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AN: 

Please make yourselves comfortable. The hearing is open. Then, we make up the Parties. Mr. Sollecito is 

present, while Mrs. Knox is always contemptible. Defenders are all present. Can we acknowledge that 

Civil Defense Defenses are all present? The Civilian Parties ... 

CP: 

Yes, Mr President, I will replace Mr Magnini. 

AN: 

Good. 

CP: 

For the Civic Party Tattanelli. 

AN: 

Are Civilians Personally Not Present? 

CP: 

No. 

AN: 

Not good. Then, set up the parties, if there are no issues, then we can begin, as a program, the 

discussion. Have we done the closing of the verbal order the other time? We did the other time the 

closing order to the verbal, I think, of the inquiry. True? No? 

?: 



No, I do not think so. 

AN: 

Ah, because the productions had to be made. Then, we note that memos from the Parties have been 

deposited on the RIS report of Rome in the terms given. Then we declare the usability of these acts, the 

others had already been declared at the last hearing, and then we can declare the revised, renewed 

inquiry, and give the word to the Prosecutor General. 

 

GENERAL PROCURATOR REQUIREMENTS - Dott. A. CRINI 

B.C: 

Yes, thank you, President. 

AN: 

If he feels he can also sit. 

B.C: 

No, no, no, no, no. 

AN: 

If you need to consult the acts you can make your sitting session 

B.C: 

No, no, no, no, no, I prefer ... I prefer to argue standing, honestly. Yes, the footprint somehow somehow 

indicates the particular importance of this appeal judgment. The rite of appeal in fact, for us who are 

Magistrate of Appeal, the Attorney General as a requirer and as judges, usually has a different cut, in the 

no-frills way, let's say more finalized. Here is something special that obviously has also left me a bit 

embarrassed at the moment when I was questioning how it was right and proper to deal with this 

requisition, rather than how to start it, here, precisely because of the peculiarity not by chance, but by 

the procedure that governed the case so far, requires some consideration of a method that obviously 

has a preliminary nature with respect to dealing with the story. Why do I say this? Because our habit is 

to judge, you judge and the Public Ministry, with that sort of preventive assessment that also belongs in 

a certain sense to the stage of judgment, how it belongs to the stage of judgment, then the defensive 

argument, both from another point of view, here's that kind of setting is a setting that for the appeal 

judgment has necessarily and normally very selective character. Those who talk to you are accustomed 

to the appellate judgment normally arguing for ninety-nine per cent of the cases on the good grounds of 

the ruling that is being challenged, and so let's say it is a kind of defense lawyer of the First Instance 

Judge. Differently, of course, is the reasoning you have to do when you work on cases that come from 

the referral court. But here too the caste that feeds our daily experience is a casuy I would say that more 

or less is a bit 'always that, that is to say the facts that come from the Cassation for cancellations that we 

are normally saying is the fruit of brilliant defensive recourses face of convictions. The Cassation refers 

to that file by selecting a few special points, ie canceling it in all points, so it is about to rewrite some of 

the story in the light of those indications. The annulment of a sentencing judgment, much more than a 



sentence of Assise, certainly has a character of singularity over what is current habits. There is no doubt. 

And I would say for the better reason we have a cancel with the referral that, in short, has the 

characteristics of this annulment with referral, which certainly - like all the processes that come from a 

cancellation and must be restored - puts us in the condition of having to appreciate critically the first-

instance ruling, the first-instance conviction, holding the annulment of the appeal in appeal, but to 

critically appreciate the tenure of that decision, in the face of the broad defensive claim of the grounds 

of appeal of the same, obviously on the basis of indications, indications of the Court of Cassation, which 

are prescriptive indications from the point of view of the criteria, from the point of view of the methods, 

therefore not from the point of view of the assessment of the fact, but of the criteria to be applied. This 

situation, which is also found in the Knox-Sollecito process, is characterized by this peculiarity in this 

affair - that is why the data actually has its significance and so I am entertained on this topic - that is to 

say, the sentence in some way is canceled for a complex, articulate and numerous relief, it seems to me 

I have counted more than a fortnight, and none of them had a profile of uncertainty considering that 

even that aspect deserved to be re-evaluated. And here is the difficulty of the Attorney General, who is 

normally able to appeal is certainly very self-critical, because he realizes that he has forced the same 

material that is available not so much for the Defenders, which obviously make it the defensive use that 

is just to do it, but more than anything else is available to the Court, who certainly knows the same facts, 

knows the same acts, and so we are waiting for the Procurator General to wait for a verbal, oral report, 

which serves in some way to hear how the Prosecutor General sees it Topics of the process. Here is the 

case where in reality, in spite of some marginal indication, we finally say the process, in a situation like 

this, be reconsidered everything from the point of view of its entity, in the sense that having the 

Procuratore Generale di Perugia deducted a series of arguments that obviously somehow deal with the 

whole process, all these arguments have been reconsidered at the point of elements suggesting that the 

Court should also consider that the process is also canceled under that heading. So, in short, the 

complexity of annulment in some way confers a character to say a bit ... I do not say unusual, but in 

short, a character surely of peculiarities to this affair, at the moment when we have to go back to it for 

the next time. And I am concerned that there is a segment of the debate that the Court has run, which is 

new, in the sense that there is a piece of evidence that has formed before them. So obviously on this 

piece of evidence that has formed before them goes to the litigation, the oral contradiction between the 

parties must necessarily be more thorough, because on this test piece - among other things, no 

secondary this test piece , I have to say - obviously we are thinking as if it were something that is being 

discussed for the first time today, from the point of view of the conclusions reached by the Court's 

investigative work. And of course I refer to the expertise of the RIS Carabinieri But besides this, I repeat, 

there are all the other elements. So, when you think of something that is censored in the grounds of 

reasoning and judgment, when it comes to discussing not so much the single passage, so it is suggested 

to the Court "look, maybe you did not appreciate that aspect "; no, when somehow the censorship is 

spread a little bit over the whole affair, it is certainly fair, I think it is necessary to question the sense of 

this censorship, that is, if the same - as I can say - go beyond the simple indication of this, that, that 

other and that other point, to get to sixteen, that is to say, the same does not have, as it were, a 

characterization that somehow these points somehow group them, at least in part. I would say it's a 

reasonable doubt, or rather, more than a doubt is a reasonable need. Whoever sees, as it were, 

delivering such a file, with a substantially ground-breaking appeal, certainly gentlemen, will need to 

understand why. And I actually think that some of these elements of censorship are a little grouped, 

they have to be ordered from the point of view of their content, because if you order them you 



understand better and maybe you can - as I say - do not say simplify the discussion, that will not be easy, 

of course it will not be easy, you will try to do it, but it will not be easy, here, I said, but nothing else to 

give an orientation to the discussion. On the other hand, the Attorney General speaks first and then 

waits, say, weeks after, to know what the contradictors think, and then obviously reserves to replicate. 

