“America is too great for small dreams.” – Ronald Reagan
“There is nothing wrong with America that can’t be fixed
with what is right in America.” – Bill Clinton

History teaches us that men and nations behave wisely, once
they have exhausted all the other alternatives. – Abba Eban

A Federal judge recently ordered that a long-overdue settlement for ailing 9/11 heroes be
renegotiated, because he believes it would shortchange Ground Zero workers. Although the
delay is a hardship, one long-suffering firefighter seemed to speak for the many when he said
he would rather die waiting for what is right than, after all this time, accept what is wrong.
In much the same way, we are all being shortchanged at the World Trade Center site and we
need to be just as uncompromising, because the consequences are so far-reaching. Winston
Churchill observed that “we shape our buildings, and afterwards our buildings shape us.” One
of the most recent comments of the thousands left on the Twin Towers Alliance site came from
overseas and warned: “Any other building than the two towers of the WTC will be a shame.
Rebuild now!” Millions of people at home and abroad can see how much this really matters.
The unfortunate Freedom Tower, whose shape is so common to cemeteries around the
world, is an appalling substitute for the two spectacular landmarks that were taken from
us. Rebuilding better-than-ever Twin Towers is what most of us have always wanted.
Just last year, an MSNBC poll found that 90% of the people supported making the
transition from the current plan to a fully designed plan for re-engineered Twin Towers.
As another comment left on the TTA website asks, “How is it allowed that so few people
can be so dismissive of what so many want?” That question deserves an answer.
Anyone who is satisfied with the future that is unfolding at Ground Zero is standing up too
close. The World Trade Center is being built on the sands of false assumptions. You are
receiving a copy of this booklet, containing our organization’s recent submissions to
Attorney General Cuomo, the Port Authority’s General Counsel, and the WTC Arbitration
Panel, either because you are one of the individuals copied in on the documents, or else
because you are a prominent citizen who can be trusted to fairly judge what is presented.
Anyone who really wants to understand what is sabotaging the future of the World Trade
Center – and to learn what it is we can do about it – will find the answers within.
This is less a call to action than a call to question. It is still not too late to do the right thing.

Too Big To Fail? For once, the answer to that is YES! If we allow the boondoggle-to-end-allboondoggles to deprive us of what could have been and should have been so simple – rebuilding the
World Trade Center we lost – we will never fully recover as a country. The bipartisan disgrace has
embarrassed us before our friends and made us look ridiculous before our enemies.
Worst of all, it has left us wondering if we have what it takes to do anything right. Does anyone
truly believe that two absurdly mismatched towers with a retail “podium” stuck in between them is
the best we can do after all these years? Is a Mutt and Jeff skyline where the elegant Twin Towers
used to sparkle really the face we want to show the world – or see when we look in the mirror?
To settle for this consolation prize of a World Trade Center is un-American, because, by definition,
Americans know how to master any challenge – let alone a no-brainer like rebuilding the Twin Towers.
Our best hope is that once we start looking like America again, we will start feeling like America again.
It’s Not Too Late To Do The Right Thing!

The Real Cost of the World Trade Center
People are frustrated and bewildered by what is happening at Ground Zero. As the only
organization actively advancing the will of the American people for the future World
Trade Center, we want to share what we have learned about the obstacles to building
what the People want, New York needs, and America deserves.
Now that two mismatched towers and a retail “podium” are all that are being planned for the
World Trade Center for the foreseeable future, the only real solution is an independent
cost/benefit analysis to separate the facts from the fiction. Given the history of the project,
which was in distress long before the financial markets tanked, it’s time for officials to stop
behaving as if they have all the answers while the public’s only function is to sign the checks.
The waste at New York’s Big Drain is making Boston’s Big Dig look puny. It would be
insane to sink another public penny into the WTC quagmire until an expedited inquiry
establishes what’s what. It is easy to imagine the cries of indignation that will be heard if
logic is allowed to intrude on the officials’ agenda, but it’s not Monopoly money they are
spending. We simply can’t afford to keep taking their word for what is and isn’t feasible.
We have been hearing for years that it’s too late, but the record will show that it wasn’t true
then, and we expect an independent analysis will show that it is not true now. But we are
clearly running out of time. If the information presented here fails to prompt a real inquiry, we
will be saying a year from now: “If only we had acted last year when we still had the chance!”
It is urgent that we take guesswork out of a project that has consistently overpromised
and underperformed, because this defining moment for our country is almost up.
If it can be demonstrated that what officials are doing makes any objective sense, there
will be nothing more to say. But if the only sense it makes is that it allows those who have
misspent billions of dollars to cover that up by spending billions more, we can’t allow it.
The shocking truth is that dazzling, 21st-century Twin Towers could have already been built for
the money that’s been spent to give us next to nothing! Whose fault is that? And where did the
money go? There are many answers within this booklet. If we don’t use the information
provided here to fix a deplorable situation while we still can, the ultimate fault will be our own.
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Following 9/11, elements within the elite real estate and city “planning” circles – that had been
hostile to the Trade Center from its very beginning – lost no time impressing officials with the
need for a more “sensible” successor. They were determined that the battle for a more
“reasonable” World Trade Center that had been defeated in the Sixties would not be lost again.
Since the morning of September 11, 2001, “real estate” and “urban design” concerns had no
legitimate claim on the future of the site, but opportunists pressed for a more “modest” World
Trade Center – an oxymoron if there ever was one – even though that would undermine the
wishes and best interests of the American people. If officials were determined to coddle
those factions at the expense of the rest of us, they should not have drawn the American
taxpayer into it. The degradation of the site at our expense has only added insult to injury.
In any case, what officials preferred should have been irrelevant. But the public didn’t
realize that the people of New York and New Jersey actually own the property, with the
Port Authority merely operating as our agent. Another thing they didn’t realize was that
the contract Larry Silverstein signed seven weeks before 9/11 stipulated that he would
restore the Twin Towers if they were ever destroyed, so the only right he had was to
10 million square feet of comparable space in comparable buildings. He certainly had no
authority to re-engineer our world-famous skyline. No one did, without our permission.
Of course, Governor Pataki and Mayor Bloomberg knew that the people had a legal right to the
World Trade Center of their choosing, which is why they staged the elaborate “Listening to the
City” events and worldwide design competition. But even though the Twin Towers were
excluded, the twin-towered THINK design took the lead. So Governor Pataki had to override
the results of his own mock process in order to pursue the course they had chosen from the
start. Perhaps they really believed that it was all for our own good. It was not.
The press should have stepped in to protect the public, but the New York Times and the owner
of the New York Daily News had major real estate interests of their own that were threatened by
the prospect of resurrected Twin Towers. So as the country’s paper of record, the New York
Times’ coverage of the rebuilding effort effectively pulled the plug on the new Twin Towers
the public was hoping for and – except for a brave journalist here and there – that was that.
The President of the United States could have made new Twin Towers the centerpiece of a
stunning defense-of-freedom strategy, but he seemed to feel more allegiance to his pal
George Pataki than to the democratic system. And, of course, Congress was predictably
ineffective. So on 9/11 Democracy was attacked and then, instead of lifting it up, our own
officials kicked its wounded body to the side of the road.
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The most reprehensible tactic in the battle for Ground Zero was a callous politcal/media
effort to use the grieving families as a decoy for every problem at the site. They were
seen as unreasonable, greedy, and dead-set against rebuilding the Towers, when a great
many of them shared the American people’s desire to see New York’s beloved skyline
restored and to this day find the official memorial gross and disrespectful.
Those are the main ingredients in the witches’ brew. It has been made more poisonous by
officials determined to find a way around the consequences of their choices, which has warped
their ability to make rational decisions. That alone should disqualify them from directing the
rebuilding effort from here on. They are unfit for such a once-in-a-lifetime undertaking.
There is no reason for our World Trade Center and our country’s spirit to be captive to
politicians’ self-concern. Some of those who contributed to the broken promise at Ground
Zero may have had the best of intentions, but that wasn’t nearly enough.
Now we are being bombarded with blatant efforts to make a sadly diminished World Trade
Center seem desirable, but they just don’t pass the smell test. The talking point du jour is that
the city can’t possibly absorb all that office space, but forecasts are notoriously misleading. A
column in the New York Times early in the week wrote reassuringly that “The agreement
negotiated by Christopher O. Ward, the authority’s executive director, seeks to avoid
oversaturating the market by providing for the construction of towers in phases.” That’s rich.
Anyone who expects us to be grateful to those who are gypping us of a real World Trade
Center must think the common people are common fools. But anyone can see how ludicrous
the stunted official version of the World Trade Center has become. The curbed.com blog refers
to it as “stumpitechture.” Without WTC 2 and WTC3, it can’t even claim to be a “center.”
It is clearly time for the public to take over before it really is too late. Those who like what’s
going on now need read no further. But those who do read on will discover that there is a
remarkably cost-effective and rewarding alternative to the pig-in-a-poke that is being forced
on us. It is our duty to demand the best possible World Trade Center we can build and we
challenge anyone to read this booklet and conclude that that is what we are doing.
The “Twin Towers II” plan has only been disqualified because it doesn’t fit officials’ twisted
criteria. But the American people are not slaves to those priorities. The obvious efficiency of a
design that incorporates hundreds of identical floorplates, instead of scores of uniquely tapered
templates, means that one Twin Tower could be built for less than the price budgeted for the
“Freedom Tower” and the other for less than the price budgeted for the wasteful transit hub.
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That means that for the same publicly-funded dollars, 100% of the 10 million square feet
that were destroyed could be replaced, instead of just 25%. But for that to be true, it would
mean that instead of squandering $4 billion on an elaborate and unnecessary transit “hub” that
could never pay for itself, a much more functional transit facility would serve the same
purpose, with leasable space and a performing arts center rising above.
Considering that the other 75% of the office space was given away and that re-engineered Twin
Towers could be completed in three to four years, instead of dragging the construction out for
decades, how can spending much more and taking much longer on something that practically
no one wants be defended? It can’t be – which is why they don’t even try.
Eliot Brown of the New York Observer recently posted a thorough analysis of the enormous
public investment in the World Trade Center. His “Subsidy City: The Real Public Costs of the
World Trade Center Towers,” is an ambitious effort to put the current project into perspective.
What follows here builds upon his tally, pointing out that the public’s real costs go far beyond
the financial reckoning. Some of the most damaging costs of the current project include:


The damage to the social contract. The cost of dismissing the overwhelming
popular support for new Twin Towers and the dishonest way the process was handled
by officials and covered by the media can’t be exaggerated. No legitimate public
policy can be based on treating the earnest objections of private citizens as if they
have no value. That attitude has no place in our democracy and most especially, no
place at Ground Zero. Elected officials are in contempt of the constitutional authority
we have granted to them when they ignore questions that don’t fit their “answers.”



The damage done by misrepresenting the support for new Twin Towers. In his
Observer piece, Mr. Brown mistakenly assumes that the current rebuilding plan was
“sold to the public,” which perpetuates the myth. Furthermore, he asks if “the current
plan would ever have gone forward had the public known its full contribution from the
start,” which is a good question, except that he is again assuming the public played a real
role in arriving at the current plan. The record conclusively shows it did not.
Even though the majority of New Yorkers and the American people naturally lined up
behind rebuilding the Towers from the start, no “equal time” was given to that reality in
news reports and documentaries. The total lack of common sense that has dominated
the process is in direct proportion to the total lack of interest in what the people think.
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The damage done by portraying as inevitable something that was anything but.
Billions of dollars have been wasted catering to architectural conceits, such as "it
would be a tragedy to erase the erasure” and “it's an imperative to restore the street
grid.” Excluding the Twin Towers from the so-called competition and civic debate
was indefensible in a democracy. People need information, not propaganda.
Even within the architectural community, there were eminent leaders, including Robert
A.M. Stern, Philip Johnson, MoMA architecture curator Terrence Riley, Bernard Tschumi,
Dean of the Columbia School of Architecture from 1988-2003, and the late Herbert
Muschamp, New York Times architecture critic who wrote "Back to Basics: Twin Towers
II" in June of 2004, who were all in favor of bigger and better Twin Towers. If the
rebuilding effort had been open, a lively debate would not have been suppressed.



The damage done by allowing the Port Authority to behave as if it really “owns”
the property, instead of operating it as the public’s agent. The agency effectively
forfeited its rightful claim to the property when it failed to protect the public’s
interests in it. It subverted its role and betrayed its position of trust by allowing the
public’s interest in the property to be eroded by the gerrymandering of the Trade
Center that was written into the convoluted 2006 “Master Development Agreement.”
Far from being constructive, that agreement between The Port Authority and Silverstein
Properties handed Silverstein, our lessee, public property he had no right or claim to.
Who can point to any public discussion at the time of whether the Port Authority should
give Silverstein the title to 75% of the office space he had leased (at extremely favorable
terms) in 2001? There was never any need to give the public’s invaluable property away
to finance construction, because the “Twin Towers II” plan was always affordable.
If the matter had been debated in 2006, it would have resulted in acclaim for the far
more popular and feasible plan. The unauthorized give-away to Silverstein Properties
of public property that the public, if consulted, would never have agreed to, made
Governor Pataki guilty of malfeasance – not for the first time.
If we are jumping to conclusions, it is only because the Port Authority denied our
Freedom of Information request to inspect the 2006 “Master Development
Agreement” and 2001 leases, claiming that disclosure would “impair” ongoing
negotiations. Indeed. In other words, the public has to be protected from itself. In
other words, the controlling authority at the WTC is out of control.

The Real Cost | 6

What is not conjecture is that a debilitating conflict of interest was built into the contract,
which put the “owners” of 1WTC and 3&4 WTC in competition for the same tenant
base, causing them to make decisions based on “turf,” which undermines the integrity of
the overall project. That conflict, in effect, nullifies what the arbitrators have identified as
the agreement’s central purpose – a “world-class” Trade Center. It provides all the
grounds needed to void the agreement, which would allow the public to reclaim its
property and proceed, based on the findings of an independent analysis.
Another example of the renegade WTC mindset at work was the Port Authority’s
commissioning of a world-famous architect notorious for busting budgets to design
the canopy over the WTC transit “hub.” It was a commission no public agency could
responsibly award. Since the NY and NJ governors failed to do their duty to put the
brakes on the rogue agency, it was the media's job to expose the design as a
preposterous misuse of public funds, which started at $2 billion, is now budgeted at
$3.2 billion, and is widely expected to exceed $4 billion – four billion dollars – for
what is basically just a PATH station and subway stop.


The damage done by the overblown memorial. Brown’s analysis didn’t examine
the memorial, but it should not be exempted from critical analysis and common sense
just because it is being paid for with private funds. Since it manages to be
extravagant, mediocre, and morbid, all at the same time, and leaves both 9/11
Families and the public cold, the obvious question is: who exactly is it for?
And what about the $50 million that will have to be raised annually – or else a billion dollar
endowment secured – to keep the water pouring down the memorial’s giant drains? Unless
Mayor Bloomberg is planning the grand gesture of funding it himself, the day will come
sooner than later when the cost will not make sense to those who have to find the money
every year – and then the much-touted waterfalls at the billion-dollar memorial will go dry.



