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Other Collapses in Perspective: An Examination of Steel Structures 

Collapsing due to Fire and their Relation to the WTC 

by Adam Taylor, contributing writer for http://www.ae911truth.org and 

http://911debunkers.blogspot.com 

 

One of the arguments that has been raised over the years by members of the 9/11 Truth 

Movement in regards to the collapse
*
 of the three WTC buildings is that, if the official story is 

correct, they were the first steel-framed high-rise skyscrapers in history to collapse because of 

fire. Indeed, in all of the history of structural engineering, not a single steel-framed skyscraper 

has ever totally collapsed due to fire.[1] However, in an attempt to invalidate this argument, 

numerous supporters of the official story of 9/11 have pointed out that there are several smaller 

steel structures that have collapsed due to fire. Journalist Chris Mohr, for example, cited 

numerous steel structures in his debate with architect Richard Gage.[2] The following are the 

most often cited steel structures that have collapsed due to fire (Chris Mohr referenced the first 

six in his debate with Richard Gage): 

¶ Sight and Sound Theater (1/28/1987) 

¶ McCormick Place (1/16/1967) 

¶ Kader Toy Factory (5/10/1993) 

¶ Mumbai High North Platform (7/27/2005) 

¶ Interstate 580 (4/29/2007) 

¶ World Trade Center 5 (9/11/2001) 

¶ Dogwood Elementary School (11/27/2000) 

¶ Windsor Tower (2/12/2005) 

¶ Faculty of Architecture Building (5/13/2008) 

It will  be demonstrated why these structures cannot be justifiably used as comparisons to the 

WTC buildings, based on the estimated damage parameters and fire severity for these structures. 

 

A note about steel failing due to fire 

A common misconception about this argument regarding other steel skyscrapers not collapsing is 

that it implies that steel cannot under any circumstances fail from being weakened by fire. But 

this idea is incorrect. Steel, while very strong, is not immune to the effects of fire, which is why 

fire-proofing is applied to many steel structures. The main argument that is really being 

presented is this: other steel-framed high-rise skyscrapers have never collapsed from fires that, 

                                                             
*
 Though it is more appropriate to refer to the WTC event as ñdestructionò rather than ñcollapse,ò we will refer to 

the WTC incidents as ñcollapsesò for the sake of discussion in this paper. 
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upon careful examination, appear to be far more severe than the fires exhibited in the WTC 

buildings. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the WTC buildings should not have 

collapsed from the types of fires that were seen on 9/11. Of course, this argument must take other 

factors into consideration, including the construction of other buildings and the behavior of the 

fires themselves. However, these factors have already been examined and dealt with 

accordingly.[3]  

This issue raises an interesting point. When one examines the list of other steel structures that 

have collapsed from fire that are often cited by critics of the 9/11 Truth Movement, one thing 

immediately catches the eye: almost none of them are high-rise skyscrapers. The only building 

cited by these critics that is a high-rise is the Windsor Tower in Madrid, and this building did not 

suffer a complete collapse. Jim Hoffman has examined the partial collapse of the Windsor Tower 

[4], and notes that all this incident proves is that a huge building-consuming fire, after burning 

for many hours, can produce the collapse of parts of a building with weak steel supports lacking 

fire protection, and that the collapse events that do occur are gradual and partial. Hoffman has 

also examined the McCormick Place roof collapse that is often cited by critics, and has shown 

why this structure is also not comparable to the WTC buildings.[5] Aside from the Windsor 

Tower, none of the other structures cited by supporters of the official story are high-rises, and 

some of them are not even buildings. 

 

The Windsor Tower (left) and McCormick Place (right). Note that neither building 

suffered a total collapse. The overall structures remained standing. 

Itôs interesting to note that critics are quick to point to these smaller and more poorly designed 

steel structures as valid comparisons to the WTC, while at the same time they have argued that 

other actual high-rises engulfed in fire are not comparable to the WTC due to ñdifferences in 

design.ò If we are to draw comparisons between the WTC skyscrapers and other structures, then 
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we would logically want to compare them to other skyscrapers. Several of these critics have 

demanded that those advocating the ñno other high-rise collapsesò argument provide an example 

of a skyscraper fire that matches almost exactly the conditions of the WTC on 9/11. The website 

debunking911.com, for example, has a detailed list of conditions which the anonymous author 

feels need to be met before drawing any comparisons.[6] But again, this same author has no 

problem offering drastically differently constructed structures that have collapsed from fire as 

valid comparisons to the WTC.  