So I also have a bit of need to set up the table, putting all the cutlery in the right place, first the spoon, 

then the knife, then the two forks, in short everything you need, of course, not to leave to a defense you 

absolutely care about too many arguments. So maybe I might even say things that probably for the 

same court are enough for certain aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too 

many arguments; somebody will fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. weeks 

away, to know what the contradictors think, and then obviously reserves to replicate. So I also have a bit 

of need to set up the table, putting all the cutlery in the right place, first the spoon, then the knife, then 

the two forks, in short everything you need, of course, not to leave to a defense you absolutely care 

about too many arguments. So maybe I might even say things that probably for the same court are 

enough for certain aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too many arguments; 

somebody will fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. weeks away, to know what 

the contradictors think, and then obviously reserves to replicate. So I also have a bit of need to set up 

the table, putting all the cutlery in the right place, first the spoon, then the knife, then the two forks, in 

short everything you need, of course, not to leave to a defense you absolutely care about too many 

arguments. So maybe I might even say things that probably for the same court are enough for certain 

aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too many arguments; somebody will 

fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. putting all the cutlery in the right place, 

before the spoon, then the knife, then the two forks, all in all, of course, not to leave to a defense 

absolutely careful too many arguments. So maybe I might even say things that probably for the same 

court are enough for certain aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too many 

arguments; somebody will fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. putting all the 

cutlery in the right place, before the spoon, then the knife, then the two forks, all in all, of course, not to 

leave to a defense absolutely careful too many arguments. So maybe I might even say things that 

probably for the same court are enough for certain aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to 

leave behind too many arguments; somebody will fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as 

I can. So maybe I might even say things that probably for the same court are enough for certain aspects, 

but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too many arguments; somebody will fatally 

happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. So maybe I might even say things that probably for 

the same court are enough for certain aspects, but obviously, I repeat, I do not want to leave behind too 

many arguments; somebody will fatally happen, but I will try to leave behind as little as I can. 

 

So, I was saying, what is the point, one of the points on which censorship is centered on and which is 

actually the case for reasoning? Because then he will instantly introduce us to the theme of the fact and 

everything else. Because the singularity, I repeat, that derives from this initial reasoning I have made is 

that in the end it will be somehow a compelling matter as if I were in front of the Court of Assize at first 

instance in certain respects. What does not happen, of course, never, but in this case, let's say that, 

resumes from the considerations I made in the premise. So, I was saying, what is the passage I found to 

be grounded in this censorship so spread, of such wide spectrum censorship? I would say a censure that 

belongs to the criminal trial itself, right? That is to say ... I'm not saying anything scary from the point of 



view of content, there are no new ones in the sense that it's all written. That is to say, I say, that 

consideration is certainly inadequate that the Court has censured, therefore absit iniuria verbis, of the 

criminal proceedings in its consideration of the trial. Because the point is just that, that is when the 

condemnation of the first degree is censored with that particular argument, which places the appraisal 

of those elements of genetic order at the center of the censorship, on which we later intersect long 

enough, which are obviously seen as a direct evidence of the offense, and so - so to speak - undoubtedly 

that fact, then it becomes a bit of a frame, as well, so let's say, enough to argue ... not easy eh , for 

charity, because then it is enough to read the Lawsuits to see how uncomplicated it was to reason, but it 

becomes a sort of reasoning to undermine the whole chain of the other elements, which are obviously 

appreciated as clues, not that they are said to be conjectures because in the tripartite note starts from 

the test, it degrades to the point and then degrades to the conjecture. There are no speeches, but it is 

said that in the sense of no indication, none of them has the particular value to be anything decisive. 

Well, singular reasoning, I have to say, because it is in the DNA, here, I would like to use a term that the 

Court now ... with which the Court has familiarized it, is in the DNA of the indictment of not having this 

feature, clue had this feature, or beautiful, would be a test. And if it were a trial, the trial would not be 

right to exist. As stated in the 1992 Cassation, the famous United Sections cited, which are obviously 

undeniable and no longer considered: "In the assessment of a multiplicity of clues, a preliminary 

assessment of each of them is required, even of a potential and it is unambiguous, and then it is 

necessary and logically indispensable to have a global and unitary examination, through which the 

relative ambiguity of each probative element can be resolved, because in the overall evaluation each 

clue is summed up and integrated with the others, so that the limit of valence of each "- the limit of 

each's value -" is exceeded and the positive probative incidence is exalted in the unitary composition ". 

They know it much better than me this sentence, but I have to somehow account of the meaning of my 

words, so obviously I believe that through this reasoning is saved in the self of the inquiry, this path is 

done - to use a Anglo - Saxon term - for later steps, because then the clues are all the same, the clues 

have their own hierarchy, the one that weighs more, the less weigh, but if I break them off, if I consider 

them in isolation, one by one, I obviously lose leadership, I lose - as the Supreme Court says, no? - the 

opportunity to make one's complementary reasoning with one another. And that's exactly what instead 

- alas - it was done. Now why do you say so much to entertain yourself so much? Only to do this 

censorship of a ruling that, as it is annulled, is perhaps more like a comparison? I repeat, absit iniuria 

verbis, in the sense that it was a contribution however expressive of a sense of deep justice that 

animated that college. I do not want any misunderstanding about this point. But I have to say the 

outcome, because I have to discuss the process, I do not have to discuss the ethics of the decision. So, 

let's say, even in respect of that commitment, which was certainly heavy, it must be said that something 

is missing here. So why do I go back with insistence on that point? Why I ask the Court of Florence not to 

make that mistake again. For the love of heaven, there is no need to ask him, but in short, I have to 

entertain myself because I believe that reasoning must be overthrown, in the serene, clear and evident 

need for the application of the principles contained in this maxim. It is obvious, it is trivial to say that 

then the Court is the most delicate moment, as I say this also for the People's Judges, the difficult and 

difficult time of the decision. Only to the Court is it to make the assessment of the so-called sufficiency 

of the clerical framework, what some of them call the clerical coacervation, to give this idea precisely 

the massing, the integration of the elements. The Court, say, is sovereign in assessing whether what the 

Parties say is tried or not tried, beyond any reasonable doubt. But once we have said that the Court is 

sovereign in substance, obviously we must also recognize that the method must always be that, it is the 



method we say we have been accustomed to, and it is the method they will have to use, which they 

must use, which also uses the Attorney General to propose their deductions. At a time when the 

elements are atomized, it is clear that then - I mean - resort to those gimmicks that say, rightly, to the 

Procurator General of Perugia and therefore to the Court which censures that reasoning that we are in a 

context a priori, because the word that comes most easily in mind is "a priori". But it is the "a priori" of 

those who atomize, of those who separate instead of merging. They see, you know what this modus 

operandi reminds me, so to speak? It reminds me so much of the civilian's reasoning. No? The civilian is 

the one who, in the face of the solemn deduction of the lawyer, who will say "dear Judge, this contract is 

null, or" ... will always "" or annulable, "or" rescindable, "or" resolutable, "" or anyway "- lastly there will 

be" anyway "-" ineffective ". Whoever the Civil Judge knows these things and also knows that the Civil 

Judge must, as you say, dissolve these knots one by one, separately. That is to say, let's start to see if 

this contract is null; we begin to see if this process is null; when I have excluded grounds for nullity, I will 

go over to consider whether it can not be annulled, and thus relinquished, and thus rescindable, soluble 

and ineffective. But separating. I will never say, "Dear Lawyer, you are right because this contract was 

not executed because it is a solvable bribe, and there is also a resignation line. " No. Yes I have to 

atomize, so I have to separate, it is in the logic of the civil process to separate the issues. And in the logic 

of the criminal is to unite them. This seems to me to be the case that emerges with greater clarity, no? 

Lawyer... 

