 27

13:37:00 2440 10 9:36:58 2485 11.6 300

13:37:10 2123 10 9:37:12 2128 10.5 303

13:37:20 1938 5 9:37:18 2011 1.8 323

13:37:30 1185 2

13:37:40 468 ~0 9:37:43 239 3.5 459
9:37:44 173 6.3 463

Rob notes the cvs data shows the altitude “snagl€’ lpassing through 18000 ft, but the Animationadddes not, which he
says makes the animation appear lower than it licisaHe calculated the actual altitude of tliremft over the Pentagon
at the time the amimation ends is 479 ft abovdesas. (The animation data above must have beaeced for this effect.)

What is elevation of Pentagon? Pilots for Truthegithe number as: ground elevation of Pentagonft 33
Center of hole in Pentagon is 33 + 12 ft= 45 ft.
Z9.invisionfree.com/Pilots_For_Truth/index.php?shapic=4801

Another internet source gives the Pentagon elavatio~35 ft, and elevation of ground where highlaayp posts are is 52
ft www.debunk911myths.org/topics/index.php?titie=Pgotd2006-0903

So, even if we take the nominal value of pressitieide from the cvs data, the aircraft indeeenss to have overflown the
Pentagon, rather than crashing into it.

% Analyzed by Pilots for 911 Truth.



% The article notes: “The ArcGIS software-supponegsentation was conducted during the 9/11 Comanissiast public
hearing on June 17, 2004. It focused on the reaast&in of the flight paths of the hijacked airliseand fighter aircraft as
well as the FAA and military response to the hijagk.” “Three-dimensional animation files depictithg flights of the four
hijacked planes, fighter planes, and other airdafenterest were generated to bring togethehellvarious data sets
including radar, flight recorder, and crash siteadaircraft locations were accurately plotted iay given time and depicted
military and FAA responses following the hijackingscustomized, simulated clock was displayed wastime as the
flights of the aircraft were being depicted. Th&ware made it very easy to jump to any point alarfight path to depict
where the planes were and what was happening iatgaORAD and FAA locations at a given momentiimet”

ESRI also “supported the 9/11 Commission staffeasjble for writing "Staff Statement 17-ImprovisiagHomeland
Defense" and the first chapter of the commissifiné report.”
www.eijournal.com/cat_content.asp?contentid=1182ifled 52

%7 According to Wikipedia (this information was foundwhere else): ESRI was founded as Environmenyttes
Research Institute in 1969 as a privately held glbing firm that specialized in land use analysisjgcts.

The worldwide headquarters of ESRI are anchorednmlticampus environment Redlands, California

ESRI's business involves the development and stipp&1S software, with customers includiamall businessetarge
corporations, non-government organizatidd&09 andgovernmentst all levels. More recently, according to
www.esri.org the mission of the Environmental SensitivitRessearch Institute is to support “sound scienéfid mediacl
research into environmental tolerance issues...”

®8 Sandia labs F4 test videostream Footage of 1888t —sled test 12 ft thick concrete wall
http://www.sandia.gov/news/resources/video-gallery/

its result, according to laconic 35-year Sandi@nraet Bill Kampfe, was “pretty damn small pieces”
www.nuclearfag.ca/cnf_sectionF.htm

“The purpose of the test was to determine the imfmace, versus time, due to the impact, of a catepF-4 Phantom —
including both engines — onto a massive, esseytimid reinforced concrete target (3.66 meterskhiPrevious tests used
F-4 engines at similar speeds. The test was nendigd to demonstrate the performance (survivapdityny particular type
of concrete structure to aircraft impact. The impaecurred at the nominal velocity of 215 meters gecond (about 480
mph). The mass of the jet fuel was simulated byewahe effects of fire following such a collisi@aras not a part of the test.
The test established that the major impact force fvam the engines. The test was performed by Gahitional
Laboratories under terms of a contract with thedastitute of Structural Mechanics, Inc., of Tokyo

69 www.911-strike.com.com/pentagon-all.h{wersion 0.3)

0 AAF77HTP: Images of aircraft parts found inside fagon walls: 1) Portion of combustion chamber hagisp.70; 2)
nose landing gear strut, p. 71; 757 style whee| puld2, and, interestingly, 4) a rubber tire trgad’3.

™ Ibid p. 71.

20n the cover oAmerican Airlines #77 Hit the Pentagon on 9/11(8AF77HTP) Also on page 64: From
http://www.news.navy.mil/view_single.asp?id=2445

"3 911-strike.com/Pentagon-all.htm
"4 [NPH] p.182 note 26.
S www.publiceye.org

® The Pentagon Attack Papers, Sept 6 2006, an appen&arbara Honegger to Jim Marrs bo®ke Terror Conspiracy
http://physics911.net/pdf/honegger.mdf2

""TPAP note 5: The 9/11 ConspiragyCatfeet Press/Open Court, James Fetzer, edio6, Zhapter by Prof. James Fetzer;
and photos of a JT8D turbojet engine and the asnfound at the Pentagon.



http://www.simmeringfrogs.com/articles/jt8d.htriilhe title on the web page is “JT8D Turbojet ph&ame as the Pentagon
0-11 Photo?” Comparing the two, one might obsémeewide smooth circular flange area on the Pemtagmnant is unlike
the pictured JT8D turbine blade, which suggestsatiswer “no.”

8 \www.aerospaceweb.org/question/conspiracy/q0265.shtm | . Pentagon & Boeing 757 Engine
Investigation

9911 review.com/errors/pentagon/nodebris.hffis image appeared originally in AAF77HTP.