The damage done to our homeland security. In Israel, it is Counter-Terrorism 101
to immediately erase all visible evidence of a terrorist attack, so that the perpetrators
have nothing to point to and take credit for – but in America, we are giving them a
giant trophy instead. The widespread belief that by failing to rebuild the Twin
Towers we are letting “the terrorists win” is nothing to scoff at. The first two of the
three comments that follow were left on our TTA petition from overseas and give a
good sense of how we are viewed from abroad:
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“REBUILD THE TWIN TOWERS! It is a moral defeat to shrink in the face of
terrorist threats. Nothing has rewarded the jihadists more than the ongoing
sight of a world landmark wiped off the face of the earth…”
“I cannot believe that not rebuilding the Twin Towers is even an option. Like
watching an afterschool fight: one boy knocks the other down and the crowd
looks on to see if the fallen boy will stand his ground or admit defeat. The
world is watching to see what America will do within response to the attacks.
Just as the events of 9-11 will never be forgotten, so will whatever America
does with Ground Zero. We can only hope that this Phoenix will rise again
from its ashes. A Canadian who loves NYC.”
“Terrorism is a war of symbols. That is why the Towers were targeted and that is
why they must be rebuilt. Not at the old height, but higher, only thus can we avoid
symbolic capitulation - and we must, ere the terrorists smell blood in the water…”


The damage of diminished returns on the public’s investment. To build an
uninspired office park, stuffed with government offices paying inflated rents at the
public’s expense, while saddling the site with construction for at least another decade,
and possibly two, when we could instead build spectacular Twin Towers within four
years, is stunningly irresponsible. What’s more, the lost revenues from restoring one
of the world’s foremost landmarks, which would surely make them the most
celebrated towers in the world, can only be imagined.
The “Twin Towers II” plan incorporates all the same safety enhancements and
architectural bells and whistles of the current project, while restoring within three or
four years the full 10 million square feet we lost. Securing simple legislative approval
to allow for the mixed-use model would make the allocation of space responsive to the
needs of the markets, and would lift the whole city up, instead of dragging it down –
starting with the construction industry. If both towers were rising simultaneously, the
battered building trades would be fully employed through the remainder of the
recession. That would be one of the many win-wins of rebuilding the Twin Towers.
Those who are resisting the “Twin Towers II” plan have no idea what it would offer
New York City and the country. While broadcasting the message of resilience and
resolve that only restoring the skyline can credibly do, the mixed-use facility
would deliver exactly as much ultra-prime office space as the city needs at any
particular time, along with the most desirable residential spaces anywhere.
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It would be New York’s first 24/7 city-within-a-city. In addition to offering the
potential of acres of trading floors, the massive floorplates would also make it the
ideal Hollywood-on-the-Hudson location or boutique convention space.
The commercial/retail/residential ratio would be dictated by market conditions, but was
designed to be two-thirds commercial, crowned by retail establishments, restaurants, and
even 24-hour grocery stores around the lush, multi-story, fresh-air atrium in each tower.
Those who live or maintain corporate suites on the floors above would have the
option of doing their day-to-day shopping and dining sixty stories in the sky, while
those who work below could go either up or down for their meals and relaxation. The
proposed WTC 3 and 4 are banal in comparison.

In the final analysis, nothing could be more damaging to our national psyche than
ever-shrinking expectations. For all of these reasons, the Twin Towers Alliance, which
has no agenda other than promoting the legitimate will of the people, has been calling for
an independent cost/benefit analysis to determine what the public’s full range of options
really are and to determine what it would cost to make the transition to the meticulously
re-engineered “Twin Towers II” plan at this point, if that is what the public chooses to do.
It would take days, not weeks, to get a rough idea of the feasibility; weeks, not months, to
finalize the details; and months, not years, to execute the complex transition. Given the far
greater efficiency of building one uniform building twice, the transition to “Twin Towers II”
is still competitive, although the savings naturally would have been much greater a year and a
half ago when we first proposed it to Mr. Ward and he promised to respond quickly.
Now, after eighteen months of the most staggering federal bailouts, it is unlikely that
the American people would want to continue subsidizing the wrong World Trade
Center, just because unaccountable politicians have fouled it up, when all they have
to do is take it out of their hands and underwrite the real thing instead.
No doubt the transition would have been much simpler and less costly last May, when “Twin
Towers II” designer Kenneth Gardner offered to make a presentation at the “Gracie Mansion
Summit.” But the Mayor and the others refused to look at the ten-foot model and blueprints –
because, presumably, they didn’t want to see how much more sense his plan makes.
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But now, as their project gets more nonsensical by the day, we cannot afford to trust
the motives and judgment of the very officials who have so mismanaged the project
all along or allow them to deprive the rest of us of an inspiring World Trade Center.
The “too big to fail” strategy has been discredited everywhere except at Ground Zero, but in
one sense it is true here. The public was not the primary stakeholder of GM or of the banks we
saved from collapse. But the extent of public investment does actually make the public the
primary stakeholder at the World Trade Center and the only arbiter of what it is worth to us.
An MSNBC online poll last year found that 90% of respondents favored the “Twin
Towers II” project over the “Freedom Tower” plan. Since the strong popular support for
rebuilding the Twin Towers has only grown stronger over the years, compared with virtually
none for the current plan, since the World Trade Center is and always has been public property,
and since the World Trade Center is being built primarily with public funds, the public has a
right to decide whether to proceed with the current plan or to do whatever is necessary to
convert the site to “Twin Towers II,” and get on with building a fitting World Trade Center.
It is safe to say that the American people will be much more inclined to pay for a real
recovery than a hollow one. There is nothing we can’t achieve if we are motivated, as the
awful aftermath of 9/11 proved for all time. But we need unbiased information in order
to make the best decisions and that is the very least we should be able to expect from
public servants in government and the media.
Two qualities that have been conspicuously absent from the rebuilding process are
perspective and imagination. But it doesn’t take either one to recognize that there is no
good reason why two states should bear the burden of developing this site, or to limit the
strength of our recovery to what those two states can afford. And it is irrational and
improper to leave the project in the control of what is recognized to be the most
dysfunctional state government in the nation and individuals who are far more concerned
with justifying their mistakes than with healing our city and country.
The problem is mainly a matter of perception and process. That is why the most appropriate
solution would be to federalize the property – not by a “taking” but a “giving.” Governor
Paterson recently pointed out that New York “took the bullet” for the country. If the two
Governors offered to sell the sixteen acres to the United States, the two state budgets would
be greatly relieved of the heavy development burden at the same time that the money from
the sale would significantly alleviate their severe fiscal distress. Why would they refuse?
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From the national standpoint, it wouldn’t be a handout, but a loan to give the distressed site the
full-throttle treatment it needs to become all that it can and should be. Inviting individuals to
buy shares in a syndicate would quickly replenish the funds and make it a treasured public asset
in every sense. If the privatization of the Trade Center made sense ten years ago, the
federalization of the Trade Center is the ultimate, most appropriate, solution now.
Everyone will acknowledge that there are some things only the Federal Government can
do right and this is a perfect example of that. We would never expect New York and
New Jersey to put a man on the moon, and at this point, putting our country’s World
Trade Center back together requires the same dedicated effort.
It is a good analogy because, just as with the race to the moon, new Twin Towers would
give our nation’s self-confidence a massive boost. It would revitalize and rejuvenate our
country, while New York City and both states would be co-beneficiaries of the
resurrected icons. With concerted effort the Twin Towers could be shining in just a few
years. It would be a fitting way to observe the tenth anniversary of the attacks. It would
be the stimulus we’ve all been waiting for. It could even attract the 2020 Olympics to the
ring around New York Harbor. It would be the beginning of a new era.
Instead of bailing out corporations and executives who abused their positions, we would
finally get a chance to do something that will shore up the American people. But this is
not a decision for politicians and the media to make for us. We know where that would
lead because we know where it has led. The only ones who have a right to decide what
the World Trade Center is worth to the American people are the American people.
It’s time to give them all the facts and then wait to find out what they decide.
We have done our part by assembling this presentation, which is divided into three sections.
The first is a public record of the obviously substantive appeals we have made in the past
month to the Governors of New York and New Jersey, the Attorney General of New York,
the General Counsel of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the WTC
Arbitration Panel. We hope those officials will give the submissions their consideration.
When the Port Authority responded to our challenge to their decision denying us access to
the 2006 “Master Development Agreement” and the 2001 Silverstein leases, they made no
effort to answer our concerns on the merits. They merely reiterated that the 2001 leases
and the 2006 Agreement “are currently undergoing renegotiation. Disclosing those records
at this time will impair present negotiations of those leases.” That’s not good enough.

The Real Cost | 11

Since the basis of our appeal challenged the propriety and legitimacy of those
negotiations, by contending that no one is protecting the public’s interests, the dismissive
response is clear confirmation of our concerns. Once this material is distributed, we will
look into the next level of that appeal. The other individuals and agencies we contacted
can also expect us to spare no effort to get good-faith answers to good-faith questions,
because we are advocating a goal most Americans agree with. It deserves their respect.
The second part of the presentation is a compilation of diverse opinions. What each of those
viewpoints has in common is that all recognize the current program to rebuild the World Trade
Center is defective from a number of different, sometimes conflicting, vantage points. What
makes this presentation unique is that we are advancing a solution that can elegantly resolve
every one of those concerns, finally converting a dismal failure into a spectacular triumph.
The third part – just a few dozen recent comments from the thousands that have been left on
our site – is the heart and soul of our efforts. It is the reason we have left our lives on hold, year
in and year out, spending every free moment and spare dollar trying to find new ways to
awaken officials to what they owe the public and future generations. It shouldn’t be so hard.
When we say it’s not too late to do the right thing, we aren’t just referring to building
new Twin Towers, but also to showing respect and reverence for the way our democracy
is meant to function. We are all on the same side. If there ever was a time when we
should have reasoned together, this was it.
What is happening at Ground Zero is not a mere difference of opinion or simply sheer
incompetence. It is a crime – a gigantic crime – because it is a brazen theft that, if it succeeds,
will cheat so many billions of people now and in the generations to come of something we
should have been able to count on. The most recent comment on our petition says it all:
“The towers of world trade center had always been an American symbol. I am
Brazilian and here in Brazil all want the towers as it was before and I am certain
that everybody also wants this…”
Building new Twin Towers would solve all of the problems we face at Ground Zero. It’s
time to do what should have been done 8½ years ago. It’s the right thing, the smart thing,
and the popular thing to do. So, really, what are we waiting for?

Please, rebuild the towers, as a sign of your resolve and
unwillingness to give up. It will fill every freedom-lover’s heart with
joy all over the world. – Mateusz Kocot | Citizens of Other Nations

March 26, 2009

By Fax and Certified Mail
Governor David A. Paterson
State Capitol
Albany, NY 12224

Governor Christopher J. Christie
125 West State Street
Trenton, NJ 08625

Re: The Proposed Solution for Ground Zero
Gentlemen:
A New York Times headline reported on Thursday that “Two New Towers May End The Impasse at
Ground Zero.” The ironic choice of words was both clumsy and sad – a characterization that fits the entire
project. As an organization that is clearly authorized to speak for the public in this matter, we are making an
urgent plea for sanity to replace the madness that is running wild at the former World Trade Center site.
Given the strenuous public objections that have been dismissed for the past eight years – instead of being
dealt with honestly – it seems that officials are betting they can just go on their merry way, carelessly
ignoring diligent efforts to communicate legitimate concerns, and voters will forgive and forget, because
they have more “important” things to worry about. That would be a bad bet at any time, but particularly
in the current exasperated political climate, and particularly at Ground Zero. We hope that you will
consider this letter and the material that follows with open minds and hearts, because a real recovery
and a true healing are most certainly not beyond us and would surely be the legacy of a lifetime.
When you, Governor Paterson, met with the New York Times editorial board in September of 2008, and
were asked what particularly surprised you about your first six months in office, you replied, “What
surprised me the most was how little people who have authority want to exercise it.” You two now
have an epic opportunity to exercise your authority by a grand gesture of respect for the people you
serve and the country you love. We doubt you can read the material that follows without recognizing
that the current project is an unmitigated failure and acknowledging the public benefit that would come
from actually rebuilding the World Trade Center, instead of effectively ratifying its destruction.

In any case, no “final framework” can be honorably “hammered out” until the public has been given
the opportunity we were denied by the Port Authority to scrutinize the 2006 “Master Development
Agreement,” which took the remnant World Trade Center site and gerrymandered it in ways that
guarantee it will never again be a real World Trade Center – or any kind of “center” – but just a yet to
be determined number of random buildings. Until we can spend a day studying that document, there is
no one who can convincingly assert that the public’s interests are being protected in this process.
As for the latest news, no one who lives in the real world would actually take credit for a plan that diverts up
to another $600 million in State, City, and Port Authority funds to “backstop” two commonplace office
buildings that would reportedly take until at least 2017 to open, leaving the third and best tower to possibly
be built sometime in the future. Throw in the extravagant and morbid memorial, the depressing “Freedom
Tower,” and the $4 billion-and-counting PATH station and what you have is not a solution, but a swindle.
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It’s the construction industry's version of "New Coke" – when only "Coke Classic " will do. No wonder no
one was interested when the markets were racing. If fully informed of the options, who could fail to
appreciate the superior claim of “Twin Towers II” – a fully designed plan that would replace a losing
proposition with two spectacular, 21st-century Twin Towers, that would incorporate all of the bells and
whistles of the current project, while saving billions of dollars and – most importantly – that would repair
the hole in the skyline and the nation’s heart – as only Twin Towers can – and do it years ahead of the
current project? Who is benefiting from trying to jam a square peg into a round hole? Not the people.
The public is sick of it. It is not the officials’ property that is being disfigured, money that is being
wasted, or country that is being undermined, it is ours. We are therefore prepared to apply to the
Federal Government to rescue the site from state and local officials who have forfeited their right to
control it, because they have proven incapable of giving us a World Trade Center that is worthy of
our nation and obstinately refuse to consider a far more feasible and popular plan while they still can.
We are holding out hope that this appeal will not fall on deaf ears. As you, Governor Paterson, recently
pointed out, New York took the bullet for the country on 9/11. There is no reason why two states
should bear the burden of redeveloping this site, or that our recovery should be limited to what they can
afford. We aren’t suggesting “a taking” but instead, what would a win-win for all – “a giving.”
If the Governors of New York and New Jersey would offer to sell the sixteen acres to the United
States, the two state budgets would be relieved of a heavy burden and would instead be enriched by
the purchase. Concerted efforts could then quickly get underway to get the property built and the
Twin Towers shining in just a few short years. It would be the stimulus we’ve all been waiting for
and the beginning of a new era. What’s more, if it were opened up to public participation, the
purchase funds would quickly be replenished, making it a treasured public asset in every sense.