GB: 

I was scared (voice out of microphone). 

B.C: 

Yes, yes, no, I understand it and I apologize. I'm sorry, and in fact, I'll make it be less ... have patience. I 

said, it is in logic, it is in the logic of the criminal process to unite and integrate. That is what we will try 

to do. But this tiratina, about half an hour or maybe maybe something more, I only needed to introduce 

the kind of approach that will have to be somehow an approach, as if to say, a bit 'alternative to what 

colleagues, your colleagues from the Perugia Court of Appeal, I repeat, in the fullness of their will to act 

for the better, they have developed. This discourse somehow concludes the premise, concluding the 

premise that it is basically the first speech of a set of cards I have prepared and that will in short go a bit 

to recite. Here, I said this: once we say we introduced, So, in two ways, the problem of the method that 

must obviously be, from my point of view, this, and I hope that anyway, let's say, what is to be 

cultivated, is, what is the first result of this reasoning in in fact, at the point of consideration just more 

closely related to the process? The first result of this need to assess the context in this non-atomistic 

form, that is to say in this form we say more convergent, we find it in the judgment of the Court of 

Cassation, where the Court tells us the need to - how to say - somehow keep in mind, indirectly tells us, 

but the data is very clear, because in most points it is referred to, in short, to take into account that set 

of elements - it is a suggestion that seems to me to be significant - of that series of elements that serve 

to somehow corroborate, in the perspective of clues, of course, to support the sayline in the perspective 

of assuring the possibility that the defendants were on the spot of the offender. This element belongs, it 

is just one of those elements in which - so to speak - the reasoning that I have been biting up to a 

minute ago, that reasoning finds its concrete expression at a time when the Court says that some 

elements they have this attitude to be appreciated as elements that converge towards the necessity, 

through a series of clues, to prove the presence of the defendants at the site of the offender. So, let's 



say, this I think will be my introduction theme, and will obviously be reasoning about what? Of the 

reasons, the motives that induce us to feel ... the circumstances that induce us to feel this presence. 

 

They know that there is obviously an explanation that has been given about the fact that they have been 

found on the other side, and there exist in the process contradictory elements, or at least from the point 

of view of the Attorney General, contradict this statement. The theme, therefore, legally speaking, is 

process-translated, is the theme of alibi, which is the first of the themes I want to address. Why do I call 

it the alibi theme? Because it is certainly a fact of having ... What is the alibi? I justify claiming that I have 

found myself ... in relation to a fact that I am charged, I am justified by claiming that I have been at that 

moment from another side, that is, I indicate the different place not as such, not so - as I say - a priori, or 

let's say it is; No, I can point you out to justify it with respect to the reasoning of accusation that is 

envisaged at my expense, or that it has already been proposed. It is a kind of defensive argument that is 

used by saying no that "I did not commit the offense" but that "I was at the other side when someone 

obviously committed that offense". So since the prospect of the alibi is precisely to defend itself against 

a crime, this is more than sufficient because the Supreme Court believes that the alibi should have its 

contentious content. Indeed, the Cassation says that this indifferent content - he says in the precaution 

of a certain Rudy Guede, I do not know if the name tells you anything - here, in that precaution the 

Supreme Court says that this particular element of the Albi does not even need to be, on the cluttered 

level, particularly characterized and qualified, it is not enough to see motivations or counter-motions, it 

is realized that the alibi is actually false, because it is appreciated that it is false. So he alibi as a clue. 

Clue what? Of course, in the perspective of the jurisprudence, there is certainly a clue as to the offender 

committment. Since you know that you are defending yourself from that crime when you say "I was in 

that house and not in another", or "I was in Genoa and not in Turin," certainly the clue goes to the 

offense you you know that you are accused or that you can be accused, anyway. One can, however, stop 

a step earlier than this reasoning and say, however, that certainly ... to say falsely, because the 

assumption is the falsehood of having been there, when we know that the argument is obviously not 

being in that other place, and certainly if the affirmation is false it will move you away from the place 

where - as you say - pretended to have been and approaches you to the ' anyway, whatever I would say 

... without going all the way to say it ... is already a clue to the crime, but at least it is a proof that if it 

exists - if it exists, of course - it goes away, I repeat, where you pretend to be placed and approaching 

the other side. Let's see if this proximity is - how to say - logistically possible, let's see if it is confirmed by 

other data. However, the data has this feature. That's why the alibi is important, the alibi - say - 

unsuccessful, the false one. Also because, I mean, it is totally illogical, it is entirely questionable, in short, 

hanging on a false alibi, the doubt of a real circumstance is, however, something that is particularly 

incongruous, in the sense that normally, when you have the chance to say you have found yourself in a 

certain place, it is quite unlikely that you will not there is obviously the possibility of somehow giving a 

signal of the presence in that place. Then, let's say, this element, of course, is the first of a series of 

elements that I will then review, I repeat, I am sorry to be so diluted about things that might actually be 

the Court, as it has for instance motivated, let's say where it has been pointed out, in the long series of 

inquiries to reopen the investigation that have been proposed by the Defenders and all dissatisfied, he 

also motivated the point of technical elaboration on that element that was supposed to serve to 

corroborate the alibi, that is, the computer of the accused Sollecito, here he has - as it were - rejected 

this request, in my opinion, doing well , believing that the theme is already widely divided into the 



papers of the process, and then, say, in short, would induce an unattractive Public Prosecutor, who does 

not want to abuse the Court's listening patience, say to be cautious in the wicked themes, which 

naturally feed on a little special technical skills. But how do you do, let's just leave it ... so, to leave 

behind elements that were then subjected to a wide range of insights of the most varied nature? It 

seems, in some ways, to say that we do not want to confront these issues. And so we have to say 

something, we need to say something by starting the reasoning, starting the argument from this theme 

that I just touched, that is, to say this request to once again restart the computer, to evaluate certain 

aspects, looked at the fact that the findings on this tool were particularly thorough because it was the 

element that at one point the defendant laid the foundation for his alibi. It seems to me that this has 

happened ... no "I think" ... this certainly happened not immediately. No? This is also something that 

maybe - I mean - can be subject to some reflection, some consideration. The theme, let's say, was 

postponed after a few days, in the sense that there are some declarations I think of November 05, 

Declarations of November 05, at 22:40, in which the defendant reports to us, tells the investigating 

bodies that the evening of the fact he has put some time on the computer, then adds that color data, "I 

made a cane, "and - I mean - I just emphasize why then maybe the theme deserves to be resumed later. 

