
No evidence of 19 Muslim hijackers

The  official  account  of  9/11  is  based  on  a  hijacking  narrative  according  to  which  19 
individuals,  whose names and photographs have been posted on the website of the FBI,1 
boarded aircraft assigned to American Airlines flights 11 (AA11) and 77 (AA77), and United 
Airlines flights 175 (UA175) and 93 (UA93) on the morning of 11 September 2001. These 
individuals are said to have then hijacked those aircraft in flight and crashed the aircraft in 
suicide attacks  into three symbolic landmarks in the United States.  

According to the official  account,  an aircraft  assigned to flight AA11 was flown into the 
North Tower of the WTC in New York; shortly thereafter an aircraft assigned to flight UA175 
was flown into the South Tower of the WTC. At 9:37 a.m. an aircraft  assigned to flight 
AA77 impacted the Pentagon in  Washington,  D.C.  The fourth  aircraft,  assigned to  flight 
UA93, crashed in an empty field near Shanksville, Pennsylvania, after the passengers had 
risen up against the alleged hijackers and attempted to retake control of the aircraft.  It was 
later surmised that the pilot of the aircraft had intended to crash into the White House.

Within hours of the operation, the FBI began to interview airline and airport employees who 
could provide information about what they had experienced that morning before and during 
the boarding of these flights. It must therefore be assumed that all relevant evidence about the 
boarding of the four aircraft has been obtained by the FBI.

This chapter deals with one, and only one, question, namely: Did the individuals designated 
by the US government as the hijackers of 9/11 board the designated flights? 

It must be stated that even if these individuals had boarded these four flights, it does not 
necessarily prove that they did what they are accused of having done. In order to accuse them 
of mass murder, other evidence would be needed to prove that they actually hijacked the 
airliners and caused them to crash at the designated sites. 

Shortly after the FBI released the names and photographs of the alleged hijackers, questions 
about their identities began to emerge. The family of Hamza al-Ghamdi, one of the alleged 
hijackers,  said  the  photo released by the  FBI "has  no resemblance to  him at  all".2  CNN 
broadcast a picture of another alleged hijacker, identified as Saeed al-Ghamdi. That man, a 
pilot, was from Tunisia and was apparently still alive.3  The photograph of a Saudi pilot by 
the name of Waleed al-Shehri was released by the FBI as one of the alleged hijackers: he 
protested his innocence from Casablanca, Morocco.4 Two people with the name of Abdulaziz 
Alomari  presented themselves,  surprised to  see  their  names on the  FBI list  of  suspected 
hijackers. One of them, a Saudi engineer, said he lost his passport while studying in Denver, 
Colorado, in 1995. Of the FBI list, he said: "The name is my name and the birth date is the 
same as mine. But I am not the one who bombed the World Trade Center in New York."5 
Another Abdulaziz Alomari was found working as a pilot with Saudi Airlines.6  Salem al-
Hazmi, also listed by the FBI as an alleged hijacker,  was indignant at  being named as a 
suspect  for  a  mass  murder.   He said  he  worked in  petrochemical  plant  in  Yanbu (Saudi 
Arabia).7 Abdul Rahman al-Haznawi, brother of another suspect, said “There is no similarity 
between the photo published [on Thursday] and my brother.” He said he did not believe his 



brother was involved in the crime: “He never had any such intention.”8 Gaafar al-Lagany, the 
Saudi government’s chief spokesman in the United States, said that the hijackers probably 
stole  the  identities  of  legitimate  Saudi  pilots.9  These  findings  have  been  corroborated 
independently by Jay Kolar.10

The FBI disregarded these stories and maintained the names and photographs it originally 
posted on its website as those "believed to be the hijackers" of 9/11,11  including those of 
living individuals. The 9/11 Commission (see Chapter 13) did not address these conflicting 
identifications.

One basic goal of a criminal investigation is to identify the perpetrators. In order to prove that 
particular individuals could have hijacked an aircraft, it must be first demonstrated that they 
boarded  that  particular  aircraft.  In  order  to  demonstrate  this  fact,  at  least  some  of  the 
following four classes of  evidence should have been produced by the U.S.  authorities  in 
September 2001 or shortly thereafter: 

1. Authenticated passenger lists (also called flight manifests),12 listing the names of all 
the passengers and crew members, including those suspected of hijacking

2. Authenticated security videos from the airports, which depict the passengers (and the 
alleged hijackers)

3. Sworn testimonies of personnel who attended the boarding of the aircraft
4. Formal  identification of  the  bodily  remains  from the  crash  sites,  accompanied by 

chain-of-custody reports

The scope of this chapter is limited to examining whether the US government has produced 
the above four classes of minimal evidence and if so, whether that evidence is admissible, 
relevant and compelling. If such evidence does not exist or is deemed to lack credibility, it is 
likely that these individuals did not board the aircraft and that, consequently, no "Islamic 
hijackings" had taken place.

(a) No authenticated passenger lists

The primary source used by airlines to identify the victims of aircraft crashes is the passenger 
list (sometimes designated as the flight manifest). A passenger list is a legal document proving 
– also for insurance purposes - that particular individuals boarded an aircraft. To ensure the 
reliability of passenger lists airlines check the identities of passengers who board the aircraft. 
In order to serve as legal documents, passenger lists must be duly authenticated by those 
responsible for their accuracy. 

With regard to the four 9/11 flights, American and United Airlines have consistently refused 
to demonstrate that they possess authenticated passenger lists of these flights.  Surprisingly, 
neither  the  corporate  media  nor  the  9/11  Commission  demanded  the  release  of  these 
authenticated documents.

Between September 11 and 14 September 2001, the mainstream media published the names 
of the alleged hijackers and passengers. Some of these names were deleted and replaced by 
other names. These irregularities are examined below.