If the privatization of the Trade Center made sense ten years ago, the Federalization of the Trade
Center is the ultimate, fitting, solution now. There are many facets to the proposal that we will not
expand on here, but everyone acknowledges that there are some things only the Federal Government
can do right and this is a perfect example of that. It would revitalize and rejuvenate our country,
while making New York City and both states co-beneficiaries of the resurrected World Trade Center.
We hope you will engage your imaginations and consider just how wonderful that would be.
Respectfully,

Margaret Donovan and Richard Hughes | The Twin Towers Alliance
cc:

Professor Alan M. Dershowitz, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, Attorney General Andrew M. Cuomo,
Executive Director Christopher O. Ward, Chairman Anthony R. Coscia, Mr. Larry A. Silverstein,
Hon. George C. Pratt, Harry P. Sacks, Esq., Mr. Eugene McGovern, Director Melody Barnes,
Domestic Policy Advisor, Attorney General Eric Holder, GSA Inspector General, Sen. John McCain,
Sen. Joe Lieberman, Sen. John Kerry, Sen. Jim Webb, Sen. Scott Brown, Mr. Jeffrey B. Fager

atts: All bound together in the Twin Towers Alliance booklet, “It’s Not Too Late To Do The Right
Thing.” It can be found online at http://www.twintowersalliance.com/Mailing_3-26-10.pdf.

Nearly a thousand construction workers rallied on March 9th for an end to the stalemate at the
WTC. If they realized that there is a far more fitting and feasible option to the current plan,
they would see how lucky we are that the process has been so slow. Anyone who doubts that
they would prefer to be building new Twin Towers instead should ask them.
The American people are at the mercy of New York’s profoundly corrupt government and a
sadly complicit media. But there must be someone with the character to tell it like it is…
Reasons to build “Twin Towers II”
 Because it is what most Americans want.
 Because it is not in the American nature to be terror-ized. In Israel, effective counterterrorism begins with erasing the evidence of terrorist gains. In America, the current dismal
project would become a giant trophy in the propaganda showcase of global jihadism.
 Because new, mixed-use, Twin Towers would be far more cost-effective, time-saving, and, in
the end, rewarding than the current plan. World-class Twin Towers, beside an inspiring
memorial, would yield a far more valuable public asset.
 Because even after factoring in the transition costs, the current plan would cost billions of
public dollars more than “Twin Towers II” and add years to the recovery – for what?
 Because Mr. Silverstein is our tenant and signed a contract on 7/24/01 promising to rebuild
the Twin Towers if they were ever destroyed. He should be held to that.
 Because it’s paid for: The money already budgeted for the “Freedom Tower” would pay for one
Twin Tower and the money already budgeted for the transit “hub” would pay for the other. (And
what right does a publicly-funded agency have to spend $4 billion-plus on a PATH station?)
 Because it could be in construction within a few months and would be finished years ahead
of the current schedule, due to the far greater efficiency of building one uniform tower twice.
 Because the latest Port Authority offer to Silverstein Properties would cost New York City
hundreds of millions of tax dollars – for what?
 Because public servants have no authority to dismiss a plan that would save billions of dollars
and years of time – especially when the result represents what the people really want.
Reasons to build the “Twin Towers II” Memorial
 Because the “Twin Towers II” memorial is far more popular with both 9/11 Families and the
public at large than “Reflecting Absence.”
 Because it would cost hundreds of millions less to build and would not require $50,000,000plus in annual contributions to operate.
 Because it would incorporate the progress that has been made on the museum and could be built on
top of the concrete that has been poured for the current memorial. And, because it faces onto West
Street, it would not have to remain closed while the rest of the site is under construction.
 Because “Reflecting Absence” is the ultimate anti-memorial. The message of the thundering falls
disappearing down the giant drains is apparent – we are nothing but helpless victims of
overwhelming forces beyond our control. That is the opposite of what most Americans believe.
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Because it doesn’t take much imagination to realize that the roar of 20,000 gallons of water an hour
would be a morbid echo of the crashing towers, over which people would have to shout to be heard.
Because the “Twin Towers II” Memorial is life-affirming. The tragic relic that stood throughout the
valiant rescue and recovery efforts framed by the gleaming Twin Towers rising beyond it would be
the ultimate metaphor for the triumphant human spirit.
Because the circle of flags around the footprints, representing every nation that lost a citizen,
would symbolize our unity and the deathlessness of life. And the stirring peal from the
world’s largest orchestral carillon of bells would be the sound that has uplifted broken hearts
for centuries, in dramatic contrast to the thunderous, depressing, falls.

Some of the consequences of building “Twin Towers II” instead of the current plan:
 Greenwich Street would not cut through the World Trade Center.
 There would be no giant tombstone marring a celebrated skyline.
 The transit “hub” would have an Opera House above it, instead of a billion-dollar canopy (which
could still be built elsewhere in the city – as the Silverstein towers could be – using private funds.)
 Officials would be put in their place – as our public servants.
The failure at the Trade Center is giving us the best chance we’ve had to get it right since the
process began. It’s time to put the cart behind the horse by ordering an independent analysis of
what “Twin Towers II” offers, what the current plan can provide, and the cost of each. We can
see where we are headed now – the facts above speak for themselves – and so will the end result.
Public officials at state, local, and national levels have no business spending the public's money
to downgrade the World Trade Center – especially in spite of the evidence of a far more popular
and feasible option. It’s not their prerogative. It is beyond the scope of their authority.
We believe that many officials and journalists agree with this cause, but are afraid to take a stand.
Perhaps the increasingly diminished nature of the site will give them courage. Maybe love of
country will inspire them. Or the picture below may remind them that some people go out on a
limb every day, while so many of the rest of us live behind walls of excuses and regrets.
Something has to awaken our nation to the danger. If enough money and power can defeat the will
of the people at Ground Zero, of all places, then who is in control of the country? Do we actually
have a government of, by, and for the American people, that operates by the consent of the governed,
or don't we? The World Trade Center is going to answer that question – whether we like it or not.

March 16, 2010
Attorney General Andrew M. Cuomo
120 Broadway
New York, NY 10001
By Fax and Certified Mail
Dear Attorney General Cuomo,
If you saw a woman being raped would you look away? The public’s rape at Ground Zero, by
elected officials and their appointees has been going on for over eight years. We are asking you to
please come to the rescue, while we can still build a World Trade Center that is a credit to our nation.
The dishonest process that defeated the popular will for the new Trade Center is not the issue
here. What we are concerned with is arresting the crime that is currently underway, while it can
still be remedied. We believe that a true resolution is actually more likely now than ever before,
because the current project has so consistently failed to perform by every measure.
Governor Paterson, Mayor Bloomberg, Speaker Silver, Mr. Ward, and Mr. Silverstein are all
aware that there is a credible plan to build re-engineered, mixed-use, Twin Towers and a fitting
memorial that has strong 9/11 family support. They know that the inherent efficiency of the plan
could conceivably still save billions of taxpayer dollars and put us ahead, not behind, schedule.
To disregard such a rewarding possibility, instead of carefully examining it, is an act of flagrant
contempt, particularly given the crippled project we are now saddled with. And what are they
offering instead? Less all the time – a never-ending series of letdowns that is headed for further
diminishment. How can they then explain the refusal to examine an alternative that appears to be
far more affordable and tremendously popular? Whose money are they spending?
Governor Paterson, Mayor Bloomberg, and Speaker Silver have flagrantly exceeded their
constitutional authority and failed to faithfully execute their offices – as did Governors Pataki
and Spitzer in their turn. It is common knowledge that most people believe the way to heal the
skyline of New York and the heart of America is to rebuild the Twin Towers. What are their
grounds for opposing the will of the people and pushing a project that the markets won’t touch?
If Governor Pataki had not used his special connection to the Bush Administration to wrangle a
promise from the GSA that put the lackluster “Freedom Tower” on life-support, the troubled
development would have been cancelled years ago. It certainly seems that there was a coordinated
strategy at all levels of government to dismiss the “Twin Towers II” alternative without a good
faith look into the merits of what it could offer, which amounts to a costly criminal conspiracy.
As for the Port Authority, Mr. Ward violated his position of trust when he put a clearly moribund
plan on steroids, knowing there was a credible alternative. When asked about rebuilding the Twin
Towers on the “Ask the Port Authority” webpage, he lied about the option, saying that the Twin
Towers would add years to the ultimate completion of the project, when just the opposite is true.
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Political appointees do not have the option of lying to the public in order to further an agenda
that the people would not support if they had all the facts. He has repeatedly inflated what has
been spent at the site and tried to hide the fact that much of the work had to be done in any event
and would not be wasted if plans changed. His assessment is worthless. Given his history of just
this sort of rogue behavior, which is documented in the attachments, he should be removed, and
the Port Authority’s in camera minutes scrutinized for evidence of collusion to use public funds
to frustrate the public’s will. If the evidence is there, the entire Board should be replaced.
It is unlawful for public officials to willfully suppress evidence that could bring material
well-being to their constituents if it were considered. Furthermore, Mayor Bloomberg and
Speaker Silver deserve official censure for their efforts to bully Port Authority officials into
financing the Silverstein towers, when that would clearly undermine the agency’s charter.
As another one of the attachments observes, the Port Authority’s commitment to any of the
Silverstein towers, including Tower Four, is subject to legal challenge. The Bloomberg/Silver
onslaught epitomizes the sort of high-handed behavior that created the current fiasco to begin with
and that is keeping New York State mired in corruption. Rebuilding the Twin Towers would go a
long way towards decontaminating New York’s toxic state and local government.
Officials have forfeited their right to control the project because their loyalty is not to the people.
It is not enough that officials find the current dubious plan meaningful, since it is clear that most
Americans are unimpressed and solidly favor rebuilding the Twin Towers. The consequences of
what will finally stand at Ground Zero goes beyond the spiritual and material well-being of our
city and nation and into the realm of homeland security. The Israelis teach that counter-terrorism
begins with erasing the evidence of terrorist gains. It is deplorable that officials would give our
enemies the satisfaction of materially changing the legendary New York skyline and making it a
giant trophy in the propaganda showcase of global jihadism.
Officials have no legitimate authority to keep the whole country in the dark about our real
options and the choices we have to make as a nation – because we were attacked as a nation
and will bear the consequences as a nation. They abused their power by obstinately refusing
to look into the merits of a plan that can successfully address all of the shortcomings of the
current plan, while tying the public to a plan that was a dismal failure even before the markets
tanked. Now, as the arbitration panel is poised to impose a solution, it is certain that
whichever side wins, the public will lose – unless you act.
The current predicament was built upon layers of false assumptions. The solution is simple –
don’t assume that we are better off on the current course, no matter what. We are not. The
public has invested billions of dollars and billions more will be required in any event. We are
owed more than assumptions. An expedited accounting of what it would cost and how long it
would take to complete the “Twin Towers II” plan is overdue and preliminary findings would
take days, not months. If whatever is built is to have any legitimacy, that evaluation must be
done before another penny is squandered. Then, armed with the facts, officials could ask their
constituents which future World Trade Center they prefer. We know that those who should
have ordered such a study never will. Perhaps the arbitrators will consider it, since they have
the authority to mandate a solution. But we are turning to you because cleaning up official
misconduct is your responsibility.
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Aside from being our Attorney General, you may be New York’s next Governor. The World
Trade Center is above all the hapless creation of three New York Governors who forgot their duty
to the public. Would you be proud to sign off on the current project, having been informed that the
country is being deprived of a far more promising and suitable solution?
Try as they may to complicate it, the situation boils down to this: Two 110-story towers that
belonged to the public were taken from us and we are being forced to pay top dollar for something
in their stead that virtually nobody wants. But there is nothing wrong at Ground Zero that some
political courage can’t fix. As Dr. King said:
“Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things that matter.”
Sincerely,

Margaret Donovan and Richard Hughes | The Twin Towers Alliance

cc:

Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, Gov. David A. Paterson, Gov. Chris Christie, Executive
Director Christopher O. Ward, Chairman Anthony R. Coscia, Mr. Larry A. Silverstein,
Hon. George C. Pratt, Harry P. Sacks, Esq., Mr. Eugene McGovern, Director Melody Barnes,
US Attorney General Eric Holder, Inspector General Brian D. Miller, Sen. John McCain,
Sen. Joe Lieberman, Sen. John Kerry, Sen. Jim Webb, Sen. Scott Brown, Mr. Jeffrey B. Fager

att:

By Mail Only-- Corroborating material also posted at www.twintowersalliance.com/save-the-wtc.

March 18, 2010
Mr. Darrell Buchbinder
General Counsel | The Port Authority of NY & NJ
255 Park Avenue South – 15th floor
New York, NY 10003
By Email and Certified Mail

Re: Freedom of Information Reference Nos. 11557 and 11589
Dear Mr. Buchbinder,
The Twin Towers Alliance request for a copy of the 2006 “Master Development Agreement” was not the
result of idle curiosity or malicious intent. As the leading organization representing the popular will for a
real World Trade Center, we are certainly not the spoilers in this sad spectacle. If ever there was a challenge
that required more light, not less, this is it. The “too big to fail” doctrine has been discredited everywhere –
except where it is at its most damaging to our nation’s confidence – the World Trade Center.
We asked to see the “Master Development Agreement” because it radically changed the face of the World
Trade Center, a public holding, in ways we can’t understand without looking into the agreement. That is
also the basis of our request for the 7/24/2001 Silverstein lease, which we were surprised was denied. On
9/11/2001, Silverstein Properties had the rights of a leaseholder, nothing more or less. We want to pinpoint
precisely how Mr. Silverstein’s status evolved into whatever it is today, because it appears that the public’s
handle on the situation deteriorated at the same time. Exempting these two documents, which are so
fundamental to the endemic difficulties at the troubled site, because their disclosure “would impair current
or future awards or negotiations,” betrays an unsettling lack of propriety and accountability.
One would think we were asking to see state secrets. It is shocking that two documents that had such
enormous bearing on the public’s control over property that it had wholly paid for could, under that
proviso, always be barred from the public domain until it is too late. That is a Soviet-style maneuver
that may have been tolerated in more trusting times, but the scathing injury the nation has recently
suffered at the hands of its public servants was fair warning. We know now, if we didn’t before, that
we cannot trust officials to always do what is best for the people. If letting the public in on the details
of the original transfer and the 2006 “Master Development Agreement” would impair negotiations,
then it simply stands to reason that those negotiations are not likely to be promoting the highest
public good – which is the bedrock for whatever is built.
To be quite frank, it appears we are being swindled. What sound enterprise could be so delicate that
public scrutiny would “impair” its stability? Rebuilding the World Trade Center is the most critical
development in our nation’s history and we hope that what is built will one day be old and venerable,
like the White House or Independence Hall. We can’t afford to do the wrong thing. Public scrutiny at
this point is vitally important. Our country will be defined in our own eyes and in the eyes of our
friends and foes around the world by what we build on the ashes of the World Trade Center.
The privatization itself is a good example of how fast and loose officials play with what is entrusted to them.
In 2001, the claims were that the $3.2 billion that gave Mr. Silverstein a 99-year lease to our property was
going to make the Second Avenue subway a reality – and what do we have to show for it now? Ironically,
if only the Silverstein connection had not complicated the post-9/11 landscape, the Governor would likely
have had a much tougher time evading and deflecting the public’s call to rebuild the Twin Towers.
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In its FOI Policy, the Port Authority claims to recognize that “an informed citizenry enriches the function of
government” and that “the activities and decisions of the Port Authority (and its subsidiary corporations) are
the public's business.” Just so – but that appears to be mere lip-service. If the PA really felt accountable to
the public, you would not be trying to baffle citizens’ good-faith efforts to be fully briefed on the current
project (or be spending $4 billion dollars worth of tolls on a glorified PATH station.) If you, in effect, say
that the “public” has hypothetical weight but no real “standing,” then we are going to say that the Port
Authority has become a rogue agency, run by rogue bureaucrats, on our tab, and is headed for a reckoning.
All of the so-called top-tier stakeholders, as well as the press and arbitrators, for that matter, have
private interests that are at odds with the public’s benefit. So, if we, who have no personal stake in
the process, are shut out of performing our rightful role of observer, who is going to guarantee that
defects that can still be corrected will not be built into the project instead? Apparently, the Port
Authority would be quite satisfied if the answer to that is “no one.” But if the only way to build what
you want to build is to suppress inquiry and criticism that would interfere with your agenda, then you
should know you are operating outside of your charter.
Which brings us to our inquiry into the Port Authority’s title to the World Trade Center. We were informed
today that copies of your title to the property will be made available to us. We are not yet privy to the
details, but as we see it, saying that the Port Authority is the “owner” of the property is misleading, because
its agency status gets completely lost in translation. Private property was condemned and the land was paid
for with money collected at the Port Authority tunnels and bridges, not from executive Port Authority
paychecks. The land was “taken” to serve a higher public good and that stamped its lawful character.