And then talking over the singular. And this fact of talking at that moment to the singular is a significant 

fact because then it reverberates, in terms that the court knows very well, about the nightmare of Knox, 

Knox Amanda, who, in two minutes, one by one at night, if I'm wrong, that obviously, we say so, very 

censured of the character almost certainly, as it were, of the maximum pressure the person had been 

placed on, then it is a discourse that is also reiterated the following morning, in subsequent 

declarations, and it is in that motive that, let's say, there are those indications that then lead to the 

discovery of a defamatory Lumumba, who would be a color person in some fashioned in this affair. This 

happens, I repeat, on horseback, as we say in the Public Ministries, 05 on 06. Here, this if I'm wrong I'm 

... a real inspector? Here it is. I always ask the inspector why he knows a lot, much more than me, so he 

reassures me, when I say "real inspector", so he, as it were, is absent and I am relieved. And so, here is 

the time when this explanation, this justification, turns out for the first time. "I have nothing to do with 

the way of murder, I have nothing to do with Via Pergola, because I was in Via Garibaldi "- the singular -" 

in front of my computer ", with this lightweight drug pastime. This is the poured figure. This is of course 

the focus and the deepening. Interestingly, I would like to start from the final of this discourse, which is 

essentially given, the final of this reasoning, the content I have tried to read with the utmost attention, 

trying not to lose even a line, Ambrosio. D'Ambrosio's expertise is the expertise - we say so - that in a 

sort we say a step further than a reason we will do next, it offers the argument that this computer, and 

this time I use the singular, because the only computer of which with respect to Solution there is reason 

to reason is that, for the good reason that ASUS, which he still held, re-reading his own statements, it 

seems to me before the Judge for Preliminary Investigations if I'm wrong, right? Exactly. Reading his 

statements before the GIP, in front of the GIP of January 21, it is readily understood that he ... 

GB: 

No, but they did not enter (voice out of microphone). 

B.C: 

As? 

GB: 



I'm not in the process. 

B.C: 

Ah. And how is it that I have them then? 

GB: 

I am in the Public Affairs file. 

B.C: 

I appreciate... 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

B.C: 

I appreciate... 

AN: 

We can clarify this aspect. Then... 

B.C: 

I then sit down while the President ... 

AN: 

But in twenty seconds, so she rests. 

B.C: 

No, no, but I recover so ... 

AN: 

No, I'll make it clear before they start arguing that they will take us far. The statements made in the 

interrogatory verdict were the subject of an application for invalidity, an application for invalidity, which 

the Court rejected by order. Later, however, it does not come to this Court, but it may be that there is a 

mistake in this sea of cards, which any Public Prosecutor at the hearing has asked for the Solicitude 

Examination. Since the Soliciting Examination was not required, the statements made earlier in the 

interrogations should not be brought to the judgment. This is what the Court has learned from the 

reading of the acts. But I here - as I say - an impotence statement. Since this is a complex process and 

with many faldons, and I also have to say, opportunely - once said - scatters, that is, the typical activity 

of the card player that shuffles the deck, here it seems to have been fun to blend the process papers, so 

to find a sheet you have to read the entire file virtually, but with the difficulty of this. .. of this fact I think 

the explanation is this. No interrogation has ever been asked, so this interrogatory verb in front of the 

GIP is the act as it was produced by the Defense seeking its nullity with a specific exception. These are 

the facts that the Court ... of this fact I think the explanation is this. No interrogation has ever been 

asked, so this interrogatory verb in front of the GIP is the act as it was produced by the Defense seeking 

its nullity with a specific exception. These are the facts that the Court ... of this fact I think the 



explanation is this. No interrogation has ever been asked, so this interrogatory verb in front of the GIP is 

the act as it was produced by the Defense seeking its nullity with a specific exception. These are the 

facts that the Court ... 

B.C: 

All right, I take it. 

AN: 

... he thinks he is reconstructing. Then... 

GB: 

If you want me ... 

B.C: 

No, Lawyer ... 

GB: 

No, no, well, I was saying to ... 

AN: 

So I would say that on the statements of Solicitude ... 

B.C: 

I would say ... 

AN: 

... it is clear that if the parties will refer you to the debate we will certainly not be a friendly fire, but it is 

clear that the Court will not be able to use it in any way. So it is basically useless to refer you. 

B.C: 

Yes, but I take note ... 

AN: 

We will have to think about other elements, because the Public Ministry has never asked for the 

Solicitude Examination. This is a peculiarity of this process that I give to the present and posterity. It's a 

peculiarity, I have to say. 

B.C: 

But I take note of this ... of this figure, and in fact I like the fact that the data is - so to speak - so 

obviously managed with such care, because in some way, let's say, suggests, in the opinion of the 

Attorney General, to which - we say so - I referred to, in the sense that it valorizes the very reasoning I 

was doing. How does it value it? It enhances it in the sense that it signals how the argument we say that 

I just introduced has its consistency, its thickness. And what is this thickness? Again, I refer to the 



expertise of D'Ambrosio because the same gives us a signal, that is, to say at some point in the expertise 

of D'Ambrosio we find - as it were said - this kind of defensive trench, that is to say the possibility that 

this keyboard of computer has been to some extent, as to say, almost unintentionally unpacked, here, 

let's say, was touched with the hand a bit like that, the pianist, more than we say of the one who wants 

to interact with the car. In fact, the data is said to be not so convinced by the consultant, but, as far as 

we know it and as far as we are concerned, I would clearly contradict the police investigation activities, 

which have put in Evidence that this keyboard pack is not actually proved, or in any case demonstrable, 

for good reason, and they will have already verified it, or in any case it is verifiable, for the good reason I 

said, that it does not, from the so-called keyboard log - here I go clearly on issues I have received and 

that, in short, perhaps less well than genetics, where I am a little bit more learned, I'm somewhat 

metabolic, but I have a clear sense of it - that is to say, where obviously the computer, the one on which 

Sollecito was working, started at 05:20 in the morning listening to music, there we have, with reference 

to the keyboard , all an active and deactivated path, which tells us that there is the interaction there. 

Previously - previously - even keyboard interaction can actually be talked about. And this is significant 

for a very simple reason, right? Because, say, to have developed the subject of the computer, to 

introduce the theme of the computer, to construct it-so to speak-as an alibi, and then to end up in the 

necessity of arguing that interaction might eventually be to touch somewhere the keyboard, it is already 

- as I say - a reasoning that somehow starts from ten and comes to 0.5 on the level of valence, no? 

Because if I, as I say, introduce the theme of the computer, I say, is not that I do then to go to see if I can 

prove that I sometimes sporadically touched the keyboard. Introduce that topic because the computer 

must certainly give me, on the level of the test element, unequivocal certainty. Unique certainty that 

this computer fails to give, in the sense that there are other indications that adviser D'Ambrosio reports, 

that is to say Samba, the Stardust movie, the Front Row, in short, a whole series of indications that from 

the point of view of the timetable ... we may now even repeat the timetable that according to the work 

of the Postal Police in Perugia ... that the police did, timetables indicating how, we say, there is no 

kinship between these contacts, these interactions, and the period when these interactions would be 

interesting to constitute alibi. There is no kinship. So, let's say why - I repeat - is this topic relevant? It is 

important because this insight made by consultant D'Ambrosio, where refutation also becomes clear as 

the Naruto interaction of 21:26 and something, it seems to me, basically supposes nothing at all in terms 

of times, and therefore evidently does not exclude anything from the point of view of timing, here is this 

production, say so, this deepening of counseling is the important work, the important integration with 

respect to what? Compared to what it should be to some extent to be - how to say - the primary data, 

right? In the sense: I put myself in front of the computer, and I obviously worked; in short, this, I mean, 

should ... the computer should also, for me, that I am a paid computer, should return this data safely, in 

a certain way, either because there was writing, it was navigation, the one that is ultimately done with 

the computer. In fact, I would say that it is precisely in the logic of who proposes this element, the young 

man who reports this data, who informs the data of the computer, of course, say, makes him come back 

into his own ... how to say, in a habit that we we are - as we say - all sufficiently old, at least the good 

part, to have a great deal of children who have a similar age, we know that, say, the natural interface of 

this generation ... the lawyer looks at me with incredulous eyes because yet, her goodness, for her 

fortune, 

GB: 

No, because I have a three-year-old son. 