Adding and deleting passengers' names after the crashes

On 13 September 2001, Attorney General John Ashcroft announced that “Between three and 
six individuals on each of the hijacked airplanes were involved” in the hijackings.13 Later at a 
press briefing, he specified that there were exactly 18 "hijackers" – five on each of flights 
AA11 and UA175 and four on the others.14 On the same day FBI Director Robert Mueller 
said that a “preliminary investigation indicated 18 hijackers were on the four planes -- five on 
each of the two planes that crashed into the World Trade Center, and four each on the planes 
that crashed into the Pentagon and in Pennsylvania."15  A day later the number grew to 19.16 
 
On 14 September 2001, the name of Mosear Caned (phon.) was released by CNN as one of 
the suspected hijackers on "a list of names ... that is supposed to be officially released by [the 
Justice Department] sometime later today".17 His name disappeared a few hours later from the 
list  of suspects and replaced with that  of Hani Hanjour  when CNN  posted a new list  of 
suspects released by the FBI.18  It was never revealed where Caned's name came from in the 
first place, who this person was supposed to be, or why the name was later replaced by “Hani 
Hanjour.”19 No other passenger (or "hijacker") bore a name resembling Mosear Caned.

The Washington Post reported, however, that the original passenger lists did not include the 
name of Hani Hanjour,  later named as the pilot of flight AA77. In its final edition of 16 
September 2001 the Post explained that Hanjour’s name "was not on the American Airlines 
manifest for [flight 77] because he may not have had a ticket."20  For this information, the 
Washington Post relied almost exclusively on the FBI. This report fits with the declaration by 
Attorney General  Ashcroft  of 13 September 2001 that  only four "hijackers" had been on 
flight AA77.21  The  counsel for American Airlines, in a letter to the 9/11 Commission of 
March 15, 2004, appears to confirm the absence of Hanjour from that flight, writing, “We 
have not been able to determine if Hani Hanjour checked in at the main ticket counter.“22 Yet 
Hanjour's name appears later on unauthenticated passenger lists of flight AA77.  

According  to  CNN  of  14  September  2001,  "[f]ederal  sources  initially  identified  [Adnan] 
Bukhari  and  Ameer  Bukhari  as  possible  hijackers  who  boarded  one  of  the  planes  that 
originated in Boston," (emphasis added). Yet a few hours later, CNN issued the following 
correction: "Based on information from multiple law enforcement sources, CNN reported that 
Adnan Bukhari and Ameer Bukhari of Vero Beach Florida, were suspected to be two of the 
pilots who crashed planes into the World Trade Center. CNN later learned that Adnan Bukhari 
is still in Florida, where he was questioned by the FBI… Ameer Bukhari died in a small plane 
crash" on 11 September 2000. These names disappeared from unauthenticated passenger lists 
published  later  and  replaced  by  new names.  CNN  attributed  this  information  to  "federal 
sources.”  

On 12 September 2001, various newspapers published partial passenger lists of the crashed 
flights.  These reports  included the names of  Jude Larson,  31,  and his  wife,  Natalie,  24, 
referred to as passengers aboard flight AA11.23  As example thereof, here is an excerpt from a 
news report published by the Honolulu Star Bulletin on 12 September 2001:



Also among the confirmed dead was Jude Larson, the 31-year old son of Maui 
artist  Curtis  Larson,  who  was  aboard  American's  hijacked  Flight  11.  Jude 
Larson and his wife Natalie were en route to the University of California at Los 
Angeles, where he was attending college...Larson's wife Natalie, whose family 
lives in Boston, was a rising fashion model and had been to Italy four times in 
the last 18 months to work for Gucci.24

 
A person who claimed to be a friend of Jude’s father, Steve Jocelyn of Lahaina on Hawaii, 
told the Honolulu Advertiser that Jude "was an amazing guy, a cool kid. He was a fun-loving, 
happy-go-lucky guy with a good heart."25  He said that  Jude had visited Maui often,  was 
working as a horticulturist in Washington State but decided to enter medical school a few 
years ago. A week later, the same newspaper reported that it had been "unable to confirm the 
identity of ... Steve Jocelyn" and was unable to locate him.26 

On 18 September 2001, the Honolulu Star Bulletin reported that the newspaper had received 
an email from Jude, giving notice that he and his wife were alive.27 According to the paper, "a 
person claiming to be with the airlines" had called Jude's father and told him that his son and 
daughter-in-law  had  been  passengers  on  flight  AA11.28  The  Honolulu  Advertiser  of  20 
September 2001, which published a detailed report on this apparent hoax, wrote that Jude’s 
father Curtis Larson, a "sculptor and jewelry maker" now claimed he had been duped. Yet it 
was Curtis Larson who initially told reporters that "his son was in medical school at UCLA, 
that his daughter-in-law was pregnant and that the couple had visited her family in Boston." 
According to Jude, the report continued, his real name is not Larson but Olsen. He also said 
he is 30, not 31, years old, that he does not study in Los Angeles but works as a landscaper in 
Olympia,  Washington  State,  and  that  his  wife  is  not  pregnant.29  The  names  of  Jude  and 
Natalie  Larson  then  disappeared  from  unauthenticated  passenger  lists.  Assuming  that  a 
prestigious  news  agency,  such  as  Associated  Press,  would  have  checked  with  American 
Airlines and the FBI whether the Larsons were in fact passengers on flight AA11 before 
releasing its story, it would follow that the Larsons were listed on the original passenger list 
of flight AA11 but later removed from the official list of dead passengers, or their names 
changed.