To find a skyscraper matching the same conditions as the WTC is a difficult task. In terms of 

finding a building of similar design and structure, this is very difficult, as almost no two 

buildings are built exactly the same (except of course for the Twin Towers). There are, however, 

other skyscrapers that have been true infernos that can be considered comparable to the Towers 

and WTC7. For example, the One Meridian Plaza [7] and the First Interstate Bank [8], two 

skyscrapers that had huge fires, were core and perimeter structures like the Towers and Building 

7, although not quite the same. Here is a schematic of the design of the First Interstate Bank, a 

building that had a severe fire which lasted almost four hours: 

 

Now compare this to the design of the Twin Towers and Building 7: 
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The construction these buildings was similar in terms of the core and perimeter. In terms of fire 

severity, even NIST has admitted that the fires in the First Interstate Bank and the One Meridian 

Plaza were likely more severe than the fires in at least WTC7. 

ñNIST therefore concluded that the fires in First Interstate Bank and One Meridian Plaza 

were at least as severe, and probably more severe, than the fires in WTC 7.ò[9] 

The author of the previously mentioned debunking911.com article claims that:  

ñThe statement that the WTC buildings were the first high-rise buildings to collapse from 

fire is deceptive because it purposely doesnôt take [other] factors into account.ò 

As we will see, it is in fact supporters of the official story who have ignored specific factors 

when comparing the WTC buildings to other steel structures. To simply brush off other high-rise 

fires by making claims about how the Twin Towers were hit by planes or that the buildings were 

constructed differently is by itself deceptive. Claims like this fail to specifically address the 

actual factors involved in determining just how different and similar the WTC buildings really 

were compared to other incidents. We will therefore move on to address these specific points 

regarding the structures normally cited by critics and other defenders of the official story. Having 

already covered the Windsor Tower and McCormick Place, the structures we shall examine are: 

the Sight and Sound Theater, the Kadar Toy Factory, the Mumbai High North Platform, 

Interstate 580, World Trade Center 5, the Dogwood Elementary School and the Faculty of 

Architecture Building. 

 

The Sight and Sound Theater 

On January 28, 1997, the Sight and Sound Theater in Pennsylvania suffered a collapse from a 

fire which lasted approximately 3½ hours. The building was a rectangular shaped structure that 

was approximately 100 feet wide and approximately 74 feet tall. The fire was started by welding 

operations occurring at the theater.  
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Like the collapse of the McCormick Place exhibition hall, it was not a total building collapse-- it 

was only a roof collapse. Much less was it the total collapse of a high-rise building. Photographs 

taken after the collapse show that the roof of one section of the structure failed due to the fire.  

 

                      Aerial view of theater                                            Front view of theater 

As we can see from these photos, this collapse could at best be described as a partial collapse of 

the structure. Only the roof collapsed, leaving the surrounding walls standing. Also, not only was 

the building not a high-rise, it was not even a multi-story structure. The building section that 

collapsed only had one floor that was open spaced, therefore the collapse of this structure is not 

comparable to the ñglobal collapseò of the WTC, which resulted in not only the failure of the 

floors, but also the failure of the buildingsô major support columns.  

The FEMA report on the Sight and Sound Theater noted several issues that led to the buildingôs 

collapse [10], including: 

¶ The building did not have a sprinkler system 

¶ Construction on the stage floor damaged the sprayed-on fire-resistant coating of steel 

structural members 

¶ The building was under construction and fire doors were not yet installed, allowing the 

fires to pass through these openings freely 

While there is no denying that the fires were severe enough to cause the steel to fail, this should 

be no surprise regarding this particular structure.  

 

The Kader Toy Factory 

On May 10, 1993, the Kader Toy Factory in Thailand collapsed after suffering one of the worst 

industrial factory fires in history. Although the factory was technically a series of four structures, 

the part of the factory which was on fire and collapsed was actually a single E-shaped structure 

which connected Buildings One, Two and Three. Building Four was a separate nearby structure. 
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This building is often cited by supporters of the official story due to the fact that the factory was 

a multi-story building which collapsed due to fire alone. However, according to official reports 

on the incident [11], the factory was poorly designed and built. The steel frame-work was weak 

and none of the steel was insulated. The building also lacked any sprinklers. Also, the factory 

had apparently been damaged by a series of other smaller fires in the past. At the time of the May 

10 fire, parts of the building were still being repaired from a fire which occurred in February of 

that same year. Ultimately, this structure had a completely different set of variables from that of 

the three WTC buildings, and therefore seems to be a very weak example to use as a comparison.  