B.C: 

That is, it is a bit back in this experience. But we who, of course, are parents of certainly more grown-

ups, we say so, we know that by now the constant interface of this generation, rightly or rightly, is the 

computer. It's through the computer that looks at everything, it's through the computer that is listening 

to everything, it's through the computer that's spoken to everyone. So, if I say, "I was in front of the 

computer," I have to imagine that I can find, as it were, something that this possibility of documenting 

this presence gives me not - let's say - reducing the talk to Samba or Front Row, or touching the 

keyboard, but it gives me enough - as you say - quite documented, and still documentable. Now, this 

theme, which in fact was also a bit abandoned by the same appeal judgment, because then it is in 

essence a theme that is not ... is one of those that ultimately did not make the case of making an 

espresso reason for appeal, prostitution just because it was one of those issues on which the Court of 

Appeal has somehow ended up saying - to hold that the question, say so, is not worthy of particular 

insights or anything else. Because, say, the data is a bit important to this reasoning, the important point 

of this reasoning is what the first embankment, the first ... how to say, the first trench, here, with 

respect to the computer speech, "I am put in front of the computer "obviously had to signal a different 

type of response, in particular" I did the navigation "and everything else. In fact, the computer turns out 

to be turned on, it was at that time in use for downloading movies, and therefore certainly, if there was 

not a particular development, which is what we have deduced, it seems to me rightfully this time, from 

the arguments of the texts heard, not by the head of the head that perhaps that figure could 

authentically interpret better, that is, the operator of the password manager, but it concerns relatively, 

is a speech that then does not lose. Why do not you lose it? Because the theme was then introduced by 

the Police Headquarters, which however produced - and they have - analyzes the log files of the Fastweb 

handler. Why, what happens? This Fastweb, which obviously at that time was said to be on the market, 

what did he do? With a habit quite ... as the type of connection here says, yes, explains it, explains the 

head, at the hearing of March 14, 2009. Yes, he explains it by answering questions from the Public 

Ministry. Here is what happened? That obviously this manager, having an interest in organizing perhaps 

not knowing how to calibrate his offers or anything else, archived a bit of all of his user's data, so 

archiving all this data, let's say, proposes what we find in these analyzes, in these hourly analyzes, that 

we talk about contacts, which are all minute-by-minute contacts, all of 18 bit, none of 20 - then 18 bit 

that means? virtually no dry figs - and then in essence, as far as the rest are concerned, we talk about 

operating system updates, which are up to half hourly updates, and so to some extent they give us an 

answer with respect to this ability to safely, safely, with certainty documenting this, if this data were 

present, giving us these negative responses that we have said. These are in fact negative responses that 

then somehow induce, let us say, feel that we can evaluate the possibility of undermining the police 

conclusions through that other assertion that is delegated to the consultant D'Ambrosio, and which has 

the features I have said just now. Then comes D'Ambrosio, that is to say, in the logical development of 

reasoning, the arguments of consultant D'Ambrosio are in some way due to the fact that the normal 

way to account for the use of this instrument, we say in the forms that are - how to say - logical, 

pertinent, and which was also reasonable enough to imagine, it was not practiced because, say, there is 

obviously no definite assurance, say spendable, of the fact that in that time zone there is it was human 

interaction with that computer, in the normal modes with which this type of interaction normally takes 

place. This data has its relevance - no? - to the extent and in the terms in which I have exposed it. 

Certainly then, when it is to be contradicted vigorously and in a well-founded way, but with arguments 

that I have not found at the moment, and so I must assume that the question still keeps this cut and this 



value, because, say, I took it from the development of reasoning I did on D'Ambrosio's expertise. Here, I 

said, if this figure has these characteristics of equivocation, then it is obviously significant why? Because 

it lacks the possibility ... that is, because on this theme, how to say ... to this justification, by saying 

technical terms to this alibi, it approaches a few days after the fact has occurred, obviously because - 

boh - is believed perhaps that and not before it was time to report the data. But then the figure, as it 

may be said, does not have the univocity that obviously ought to have to be ... to have that consistency 

that is hoped for, and therefore from the point of view of the proof certainly constitutes, on the 

sidelines, certainly an alibi that is not simply failed, because when you deliver it, maybe you may not 

know that your handler is able to give you a demonstration of what was actually done with that 

computer that night, but when you deliver it you know you are delivering a data that is not authentic , 

which does not have a basis of truth; you know you're delivering a datum that maybe ... basically the 

defendant has a base, because then, let's say, he was going to study his degree in computer science, so, I 

mean, you have a basis in your subject ; maybe you will not go to the point of knowing the internal 

affairs of this manager, but still you know that, say, the computer, for all the particular features it 

possesses, is in some way able to undermine you, and in fact you are enough , so much so that if 

perhaps perhaps it was not detected through these screens, these mirrors sent by the operator, could 

not find what the data was saying about the use of this computer, maybe it would have been enough to 

say "well, there is a doubt that when it comes on, with a keyboard on" ... within the limits I have told the 

keyboard, in the limits already contradicted with the expertise of D'Ambrosio, here I was saying, let's 

say, the computer is on, it's downloading movies, apparently at least there is a doubt that ". Well then, 

then, here is this indignant attitude that this element does not seem to have it, and so let's say, gives us 

a representation - as we say - of not authenticity of the justification given in the process, which is 

important. It is important because it is somehow a first element to characterize what we say, what is 

technically called false imitation, that is to say pretending, I point to the fact that I was there in my home 

doing this thing, interacting manually with the computer, this element finds a negative response from 

the elements I have submitted to you, and this, say, negative, somehow supports, gives dignity to 

reasoning about the possible falseness of the alibi. It is not the only aspect, but it has its own leadership. 

Also because, I repeat, let's say, when referring to this speech, I say, you do not just want to say that ... 

let's say you have to go back to the initial reasoning, so the prospect of falsity of the alibi in the 

meantime has a bearing as moving away from that place approaches the other place. It is also a logistic 

proximity because of course, say, from Via Garibaldi, where the Sollecito lived, I say, walking down those 

few ... are three hundred meters, three hundred and fifty meters overall, but in short, walking those two 

hundred or three hundred meters that they are, in the only plausible way to go to the center, which is 

precisely the descent, because the side walkers do not have dignity of the road virtually, they land 

directly on the well-known, sadly known Piazza Grimana, from which then the facade leads, if not to the 

homicide home, at least we say at the entrance, at the entrance gate. So, I mean, here, let's say, say it 

was not there, Logistically, here's somehow approaching the other place. In short, there are obviously a 

whole series of further considerations, but in short, this premise is still important. It is important 

because it obviously excludes the possibility of arguing the presence in that place and even more so the 

possibility of arguing the presence in a third place, where evidently having been found, would have had 

all the ease and all the possibility - how to say - to indicate feedback from this point of view. 