The story then took a bizarre turn. The names and photographs of Jude and Natalie Larson, 
no longer officially listed as flight AA11 victims, were still listed on the National Obituary 
Archive list ten years later among those who died on 9/11. Jude Larson's obituary includes his 
photograph: 

Jude  Larson,  31,  of  Los  Angeles,  CA,  died  Sept.  11,  2001,  a  victim  of  the 
coordinated terrorist attacks against the United States in New York, Washington, 
D.C., and elsewhere. Jude was a student at the University of California at Los 
Angeles. He and his wife, Natalie, were returning from visiting her family near 
Boston.  Natalie  Larson,  four  months  pregnant,  a  fashion  model  who  had 
modeled in Italy.30



Natalie Larson's obituary, which does not include a photograph, reads:

Natalie  Larson  of  Los  Angeles,  CA,  died  Sept.  11,  2001,  a  victim  of  the 
coordinated terrorist attacks against the United States in New York, Washington, 
D.C.,  and  elsewhere.  Natalie  and  her  husband,  Jude,  were  returning  from 
visiting her family near Boston. Natalie was four months pregnant and was a 
fashion model who had modeled in Italy.31

According  to  the  webpage  of  the  National  Obituary  Archive,  the  list  "is  based  on 
authoritative sources, the Associated Press and funeral home records."32  In order to include 
an obituary, the managers of the Archive say they request submitters to ask their "funeral 
director to submit the obituary."33  Submitters are required to supply documentation of the 
death which is reviewed by the Archive's staff.   It  is not known who supplied the above 
information to the National Obituary Archive, or when it was submitted.34

Another website dedicated to the victims of 9/11 includes the following photograph, said to 
be Natalie Larson, Jude's wife. The photograph is credited to the Associated Press and to the 
Boston Herald.35 Yet the file containing the photograph is entitled lasden_natalie.jpg. Natalie 
Lasden was  another passenger on flight AA11. 

  



Various  attempts  were  subsequently  made  to  provide  an  innocuous  explanation  for  this 
bizarre story.36 David Hoff, news editor of the Maui News in Hawaii, said the paper had been 
trying "to make every local connection" it could: "When it appeared we had a local resident 
who lost his son and daughter-in-law, it was something that we went with."37 Kelly Tunney, 
director of corporate communications for Associated Press, said, "We picked [the story] up 
from the papers [sic] and didn't  follow our own stringent guidelines in this case."38  Lynn 
Shue,  who  presented  herself  as  a  friend  of  artist  Curtis  Larson  said,  "He  has  been  on 
medication  and  has  a  penchant  for  exaggerating…  I  can't  believe  he  brought  it  all  on 
himself."39 Natalie Olsen, contacted in Olympia, confirmed the couple was alive but declined 
to comment further.40 Jude Olsen acknowledged that Curtis Larson was his father, but denied 
studying medicine and said he saw Maui for the first time in the summer of 2001, "when he 
surprised his father during his first visit to Hawaii."41

The author of this book tried to locate Curtis Larson, described as a well-known local artist in 
his community, but without success.
   

Curious discrepancies in names

According to the Boston Globe, one of the passengers on flight AA11, suspected of having  
been a hijacker and sitting next to “Mohamed Atta” was Abdulrahman Alomari.  In the list of 
“hijackers” released by the FBI on 14 September 2001, Alomari’s first name was spelled 
Abdulaziz.  Federal investigators “said they could not explain the discrepancy between the 
American Airlines passenger list and their list.”42 The name Abdulrahman Alomari was also 
mentioned by the Washington Post on 14 September 2001, as one of the “five hijackers who 
took over American Airlines flight 11 … according to a source familiar with FBI’s list of the 
hijackers.”43 

As  early  as  12  September  2001,  NBC  displayed  a  photograph  of  “Mohamed  Atta”  and 
mentioned his name, but no other suspects.44  In the late afternoon of 13 September 2001, 
various American TV networks displayed photographs of “Mohamed Atta" and “Marwan al-
Shehhi," designated as suspects in the mass-murder of 9/11 (As the true identity of these two 
persons is not known, their names are surrounded here by quotation marks).  Surprisingly, 
ABC News, on 13 September 2001 at 7:02 p.m. EST) captioned “Atta's” photograph with the 
name  “Amanullah  Atta  Mohammed."45  It  was  not  explained  where  the  network  got  
“Amanullah.” Was there another person impersonating Mohamed Atta, using Amanullah as 
first name?

On 22 September 2001, T.A. Badger of Associated Press reported that one of the alleged 
hijackers whom he named Ziad Jarrahi  (with a final “i") had been seen in San Antonio, 
California in mid-June 2001.46 Who was the Jarrahi who was repeatedly47  mentioned by the 
American media? Was he another person, distinct from Ziad Jarrah (without final "i") who is 
alleged to have piloted flight UA93? Perhaps, if we believe the testimony of Charles Lisa, the 
landlord of an apartment he rented to a certain Jarrahi and who told The Miami Herald that 
this  Jarrahi  and  his  friend  al-Haznawi  had  “German  passports."48  Ziad  Jarrah,  who  had 
studied in Germany, was, however, a Lebanese citizen and is not known to have obtained a 



German passport. Was Jarrahi perhaps the name of someone whose role was to impersonate 
Ziad Jarrah? According to Elizabeth Neuffer, whose detailed report on Ziad Jarrah and his 
family was published in the Boston Globe on 25 September 2001, “FBI agents, reviewing 
flight manifests, found a Ziad Jarrahi – the ‘i’ in the last name a possible misspelling – on 
United Airlines Flight 93."49 Yet the unauthenticated passenger lists circulating on the internet 
spelled his name without final “i". Elizabeth Neuffer, incidentally, died on May 9, 2003 in 
Iraq in what was reported as a car accident.

The aforementioned fluctuations in the number and names of the alleged hijackers could not 
have occurred if the names had been based on unique and authentic passenger lists. 