So the question is how did something that was acknowledged as a prime public asset prior to 9/11
suddenly belong to everyone but the public after 9/11? What instrument conveyed our legitimate
rights to those with absolutely no superior claim? None. The World Trade Center is still public
property – not in the abstract sense – but in the legal sense – and to the extent that that was changed
by the MDA, the people are certainly entitled to know about it. Furthermore, once billions of
taxpayer dollars came to the rescue, the World Trade Center only became more of a public asset,
not less of one. But now, instead of belonging simply to the citizens of New York and New Jersey,
every American has a rightful voice in the future of Ground Zero.
Officials love to complicate the picture, but the truth is that not one of the nineteen agencies or
other stakeholders can trump the public’s legitimate role. You acknowledge – wink-wink – that
your “activities and decisions” are “the public's business.” But “the public” is not some sort of
disembodied, metaphysical entity – everyone-but-no-one – that you can misrepresent and
marginalize to your hearts’ content. The public is any individual or organization that can make a
credible claim to give fellow citizens a voice – and may not be casually dismissed.
Your appeals process asks that we provide “the reasons why the requester is entitled, under the
Freedom of Information – Policy and Procedures, to access to or copies of the record requested.” In
considering how to best do that, we did a Google search for “Twin Towers” to establish where we
placed. While the results are dynamic and shift daily, on the morning of March 17, 2010, we placed
first out of 2,890,000 entries – above the Wikipedia “World Trade Center” entry and the National
September 11 Memorial and Museum website. That ranking came at the price of 15,000 man-hours
and hundreds of thousands of words written to convey to officialdom the frustration of the people of
this nation who feel betrayed by the way those who were put in office to serve the common good have
hijacked the rebuilding and recovery process.
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We therefore reject the notion that you are authorized to deny our requests with the ridiculous claim that,
in essence, the public has to be protected from itself. And you are certainly in no position to accuse us of
threatening the public’s best interests, unless you can show that you are actually engaged in protecting the
public’s best interests, which we are ready to demonstrate is decidedly not the case. The Freedom of
Information Act supports us; you have no credible reason to deny us.
Sincerely,

Margaret Donovan and Richard Hughes | The Twin Towers Alliance

cc:

Professor Alan M. Dershowitz, Attorney General Andrew M. Cuomo, Gov. David A. Paterson,
Gov. Chris Christie, Executive Director Christopher O. Ward, Chairman Anthony R. Coscia, Mr.
Larry A. Silverstein, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, Hon. George C. Pratt, Harry P. Sacks, Esq.,
Mr. Eugene McGovern, Mr. Jeffrey B. Fager

The Twin Towers Alliance Petition
“We, the undersigned, share the belief that nothing could be more inspiring to our people, or disheartening
to our enemies, than Twin Towers, at least as tall as before in every respect, soaring above Ground Zero.
“We believe that the devastation of September 11, 2001 clouded the picture long after the rubble was
cleared away and that a thorough public examination of the rebuilding option is overdue and now
required before proceeding on an unalterable course.
“We recognize no financial or political roadblocks that cannot be overcome if rebuilding the Towers is
the will of the people. And, we see no conflict between stunning Twin Towers and a noble Memorial,
which belong together on this site that means so much to us all.
“We submit that there is only one way to truly heal the skyline of Manhattan and the heart of America:
Rebuild the Twin Towers. Doing anything less would leave a permanent scar on the face of New York
and diminish a legendary city.”

March 19, 2010
Hon. George C. Pratt, Chairman
Harry P. Sacks, Esq., Arbitrator
Mr. Eugene McGovern, Arbitrator
Re: WTC Arbitration No. 2
Gentlemen:
When we wrote to you on February 16th, after carefully reading your January decision, we believed
that you were committed to what you identified as the "central purpose" of the Master Development
Agreement – to provide for "the redevelopment of the new World Trade Center [which] will result in
a world class environment of the highest quality."
We’ve been denied the opportunity of reading the actual agreement, which we have appealed, but if a
world class environment of the highest quality is indeed the central purpose, then anything that
makes attaining that goal less likely is debilitating and must automatically be rejected.
Now that the deadline has passed for a meeting of the minds between the PA and SPI, you can pass
the buck, as so many before you have done. Or, you can admit that the World Trade Center is on a
sorry trajectory to an ever more feeble and irrelevant future, pretensions to repairing the skyline or
restoring the space that was lost now abandoned, and use your authority to jumpstart a true recovery.
If there were some inescapable rationale for compounding the tragedy, we would all have to make
the best of it. But when there is an alternative that can powerfully address the many challenges to the
creation of a robust World Trade Center and that does it in a far more affordable and time-saving
manner than the current plan, it is criminal misconduct for officials to dismiss it without inquiry.
Mr. Ward likes to pretend that rebuilding the Twin Towers would mean going backwards and undoing
all that has been done. That is preposterous and he knows it. But it costs nothing to go backwards in
our minds and let go of all the assumptions, so many of them false, that are standing in the way of
developing that world class environment of the highest quality. There is no justification for resisting a
simple, expedited inquiry into a plan that outperforms the current plan, if that truly is the goal.
We have copied you in on the letter to Attorney General Cuomo and the FOI appeal to the Port Authority,
so we won’t cover the same ground again. If you really do think “the public” has a “special interest in the
completion and success of the Trade Center Redevelopment,” you will read every word with interest,
because, whether you wish to recognize our “standing” or not, it is hypocritical for officials to continually
claim to honor the public and then refuse to recognize that the “public” is not a mere theoretical body, but
real people, whose real dollars and real sense give us a real claim to a real World Trade Center – no matter
how radical or objectionable our out-of-control officials may find that notion.
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As arbitrators, you have sweeping authority, but no right to undermine the public’s role in the future
of the World Trade Center. You may be “creatures of a contract” but you are, above all, citizens of a
country whose well-being will be profoundly affected by your actions. It was as creatures of a
contract that you urged the PA and SPI in your December 8. 2009 decision to “complete as quickly
as reasonably possible the entire redevelopment project, not only as a revitalized commercial center
for New York City, but also as a symbol for the entire nation of the indomitable American spirit and
its determination to rise above and overcome the tragedy of 9/11.”
If, as creatures of a contract, you refuse to consider the most direct and economical way of achieving
that aim, if your words are empty, and you use your position to authorize a sell-out at Ground Zero,
then you will be joining a long line of Quislings. Everyone who has had an opportunity along the way to
make this situation better, has either failed to act at all or made it worse. There honestly are no terms too
harsh to describe the wanton plundering of the people’s hope for a World Trade Center that is worthy
of the price our nation paid on 9/11 – and will continue to pay.
Therefore, we urge you, preliminary to mandating a solution, to do the public a great service by
declaring, now that the deadline has passed, that no further movement between the parties will be
considered until ten days have been spent comparing the relative costs and benefits of the current plan, the
“Twin Towers II” plan, and the costs of a transition – not by faithful hacks, but by an independent panel
that will take the guesswork out of the public’s options, while we are at this impasse.
The current failure at the Trade Center is giving us the best chance to get it right since the process
began. No one has the authority to commit us to billions more without first giving us the oversight that has
been so conspicuously lacking. We have the constitutional right to know what the relative plans would cost,
and if, as we expect, it can be corroborated that the efficiency of constructing one uniform building twice
would more than pay for the transition, then it would be indefensible to suppress that information.

We contend that everything about the plan is superior to the depressing project that officials are trying to
impose on the site. The authentic skyline would be restored and the entire lost square footage would be
recovered within a few years, without dragging the anemic recovery on for the next decade and beyond,
while the mixed-use Towers would allow for high-tech office space to be allocated in response to the
overall economic climate – pulling the city up, instead of dragging it down. And the ultra-prime
residential space would become a magnet for those who live above the financial storm clouds, insulating
the property from future downturns.
What are officials offering instead? Either two or three buildings that will be stuffed with
government offices paying inflated rents – because, as everyone conveniently ignores, there was no
private interest in the boom years; a site that will be under construction for at least a decade at ever
higher costs; and a skyline that was a letdown when it included the showy Tower 2 and would now
incorporate a long-term, possibly permanent, gash instead. Perhaps it is merely misfeasance.
Perhaps those in charge simply have no vision or imagination at all. But either way, they have
overstepped their authority by refusing to look into a project that has so much to recommend it.

Submission to the Arbitration Panel
March 19, 2010 | Page Three

If there is a solution to the stalemate at Ground Zero that does not require a public bailout of Mr.
Silverstein or the further diminishment and crippling of the site, then refusing to investigate it is an
unpardonable offense. To pretend that the current project comes anywhere near to making our city
“whole” is delusional. The attached “Pros and Cons” present the current options at face value. To
go on compounding past mistakes, just to spare bureaucrats the embarrassment of admitting them, is
a crime against this generation and the generations to come. It does not need to be.
It is flagrantly corrupt to ignore years of concerted efforts to get officials to question the wisdom and
legitimacy of the current project and to then tell the people who are paying for it that they are out of
luck because the ill-advised contracts and procurements that were made in spite of those efforts now
bind us to a project that is contrary to our best interests. Not so. Contracts can be converted.
Reckless waste and deceit are nothing new for Mr. Ward. It is time to awaken from the nightmare.
The Twin Towers Alliance petition concludes with the following statement:
“We recognize no financial or political roadblocks that cannot be overcome if
rebuilding the Towers is the will of the people. And, we see no conflict between
stunning Twin Towers and a noble Memorial, which belong together on this site
that means so much to us all.
“We submit that there is only one way to truly heal the skyline of Manhattan and the
heart of America: Rebuild the Twin Towers. Doing anything less would leave a
permanent scar on the face of New York and diminish a legendary city.”
That we can still heal our land is only possible because of years of dedicated effort on the part of structural
engineer Kenneth Gardner. “Twin Towers II” happens to be a meticulous, fully designed, spectacular
alternative to the current national disgrace. The re-engineered Twin Towers would incorporate all of the
advances the current plan offers, but in a cherished form, instead of ratifying the offense. Why would
anyone want to deprive the nation of such a glorious option? Why would anyone choose to sign off on a
plan that would cost billions of public dollars more than “Twin Towers II” and add years to the recovery?
We encourage you to learn more. You can still choose the high road for all of us.
Sincerely,

Margaret Donovan and Richard Hughes | The Twin Towers Alliance
cc: Professor Alan M. Dershowitz, Attorney General Andrew M. Cuomo, Gov. David A. Paterson,
Gov. Chris Christie, Executive Director Christopher O. Ward, Chairman Anthony R. Coscia, Mr.
Larry A. Silverstein, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, Mr. Jeffrey B. Fager
atts: Pros and Cons Fact Sheet; Jeffrey Dinowitz Op-Ed in NY Daily News 5-26-2008

The twin towers were iconic to NYC. Without them there's a nasty scar on the
face of our skyline. Anything else we build would just be cheap make-up trying
to mask the scar. – Angel Torres | Metro New Yorkers

Most people have always
wanted to rebuild the Twin
Towers. Since this famous
New York Post headline ran,
in July of 2002, when the city
was still so wounded, the
support has always been at
least 50%, with the other 50%
divided. Just last year, 90%
responded in favor of building
new Twin Towers. The recent
“60 Minutes” report on the
World Trade Center, looking
into “A National Disgrace,”
should have come as no
surprise. As the review below
of respected architecture critic
Philip Nobel’s account makes
painfully clear, it has been a
national disgrace all along.

There's a moment in Philip Nobel's new book, Sixteen Acres: Architecture and the Outrageous
Struggle for the Future of Ground Zero, when a participant at one of the Lower Manhattan
Development Corporation's "Listening to the City" forums back in 2002 vents his frustration."This is
the story of a thousand people drinking Shirley Temples and smoking candy cigarettes, and they all
think they're in the back room with their scotch and cigars," the participant says.
It was true—the public never got anywhere near the cigar smoke in the back room. Though for
many the Ground Zero rebuilding effort exuded the quaint impression of a grassroots, democratic
process in the heart of a grief-stricken Big Apple, Nobel's book, together with other recent
examinations, reveals the degree to which the process was manipulated by big money interests
and a powerful governor on an election-year time table who dealt from a stacked deck.

Given the ever-shrinking prospects for the site, how can officials refuse to authorize the cost/benefit analysis we
are requesting? If the current course can be justified, that will be established. If not, we need to know that now.