 

The Mumbai High North Platform  

On July 27, 2005, the Mumbai High North Platform in Indiaôs Arabian Sea completely collapsed 

due to a severe fire. A multi-purpose support vessel collided with the offshore platform, causing 

a major fire which caused the platform to collapse after two hours of burning. 
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This incident is another favorite of those critical of the 9/11 Truth Movement as evidence that 

steel structures can collapse from fires. However, when one examines the specifics of this 

incident, it becomes obvious that this structure is not even remotely comparable to the WTC. We 

note that, once again, this structure was not a high-rise skyscraper, but merely a seven story 

structure.   

The intensity of the fire was clearly due to the fact that the platform was a major oil rig. The 

platform was used to produce 80,000 barrels of oil per day.[12] 80,000 barrels is roughly 

3,360,000 gallons of oil. Now, compare that to the less than 10,000 gallons of jet fuel that 

entered each of the Twin Towers. Being that this structure was engulfed in a fire that had an 

unlimited source of fuel and air to sustain it, it is no surprise that this structure collapsed. It is 

hardly comparable to the WTC buildings, as it has almost nothing to do with the self-crushing 

steel building theory in which a tall structure crushes and shreds itself from top to bottom. 

 

Interstate 580 

On April 29, 2007, the Interstate 580 in Oakland, California collapsed from a fire started by a 

gasoline tanker truck which crashed on the interstate. The interstate collapsed after about 19 

minutes of burning. 
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This incident is often cited by supporters of the official story due to the fact that it shows a steel 

structure collapsing after a relatively short period of burning. However, shortly after this incident 

occurred, the website prisonplanet.com posted an article addressing criticsô claims that the 

interstate collapse added validity to the ñnatural collapseò theory for the WTC.[13] As noted by 

the article: 

ñProfessor Steven Jones, a Ph.D. physicist and cold fusion expert, joined Alex Jones on 

the air yesterday to talk about the monumental differences between the two collapses. 

Jones said that the notion that steel supporting columns completely melted from fire is 

impossible and that what actually happened was that thin supporting bolts were warped, 

resulting in the collapse of the bridge sectionéò  

ñThe freeway section was made of highly flammable asphalt and took the brunt of a 

gigantic gasoline explosion with open air fires shooting 200 feet in the air. In comparison, 

the twin towers were impacted by aluminum planes filled with significantly less 

flammable kerosene and suffered limited fires that were oxygen-starved and almost out 

before the collapses occurred. 

Building 7 was not hit by anything save a small amount of debris from the towers and 

suffered limited fires across just eight floors. In addition, explosions were being reported 

by occupants within WTC 7 before the towers had even collapsed.ò 

ñHalfway through the discussion with Steven Jones, a steel welding expert joined the 

conversation to express his incredulity at the fact that Fox News was comparing the 

collapse of the highway with the World Trade Center buildings. 
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óYou canôt even begin to compare 5 inch thick steel plate core columns, approximately 2 

foot by 5 foot rectangle 5 inch thick boxes to quarter inch and 3 quarter inch dowels that 

connect the steel to the support members,ô said the steel expert. 

óThe logical deduction is that the rebar steel was exposed horizontally, that whole bridge 

surface and it was exposed intention, not like the fires that were lapping up fire-proofed 5 

inch thick plate columns in the World Trade Center - these little bars had no heat sink and 

after two hours with all that weight on them they fell.ô 

Debunkers have also failed to acknowledge the fact that freeways in the San Francisco 

area have already been weakened by multiple earthquakes and regularly collapse entirely 

of their own accord by accident.ò 

The prisonplanet.com article also cited an analysis done by stopthelie.com [14], which noted 

several differences between this incident and the WTC collapses, including: 

1. This was an open air fire, where the flames could reach higher temperatures. 

 

2. The flames were focused on a single section of the bridge, unlike the randomly spread 

fires in the Towers and Building 7. 
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3. There were no reports of molten metal being found after the bridge collapsed. 

 

4. The collapse of the upper freeway onto the lower freeway did not cause the lower 

freeway to collapse (i.e. no ñglobalò or ñpancakeò collapse). The concrete was also not 

pulverized. 