The unauthenticated passenger lists

In 2006 a seven-page set of faxes, purporting to represent the original passenger lists, was 
published in a book by Terry McDermott.50  These released images, of which one page is 
shown below,  were  of  bad  quality  and  can  hardly  constitute,  for  the  following  reasons, 
faithful copies of the original passenger lists (or flight manifests): (1) The published lists 
appear to have been pasted together from various computer print-outs;51 (2) The lists are not 
authenticated by any airline or law-enforcement official and are not signed by anyone; (3) It 
is not clear when and by whom the lists were printed out;  (4) Ziad Jarrah's name is spelled 
correctly on the list of flight UA93, whereas the FBI referred to him initially as Jarrahi;52  (5) 
The name of Hani Hanjour appears on the AA77 list, whereas the Washington Post reported 
that his name did not appear on the original American Airlines list for the flight (see above); 
(6) The list does not include names originally claimed as suspected hijackers; (7) Neither the 
FBI nor the airlines have been willing to confirm that these lists represent true copies of the 
original passenger lists (or flight manifests)



Illustration of a released, non-authenticated, passenger list from flight UA93

FBI and airlines' refusal to release authentic lists

In 2004 I attempted  to obtain from American Airlines copies of authenticated passenger lists 
for  the  two  American  Airlines  flights  of  9/11.  Karen  Temmerman,  Customer  Relations, 
American Airlines, responded to me on 9 September 2004:

At the time of the incidents we released the actual passenger manifests to the 
appropriate government agencies who in turn released certain information to 
the media. These lists were published in many major periodicals and are now 
considered public record. At this time we are not in a position to release further 



information  or  to  republish  what  the  government  agencies  provided  to  the 
media.53

The airline did not explain why it was not in a position to confirm what had already been for 
a long time in the public domain.

On November  29,  2005,  I  tried  again  to  obtain  the  passenger  list  of   flight  AA77 from 
American Airlines.54 Sean Bentel of American Airlines first sent me a typed list that consisted 
of nothing more than the first and last names of 53 passengers from that flight. The list did 
not  include  Arab  names.  Asking  again  for  “something  more  authentic,”  Sean  Bentel 
responded that  ”the names I  sent  you are  accurate… There may have been a  formatting 
problem.” In turn I responded that the problem was not the formatting of the data. Here is 
what I wrote:

What I am asking is a replica of the original passenger list (either a scan of the 
original, or at least a document faithfully reflecting the contents of that list)...
[namely] the list of the paying passengers who boarded AA77. Can I take it that 
the list you sent me faithfully reflects the names of the paying passengers who 
boarded AA77?

Within hours Sean Bentel answered in the most laconic manner: "Mr. Davidsson, Names of 
terrorists were redacted. Sean Bentel." Asked in return “[w]hy can’t you sent me a facsimile 
copy of the passenger lists, including the names of the terrorists,” Sean Bental answered, 
“This is the information we have for public release.” This was the end of this exchange.

I also turned to United Airlines. On October 21, 2004, I asked per email why the original 
flight manifests have not yet been publicized and whether United Airlines had provided some 
media with a copy of the original flight manifests. The airline answered that “[a]ll matters 
pertaining  to  the  September  11th  terrorist  attacks  are  under  the  investigation  of  the  U.S. 
Federal Authorities. Please contact the FBI.” That was it.

Numerous  individuals  have attempted without  success  to  obtain  authentic  passenger  lists 
from  the  airlines,  among  them  Thomas  R.  Olmsted,  M.D.  He  wrote,  for  example:  "I 
attempted on three occasions to obtain a final passenger list from American Airlines. They 
refuse to give a list and in fact won't even verify that they gave the first list to CNN. Since the 
[unauthenticated]  list  is  in  the  public  domain,  I  find it  curious  that  they would  not  take 
ownership nor provide a current, 'correct list'."55 

I did not give up. In February 2012, I requested on the base of the Freedom Of Information 
Act (FOIA) from the FBI the release of Document 302, serial 7134, which contains “flight 
manifests  for  hijacked flights”  and “information  related  to  manifests.”56  The  request  was 
denied.

As the names of all victims and alleged hijackers were publicized within days after 9/11, I 
could not fathom any plausible reason for the refusal of the airlines and the FBI to confirm 
the  accuracy  and  authenticity  of  information  that  already  exists  in  the  public  domain. 
Authenticated passenger lists were neither provided to the Congressional Joint Inquiry of 



2002 nor to the 9/11 Commission. It must therefore be presumed that no genuine passenger 
lists for the four 9/11 flights exist or that whatever the airlines and the FBI do possess does 
not correspond with the official allegations.

To sum up: No document has been produced by the airlines or the U.S. government proving 
that anyone, let alone the alleged terrorists, had boarded any of the four flights that were 
allegedly hijacked on 9/11.57 

(b)  No one saw the hijackers at the security checkpoints

According to the 9/11 Commission, ten of the 19 suspected hijackers were selected on 9/11 at 
the airports by the automated Computer Assisted Passenger Prescreening System (CAPPS) 
for “additional security scrutiny.”58  Yet none of those who handled the selected passengers, 
or any of the numerous airline or airport security employees interviewed by the FBI or the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) on or after 9/11 is known to have been aware of these 
suspects. As for flights AA11 and UA175, which reportedly left from Logan Airport, Boston, 
the 9/11 Commission found that "[n]one of the [security] checkpoint supervisors recalled the 
hijackers  or  reported  anything  suspicious  regarding  their  screening."59  Carter  Bibbey,  a 
manager for Globe Aviation Services Corp., who was supervising screeners at the American 
Airlines terminal in Boston, told the Boston Globe on 10 October 2001 that his five screeners 
didn’t detect any weapons - either legal or illegal on the morning of 9/11.60