80 911review.com/errors/pentagon/nodebris.héee alsevww.oilempire.us/pentagon.htm

81 http://frustratingfraud.blogspot.com/2006/11/three-rings-nine-feet-of-steel.html

% |bid.

8 New Pearl Harboyp. 182 Note 25. See also Griffin’s discussio9d.2

84 http://www.asile.org/citoyens/numerol3/pentagonelas_en.htniReferenced in [NPH] p. 182 note 24

8 ASCEPhttp://www.fire.nist.gov/bfrlpubs/build03/PDF/b03D:bdf

8 http://www.bedoper.com/pentagon/asce original from ASCEP pg.15.

87 ASCEP p 35.
8 ASCEP p. 36.

8 http://www.bedoper.com/pentagon/asce original from ASCEP pg.17

% http://911research.wtc7.net/mirrors/quardian2/pgpmtévhat-hit-it. ntm{911Research]

%1 [911Research]

92 for example http://www.asile.org/citoyens/numermiiésile/trou_en.htm.
9 ASCEP pg. 35

% [911Research]

% Image from [911Research] also ske&p://www.ifrance.fr/silentbutdeadly

% ASCEP p. 13 The report quotes eyewitnesses salyatghe right wing struck a large generator befbesaircraft struck
the building, and the left engine struck a growakl vent structure p. 36.

9" ASCEP pg 35.

% Image fromhttp://www.wunderground.com/blog/JeffMasters/archive.html?tstamp=200611. See also
http://forums.ifdg.net/lofiversion/index.php/t4718.html

% http://www.wunderground.com/blog/JeffMasters/arehitml?tstamp=20061"Hail damage to commercial passenger
aircraft is rare, as modern aircraft radar andraffic control procedures are adept at helpingraft avoid hail-producing
thunderstorms.”

190 ASCEP pg 53.

101 ASCEP Figure 6.6 pg. 39.

102 http://www.kolumbus.fi/sy-k/pentagon/asce _en.htm The original image is from ASCEP Fig 5-.16, p. 30.




193 The hole might barely accommodate a 757. See “BartmPentagon.”

104 Refuted by evidence: See’Damage to Pentagon.”

195 Aircraft engine parts have apparently been idiexti See “Aircraft Debris.”

198 Eric Hufschmid: BookPainful QuestionsEndpoint Software Goleta CA 2002 p 97 f. D\V&inful Deceptions.
Painful Questionss available online

197 See Davis Ray GriffiiThe New Pearl HarbgiOlive Branch Press, 2004. p.31.

108 91 1strike.com suggests missile proponents argtiesled by the presence of white smoke.

109 New Pearl Harboyp. 34, alsp p. 183 notes 44 and 45. Also, thrau§®IA request, Thomas Olmsted, M.D. obtained
the official Pentagon victim autopsy list, whichidiot include any Arabic names of the dead. Thee® Forces Institute of
Pathology (AFIP) also did a miraculous job and tifimdl nearly all the bodies from the Pentagon leriag Novembe 18
2001. The AFIP suggest these numbers; 189 kill28,worked at the Pentagon and 64 were “passengeitsie plane.
http://www.physics911.net/olmsted

10The Pentagon Building Performance Regfigures 3-17 and 3-18, p. 21
http://www.fire.nist.gov/bfrlpubs/build03/PDF/b03D.pdf

11 911research.com/septll/victims/pentagonkilled.html

112 http://www.dcmilitary.com/dcmilitary_archives/stories/112901/12279-1.shtml

113 http://physics911.net/oimsted

14 The Terror Timeline Paul Thompson Harper ColR094. p. 414

M5 hitp://www.papillonsartpalace.com/hijackeWr.hifrom News Max] Note that in the currently postegtsion, the time
Daniell O’Brien spotted the incoming blip; 9:25 anas been deleted. The 9:25 time is confirinethe New Pearl Harbor
by David Ray Griffin. P. 26. source note 8 p. 18BC News October 24, 2001, quoted in Pentaga®8-97. Danielle
O'Brien, the Dulles flight Controller said to bestfirst to spot the blip, claims she does not #paitil it is around 12-14
miles from Washington. ABC News 12/24/01.

118 hitp://www. papillonsartpalace.com/hijackeWr.htm

17 hitp://www. papillonsartpalace.com/hijackeWr.htm

118 garbara Honegger; MS. Senior Military Affairs Joaliat at the Naval Postgraduate School, the Depentiof Defense's
advanced science, technology and national seaffayrs university (1995 - present). Graduatehef Naval War College
master's program in National Security Decision Mgki2001). Former White House Policy Analyst apé&al Assistant
to the Assistant to President Ronald Reagan (1988B3). Former Director of the Attorney GenerAlgi-Discrimination
Law Review, U.S. Department of Justice (1982 - }988uthor of the pioneering Irangate expose Oet@urprise

(1989). [See www.PatriotsQuestion911.com]

19 http://physics911.net/pdf/honegger. pdf2.

120 hitp://physics911.net/pdf/honegger.pdf p..4-5

121 http://www.rense.com/general76/wdb.htm.

122 http://www.rense.com/general76/wdb.htm.

123 hitp://www.rense.com/general76/wdb.htm.

124 5ee especially “The Flying Elephnt: Evidence fordivement of a Third Jet in the WTC Attacks” Jaalraf 9/11 Studies
http://www.journalof911studies.com/articles/JourdalJet.pdf.
125 www.infowars.com/transcripts/degranpres.htm

126 htp://physics911.ca/Grand-Pre: An_Expert's Opinion