 



But the theme of alibi is a theme that does not end with this argument because it takes us to consider a 

couple of testimonies, how much fought, how hard to introduce and discuss, and then to an evaluation 

of time compatibility, on which we will have to say something. The first of these testimonies is the 

testimony of this wretch, who in the meantime also seems to me to have died, this Curatolo, who we 

say ... to which the Solicitude in his spontaneous statements referred, of course, to characterize it in the 

terms that he pointed out, which are indubitable, from the point of view, so let's say, personal, those 

that certainly emerge. The Curatolo, heard and resented, also resented a bit how it is - we say so - 

appreciated from the point of view of his testimony, gives us the data of the presence of the two 

defendants in Piazza Grimana, on time - then we will see this speech better - on a timetable that has one 

compatibility with the facts. So the data, I mean, is not a secondary one, it's not a small figure, is not it? 

Because when we say that the subject of the investigation, the theme ... let's say, the technological 

subject, the cybernetic argument, does not give clues of clarity, which would be desirable and also easy 

to predict in consideration of how much this computer will certainly have been normally used, here, in 

the face of this, we hypothesize to identify that indifferent element as an element that transfers, on the 

plane ... the defendants from this place to the other place, here, with respect to this other place we 

have a testimony. So, I mean, we can not get rid of it in two lines, because it is important. The heads, I 

said, see the two defendants. Then we will explain what you think you have seen and evaluate the 

quality of this memory. The issue has already been widely debated, but it deserves to be taken into 

account, based on what I have read. I would say that the element that somehow characterizes the head 

is an element that ultimately, from the point of view of the procedural treatment that has been reserved 

to him, seems to have been appreciated somewhat marginally. Instead, I convey it as the fact that in my 

opinion more than any other makes sense to this testimony, that is to say, this curator, this addict 

clochard, drug addicts, we use the terminology - as we say - the more grungy we like to use, here's what 

we say is a habitual frequent. The last inquiry was also in the sense of asking people who were already 

aware of the attendance times for the editors. So, I mean, we're talking about one that, let's say, is 

peaceful that he was a constant traveler. When we talk about the square magazine then we'll say better, 

because even the square should be appreciated, it should also happen, right? Because in reality, here, 

let's get rid of this preliminary description that we then need, let's say. One thinks of the square and 

imagines an open place where there is a walk of people going and people coming. I would say it is a 

description that does not fit this Grimana Square in the most absolute way, in the sense that the square 

is a kind of subway, inter alia, with a massive scatter that in some way is just ... as it is, it also gives the 

meaning and explanation of why it is a place of parking, surely also a place of drug trafficking, there 

would be something else, where the famous canes were bought, to say. Well, that's just the place to buy 

the canes. Good. Then, in this place, I said in this place where the road then overrides, for then we say 

on the right there is the famous school for foreigners frequented by the victim and then over the road 

supersedes and then goes to the city center. Because Perugia has this characterization a bit downhill, or 

uphill, depending on where you look at it. This square is not great, let's say, how to say, embedded in 

this suburb, has this appendage that is the famous basketball field, which is surprisingly well kept, so, 

honestly this is a given, to say, that characterizes it, it is surprisingly ordered. This basketball field is then 

... let's say, the whole square and the field are ringed, because then obviously there goes downhill, and 

from there it then looks out and as I say at one time you are tracing home to the victim, at home Knox 

and company and more. Not that you see the house, but you can see the gate that introduces the little 

carriage break that then leads to the house. So this is Grimana Square, this small enclave, is not it? 

Where, of course, also - as we say - the memory of the frequent traveler, say, of a sort of constant guest, 



fixed presence, Certainly it is easier for you to have articles, which we do not - say so - for those who are 

passers-by in a square. The situation is different, as far as Grimana Square is concerned. And, I said 

again, then then, I mean ... well, on the day that the data refers to you will see. But I was saying, the 

most interesting thing to me, as a Public Prosecutor, that is, in short, I come from the world of 

investigation, I have done this and only this, except for the last few years when I was ... as say, age has 

marked me the possibility of becoming a Procurator General Substitute, here, but I've always done just 

that. Then to me, here I am a person while I appreciate it as it may find plausibility from the point of 

view of her relationship with a criminal affair. This seems to me to be a trustworthy figure of the person 

who goes a little outside, say, of what can be the current canons, because I'm also interested in 

appreciating, as you say, the heads from this point of view. So, let's say, a curatolo element I have seen a 

bit underrated, and which seems to me to be an almost element of premise, is that this, indeed, if I am 

not mistaken as a frequentator of those areas, that context, he had already brilliantly disengaged as a 

witness. And he talks about ... who is talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the 

process this time, not before the judge where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to 

him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... 

in a sailing? let's say, of what can be the current canons, because I'm also interested in appreciating, as 

you say, the heads from this point of view. So, let's say, a curatolo element I have seen a bit underrated, 

and which seems to me to be an almost element of premise, is that this, indeed, if I am not mistaken as 

a frequentator of those areas, that context, he had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he 

talks about ... who is talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not 

before the judge where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and 

clarifies to us just as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? let's say, of 

what can be the current canons, because I'm also interested in appreciating, as you say, the heads from 

this point of view. So, let's say, a curatolo element I have seen a bit underrated, and which seems to me 

to be an almost element of premise, is that this, indeed, if I am not mistaken as a frequentator of those 

areas, that context, he had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he talks about ... who is 

talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not before the judge 

where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just 

as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? how to say, the heads from 

this point of view. So, let's say, a curatolo element I have seen a bit underrated, and which seems to me 

to be an almost element of premise, is that this, indeed, if I am not mistaken as a frequentator of those 

areas, that context, he had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he talks about ... who is 

talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not before the judge 

where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just 

as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? how to say, the heads from 

this point of view. So, let's say, a curatolo element I have seen a bit underrated, and which seems to me 

to be an almost element of premise, is that this, indeed, if I am not mistaken as a frequentator of those 

areas, that context, he had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he talks about ... who is 

talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not before the judge 

where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just 

as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? and which seems to me to be 

an almost element of the premise, is that he, indeed, if I am not mistaken, as a frequentator of those 

areas, of that context, had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he talks about ... who is 

talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not before the judge 



where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just 

as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? and which seems to me to be 

an almost element of the premise, is that he, indeed, if I am not mistaken, as a frequentator of those 

areas, of that context, had already brilliantly disengaged as a witness. And he talks about ... who is 

talking about it? Napoleon's witness speaks to him, but in the process this time, not before the judge 

where the acts were not ... No, here's the trial, so he speaks to him in a usable act, and clarifies to us just 

as the Curatolo was we say we were a very precious witness ... in a sailing? 

IB: 

No, in a murder. 

B.C: 

No, in a murder. Ah, in a murder, they see, in a murder, not in a sailing, in a murder. Here, this qualifies 

me, qualifies the testimony of the witness, more than so many speeches. But now we will talk about 

speeches. So at the moment ... Why do you qualify him? Not because ... he says, he knows, one who 

witnessed once witnessed all his life, and he is always ... No, no, it's not just this, actually not just this, 

it's not just that. Yes, it tells me that the verbale brings that, let's say, the usefulness of the Curatolo was 

in function of certain times, in short, a person who knew how to say-a testimony of particular precision. 