As for flight AA77, which reportedly left from Dulles Airport, Washington, D.C.,  the 9/11 
Commission  wrote  that  "[w]hen  the  local  civil  aviation  security  office  of  the  FAA later 
investigated these security screening operations,  the screeners recalled nothing out of the 
ordinary.  They  could  not  recall  that  any  of  the  passengers  they  screened  were  CAPPS 
selectees."61  As for flight UA93, which reportedly left from New Jersey International Airport, 
the 9/11 Commission indicated that the "FAA interviewed the screeners later; none recalled 
anything unusual or suspicious."62  According to an undated FBI report, the '“FBI collected 14 
knives or portions of knives at the Flight 93 crash site.”63 Yet no screener mentioned coming 
across a single knife that morning.64 

A seasoned Israeli security expert, Rafi Ron, President of New Age Security Solutions, with 
thirty years experience in security, intelligence and counterterrorism for the government of 
Israel  and  formerly  Director  of  Security  at  Tel-Aviv  Ben-Gurion  International  airport, 
addressed the Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental  Affairs  on 21 
September 2005:  

I  would like to point out that the Achilles heel of the suicide terrorist  is  his 
behavior. A person intending to commit an extreme act of violence, in most cases 
for the first time in his/her life, as well as to terminate his own life is most likely 
not  to  behave  like  the  ordinary  people  around  him  going  about  their  daily 
routines.  A  signal  example  is  Richard  Reid  (the  “shoe  bomber”),  who  was 
clearly detected by both security and non-security personnel as a suspicious 
person before and during boarding AA flight from Paris (Dec. 2001).65



That no security employee noted anything suspicious in the behavior of the 19 persons who 
allegedly were intending to commit an extreme act of violence and to terminate their own life 
within the next hour is significant in the light of the above testimony.

(c)  No one saw the hijackers at the boarding gates

Normally airline employees tear off the stubs of passengers' boarding cards and observe the 
boarding of aircraft at the departure gates. Under the circumstances of 9/11, one could have 
expected to read interviews with some of these airline employees, because they were the last 
to see the passengers alive. Yet no such interview is known to have taken place. The 9/11 
Commission  does  not  mention  the  existence  of  any  deposition  or  testimony  by  airline 
personnel who observed the boarding of the aircraft. As a response to my request to interview 
American  Airlines  gate  agents  of  flight  AA77,  the  airline  responded  that  their  identities 
cannot be revealed for privacy reasons.66 Among the FBI documents released in 2009, I found 
interviews  with  Liset  Frometa  (conducted  on  11  September  2001)67  and  Maria  Jackson 
(conducted on 22 September 2001),68 who testified to have worked at gate 32 for flight AA11, 
and  one  FBI  302-form recording  an  interview with  an  unidentified  female  employee  of 
American Airlines who testified on 11 September 2001 that she “worked the gate for AA 
flight 11,” but did not mention the gate number.69 Neither of these ladies recalled any of the 
alleged  hijackers.  Maria  Jackson  was  shown  a  "photo  spread  of  subjects"  but  did  not 
recognize anyone. 

(d) No authenticated CCTV of the hijackers

Apparently none of the three airports from which the four 9/11 aircraft reportedly departed 
(Boston  Logan,  Newark  International  and  Dulles  Airport,  Washington,  D.C.)  possessed 
surveillance cameras at the boarding gates. There exists thus neither eyewitness testimony 
nor a visual documentation of the boarding process. 

The Boston Herald reported a few weeks after 9/11:

In perhaps the most stunning example of Massport's  lax security safeguards, 
Logan International Airport is missing a basic tool found not only in virtually 
every  other  airport,  but  in  most  7-Elevens....  While  Massport  does  employ 
cameras in parking garages, ramp areas and on Logan's roadways to monitor 
traffic, there are none to be found in the terminals, gate areas or concourses. 
"You have names (of hijackers), but the FBI has said it hasn't been able to match 
the faces of those who were on the flights,'' said Charles Slepian, a New York 
security consultant.70

 
Logan officials acknowledged this “deficiency.” This is significant because two of the 9/11 
flights originated from Logan airport.71  

According to the 9/11 Commission's staff, Newark International Airport, from which flight 
UA93  reportedly  departed,  did  not  have  such  equipment  either.72  According  to  the  9/11 



Commission's Final Report, "there is no documentary evidence to indicate when the hijackers 
passed through the [security] checkpoint[s], what alarms may have been triggered or what 
security procedures were administered."73 

Yet  many  people  are  convinced  that  they  have  seen  on  TV surveillance  videos  of  the 
suspected hijackers passing through security checks. Indeed, some footage was shown around 
the world on television, but not the boarding process of any of the four aircraft. What was 
shown was footage from the Portland (Maine) Jetport and from Dulles Airport in Washington, 
D.C.  

The  footage  from  Portland  Jetport  purports  to  show  “Atta”  and  “Alomari”  passing  the 
security checkpoint before they board a connecting flight to Boston on the morning of 11 
September  2001.  The authenticity  of  the  footage  has  been disputed  for  two reasons:  (1) 
Michael Tuohey, who carried out the check-in of the men at the Portland Jetport, said on 
CNN that they were “very business looking. They had on ties and jackets." After being shown 
the security video, he found it curious that “they both have like open collar. They have like 
dress shirts with open collar...but that’s them.”74 (2) The security video displays two different 
recording times, as shown below.75  

Kenneth R. Anderson, the pilot of Colgan Air flight 5930, which transported the two men  
from Portland to Boston on the morning of 9/11, said he remembered two Arabic or Mid-
Eastern males who were passengers on that flight. He described one of the individuals as 
wearing  glasses.76  Yet  neither  “Alomari”  nor  “Atta”  are  known  to  have  worn  glasses. 
Anderson also said that one of them was 5’9” and the other 5’11” tall. According to an FAA 
certified copy of Atta’s airman file, Atta’s height was 5’7”.77 No information is available on 
Alomari’s height. 

But even if the video recording from Portland is authentic,78 in the sense of depicting two 
persons resembling the true “Atta” and “Alomari”, it  does not tell us what they did after 
arriving in Boston. 