Complete gridlock
Public Forum Letter
Updated: 02/23/2010 01:08:24 PM MST

On "60 Minutes" last Sunday night, one segment featured the site of the World Trade Center –
still a hole in the ground eight years after 9/11. The Empire State Building was completed in just
more than one year during the Great Depression.
The failure to rebuild the World Trade Center has been attributed to arrogance, greed, corruption,
lack of political will and failure to compromise. These traits also describe America as a whole
today. Our political system is so mired in negativity and corruption that the United States cannot
win and end wars, repair its economy or lead the race for new energy. It has become polarized
into complete gridlock.
We should discontinue the work on the World Trade Center site and just hang a sign on the fence
that says: "Welcome to America – the country that used to be great."
Sherrie West
Park City
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Subsidy City: The Real Public Costs of the World Trade Center Towers
By Eliot Brown
April 5, 2010 | 1:34 p.m

For more than a year, an exhaustive battle raged over the future of developer Larry
Silverstein's towers at the World Trade Center, with the Port Authority, Silverstein Properties,
the city and the state fighting over just what to build, and how to fill a financing gap.
And when a tentative deal was finally reached late last month, the result was one celebrated
by many a public official: With new rent abatements, $600 million in other forms of public
money, and conditions Silverstein would have to meet, the development of two towers could
go forward, freeing the site from its potentially crippling deadlock.
But to take a step back from the specifics of the financing, the deal broadly represents the
latest chapter in a recurring storyline at the site, as the quest to rebuild has repeatedly
demanded new public assistance as the years have added up since 9/11, both for the
infrastructure and for the private office towers planned by Silverstein.
Between subsidies, the assumption of risk, and various other incentives, a tally by The
Observer counts 10 various forms of public assistance, each with substantial potential price
tags. If it is fair to add these up—and there is a decent argument to say it is misleading to do
so—the total risk is well over $2 billion.
While the ultimate public tab may never come to be that high, what is clear is that the
amount of public assistance for what is now to be two private World Trade Center towers
with 4 million square feet is exceptional, and far more than ever advertised or anticipated
when the rebuilding plan was sold to the public.
Taken with billions in cost overruns on the site's public infrastructure—including a PATH
station for 60,000 commuters a day now estimated to cost $3.2 billion, up from $2 billion—
it is an emblem of a flaw so common to public-private partnerships: One development plan

is sold to the public with promises of a certain subsidy level and an expected long-term gain
from rent. But conditions change, costs increase, the market worsens, and once it seems too
late to turn around and scrap a deal, a developer needs more aid, and the public sector is in
a tough place to refuse.
The latest agreement—in which the city, state and Port Authority will put in $210 million in
equity, $390 million in less risky debt coverage and more than $400 million in rent
abatements—is now the fourth layer of public assistance promised to get the private office
towers off the ground. First there were tax-free Liberty Bonds; then a "Marshall Plan" meant
to aid Lower Manhattan's recovery, with special breaks for the World Trade Center; then a
revised financial agreement that included two new leases that are far more than the
government would traditionally pay for office space. At each point, the implication was that
the market would not bring these towers up on their own, so the public needed to step in
with aid to clear a path for construction. And at the discussion of each round of assistance,
the decision to add on a new subsidy had some rationality, with officials saying they were
too entrenched to start over and rethink the broader plan.
The site, of course, is laden with emotion and politics, and the desire to rebuild after a
terrorist attack sets the site in a different category than the traditional public-private
partnership. But in layering on the assistance at various different points over the past nine
years, what is clear from the latest deal is that the total amount of public assistance is
extraordinary and tremendous, and one wonders if the current plan would ever have gone
forward had the public known its full contribution from the start.
Here is the list (with a disclaimer below):
-$2.6 billion in Liberty Bonds, first granted in 2002. This is financing that is exempt from
federal, state and city taxes, with the federal government missing out on the bulk of the tax
revenue that would have been created by traditional financing. No analysis of the estimated
current subsidy—foregone tax revenues—on these bonds has been made available. But using
the same ratio of total bonds-to-subsidy estimated for Yankee Stadium tax-exempt bonds
would mean more than $600 million in foregone revenues. Liberty Bonds were used to
help spur numerous other developments in Lower Manhattan, as well as the Bank of
America tower in midtown.

-Commercial Rent Tax abatement, granted in 2005. This relieves tenants of a would-be 3.9
percent tax on their rent. Assuming a conservative $65 a foot—the rent for the Port
Authority's space in Tower 4—for the 3.4 million taxable square feet between the two
towers, this would comes out to $8.6 million a year, or $129 million when added up over
15 years in forgone revenue to the city. The commercial rent tax was exempted for all of
Lower Manhattan in 2005, although it was only temporary. The World Trade Center site
was granted a permanent abatement. As the rents rise, the foregone revenue clearly
increases (a Silverstein-commissioned report by brokerage CB Richard Ellis anticipates at
least $91 a foot for Tower 2 in 2015).
-Direct rent subsidy, granted in 2005. This provides a $5-a-foot subsidy for the first
750,000 square feet leased at the World Trade Center, and would not necessarily go to the
Silverstein towers. Given that the subsidy has already been earmarked for a 290,000square-foot lease at 1 World Trade Center, the most the tenants in the Silverstein towers
could receive is for 560,000 square feet, which would come out to $42 million over 15
years.
-City of New York lease option on 582,000 square feet in Tower 4 at $56.50 a foot, granted
in 2006. While Silverstein has argued this lease is below market for new office space, the
city traditionally leases older office space at substantially less cost, often in even lower cost
locations such as downtown Brooklyn and Long Island City. Assuming an average of $44 a
foot for Lower Manhattan Class A office space that would increase to $49 a foot by 2013,
this would be a total additional cost to the city of $65 million over 15 years. (Silverstein
has emphasized that its buildings are more efficient than older buildings, and thus provide
additional benefit). The lease option was negotiated in the context of the realigned financial
agreement from 2006 in which the Port Authority assumed the right to develop 1 World
Trade Center and another development parcel across from the site.
-Port Authority lease for 600,000 square feet in Tower 4 at $65 a foot, tentatively granted in
2010. Taken with the same assumptions as the city, this comes out to $144 million added
up over 15 years. This was initially agreed to in 2006 as well, although the rent was
increased in the latest agreement.

-City and state equity in Tower 3, tentatively granted in 2010. The city and state have agreed
to put $210 million in equity for construction of this tower should Silverstein secure a
prelease of at least 400,000 square feet at $60 a foot and raise $300 million in private
capital. The city money is from payments in lieu of taxes the city would not receive if there
were no tower.
-Public backstop on Tower 3, tentatively granted in 2010. The Port Authority, city and state
governments have agreed to put in $390 million to pay debt service on a $1.1 billion loan
for Tower 3, should the rents from the tower prove insufficient to service the loan. This
money would only go to service the debt after exhausting about $200 million in additional
Silverstein funds (from insurance money meant for Tower 2 and trapped fees and proceeds).
-Partial rent abatement for Tower 3, tentatively granted in 2010. The Port Authority has
agreed to partially abate the rent for Tower 3, with Silverstein paying 25 percent rent until
tower construction (when it would increase to 50 percent rent). At 10 years of 25 percent
rent, this would come out to, roughly, $195 million. (The actual number may be higher;
the Port Authority would not provide a specific estimate.)
-Rent abetment for Tower 2, tentatively granted in 2010. With the construction date for
Tower 2 pushed to the indefinite future, the Port Authority plans to grant a full rent
abatement for 10 years for the tower. This comes out to roughly $260 million (The actual
number is likely higher; the Port Authority would not provide a specific estimate here either.)
-Backstop on Tower 4 loan. The Port Authority will back the debt on a $1.3 billion loan
for Tower 4. Given that there are two government tenants (including the Port Authority) for
1.2 million square feet, it is highly unlikely the agency would ever pay this loan off in full.
In reading all of these subsidies, a disclaimer is necessary. This is a tally, not a mathematical
analysis. It was created in the absence of public analyses by those who have the tools to do
them in a thorough manner, and thus the raw numbers come with their flaws. They do not,
for instance, illustrate the level of risk associated with the various subsidies (e.g., the public
sector is planning to backstop $390 million in debt on a $1.1 billion loan for Tower 3,
although there are other pots of funding that would first have to be exhausted before the
public would begin to start payments). In addition, certain numbers would typically be

measured in the current value to the public sector, or "net present value." (The tally counts
the cost over 15 years for leases, for example. By this measure, Silverstein Properties was
required to pay $1.8 billion over the next 15 years in rent before the recent agreement, far
more than the net present value, given that the whole 99-year lease was valued at $1.5
billion in 2006.)
In examining the mess at the Trade Center and the context for the added subsidies, it is
significant to note the context. The rationale, again and again, seems to be that public
officials wanted the private towers to rise in the face of a market that would not otherwise
allow their construction, as the need to rebuild was the dominant theme. Construction costs
rose, financing became more difficult, and many government-imposed factors contributed
to the imbroglio as well. The interwoven site design has dictated unrealistic schedules and
led to exploding costs, for one. And the mayor and governor centered a revised 2006
financial agreement with Silverstein around the concept of rebuilding all 10 million square
feet at the site at once. Just four years later, that concept has been abandoned, yet the basics
of the financial agreement were still in place when the latest round of renegotiations took
place, adding to the complexities of discussions.
The site is also different from any traditional development site, as Silverstein has pointed
out, in that the rent is extremely high, as it assumes the speedy redevelopment of office
towers. The rent on the empty sites alone was to be $78 million a year, escalating
substantially after completion was anticipated. Silverstein did secure $4.55 billion in
insurance, which allowed the rent to keeping flowing. However that amount on its own was
by no means enough to simply replace the space that was lost, particularly given the
incredibly complex site design.
This has been one of the driving factors of the debate, and particularly in the latest rounds
of talks, as without a long-term guarantee of rent from Silverstein, the Port Authority would
have suffered a major loss in annual revenue.
Still, scarce public sector economic dollars are generally not spent where they simply can
fetch some return, as many investments can claim a long-term benefit. Dollars go to where
they can best be utilized. And if anything is clear from the layering of subsidies at the trade
center site it is that it has been a vacuum for government assistance. Infrastructure costs

have skyrocketed, costing the Port Authority billions in money that would be spent on
transportation projects such as new airport terminals or a new West Side bus garage. The
public sector is also throwing money at developing its own tower, the $3.2 billion 1 World
Trade Center, perhaps the most expensive major skyscraper ever built on a per-square-foot
basis given intense security measures.
Each and every component at the site has cost far more than ever advertised, sucking down
additional funds to see completion. The latest deal with Silverstein is simply the most recent
installment of a recurring series, as the desire to rebuild the World Trade Center has proved
a dominant force in public decision-making, often at the expense of rational fiscal policy.
ebrown@observer.com
http://www.observer.com/2010/real-estate/subsidy-city-how-much-willpublic-pay-new-world-trade-center-towers?
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Port Authority Official Criticizes Towers Deal
By CHARLES V. BAGLI

The news on Thursday that the Port Authority and the developer Larry A. Silverstein had ceased hostilities and come
to a tentative agreement at ground zero was greeted with a great deal of fanfare. But judging from a blistering note the
next morning from the Port Authority’s vice chairman, the next 120 days are going to be anything but peaceful.
The vice chairman, Henry R. Silverman, said in an e-mail message that the final deal allowing Mr. Silverstein to build
two skyscrapers at ground zero with up to $1.6 billion in public subsidies cannot leave the developer flush with cash
and the authority at financial risk.
“The notion that a private developer and/or his investors profit while the public sector is at risk for billions of dollars
is unacceptable,” he wrote to the authority’s executive director, Christopher O. Ward, and eight fellow commissioners.
Only 17 hours earlier, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, Gov. David A. Paterson and various labor leaders lauded the
announcement that the two sides would spend the next three months putting their rough outline of a deal into formal
documents.
But clearly the commissioners are worried. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey is already building 1
World Trade Center, a $3 billion tower at the northwest corner of the site, which also needs tenants, as well as a $3.2
billion transit center and the national memorial.
“By enabling the construction of Towers 3 and 4, we are further crystallizing” a loss of $1 billion to $2 billion on 1
World Trade Center, Mr. Silverman wrote. “If we owned a losing McDonald’s at 18th and Park, would we build two
more restaurants on the same block?”
Mr. Silverman said he recognized the “public interest” in rebuilding Lower Manhattan, but he and other
commissioners wanted to reiterate to Mr. Ward the importance of ensuring that the developer not profit or take
development fees while public money is at risk. He also said that the authority should get a bigger return for its
investment if the buildings are successful.
Asked about the e-mail message, Mr. Silverman said: “It’s self-explanatory. It doesn’t require further comment.”

Mr. Ward, who negotiated the tentative agreement on behalf of the authority, attended the news conference with the
mayor and the governor. Anthony R. Coscia, the board chairman, did not. Mr. Coscia said Thursday that “much work
needs to be done to hammer out all the details in a complex agreement.”
Asked about Mr. Silverman’s e-mail message, Stephen Sigmund, a spokesman for the authority, said: “We believe this
is a strong framework for building out the entire World Trade Center site. The board directed the staff to finalize an
agreement, and we look forward to doing so responsibly. We’re committed to partnering with Silverstein Properties
on the east side of the site.”
With the downturn in the economy and declining toll and airport revenue, the authority has been forced to cut $5
billion from its capital budget. Mr. Silverman and the commissioners who govern the authority are clearly worried
that providing subsidies for speculative office towers in Lower Manhattan will mean that important transportation
projects go unfinanced.
Mr. Silverstein leased the trade center just weeks before the complex was destroyed in a 2001 terrorist attack. Under a
2006 development agreement with the authority, he was to build three enormous skyscrapers along Church Street
with a combination of insurance money, private financing and tax-exempt bonds.
But he has been unable to secure financing or corporate tenants because of a weak real estate market and lenders’
refusals to pay for new projects. Predicting that the market will rebound in the coming years, Mr. Silverstein asked the
authority to provide financing and won the backing of Mayor Bloomberg.
The authority, which estimated that Mr. Silverstein’s initial proposal would cost $3.5 billion, did not want to finance
big office towers that could sit empty, leading to a 16-month impasse. The authority came under enormous pressure
from Mayor Bloomberg, and later Governor Paterson, to fashion a solution.