5. The columns of the bridge remained standing, unlike the Towers and Building 7. 

 

Itôs also worth noting that the investigation carried out by the Office of Nuclear Material Safety 

and Safeguards [15] documented that the steel from the interstate had been heated to 

temperatures ranging from 850 °C (1,562 °F) to as high as 1,000 °C (1,832 °F). In contrast, the 

NIST investigation into the collapse of the WTC showed that there was no evidence that the steel 

had exceeded temperatures of 600 ºC (1112 ºF). The highest temperatures estimated for the 
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samples examined by NIST was 250 ºC (482 ºF).[16] Ultimately, this incident is yet another 

example of a steel structure collapsing from fire that is not comparable to the destruction of the 

WTC. Not only was this structure not a high-rise, it was not even a building.  

 

 

World Trade Center 5 

 

On September 11, 2001, World Trade Center 5, a nine-story building that stood east of the North 

Tower, suffered a partial collapse after being damaged from falling debris from the collapse of 

the WTC. According to the FEMA report, the local collapse of four floors inside the building 

was caused by intense fires. 

 

 
 

      Exterior of World Trade Center 5                       Interior of World Trade Center 5  

 

 

Like many other incidents cited by supporters of the official story, this was not a total building 

collapse. Only four floors in one section of the building collapsed due to fires. According to the 

FEMA report [17], the eighth floor of WTC5 collapsed down onto the seventh floor, and then 

both of those floors collapsed onto the sixth floor, and so on, down to the fourth floor.  
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Images from the FEMA WTC report, chapter 4 

One reason critics are fond of citing this structure is because they feel it lends credibility to the 

idea of a ñpancakeò type of collapse, or ñglobalò collapse as it is also referred to. However, upon 

closer examination of the building, it becomes apparent why the structure collapsed the way it 

did.  

The pancake collapse only progressed to the fifth floor. The fourth floor of WTC5 did not 

collapse. 

 



13 
 

Why didnôt the floors pancake all the way down to the bottom floor? Why didnôt the fourth floor 

collapse? After all, the fourth floor had to sustain the loads of four floors which had collapsed on 

top of it. Itôs interesting to note that the ninth floor also did not collapse from the upper layer 

temperature of the fires on the lower floors. So why did only floors five through eight collapse? 

As we read in the FEMA report, there was no fire on the third floor, which meant that there was 

no heat to weaken the fourth floor from below. 

 

Third floor of WTC5  

But the main reason that only floors five through eight collapsed seems to be due to the type of 

connections those floors used. The local collapse due to fire appeared to have occurred at the 

field connections, where the beams were connected to the shear stubs for floors four through 

eight.  

 

Connection for floors four through eight 
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What this shows us is that any other type of connection in the building did not fail due to fires. 

The ninth floor of WTC5 was described by the FEMA report as ñconventional for steel-frame 

construction and did not include a column-tree system.ò The ninth floor did sag due to the upper 

layer temperatures of the five burning floors below, but the connections did not fail and the floor 

did not collapse. 

 

Ninth floor of WTC5  

The main cause of the localized collapse was evidently due to the fact that floors five through 

eight were connected with shear tabs, as photos show that the beam stubs connected to the 

columns did not fail from the fires. 

 

And lastly, the reason that the fourth floor did not collapse appears to be because its connections 

had not been weakened by heat and fires from below. 
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The local collapse of WTC5 cannot be seen as comparable to any of the WTC buildings. With 

regard to the Twin Towers, the official explanation for the cause of collapse was not that the 

floors had pancaked, as was previously believed. Rather, the explanation given was that the 

connections did not fail, and that they pulled on the exterior columns, causing them to bow 

inward and break. This scenario has been largely challenged.[18, 19, 20] With regards to WTC7, 

NIST claims that the collapse was initiated by the failure of floor 13, which pancaked all the way 

down to the fifth floor. This left column 79 unsupported, which caused the column to buckle, 

which led to a progression of failures spreading from the east side of the building to the west 

side. Many have also challenged this scenario presented by NIST.[21, 22] But the main point is 

that this description of the floors pancaking due to the heat is in stark contrast to the behavior of 

the floors in WTC5. The beams and girders in WTC7 were not connected with shear tabs, as was 

the case in WTC5. In fact, evidence suggests that, by NISTôs own admission, the connections in 

WTC7 should have resisted the effects of the fires.[23] And in WTC7 there werenôt more than 

three floors on fire, one above the other.  

 

Image from NCSTAR 1-9, page 389 

Based on the differences in the fire conditions and construction of the buildings, we can conclude 

that the circumstances surrounding WTC5ôs partial collapse are ultimately not comparable to the 

conditions of the other WTC buildings. [For more information, see: 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FwXuagCxM-E]   

 


