  
„Mohamed Atta and Abdulaziz Alomari" at Portland Jetport on 11 September 2001  
 
The other footage shown on TV and found on internet sites,79 purports to depict the alleged 
hijackers of flight AA77 as they pass through the security checkpoint at Dulles Airport in 



Washington, D.C. This recording was not released voluntarily by the US government, but 
was forced out in 2004 by the Motley Rice law firm representing some survivors' families.80 
According  to  the  9/11  Commission,  the  video  "recorded  all  passengers,  including  the 
hijackers,  as  they  were  screened."81   Yet  none  of  the  publicly  available  versions  of  this 
recording shows any of the over 50 passengers from flight AA77, some of whom were well 
known nationally.

Jay Kolar, who published a critical analysis of this footage,82 made an important point: He 
pointed  out  that  the  recording  lacks  a  camera  identification  number  and  a  time  stamp 
(date:time clock). Joe Vialls,  who also analyzed this video recording in 2004, elaborated: 
"Just this single terminal at Dulles Airport has well over 100 such cameras, everyone of them 
with  an  individual  camera  identification  number  and  date-time  clock  of  its  own."83  He 
explained: "On-film data [such as camera number and date-time stamp] is essential of course, 
because it would be extremely difficult to track a target around the airport without these basic 
tools, and absolutely impossible to sort out the precise time and date of an event that occurred 
more than two years before, which is exactly what the 9-11 Commission now claims to have 
done." According to Vialls, the video recording could not have been made on the morning of 
9/11 because the light suggests that it was made around noon.  He urges viewers to "play 
back a full size copy [of the video recording]...and freeze-frame at the appropriate points," 
pointing  out  the  "footprint  size  shadow  underneath  the  cab,  and  the  brilliant  sunshine 
streaming in through the open doors. On a full-screen picture you can even see the minuscule 
short [near vertical] shadows of the people standing outside the doors."

A further  element  suggests  that  the  Dulles  video  was  made  before  9/11.  Dulles  airport 
security manager Ed Nelson told authors Susan and Joseph Trento that shortly after arriving 
at  Dulles  airport  on the  morning of  9/11,  FBI  agents  confiscated a  security  tape  from a 
checkpoint through which they said the alleged hijackers had passed on the way to their 
boarding. He then described the scene and expressed his surprise that the FBI agents could so 
fast pick out "the hijackers" from hundreds of other passengers on the footage:

They pulled the tape right away.... They brought me to look at it. They went right 
to the first hijacker on the tape and identified him. They knew who the hijackers 
were out of hundreds of people going through the checkpoints. They would go 
“roll and stop it” and showed me each of the hijackers.... It boggles my mind 
that they had already had the hijackers identified.... Both metal detectors were 
open at that time, and lots of traffic was moving through. So picking people out 
is hard.... I wanted to know how they had that kind of information. So fast. It 
didn't make sense to me."84 

 
Aside from the dubious source of the Dulles footage and the likelihood that it was made 
before 9/11, it does not show who boarded an aircraft but provides only blurred images of 
individuals whose identities cannot be verified.

(e)  No positive identification of the hijackers' bodily remains
 



According to the official account, the 19 alleged hijackers died in the crashes at the WTC, the 
Pentagon and near Shanksville, Pennsylvania. 

The Pittsburgh Tribune of 13 September 2001 – two days after the events – reported that the 

remains  from  the  main  crash  site  [of  flight  UA93]  have  been  taken  to  a 
makeshift  morgue  at  the  Pennsylvania  National  Guard  Armory  near  the 
Somerset County Airport. State police escorted a tractor-trailer truck into the 
back of the armory late yesterday evening, according to a resident who lives 
nearby. The lights were turned off briefly as the truck was directed to the rear of 
the armory. A short time later, the lights were turned on as the police cars and 
the truck left, said the man who declined to be identified.85

  
Unidentified officials spoken to by The Times (U.K.) in October 2001 said they expected that 
the bodies of the 9/11 suspects would be identified “by a process of elimination.”86 They did 
not explain why they entertained such an expectation rather than an individual identification 
of the bodies. 

Chris  Kelly,  spokesman  of  the  Armed  Forces  Institute  of  Pathology  (AFIP),  where  the 
identification of  victims'  remains  from flights  AA77 and UA93 took place,  said  that  the 
authorities were reluctant to consider releasing the hijackers' bodies: “We are not quite sure 
what will happen to them, we doubt very much we are going to be making an effort to reach 
family members over there.”87 He did not explain why no efforts would be made to locate the 
families of the alleged hijackers, or why AFIP could not use comparison DNA samples from 
known locations in the United States where the alleged hijackers had lived. According to 
Llonald Mixell, Vero Beach, Florida, landlord of Alomari, one of the alleged hijackers, the 
FBI "searched the Omari home [and] agents left  a list  of materials seized, including hair 
samples and air  conditioning filters."88  There were more such samples available from the 
alleged hijackers' hotel rooms and cars. Yet, according to Dr. Jerry Spencer, a former chief 
medical  examiner  for  AFIP,  cited  by  CBS  News,  "the  terrorists  are  usually  not  in  our 
possession in the United States like this"89 -- whatever that means. According to Jeff Killeen, 
spokesman for the FBI field office in Pittsburgh, "there haven't been any friends or family 
members trying to claim the remains of [the hijackers]."90 Yet the family of alleged hijacker 
Ziad Jarrah in  Lebanon was reported as  early  as  16 September  2001 as  being "ready to 
cooperate  with  the  authorities."91  The  US  authorities  did  not  respond  to  this  offer  of 
cooperation. 