Updated: Mon., Mar. 29, 2010, 9:57 AM

'Breakthrough' baloney
Last Updated: 9:57 AM, March 29, 2010
Posted: 12:21 AM, March 29, 2010

After 8½ years of Ground Zero stagna tion, here's what officials now call "progress": Thursday, they struck a deal to stave
off a complete collapse of the rebuilding plans.
At least, for the moment.
If all goes well.
Way to go, guys.
Years of delay at the pit -- thanks to feckless public officials, from Mayor Bloomberg and the Albany triumvirate of George
Pataki, Eliot Spitzer and David Paterson -- have shamed New York.
Nearly a decade after 9/11, Ground Zero remains a huge . . . construction site.
Not a single new building's been completed (save for 7 World Trade Center, which was built across the street, free of
government strictures).
The toxic Deutsche Bank building, slated for demolition, remains standing -- even after two firefighters died in a 2007 blaze
there. Businesses, residents and workers have been at wits' end.
And officials are proud that they averted another disaster? Please!
"I think now we really are making progress," Bloomberg bragged. Sure.
That's what they said after the big 2006 deal that locked in financing terms and construction responsibilities for developer
Larry Silverstein and the Port Authority, which owns the land.
It's what they said in 2003, when they adopted a "master plan" for the site.
And it's what they'll say again, no doubt, in a few years -- when they break the next impasse. "Progress"? Ha!
"From my first day in office," Paterson said Thursday, "rebuilding the World Trade Center site has been at the top of my list
of priorities." (Right after snagging World Series tickets, no doubt.)
Yet, get this: Silverstein's WTC Properties President Janno Lieber actually praised the hapless Paterson. Surreal.
Consider Thursday's "breakthrough" (Steve Cuozzo provides details on the adjacent page): Silverstein will simply keep
building the one tower he's already working on -- a 64-floor home mostly for . . . government offices.
As for the other two towers he's to build -- who knows? In the near term, one will likely be paved over for a plaza; the other,
turned into a six-story stump for stores.
This is a breakthrough?
True, Silverstein faced financing woes that threatened to halt work, force a redesign of the project and trigger new delays
and costs. Supposedly, funds are now in place that will allow everyone to proceed; catastrophe's been averted.
Perhaps. But given Ground Zero's sorry record, New Yorkers can sure be excused for not popping the champagne quite
yet.
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'Breakthrough' pact accomplishes 'Zero'
By STEVE CUOZZO
Last Updated: 9:51 AM, March 26, 2010
Posted: 2:04 AM, March 26, 2010

Do the Port Authority, Larry Silverstein, Mayor Bloomberg and Govs. David Paterson and Chris Christie think we're stupid - or do they actually believe the richly seasoned baloney they recycled and repackaged yesterday?
Their press conference touting an alleged end to the World Trade Center stalemate sounded just like George Pataki's.
Bureaucrats would hail a "breakthrough," Pataki would guarantee completion dates, and Silverstein would proclaim the
governor "magnificent."
And yesterday, there was Silverstein's point man, Janno Lieber, praising Paterson -- so clueless, he once had no idea that
Ground Zero's tallest tower, 1 WTC, was under way a year after it started.
The "agreement" poses more riddles than the Sphinx. It's at least four months from an actual deal, and one that cost-cutter
Christie can kill by rolling over in his sleep.
Yet Bloomberg -- who hasn't even been able to reopen Tavern on the Green -- made it sound like new towers will be
popping up overnight.
In fact, the new "framework" pushes back construction of Towers 2 and 3 indefinitely, while promising only Tower 4 by
2013.
It includes "immediate construction" of a "transit and retail podium" at the Tower 3 site. Construction by whom? Silverstein
has long said no to putting a shopping mall up before the rest of the building because it would push his office lobby up
many floors above the street.
In fact, the tower might never get built, thanks to new pre-leasing and financing requirements unlikely to be met for years.
The parties almost made utter failure to make progress sound like a great step forward. There was too much public,
political and media pressure for them not to. But how will they talk their way out of the hole next time?
steve.cuozzo@nypost.com
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A dubious WTC deal
By STEVE CUOZZO
Last Updated: 4:59 AM, March 29, 2010
Posted: 12:26 AM, March 29, 2010

The "agreement" between the Port Authority and Larry Silverstein announced last week comes down to this:
The new World Trade Center will be a mere shadow of the original in terms of office space -- at best.
At worst, it will be a shadow of a shadow, with as little as 2.7 million square feet available for private-sector use compared
with 10 million pre-9/11.
That's disastrous for the city -- which needs new, state-of-the-art space to bolster an inventory in which more than 65
percent of existing office buildings are at least 50 years old. Great companies will need to look out of town for the electronic
and environmental imperatives they can no longer do without.
Silverstein and Mayor Bloomberg put their best faces on the "deal" -- which won't even be a deal for at least four months.
By then, even the limited gains Silverstein eked out for 4 WTC -- the only one of his three planned towers with a
reasonable likelihood of completion -- might be whittled away by the New Jersey-dominated PA.
Opponents of new office development hissed that the tentative agreement was an unconscionable giveway to Silverstein.
It was more accurately an emasculation of his agenda, putting the largest of his towers, 2 WTC, on indefinite hold and
gutting any sense of urgency about putting up 3 WTC.
The PA did agree to provide backstop financing (essentially a loan guarantee) for the debt Silverstein will incur to put up 4
WTC, a $1.8 billion project that now looks solid. But it's hardly enough.
The sizes of 4 WTC and of the PA's taller 1 WTC, which is now rising, sound impressive: a total of 4.7 million square feet.
But that's still less than half of what was lost on 9/11 -- and even that's seriously misleading.
Of 1 WTC's 2.6 million feet, half are preleased to federal and state agencies; of 4 WTC's 2.1 million feet, the city and the
PA itself are committed to 1.3 million. That leaves a mere 1.9 million feet in the two towers for private-sector tenants.
In other words, most floors in two of the world's best new office towers will be used by government agencies -- rather than
by the financial, media and law firms that have the strongest need for them (and can pay market-rate rents, in contrast to
subsidized rates for the public users).
In today's troubled market, putting 2 WTC on hold for a while seems reasonable. But no such argument can be made on 3
WTC, designed by architect Richard Rogers, which would provide 2.8 million precious square feet of 21st century floor
space.
Although the PA/Silverstein agreement was presented as an impasse-breaker, it was a triumph for the PA's agenda to
thwart the developer -- and all but guarantees there will be no 3 WTC within most of our lifetimes.
Silverstein is supposed to build a six-story retail "podium" at the tower's base once the deal with the PA is finalized. It
would contain the office-building entrance and lobby, plus a shopping mall. To help him pay for the actual tower, the state,
city and PA are to provide a total $600 million in financing help.
But that "help" doesn't mean cash or even loans (contrary to the Times' assertion that the three entities would each
"contribute" $200 million, and to The Wall Street Journal's characterization of the entire arrangement as "financing"). The
jerry-built aid package for 3 WTC includes only $210 million in cash -- $130 million from the city and $80 million from the
state.
The remaining $390 is more backstop financing -- $200 million by the PA, $70 million by the city and $120 million by the
state. Silverstein would provide additional backstop by allocating $160 million from insurance proceeds that was previously
earmarked for stalled 2 WTC.
The backstops will make it easier for him to borrow against the sum -- but still leave him far short of what he needs for a
project with an estimated $2.2 billion cost, including ground rent. He'd have a mere $660 million in cash between $450
million in insurance proceeds he'll still have available, plus the relatively puny city and state contributions.
Borrowing up to $1.5 billion more would be a tall order in a strong economy, much less in one where credit for large
projects is virtually nonexistent.
Worse, the $600 million in aid won't even kick in until and unless Silverstein is able to reel in $300 million in private equity
and prelease 400,000 square feet in 3 WTC. How he's to find a tenant willing to make so large a commitment to a project
beholden to so many masters, and subject to Ground Zero's imponderables, is a mystery.
The conditions make Silverstein's ability to erect 3 WTC on top of the shopping mall remote -- or so far off as to be of no
value in alleviating the critical scarcity of office space the city needs soon to remain competitive.
Even prospects for 4 WTC are cloudier than they seem; New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie has by no means signed off on the
deal. The coming weeks will see Christie -- newly elected, popular and eager to cut costs -- mix it up with weak and
ignorant David Paterson over a final agreement. We are in for a painful four months.
scuozzo@nypost.com
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WTC has a 6-year glitch
By STEVE CUOZZO
Last Updated: 2:10 AM, March 31, 2010
Posted: 2:26 AM, March 30, 2010

Despite a tentative deal between Larry Silverstein and the Port Authority providing public financing help for Silverstein's 3
World Trade Center, the 2.5 million square-foot Ground Zero office tower might not start construction until 2020, we've
learned.
The Richard Rogers-designed skyscraper will eventually rise atop a "retail podium" that Silverstein is to start building
"immediately." The deal calls for $600 million in aid, mostly backstop financing, from the state, city and PA for 3 WTC,
which might cost over $2 billion.
But the financial help won't kick in until and unless Silverstein meets daunting equity-infusion and pre-leasing targets. Now,
unreported details of the deal reveal how long it might take to actually get the ball going.
It turns out Silverstein would have until six years after the PA completes its World Trade Center Transportation Hub to
meet the milestones necessary to trigger the aid infusion for 3 WTC.
Since the Hub -- better known as the $3.4 billion, Santiago Calatrava-designed PATH terminal -- won't be finished until
2014 at the earliest, the developer has until 2020 to first raise $300 million in private equity for 3 WTC and also pre-lease
400,000 square feet.
The wiggle-time is the most discouraging fact to emerge since the announcement of the "agreement" that won't be
finalized for four months.
(The agency is building 1 WTC; Silverstein is in the earliest phase of construction on 4 WTC; and his 2 WTC has been
back-burnered indefinitely.)
* The retail podium is a Trojan Horse for what the PA really wants -- an underground network of steel and mechanical
systems in 3 WTC's foundation, which the agency needs to support the PATH terminal next door
* The podium will have 50,000-100,000 square feet of stores -- a far cry from proposals by the PA's retail partner,
Westfield, to build retail "stumps" of a half-million square feet each.
* Leading retail brokers are dubious that high-end stores will want any part of it.
Since 9/11, Silverstein has paid the PA $10 million in annual rent for nothing. While the authority thwarted him during the
boom years by failing to excavate the tower sites, Ground Zero's tightly-woven master plan also gives Silverstein some
clout over the PA.
Because the PA can't complete the Hub without connecting to 3 WTC's foundation, it once threatened to kick Silverstein
out and do the job itself -- until, sources said, it balked at a $400 million-plus price tag.
The 6-story podium would not require redesigning the skyscraper above it. The office lobby will be on Greenwich Street
with stores wrapping it on the other sides. The PA will be responsible for store leasing -- but will tenants want them?
Among other brokers we talked to, Cushman & Wakefield's Brad Mendelson doubts it. Mendelson, long one of the city's
top retail dealmakers, knows the territory well, having worked with the PA on the smart, 1980s reconfiguration of its
shopping concourse that lured quality merchants to replace low-end shops.
Mendelson said, "the success then was driven not just by office tenancies, but by all the subways and PATH trains coming
into the same place. The transit was ill-conceived, but it force-fed the retail.
"It isn't happening that way now. There are no offices yet and nothing resembling what used to be there transit-wise. I don't
know what the point is of having retail there first.
"There's no market for retail space without a completed project," he said.
The only bright spot in last week's announcement was that the PA would provide full backstop financing for Silverstein's 4
WTC -- a provision that likely would allow him to get a construction loan.
However, despite PA Executive Director Chris Ward's strong endorsement, nobody knows who truly speaks for the
agency. PA Chairman Anthony Coscia did not attend the press confer ence. And the Times reported that PA ViceChairman Henry Silverman was al ready propagandizing against the deal.
steve.cuozzo@nypost.com
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Developer Larry Silverstein nixes plans
for 79-story Tower 2 at Ground Zero
BY DOUGLAS FEIDEN
DAILY NEWS STAFF WRITER
Friday, February 19th 2010, 4:00 AM

Clary/Getty
Construction cranes stand on the site of the World Trade Center on Feb. 3.

An iconic 79-story skyscraper long planned for Ground Zero that would have been taller than the Empire State
Building appears to be dead.
Developer Larry Silverstein has proposed a new financing scheme for the troubled site that discards the 1,270-foot
Tower 2, sources familiar with the project say. In the past two weeks, he has come under intense pressure from Gov.
Paterson to resolve his bitter war with the Port Authority.
Acting after Silverstein was slapped down last month in his bid to snag $3.5 billion in penalties from the PA because
of building delays, Paterson urged him to throw more cash into the project and scale back his demands.

Silverstein agreed and is offering to put as much as $250 million into his two remaining Church St. buildings - $175
million more than his last offer - and add $560 million from insurance and Liberty Bonds as well. To further reduce
costs, he said he would push ahead with the 71story, 1,137-foot Tower 3 - but dump Tower 2, a projected 2.3 millionsquare-foot building designed by star architect Lord Norman Foster.
The Port Authority pooh-poohed the Silverstein proposal as insignificant, and one source familiar with the agency's
thinking called it a "non-starter."
Port Authority bureacrats had demanded a lot more "skin in the game" from the builder, including $600 million of his
own money at risk - not the $250 million in equity Silverstein is now offering.
dfeiden@nydailynews.com

Updated: Fri., Feb. 19, 2010, 4:43 AM

Ground-Zero (yawn) setback
Last Updated: 4:43 AM, February 19, 2010
Posted: 12:35 AM, February 19, 2010

News flash: The World Trade Center Transportation Hub will be late.
A new Federal Transit Administration report gives only a 25 percent chance that the star-crossed, $3.2 billion project will
be finished in 2014; 2015 now looks more likely.
The only thing that would be surprising about this transit-hub news is if anyone found it surprising. Indeed, the 2014 date
for the PATH boondoggle was al ready three years behind schedule; it was to open for the 10th anniversary of 9/11.
So 2011 slipped; 2014 is about gone. But 2015 is definitely for real -- right?
Well, actually, no.
The FTA notes that completion actually depends on the construction of Towers 2 and 3 on the WTC site -- and the Port
Authority and developer Larry Silverstein remain at swords' points on that.
Further delays, of course, will add more costs to the project -- pushing the final tab to well over $4 billion.
Yes, the hub will undoubtedly look pretty -- a larger-than-Grand-Central hall beneath steel-and-glass "wings" designed by
architect Santiago Calatrava.
But as The Post's Steve Cuozzo has detailed, this is an absurd waste of time, energy and especially money for the limited
commuter and tourist traffic.
Like everything else in the Ground Zero environs, the clock ticks, the calendar page flips and the costs rise.
The real completion date? 2016? '18? '21? Who knows?
Pathetic.
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Giving Christopher
Ward Port Authority
job like fox guarding
henhouse
BY Jeffrey Dinowitz

than building aboveground on an industrial
site in Westchester - ". . . maybe upwards
of 300 to 500 million dollars."
Now five years later, with another expected
exorbitant hike in water rates, the
astronomical cost of the project has risen
to $3 billion and is being investigated by
the City Controller.

Monday, May 26th 2008, 11:45 PM

It is unfortunate that former New York City
Department of Environmental Protection
(DEP) Commissioner Christopher Ward has
been nominated by Gov. Paterson to be the
next executive director of the Port Authority
of New York and New Jersey.
His résumé when he was previously at the
Port Authority includes creating disruptive
and expensive projects with cost overruns
(JFK AirTrain and Ground Zero recovery
and demolition), and while at the DEP,
masterminding one of the city's biggest
boondoggles and growing scandals construction of the Croton Water Treatment
Plant in Van Cortlandt Park.
In order to get the filtration plant
approved, Ward told elected officials and
the public the cost of building under the
Mosholu Golf Course would be cheaper
Advertisement

Also, Ward promised the filtration project
would bring Bronx jobs, knowing full-well and the DEP's own documents indicated that geographical hiring was not going to
be possible.
Also, the plant will be using the antiquated
and inefficient "dissolved air flotation"
technology instead of the current industry
standard of membrane filtration. It has
made costs considerably more expensive
and meant unnecessary destruction of
many more acres of precious parkland.
Not to be overlooked is more than a million
gallons of groundwater this mammoth hole
is flushing daily into the city's already
overflowing sewer system.
Either Ward's DEP committed the
unforgivable sin of not knowing this
environmental disaster was going to
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happen, or he kept the information off the
list of project negatives to keep the
approval process moving forward. Is this
someone we want in charge of the Port
Authority's ecological restoration?

rebuilding Ground Zero. Our citizens need
this sacred ground to reflect the lost lives
of loved ones, not a fast-paced
developer/contractor whose priority is to
make a profit for his former associates.

To understand why the former DEP
commissioner pushed this underground
quagmire, just follow the money. Who
stood to gain the most? Why the contractors
who would do the digging and dirt hauling,
of course. Not the least of which is the
Schiavone Construction Company which
would have had limited tunnel work at the
Westchester site, but is now enjoying a
$300 million Bronx contract while the head
of its tunnel operations is under federal .
indictment.

I am concerned that with the appointment
of Christopher Ward as the head of the Port
Authority the needs of special interests will
come ahead of the interests of the citizens
of New York and New Jersey, and the
infrastructure and ecology of the port, just
as the interests of New Yorkers, took a
backseat with his $3 billion filtration plant
boondoggle.