It was not an impressive testimony. But why is this important? It's not that he says "well, that time he 

said well and then he was wrong". It is not just this, that if perhaps one, say, gives a signal of this kind 

once, then there is a person - we say so - that has its own margin of trust. No, it is important because it 

is a person who, apart from what is certainly his personal story, will certainly have brought him - how to 

say - to interact with justice, perhaps, how many times, but here, at the moment as a witness, he has 

had a good grasp of how far-as-say-a little pertinent and not conducive to the end testimony to himself, 

perhaps the testimony made a bit like this, to please, or in any case testimony, as saying, because it 

certainly has come to be witness in a particularly complex event, to what the witnesses tell us, let's say, 

of which there is no reason to doubt, or no one doubted. Here, this is an element that in my opinion 

characterizes a bit this witness, so much so, see, if then we come, let's say, how the head then was not 

really ... more than devalued, just - how to say - rescinded by the appellate judgment, we must return to 

a kind of a priori, no - now, not to return to the theme of priori - to a sort of a priori because in essence 

we find in the judgment an evaluation really - say so - the little value of this contribution, because the 

evaluation is personological, in short, no? That is to say ... and this personological assessment we find it 

equally equal to the questions that the Court makes during the hearing when it comes to asking the 

Curatolo these details, says "but where it sleeps" , "What does", "in short, she is basically a drug addict, 

basically it is a character who, therefore, kicks in this square and so we say she is alive. " This slightly 

humane evaluation, a little a priori, is grounded in saying that it is not conducive to its saying. And this is 

frankly sorry, here, that this was the theme, because, I repeat, there was the other aspect that most 

characterized the procedural contribution of this character. There is actually a presence in this place, 

which is a habitual and systematic presence, which then necessarily arises in the condition of 

appreciating other presences, say, that this sort of small enclave proposes Perugine. And then there is 

also the fact that if we have to answer, say, a priori with a high a priori, I mean, meanwhile, we consider 

it - but this in very general terms and certainly not very important - that sometimes even the most well-

equipped witnesses, those who have ... who feel that they have the ability to still, how to say, in 

quotation marks, manipulate the data may have a limit of reliability. Sometimes the texts less equipped 



to be more trustworthy for their conscious inability to handle, say, a position. And then the other 

aspect, always aprioristic, but it seems to me a priori stronger than what we say is done by the Court, 

that is to say, of course, you are a square toxic, you are one who might buy, maybe sold, you are one 

that you do. Good. Then, if we were to imagine, let's say, to expunge - is it said to expire? Yes, we should 

imagine expelling drug addicts from the case history, even in their witness position, I do not say that we 

will forsake, for God's sake, but certainly, I mean, we have daily practice of all these things, such as the 

Defenders they have it, we clearly know that it is a testimonial, however, or as 210 ... in short, it has its 

relevance, that is, I mean, certain processes would surely - as we say - no prospect if this type of 

testimony does not it was considered fit a priori. And so, and so I say, if it is, it seems to me that the 

prejudice must be - I would say so, in quotes - favorable, also because then there is the figure, which 

clearly does not belong directly to this Court as a direct experience, but that they derive from the 

reading of the cards, that is to say the fact that when, when - as you say - the head appears once, twice, 

and then is recalled again, it does not seem that, by the way exposes, has ... I mean, can be indecisive, 

here, on the plane of appearing an unreliable head, so much so that - I repeat - then to appreciate the 

unreliability you use this personal evaluation that would seem to me the case to contradict just as a 

matter of principle, as a matter of principle. I would say, the test, let's say the test data, you appreciate 

it in fact, not considering perhaps, just to say, exclusively this aspect of personological character. And so 

I say, on the contrary, we have in this subject, how to say, the presentation with the mode and 

characteristics that we say, somehow suggest the idea that he, not only for the reasons I said, but also 

for what he says, has his own margin of confidence. You certainly did not see it, though ... but in this 

reopening of the investigation you saw Aviello, right? Here, then you have the very representation of 

what process reliability is. Once again absit iniuria verbis, but if the court has decided to send the files to 

the prosecution, it is obvious that it was so untrustworthy that it was even suspected of slander, so I'm 

not saying it seems to me to be particularly eccentric. Here, in Aviello, you have the representation of 

the total unreliability of the saying, unless there is certainly no need to venture into hypothesis - as it 

were - partial uses, of marginal uses, but frankly in Aviello are quite complicated. Here, you - I mean - 

here, even for the Court, for the Popular Judges, you have been depicting what an unreliable head is. Of 

course, there are rankings. Here we are, let's say, how to say ... the Mercedes of the unreliable, we are 

at the highest levels, however, here, I mean, in the rank of insecurity this is an extremely clear 

representation, here it is. Certainly, of course, perhaps - as you say - prudence would have advised you 

not to trust, right? Because then, let's say, he forced a lot of people to get away, to step back, to give 

justifications for the contacts they had. So, in short, I mean, a head say that it is imprudent to handle, 

No? But that is precious in this photograph that the court has forced us to make Aviello, because it gives 

us the measure of unreliability. Here, I give it, in spite of the heroin ethos that in the years the poor 

Curatolo has assumed, here, I do not find it in the elements that the Curatolo has delivered to the Court, 

so it seems to me also to reject it, this witness, with the evaluation you have read is fairly unlikely, here, 

on the very plane of the indictment. On the other hand, the Curatolo, I said, is sure of his memory. Toxic 

or non-toxic, Curatolo is confident of his memory, which, let's say, places the two defendants at 

compatible times - then there is the issue of the date we will address - in this Grimana Square. So how 

do you do with all the witnesses, here's the quality ... once we have been freed of the evaluation of the 

a priori, because a priori is always a wrong thing, but more so in that case, since it is by far the best of a 

priori a priori, much more drivers other than those to which the Court of Perugia, the Appellate Court, 

has entrusted. Here, once we have been freed from a priori, there is to be seen in concrete terms. 

Because a witness could say "it seems to me". But, let's say, here we are not in the "it seems to me", we 



are in a memory that is accurate. And it supports this precision not on the physical memory - then we 

will argue about the owner of Via Garibaldi and we will make further considerations - the quality of 

certainty in this case should be supported not on the physical memory, which is certain but on the fact 

that, he is a stair of these few square meters and he certainly knows who those areas are, that square 

he frequents, and so he is sure, to say, to be able to contextualize the two defendants in that square in a 

given timeframe. Then, I say, if this is the data, if this is the data certainly the data could be totally - as it 

were - nullified by the fact that the indication, date indication, date given by the witness, is an incorrect 

indication , is an erroneous indication, which is ultimately the second defensive step with respect to 

Curatolo's position, that is Curatolo is unreliable in itself because it is toxic and is unreliable by reference 

to date because it confuses, confuses a date for another . This thing that is toxic, I repeat, It seems to me 

that he has little to do with his trustworthiness. The issue of the date is actually a problem that even this 

exists, say, in a defensive prospect, but I do not think it exists, let's say, that it is delivered by the 

process. Indeed, he is not sure of the process, because he remembers a date in which he saw these two 

young people together and also arguably animated - then we see how this data can have its relevance - 

remembers this date, put it in the evening of the Halloween Day, or as cabbage is called, this end of 

month; obviously then makes a strange reference, an ambiguous call to our day of the dead, which then 

actually is November 02, because it confuses sacred and profane, but certainly can not talk about the 

Halloween night for two good reasons: first because in the Halloween night the people, the defendants, 

but in general all the ragshire of the area, wandered say we dressed for party, etc., etc ... at party ... 

dressed in mask, is a kind of carnival at the end of October , and instead ... and then for the other 

fundamental reason, which is fundamental to Curatolo, that evening was not raining, while, incidentally, 

it rained for the very evening when he felt wrong to have seen them. Then obviously, remembering 