In mid-August 2002, a news report on the victims' remains noted that the DNA of the alleged 
hijackers still had not been checked, because "little attention has been paid to the terrorists' 
remains."92 While the AFIP announced it had positively identified the human remains of all 
“innocent” passengers and crew members from the flights, they had not yet identified the 
remains of any of the alleged hijackers. Kelly said later: “The remains that didn't match any 
of  the  samples  were  ruled  [by  default]  to  be  the  terrorist,”93  confirming  the  prescient 
statement published earlier by The Times. Tom Gibb, of the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, wrote, 
perhaps with tongue in cheek, that the "air pirates have been identified as Ziad Jarrah, Ahmed 
Al Haznawi, Saeed Al Ghamdi and Ahmed Al Nami - but not so positively identified that 
officials will list the names in official records." Coroner Wallace Miller said that the "death 



certificates [for the suspected hijackers] will list each as ‘John Doe'."94 Under a ruling issued 
on 11 October 2001 by a Somerset County judge, everyone who died aboard flight UA93 
"except the terrorists" will get death certificates. At the "insistence of the FBI, the terrorists 
won't be getting them because investigators aren’t sure of their identities."95

According to the AFIP, bodily remains from virtually all passengers of flight AA77 (except 
the  “hijackers”  which  allegedly  crashed  at  the  Pentagon,  could  be  identified.  Yet 
representatives  of  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  FBI  told  the  staff  of  the  9/11 
Commission  that  the  contents  of  the  cockpit  voice  recorder  (CVR) for  that  flight  “were 
destroyed  by  the  intense  heat  it  had  been  subjected  to.”96  Such  devices  are,  however, 
constructed to resist far greater impact and temperatures than human DNA.

AFIP, incidentally, was at the time a joint entity of the three military departments, subject to 
the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of Defense.

Among documents transmitted to the 9/11 Commission and released in 2009, one document 
contains the claim by the FBI that DNA profiles of Ziad Jarrah provided by the German 
Federal Police (BKA) to the FBI “matched the sample of one of the sets of unknown human 
remains."97  The  aforementioned  FBI  document  is  not  signed,  dated  or  otherwise 
authenticated. The U.S. authorities have not, in any case, relied on this document to claim 
that Ziad Jarrah's remains had been positively identified.

As will be shown in a later chapter, no bodies or blood, nor aircraft debris were sighted by 
eyewitnesses at the reported crash site of flight UA93.

As  for  the  remains  of  the  suspects  who  allegedly  hijacked  flights  AA11  and  UA175,  a 
spokeswoman for the New York Medical Examiner's Office, where the identification of the 
victims from the WTC took place, said she had received from the FBI in February 2003 
profiles  of  all  ten  hijackers  who allegedly  died  at  the  WTC,  so  "their  remains  could  be 
separated from those of victims." She added, however: "No names were attached to these 
profiles. We matched them, and we have matched two of those profiles to remains that we 
have."98 In 2005, the number of matched samples from New York increased to three.99  

In an essay entitled “Who They Were,” Robert Shaler of the forensic unit in New York City, 
set down his inside account of the identification effort: "No names, just a K code, which is 
how the FBI designates 'knowns,' or specimens it knows the origins of," he wrote, adding, 
"we had no direct knowledge of how the FBI obtained the terrorists' DNA."100 His statement 
was echoed in 2009 by his deputy, Howard Baum, in a Newsweek interview: "We had no idea 
where the profiles came from or how they were developed."101   

It was not revealed from where and how the FBI secured the "profiles" of the ten individuals, 
designated as "hijackers" of the two flights that allegedly crashed on the World Trade Center, 
why it took so long to submit them for identification and why they could not be identified by 
name. The FBI had, according to its own records, collected numerous hair samples from cars, 
hotel rooms and apartments used by the suspects, from which DNA profiles could have been 
extracted to permit at least the positive identification of some of these individuals. The lack of 
identification could not, therefore, be imputed to the lack of comparison samples.



The lack of positive identification of the alleged hijackers' bodily remains, compounded by 
the glaring absence of chain-of-custody reports regarding these remains, means that the US 
authorities have failed to produce concrete evidence that the alleged hijackers died on 11 
September 2001, let alone at the reported crash sites.

(e)  Was Ziad Jarrah framed and murdered?

On 10 September 2001 a farewell letter purported to have been written by Ziad Jarrah (the 
alleged suicide-pilot of flight UA93) to his fiancée, Aysel Sengün in Germany, was sent to the 
wrong address. It was thereupon returned to the United States and fell eventually in the hands 
of the FBI.102 The letter was presented to the press as a farewell letter and thus as proof of 
Ziad’s  intention  to  die.  Ziad’s  uncle,  Jamal  Jarrah,  suspected  that  the  letter  had  been 
fabricated.103 He considered it suspicious that the address was mistaken, as Ziad had known 
his girlfriend for five years and would not have made such an error.  There is  no known 
evidence that Ms. Sengün authenticated it. Why would Ziad write a farewell letter if he did 
not intend to die on 9/11? 

Ziad Jarrah amd Aysel Sengün holidaying in Paris in the fall of 2000. [Source: McDermott]

Ziad’s fiancée, Ms. Sengün, was in hospital on 11 September 2001 after her tonsils were 
removed.  Two  days  later,  after  being  released  from  hospital,  she  was  interviewed  by 
unidentified “German authorities” at Police Headquarters, Bochum, Germany. Prior to her 
interview, she had called the police and advised that she was no longer able to reach Ziad. 
She said she was seriously concerned about her Lebanese friend. Having learned about the 
attacks in the United States she was afraid that something might have happened to him. She 
did not know, however, that the U.S. authorities had already planned to designate Ziad as one 
of the suicide-pilots of 9/11. His name only appeared in the media one or two days later.

After telling the police about Ziad and his interest in learning to fly, as well as about his 
flying studies in Florida, she told them about Ziad’s last telephone call.