So no one should be surprised that just
over a year after leaving the DEP - insuring
that the letter (but not the spirit) of the
city's conflict of interest rules would not be
violated - Ward became the head of the
General Contractors Association of New
York, where he continued his advocacy, not
for the general public, but on behalf of
those contractors, just as he did while DEP
commissioner.
At the Port Authority, one of his first tasks
would be to review and develop plans for
Advertisement

State Assemblyman Jeffrey Dinowitz
represents the 81st Assembly District
covering Riverdale, Kingsbridge, Van
Cortlandt Village, Norwood, Woodlawn and
Wakefield.
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OP-ED

Will DEP Be Held Accountable for Filtration
Boondoggle?
by JEFFREY DINOWITZ

It becomes more and more clear with each passing day that outright lying, half-truths, inefficient
engineering, poor planning, and politically-influenced decision-making by the NYC Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) have turned the construction site of the Croton Water Treatment Plant in
Van Cortlandt Park into an unmitigated environmental disaster that is costing taxpayers billions of dollars
and needlessly wasting precious natural resources.
Former DEP Commissioner Christopher Ward openly advocated for building this monstrosity in Van
Cortlandt Park in the Bronx, citing relatively low construction costs compared to the viable alternative site in
Westchester, and used wanton expenditures of public funds ($200 million) as incentives for Bronx elected
officials to approve the project. Ward and his advisors cleverly manipulated public officials to circumvent
the "home rule" tradition in the state legislature, whereby the elected official in whose district a project was
being built would determine the outcome in cases where "park alienation" legislation was necessary. They
also overturned generations of public policy that protected parkland from industrial construction. As one
might have expected, this highly irregular and inappropriate deal was struck in the back room of a political
party headquarters, rather than in an official office.
This is further proof that although he ought to have been an impartial decision-maker, the former
commissioner was driven to choose the Bronx for this plant. In a televised interview in March 2004, he
promised to address high unemployment in the borough by linking Bronx jobs to the project, knowing full
well that because of existing regulations this was not possible. He knew that the jobs he dangled in front of
Bronx elected officials would never materialize.
Ward's DEP embarked on a taxpayer-financed campaign to convince others that a Bronx location for the
project would be markedly cheaper than the Westchester alternative. In fact, DEP documents were falsified,
artificially inflating the cost of building in Westchester. DEP officials have confirmed these "mistakes."
Despite a massive public outcry, by disguising real impacts they were able to convince the City Planning
Commission, the City Council, the State Senate and a bare majority of the Assembly.
Experts estimate that the $992 million predicted cost of construction documented in DEP filings has now
ballooned to nearly $3 billion - and it is climbing. There seems to be no budget oversight or constraints. But
however high the price goes, taxpayers will have to foot the entire bill for the largest construction project in
the city's history through higher water rates.
Knowing what we know now about the astronomical costs and the fact that Mr. Ward was to eventually take
a job as the head of the New York State General Contractors Association, the lead group that openly
advocated for building the plant in the park, it is revealing to review his contention about building the
project in Westchester: "It would be more expensive than the alternatives in the Bronx," he said,
"considerably more expensive; maybe upwards of $300 to $500 million depending on the other additional
work that needs to be done up there."

This was another distortion. There was significant additional work to be done not at a Westchester plant,
which would have been built above grade on a city-owned industrial site, but at the Bronx location in order
to submerge a huge industrial project nine stories below ground. Along with hundreds of trucks rumbling
through the Bronx each day to cart out tons of rock, community advocates have discovered that the DEP is
dumping millions of gallons of precious water each and every day into the city's sewer system at a dual cost
borne by taxpayers who are paying to dig up the water and then process it in the wastewater disposal system.
In fact, according to a report issued in the spring, the DEP is dumping well over 1.2 million gallons, (and, I
believe, over 2 million gallons), of groundwater down the drain each and every day, and this will continue
forever, even after the project is completed. Ironically, the DEP's own Web site asks New Yorkers to "save
hundreds of gallons a week by following these water saving tips" while they themselves are wasting millions!
Had the DEP followed through with a carefully managed, tightly budgeted, environmentally sound plan and
project, I suppose I and other advocates who have opposed this from the start would be silent. But with an
unfathomable and thus far unexplained through-the-roof rise in cost and unconscionable waste of natural
resources by the very agency charged with conservation, there is no choice but to insist on a full and
complete investigation of every aspect of this enormous boondoggle.
Jeffrey Dinowitz represents the 81st Assembly District in the New York State Assembly.
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Can the Port Authority legally finance Silverstein’s
white elephants?
MONDAY, 15 JUNE 2009 09:29

BY AVI FRISCH
NEWJERSEYNEWSROOM.COM
COMMENTARY

The crashing economy and the end of New York City's building boom have
made completion of the World Trade Center project seemingly impossible,
unless the Port Authority itself agrees to finance the office towers. So far
though, the Port Authority has resisted providing financing for more than
one of the buildings, though there is political pressure for them to build
more. As has been reported in the New York Times, Sheldon Silver, the
Speaker of the New York State Assembly has called for the Port Authority
to assist Silverstein Properties, Inc., in building two towers, along with the
one tower being built by the Port Authority, while, according to the Times,
New Jersey Governor Jon Corzine and New York Governor David Paterson
"have expressed wariness about pouring additional public funds into the
office towers."
The oft-delayed World Trade Center redevelopment has long been mired in delays and setbacks almost from the beginning.
Deadlines have been missed and buildings downsized. Arts organizations have been expelled from the redevelopment
program and the architecture of the memorial and PATH station have been significantly redesigned to keep escalating costs
down. Certainly those difficulties relate to the effort to replace the Twin Towers.
Silverstein Properties, Inc., which held the lease on the World Trade Center before the events of September 11, 2001 has
planned to rebuild three towers at the site, other than the building known as 7 World Trade Center which replaced a prior
building of the same name.
One item that does not appear to have been discussed is the Port Authority's lack of any legal right to spend money on private
development.
Contrary to popular belief and the image held out by the Port Authority, the Port Authority does not have unlimited powers to do
as it pleases. Its functions and powers are strictly defined by laws enacted by New Jersey and New York.
The Port Authority was originally created in the 1920's to build a bi-state freight rail connection so that freight from New Jersey
would no longer need to be floated across the Hudson to Manhattan and Brooklyn and to generally improve the movement of
freight around the region. As many know, the Port Authority expanded into many areas, but never actually accomplished its
initial purpose.
Shortly after its creation, the Port Authority was given control over the building of bridges and tunnels across the Hudson and
then later gained supremacy over the region's airports. The cash cows that the crossings turned into left the Port Authority with
huge toll revenue money, but not many means or places to spend it.
Because the P.A. wanted to avoid having the money siphoned off to transit projects to appease bondholders, the agency
began creating special projects that were specifically approved by sponsored legislation. In the 1960's, this led to the Port
Authority taking control of the PATH system and the beginning of the original World Trade Center. In subsequent years, the
Authority built office buildings, waterfront redevelopments and industrial parks. In general, the Authority got legislative approval
for each of the projects it undertook that expanded on its core transportation and mobility mission. This includes the legislation
authorizing the World Trade Center.
Redevelopment of the World Trade Center has not been approved by new legislation. In 1962, the Port Authority was granted
permission to build the World Trade Center as a way of creating a central location for all of the participants in trade at the port,
but that is not what materialized and the buildings turned into standard, if very tall, office towers. In retrospect, the basis on
which the Port Authority got permission to build what it wanted was never fulfilled, leading to some doubt as to whether
redevelopment of the Trade Center site is encompassed within that original legislation.
It is clear that the Port Authority has the right to rebuild the PATH terminal at the World Trade Center, as the legislature has
given the Port Authority dominion over PATH, and authorized the development of facilities for PATH to improve its service, a
purpose that is as valid today as ever. Nowhere in the authorizing legislation, however, is the Port Authority given authority to
pay for the growth of private development at the World Trade Center or elsewhere.
Even if the Port Authority is itself authorized to rebuild the office towers at the World Trade Center, which is questionable since

the purpose given in the statute no longer applies, it has no authority to pay for office buildings built by private developers for a
private purpose. The Port Authority Media Relations Office declined to comment for this article explaining that Mayor
Bloomberg had ordered a press blackout in regard to all substantive issues relating to these office towers. It is well beyond the
Port Authority's role to be the lender of last resort for Silverstein Properties, which did not respond to an emailed request for
comment for this column.
As a specially formed entity meant to serve specific purposes, and authorized to borrow funds to do so, the Port Authority is
not allowed to spend money on unrelated private projects, as nowhere does the bi-state compact or related statute allow such
expenditures. It is important to remember that the New Jersey Constitution has strict limits on borrowing by the State and
frowns upon expansive borrowing without voter approval. The New York Constitution has similar limitations on borrowing. A
court reviewing these types of expenditures would have to look at the legal powers of the Authority and decide if this is within
those powers, and as this would be a challenge to corporate authority, the Port Authority's determination should not be entitled
to any deference.
Clearly, the impulse to rebuild the World Trade Center is strong. Emotions certainly run high when thinking about the site particularly for New York politicians who are ever eager to take a larger share of the Port Authority's funding for New York
projects. The political forces should guide the money toward true rebuilding of the region through well planned projects and not
waste money on redundant office towers. There are plenty of worthy projects that could be undertaken to ensure that the New
York region remains vibrant well into the future, but these office towers are not among them. If the Authority does provide
financing, even for one tower, a court challenge to its actions would be appropriate and hopefully successful.

Avi Frisch is a lawyer in Paramus and Manhattan. He can be reached at avi@avifrischlaw.com or at his website,
www.avifrischlaw.com.

Comments (1)
Better Option for WTC
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It seems that what the Port Authority should be doing is building a true regional transit hub on the site. Build ARC downtown and ext
LIRR from Brooklyn to the same site. Connect all of that with the Fulton St. subway stop and you have every transit agency except M
coming into the same site. Improving the commuting options for NJ and LI residents would do more to help downtown than a bunch
buildings no one wants, and it would fit right in with the Port Authorities original mandate.
yvComment v.

Editorial: 9/11 site must
have resolution
February 24, 2010

Raising the ugly specter of seeing "that hole in the
ground" a decade from now, New York City Mayor
Michael Bloomberg is once again ratcheting up
efforts to see rebuilding efforts move faster at the
World Trade Center site.
Indeed, what has been happening in certain
respects has been disgraceful. Rebuilding this site
should be not only a city and state priority, but a
national one.
Yes, some progress has finally been made on
building the largest skyscraper in the world and
constructing a memorial and transit hub for the
area. But it took more than seven years after the
9/11 attacks for any work to begin in earnest, as
politicians and planners, insurance companies and
financial institutions bickered over many facets of
redevelopment that, at various times, hit a virtual
standstill.

called for the Port Authority to finance several other
towers. The Port Authority has rightly balked, saying
there should be more private-sector cash for the
project than Silverstein has offered. Certainly, a glut
of office space can't take precedence over the many
other aspects of the rebuilding effort, including
getting a $3.2 billion transit hub in place, as well as
completing One World Trade Center and the
memorial. As it is, the memorial won't be finished or
fully accessible to the public on the 10th
anniversary of the attacks, indicative of how slow
this redevelopment process has been.
Bloomberg correctly points out that material and
labor costs are low, so the authority and Silverstein
should have every incentive to more forward where
they can. That could mean building fewer towers t
han has been envisioned. Certainly, the Port
Authority shouldn't be backing the bulk of
speculative office ventures when it has so many
other priorities. A resolution with that in mind
would be in the public's best interest.

And now — more than eight years after the attacks —
it is still unclear what the entire site will entail.
There is no justification for such a profound lack of
planning, vision and leadership. The site's owner,
the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, has
been ensnarled in financial disputes with developer
Larry Silverstein, who clearly overreached in what he
thought should be built and has been further
hindered by the economic downturn.
Advertisement

From the beginning, public officials gave Silverstein
way too much authority over the rebuilding effort,
and many officials questioned whether he was
planning for too much office space than the market
would accommodate. And that was before the
economy started sinking. The Port Authority has s
ubsequently taken over construction of what was
originally called the Freedom Tower but is now
called One World Trade Center. That authority also
is handling the 9/11 memorial, leaving Silverstein
to concentrate on some of the other structures.
Keep in mind this is a 16-acre site, so there is
plenty to consider. Nevertheless, after failing to find
an adequate number of corporate tenants or
construction loans for building, Silverstein has

Doblin: At Ground Zero,
it’s towers or the pits
Friday, March 12, 2010
Last updated: Thursday March 11, 2010, 5:47 PM

THE PORT Authority of New York and New
Jersey is not a bank. It is not a commercial
real estate corporation. Its core mission is
transportation. And if it could, the smartest
thing it should transport would be developer
Larry Silverstein away from the former World
Trade Center site.
The flamboyant developer acquired the lease
to the Trade Center just weeks before Sept.
11, 2001. It is impossible to say whether
there would be more progress at Ground
Zero today if the Port Authority were solely
responsible for rebuilding, but there is no
doubt, it would have be less contentious.
Today is a deadline of sorts – unless
Silverstein and the Port Authority reach an
agreement over funding for two of three
proposed towers, the process moves to an
arbitrator. And it probably won’t go so well
for Silverstein if it does. The short-form
version of this epic saga is that the Port
Authority has taken over building 1 World
Trade Center, it is building the Sept. 11
memorial and a world-class transit center,
and it is helping back the construction of one
of Silverstein’s three planned towers. That
should be enough, but it’s not for Silverstein.
He can’t find the money to build the two
Advertisement
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remaining proposed towers. He also can’t
find tenants. He wants the Port Authority to
be the bank for one of the two remaining
mammoth towers without tenants. To say
this is a bad idea is an understatement.
Yet in Thursday’s New York Times, New York
City Mayor Michael Bloomberg and New York
Assembly Speaker Sheldon Silver co-wrote
an opinion piece that painted the Port
Authority as the Big Bad Wolf and Larry
Silverstein as Goldilocks in a silver wig.
The last thing the Port Authority should do is
invest money in speculative real estate. When
it leased the Trade Center to Silverstein in the
summer of 2001, the objective clearly was to
get the Port Authority out of real estate and
focused back on its core mission,
transportation. That mission is of greater
importance in a post-Sept. 11 world than it
was in the summer of 2001.
The region’s airports, bridges, bus terminals
and the PATH all need attention – and cash.
The Port Authority cannot extend itself
further to benefit a for-profit developer who
could and should put more skin in the game.
Silverstein is still sitting on a sizable pot of
insurance money from the demolished Trade
Center.