Here are excerpts from Ms. Sengün’s police deposition which she made under penalty of 
perjury on 13 September 2001 (as reported in an FBI translation):

“We rarely had written contact. Writing was simply not his thing. ... Looking 
back, we spoke on the phone almost daily....   spoke to him on the phone last on 
Tuesday, 9/11/2001, I believe it was between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m. I believe it was 
rather 3 p.m. He called me. I took the call in my room at the Catholic Hospital 
in Hattingen Blankenstein. He called me frequently during the week. I believe it 
was on Thursday, on Saturday, on Sunday and on Tuesday. However, I  don’t 
remember precisely.  The telephone connection last  Tuesday was good.  There 
were no background noises. During the phone call [redacted] a lady from the 
nursing staff came to my room and asked what I wanted to eat the following day. 
I tried to put her off for five minutes. She absolutely did not want to wait and I 
was  not  able  to  concentrate  on  the  call  with  my  friend.  Our  telephone 
conversation was practically disrupted by the nurse when I then kept it brief and 
told my friend good-bye.”104

Note that  Ms.  Sengün was firm about  the time of  Ziad’s  call.  Her  deposition was made 
merely two days after the call. She possessed no motive to lie about the time of the call. She 
could not have known how important the time of the call had been for the United States of 
America and the Western alliance. For 3 p.m. in Germany was 9:00 a.m. in the Eastern part of 
the United States, when flight UA93 was already cruising at high altitude from where calls 
with cellphones could not be made. Therefore Ziad must have made his call from the ground 
after the take-off of flight UA93, which proves that he was not on that flight. Ms. Sengün 
certainly did not realize that her deposition would become so important!

At the end of her deposition, Ms. Sengün was asked by her interviewers to call the flight 
school in Florida where Ziad had studied, because the flight school had tried to contact her. In 
her second call attempt, a female voice introduced herself and promised to connect her to the 
appropriate person. After a short while, a non-identified male voice answered. After “some 
questioning,” he told Ms. Sengün that Ziad Jarrah was “wanted by the police” in connection 
with the 9/11 attack. He asked her about Ziad’s whereabouts. Ms. Sengün said she was unable 
to provide any information. At that point he told her that her friend Ziad was “no longer 
alive.”  

This exchange is extremely disturbing for it suggests that the male speaker lied to her by 
stating that Ziad was “wanted by the police,” knowing that he was already dead. As a rule 
people do not lie, except for important reasons. So why did the speaker lie to Ms. Sengün? 

At this point, we are forced to conjecture. Let us assume the following scenario: If parallel to 
his flight training, Ziad was working for a U.S. intelligence agency, which might have paid 
for his flight schooling or made him irresistible offers for his future, his task might have been 
to travel around the United States. Unknown to him, the purpose of such travel may have 
been to build the future hijackers’ legend – as has been described above with regard to “Atta” 
– including their alleged efforts to case airports and aircraft in preparation for their hijacking 
operation.  This  was  indeed  the  explanation  given  after  9/11  for  the  alleged  hijackers’ 



continuous travel around the United States. As an explanation for Ziad’s trips, his handlers 
may have given him some trivial assignments that he would find satisfying.

Let us further assume that Ziad smelled a rat and decided to skip flight UA93 that he had 
booked. For the sake of argument, let us further assume that it was he who wrote his farewell 
letter  under  orders,  but  deliberately  addressed it  mistakenly  in  order  that  his  fiancée not 
receive it. His absence at the airport obviously would be noted by his handlers. They would 
be terrified, lest Ziad, after learning about the attacks, reveal to the world what he suspected. 
His handlers would immediately send a commando to search and “eliminate” him. Although 
this is pure conjecture, there exists no evidence that Ziad Jarrah boarded flight UA93, that he 
possessed the skills to pilot a Boeing 757 or that he intended to die on 9/11. It is moreover a 
fact that he vanished on 11 September 2001. As no one has seen him after 9/11, he was most 
probably assassinated on that very day. 

Let us now return to the conversation with Ms. Sengün. She was first told that Ziad was 
“wanted by the police.” The purpose of that statement may have been to test her reaction, or 
more exactly to find out what Ziad had told her in his last call. Had he told her that he feared 
for his life, telling her that he’s dead would have made her extremely suspicious about the 
circumstances of his death. As Ziad did not tell her of his suspicions, possibly because he 
never told her about his intelligence activities, it was then safe to tell Ms. Sengün that Ziad 
was  already  dead.  It  is  not  known  whether  Ms.  Sengün  got  suspicious  because  of  the 
sequence of questions or whether she believed the official legend about his demise.

As to her statement about the time of Ziad’s call, German investigators, possibly after being 
contacted  by  panicked  FBI  leaders,  stipulated  that  Ms.  Sengün  had  been  mistaken.  The 
German unidentified officials wrote in an internal memorandum that the call must have been 
made 2-4 hours earlier.105 Did Ms. Sengün agree? Unfortunately, it is not possible to ask her, 
because  German authorities  swiftly  transferred her  to  the  witness  protection scheme that 
makes her inaccessible, if she is still alive.

Conclusions to chapter 3

The  FBI  confiscated  immediately  after  the  attacks  of  9/11  all  available  documentation 
regarding the boarding of the aircraft that were allegedly hijacked.  Dozens of  witnesses 
from the airlines and the respective airports were interviewed by the FBI on the very day of 
the attacks and thereafter. All existing evidence regarding the boarding of the four 9/11 flights 
must therefore be in the hands of the U.S. authorities. 
 
A government innocent of mass murder would be expected not only to seek the truth about 
the crime, but to show particular zeal in doing so, including the presentation of the most 
incriminating evidence it possesses. It would do so both to satisfy a legitimate expectation of 
its  own population (and in  the  case of  9/11 of  the  world community)  and to  dispel  any 
existing suspicions of a cover-up or of complicity in the crime.  The U.S. government, to this 
day, has failed to do so.
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