Put bluntly: Silverstein should either literally
put up his three towers or shut up. He
should not be trying to squeeze more out of
the Port Authority. Bloomberg’s backing of
Silverstein is equally shameless. Why doesn’t
the city back Silverstein’s two towers? Or
offer tax incentives that would make
construction more probable? Or if
Bloomberg truly believes that “rent proceeds
from a thriving World Trade Center,” as he
co-wrote in the Times, will materialize in the
near future, why doesn’t he write his own
check or move his namesake corporation’s
headquarters into one of the proposed
towers?
Public agencies are not private banks. Sadly,
that is how they have been viewed by too
many political leaders and developers on
both sides of the Hudson. If the Port
Authority were to rush headlong into any
new project, it should take control of the
misguided Hudson River rail tunnel to a deep
station under 34th Street.
If Silverstein cannot find the funding for the
remaining two towers, it does not have to
signal an end of redevelopment at the former
Trade Center site. Low-rise retail could be
constructed to literally fill the void until the
financial markets change. Not everything gets
built as planned.
One of Manhattan’s most stunning new
buildings, the Hearst Tower, sits atop a base
constructed in the late 1920s, before the
Great Crash. The planned tower was delayed
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for almost 80 years.
Perhaps three towers on the eastern side of
the Trade Center site are too ambitious.
Silverstein has options: pony up more cash,
get assistance from New York City, build
low-rise retail or complete the foundation
work for the proposed towers and await a
better day.
Silverstein wants to leave his mark on this
most famous of New York sites. Understood.
But if the mark he leaves is two gaping holes
in a showdown with the Port Authority, he
will not be remembered as the man who
rebuilt the Twin Towers, but as the guy who
left his name to Silverstein’s Pits.
Alfred P. Doblin is the editorial page editor of
The Record. Contact him at
doblin@northjersey.com. You can follow
AlfredPDoblin on Twitter.

Kelly: Ghoulish twists at
Ground Zero
Sunday, March 14, 2010
advertisement

JUST IN TIME for the Ides of March, the
rebuilding of Ground Zero is enduring its
latest near-death experience.
This has happened before — so often, in fact,
that Ground Zero and all its shadowy issues
have become like a ghost in a Shakespearean
drama that just can’t seem to find its
bearings. All Ground Zero needs to become
an even greater tragedy is the modern
equivalent of ancient Rome’s Marcus Brutus.
But stay tuned, anything is possible.
Meanwhile, the developers of a new hotel on
the edge of the site of America’s bloodiest
terrorist attack are actually admitting that
they plan to turn Ground Zero into a selling
point for its rooms. Check in and check out
the pit – or so the marketing strategy seems
to say.
“People choose to be here because they want
to be close to it. They want to feel it, they
want to celebrate. They want to remember,”
said a vice president for the new World
Center Hotel. “We have a very accessible view
on it.”
What’s next – a Ground Zero Burger King?
Only in America could someone find a way to t
urn a terror attack into a business plan. But
the hotel is only the latest wrinkle in the
Advertisement

seemingly never-ending journey of pain and
foolishness that embodies Ground Zero.
Last week, hundreds of construction
workers rallied near Ground Zero,
demanding that more office towers be
approved so more unemployed laborers
could get jobs. Think of this strategy as the
Ground Zero economic stimulus package to
create unneeded office space.
In the coming days, the Port Authority and
Ground Zero developer Larry Silverstein are
supposed to finalize a plan for developing
the entire 16-acre site beyond the memorial
to the victims, the new transit hub and the
new Freedom Tower.
Silverstein, who is trying hard to become
Ground Zero’s version of Brutus, seems to
have been born to drive a bull dozer. He has
set his sights on filling the former World
Trade Center landscape with office towers –
at least
two more besides the Freedom Tower, which
is designed to rise more than 100 stories.
And, by golly, Silverstein seems to want to
keep pushing until he gets his way. So
beware the Ides of March and Brutus
Silverstein.

The problem here is that Silverstein doesn’t
own the land at Ground Zero. He’s a renter
who agreed to a long-term lease with the Port
Authority to rent the Trade Center’s twin
towers. That Silverstein signed this rental
agreement only days before hijacked
commercial jetliners smashed into those
towers and knocked them down makes him
something of a tragic figure.
But Silverstein, who turns 79 in May, has
managed to turn his victimhood into a cause
for bullying. And now he has actually
managed to place himself in the position of
demanding to control what is actually built
on land where he merely rented a building.
Preposterous notion
Think of a homeowner renting to a tenant –
and then being told that the tenant wants to
control how to rebuild after the home is
gutted by fire. That’s how ridiculous
Silverstein’s position has become. How did
he manage to stay in charge of such an
important landscape?
Silverstein is hardly a political neophyte. One
of his biggest boosters is New York Mayor
Michael Bloomberg.
Silverstein is trying to bully the Port Authority
into granting him his wish to build more
office towers by using Port Authority funds – a
nd that’s why the dispute with Silverstein
stretches across the Hudson River to New
Jersey.
Advertisement

advertisement

The Port Authority, whose board includes
commissioners appointed by New Jersey’s
governor, has more on its hands than
Ground Zero. It operates the Lincoln and
Holland tunnels, as well as the George
Washington Bridge and the PATH commuter
train system – to name just a few of the Port
Authority’s major transit operations that
stretch into New Jersey.
It takes money to operate all of those
systems and upgrade them – billions of
dollars, actually.
So the Port Authority is facing a serious
question of priorities: Should it pour billions
into upgrading its aging tunnels and bridges
for commuters from New Jersey? Or should
it pour billions into office towers at Ground
Zero to satisfy an aging New York City
developer?
Keep in mind that Manhattan already has an
11 percent vacancy rate on commercial
downtown buildings. Why would anyone
want to invest more money in downtown
office buildings?
Hands off Port Authority funds

If Silverstein wanted to spend his own
money, the answer to that question would be
easy. Let him empty his bank account.
But Silverstein wants the Port Authority to
spend the money. Remember that the next
time you notice a missing tile on the wall of
the Lincoln Tunnel or another rust spot on
the George Washington Bridge.
It’s an understatement to say that Ground
Zero is a special place. It is the modern
equivalent of Gettysburg. Simply put: Ground
Zero is hallowed ground.
Thankfully, a memorial is finally being built
for the nearly 2,800 innocent victims who
perished on Sept. 11, 2001. And thankfully, a
transit hub and the Freedom Tower are
under construction.
For now, that’s enough.
But beware the Ides of March and the march
of Larry Silverstein.
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http://www.poststar.com/news/opinion/article_470f63d4‐1c42‐11df‐8ba8‐001cc4c03286.html

Love the idea of building the Towers again!! What is going on
now is a disgrace! – Stephen Rizzi | All Other Americans

Eastside – Westside – All Around the Town

The Twin Towers can’t be chiseled out of the American mosaic the way they’ve been airbrushed out of some
film archives. These images are typical of those still to be found around every corner of the city. How much
more of the public’s time and money has to go down the drain before What the People Want, What New
York Needs, and What America Deserves counts more than what some not so “special” interests want?
Three area stadiums have been demolished in the last two years, just to make way for better ones. The new
Yankee Stadium is a perfect example of how 21st-century Twin Towers could be brand new and exciting
and still lift our spirits and connect us with our heritage – instead of letting know-nothings who think it
would “be a tragedy to erase the erasure,” ratify their destruction. It’s time to get our priorities in order.

www.twntowersalliance.com/petition/the-sidewalks-of-new-york
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The Twin Towers Alliance petition was designed to give a clearer idea of who supports new Twin Towers by
including demographic categories and offering supporters the chance to leave a comment. A comprehensive
presentation making the case for new Twin Towers – and outlining a common sense approach to achieving that
goal – will soon be sent to government officials and other public servants. It will conclude with hundreds of
comments that have been left on the TTA website since its founding four years ago. The comments below were
drawn from those that have been left in the last few weeks. They are typical of the thousands that came before.
In the face of such conviction, what can our leaders say to these people, these taxpayers, these voters, and to
friends around the world: You’ll get over it? What kind of government would do such a thing and why?
“We submit that there is only one way to truly heal the skyline of Manhattan and
the heart of America: Rebuild the Twin Towers. Doing anything less would leave
a permanent scar on the face of New York and diminish a legendary city.”

Jeremy Kraft | All Other Americans
This is by far the best design and best tribute/memorial that could be built. These towers were taken away
from us and we need to rebuild them in their likeness. No tribute could be greater.
Jean-Philippe Maheux | Citizens of Other Nations
I sincerely hope that your plan to rebuild the twin towers will prevail instead of the lacklustre Freedom
tower. Plus, the memorial you’re suggesting is even more significative than the one that is planned. The
twin towers provided lower Manhattan with a strong skyline which was legendary prior to the attacks. I
was only 17 years old when the attacks occurred but the old WTC is still a strong part of my imaginary. I
can’t imagine New York City without them. GET THEM BACK PLEASE!
Matthew Mastrogiovanni | All Other NY & NJ Residents
Why isn’t this done yet? NYC just doesn’t look or feel right without the towers. I don’t want any
“Freedom Towers” or any such nonsense either, just rebuild the towers exactly the way they were….
Jeffrey Cañas | All Other NY & NJ Residents
10 year anniversary is coming up soon and nothing has been done with the site. Meanwhile, the Burj Khalifa, the
tallest building in the world, is built within this time span. Enough with the bureaucracy, let’s REBUILD the site.
Rosanna Martinez | All Other NY & NJ Residents
I’m currently living in Jersey City and every time I look beyond the Hudson River it just looks like something is
missing. The Twin Towers always struck my eyes as a child. They would be the first thing I’d notice about
NYC before the Empire State Building. I grew up in Essex County and even from the right elevation I was able
to see the WTC. I truly miss those buildings. New York hasn’t been the same without them…
Mike Rossi | All Other NY & NJ Residents
Rebuild the Twin Towers *exactly* as they were. They were an iconic part of the NY Skyline and since
9/11 have been immortalized as the most visible symbol of our strength, resilience, and determination to
overcome everything out adversaries would throw against us. That was how the NY Skyline was, and that
is how the NY Skyline should be again.
Arjun Sharma | Metro New Yorkers
The current Silverstein plan only seems to accept that the U.S. has failed to defend its confidence and
integrity. With a slumping economy and a unforeseen future the best we can do to get ourselves back on a
healthy track is to revitalize Lower Manhattan, a.k.a. Financial Capital of the World, and lead the way to a
robust America. By rebuilding the Twin Towers, we are showing the world that we are stronger. As
current Towers 2, 3, 5 are disputed, we can easily rebuild Twin Towers. Yes We Can!!
John Raffa | All Other NY & NJ Residents
Rebuilding larger twin towers should be the only option. I wholeheartedly agreed with this idea years ago when
Donald Trump advocated it. There are just so many reasons and all have been expressed by many. Just please do it!

WHAT THE PEOPLE WANT – WHAT NEW YORK NEEDS – WHAT AMERICA DESERVES

Ismael Alcaraz | All Other Americans
Osama Bin Laden said it best when he stated that the foundation of all that is American died when the
Twin Towers fell. Those towers are a symbol of America. By not building them back, we, as Americans
are giving in to the terrorists. Building them back taller and stronger only tells them that no matter what
they do to us, we will come back stronger than ever…BRING BACK THE TWIN TOWERS!! PLEASE!!!
Let’s show those terrorists what America is made of!! God Bless AMERICA!!
Pete Constantinides | Citizens of Other Nations
I live in England and recently came back from an amazing trip to New York. It was really upsetting to see
Ground Zero and I have always been interested in the 9/11 and what happened. The Freedom Tower looks
quite nice, but it just wouldn’t be the same. In my opinion The Twin Towers II is the only choice! I hope
this idea goes ahead, good luck!
Stephen Rizzi | All Other Americans
Love the idea of building the Towers again!! What is going on now is a disgrace!
Jonas Kozakiewicz | Citizens of Other Nations
Anything else than the towers rising again high into the sky of the magnificent place known and admired all over
the world as New York City would be like an identity lost, and a wound that hurts forever and just won’t heal.
Count Paul Loizou | Citizens of Other Nations
It is incredible that 1 World Trade Centre is being allowed to proceed. It is a sure sign of defeat to Al
Qaeda. For all of us across the world that were affected by this disaster the only possible way to stand up
and prove our will against such appalling behaviour is to rebuild the Twin Towers and show the Manhattan
skyline as we all knew it. It is the only fitting and appropriate way to honour all those that lost their lives
by proving that we will not be defeated by extremists – rebuild both!
Jude O'Donnell | Our Armed Forces & Families
I do not like the idea of the single tower 1 WTC. This other 2 tower plan looks amazing and it shows we
are not intimidated by the terrorists. The buildings are great and it would be an honor to have them.
Bryan Hall | All Other Americans
With the same speed and diligence as the initial rescue operation on 9/11, and subsequent site clearing
operations, the Twin Towers should have been rebuilt exactly as before. The Federal government ought to
have gotten involved and pushed this project through with 24hr construction till its completion. With the
hundreds of billions they’ve spent in bailouts and programs in recent years, we can’t spare a couple billion
to rectify this national disgrace? Absolutely pathetic!
Efstathios Markantonatos | All Other Americans
Build them. Build them again. Build them strong and tall and proud. Build them in honor of the fallen. It a
question of national pride. Nothing can restore New York’s skyline unless the Towers are rebuilt.
Joelissa Martinez | Lower Manhattan Residents & Workers
The Twin Towers (WTC) have to be rebuilt because they represent NY. New York will never be the same
without the Twin Towers. REBUILD THE TWIN TOWERS!!! The majority wants the Twin Towers back,
stronger, taller & safer!!!
Ron Martins | All Other NY & NJ Residents
We can’t bring back those who were lost, but we can and should rebuild the Twin Towers.
Steven Stubbs All Other Americans
To build anything other than the Towers as they were sends a message to supporters and those responsible
for the attacks that they have to power to change who and what were are in here America. It is no insult to
those who died and their survivors! It says defiantly that we are stronger than terrorists. You can knock us
(Americans) down but we will always rise up again and survive–better, resilient, and indomitable!

WHAT THE PEOPLE WANT – WHAT NEW YORK NEEDS – WHAT AMERICA DESERVES

The Twin Towers at Sunrise | © Joel Altschuler

My husband and I were married on 9/11/2004. We originally didn’t think of it as an option; we
thought it might be construed as disrespectful. The more we thought about it, the more we liked the
idea of taking the day back. The whole point of the attack was to make us fearful and full of doubt; to
make us back away from living the lives we wanted, so Ray and I decided that was a great reason TO
get married on 9/11. We had a moment of respectful silence during the ceremony, and proceeded to
have a beautiful wedding. Those who died that day didn’t get to go back to their families and live
their lives, but we can continue on and celebrate the life and freedoms that the terrorists took away
from others. Every 9/11 is bittersweet; I love my husband with all my heart yet we also are forced to
reflect on the often fleeting nature of life, and how a moment can change it forever.
I see rebuilding the Towers as similar to our decision to get married on September 11. You don’t
want to forget, you want to respect; you don’t want their death to have been in vain, for their
sacrifice to only mean that we cower and try to spend the remainder of OUR lives trying not to
offend. What the terrorists hate, we love – freedom of speech and religion, commerce, finance,
culture, man’s achievement and capabilities, the bustle of capitalism, the discourse of divergent
ideas – and they destroyed the Towers because they were symbols of those things. So to do
anything less than try to rebuild is to say, you are correct; all those things are wrong.
That’s why with all my heart I want you to succeed. I pray for your success, and wish for good
luck, good fortune for you.  Hanya Poczynok | Bellevue, WA