Halloween adds to the talk of the buses, but the data we say is atmospheric, that for one that camp in 

the square does not seem to me secondary, behold, obviously he centers it very well. And it is good, and 

I would say so, let's say it can be placed in the evening of the murder, because otherwise, thinking that it 

is not Halloween, since it may not necessarily be that evening there, you should go backward, perhaps 

different on the evening, and have little plausibility, also because you are talking about two young 

people who have been known for not many days. But I would say that the figure then is that, let's say, 

and so the reference is a reference - as saying - spendable on the level of the indifference, and then it 

also gives us the additional circumstance that since this Curatolo certainly comes to speak when he goes 

- as he says - to urge on the possibility that we may say that he has seen something, since he is a visitor 

of a place that is almost a sort of logistic propaganda of the delusional locus commissi, here, at that 

moment he gives us the data of having said seeing them, the two accused, for exactly the night before 

when the next morning with the caps, that is, all the staff of Scientology, what was then so badly said to 

have worked in Via della Pergola, but surely for having done all the confusion that is said to have the 

pesticide was enough, so many had to be, and so this number enough, so also folkloristic of the staff of 

Scientology is exactly what Curatolo sees, and clearly - clearly - seeing those certainly is at that moment 

that he will, a sort of critical assessment of what has remained in mind of what he could see the 

previous evening. And so, let's say, is a given what it allows, it seems to me, to fully recover this 

testimony, which certainly can not be - as it were - dismissed aprioristically, for the reasons I have said, 

and I do not think it can be dismissed even with reference to the date profile, because it is a date that 

from the point of view not only of meteorological observation, but also of this very important fact, that 

is, to say that it has somehow been related to the events of the following morning, that is to say to the 

presence in that area we say personal, it gives a value, to say, full trust in this process element. What did 



he - we say - could he see? He could see something that actually had the ability to stay in the head, that 

is to say not a passage of a known person, perhaps along with another well-known person, and perhaps 

a flying passage, something that if one is sitting and reading ... apparently he said "I was reading a 

newspaper", in short, could also, I mean, be an element that maybe does not entirely have an attitude 

to stay ahead. Instead, he saw something, say, more characteristic, that is to say, talk about a discussion, 

an exchange that obviously had a characterization enough to be perceived by him, who was standing 

there on one of those benches, so at a distance like between me and them, but perhaps even less, and 

this discussion, and this discussion, let's say so, to speak animally, it seems to me that we use the word 

"animately," this animated talk that the head transposed is then accompanied by the approach of 

Solicitude, more than once I feel - is it? - more than once on the railing that from the square, and then 

from the square and then from the basketball court and so on, look to - say so - the zone, the area of the 

commission of the murder, because, let's say, only that direction is allowed from that point of view 

there. So ... and so this is. And so, here he evidently suggests, he also points out, even in telling why the 

thing remained in his mind, also indicates here a live scene, not just saying "boh, i saw them passing, 

yes, yes, i li I remember why I knew them. " No, it indicates a live scene. And so also from this point of 

view the element can not be, as if to say, derubricated to something indifferent to the point of the 

indictment, once again, I repeat, that the step that made the first instance judgment and that instead, in 

short, somehow reconsidered the appeal judgment, to assume that the date is not that. But it is 

significant - it is significant, and on this I allow myself to solicit the attention of the Court - it is significant 

that then, when it is necessary - as to say - to cut off the legs to this witness, it is not done by simply 

organizing a date discourse that actually did so effectively the first-degree judgment had developed; no, 

the theme is then done by saying "it's a toxic". So the same Court that suffers doubts about the conduct 

of the data, and so eventually the Curatolo comes out of the scene because it is toxic, not because it was 

wrong with that one. Mostly this is. If they read questions about clarifications made during the 

examination they have direct perception. Then it seems to me that if that aspect does not deserve a 

right of citizenship, but not for a fact, to say vaguely and trivially sociologically; no, because he has no 

right of citizenship in the reality of the criminal trial, where such witnesses are enough ... I do not say the 

agenda, but in short, enough, no? By the way, one who looks at the case has already given good proof of 

the fact that it is time to prove the relevant time to discover such a serious fact. So we are told. In short, 

it seems to me, gentlemen, to continue to think of the unattainability of the Curatolo in his role as 

clochard, the rejection of society, an unreliable character because he might be in the square at different 

times than that ... is frankly one more, here, compared to an element that is delivered to us in all its full 

effect of element, which corroborates the previous one to contradict the alibi, right? Because we are 

talking about a presence we have to report, so that we have our own leadership at the evening of the 

murder. So not only did we argue that the computer did not offer certain elements, but maybe such a 

tool as that would have to - as it were - explode with absolute ease, but we are also arguing that the 

logistics that virtually causes in the logic of the contradicted alibi, as fake, I accidentally move you from 

one place to another; Here, the head, if we have to consider it, as I believe, a testament on which the 

Court can base its assessment, it is certainly not the supertestimon but, in short, a head that can benefit 

this function, the head gives us a presence that if it is not, say, just a presence in the apartment is still a 

presence, as to say in the affiliations, is a presence in the vicinity, and among other things is particularly 

significant because the discussion accompanies just quell 'look to look at, so let's say is something that, 

say, directs us exactly where the discourse we want to later take it. So, if they ... is too early to ask the 

Court for five minutes, but five minutes of suspension clock? so let's say is something that, let's say, 



directs us exactly where the discourse we want to later take it. So, if they ... is too early to ask the Court 

for five minutes, but five minutes of suspension clock? so let's say is something that, let's say, directs us 

exactly where the discourse we want to later take it. So, if they ... is too early to ask the Court for five 

minutes, but five minutes of suspension clock? 

AN: 

But this depends a bit since the time you deliver us, in the sense that as I expected, it seems to me to 

understand that we are still far enough away from its epilogue ... 

B.C: 

Yes, yes. 

AN: 

... it is in the Court's interest to limit the suspension time to the maximum, because then we also have 

time in the evening where we have to close, because there are requirements, not procedural, but also 

life, even moving ... 

B.C: 

Sure. 

AN: 

... of timetables, public transport, of all people, including the People Judges, so we can not go beyond a 

certain ... some time. We say, roughly eighteen, at the age of eighteen and thirty, in the afternoon. 

B.C: 

All right. I'll go ahead then. 

AN: 

I was thinking about one, if she can find a way to break, make a breakout, so ... 

B.C: 

Good. 

AN: 

... to give everyone the chance to eat, in short, to relax for a moment, and then to resume altogether, 

here it is. 

B.C: 

Yup. 

AN: 

Intermediate interruptions would avoid it because it makes us lose a little too long. 

B.C: 



Yup. 

AN: 

You know better than me - in short, we have some white hair - five minutes become ... 

B.C: 

Yes, yes. 

AN: 

... no longer controllable ... 

B.C: 

No, no, no, no. 

AN: 

... when discussing more process parts in a process like this. You exit and then return after an hour. Let's 

do it when we make a break. 

B.C: 

So, I ... 

AN: 

I would say around ... in short, when you find a time when you think you have run out of a subject and 

you can make a break without it bothering you. Around one, one, one and a quarter, what is it, we make 

a break to allow a minimum of storage. 

B.C: 

Yes. Meanwhile, see, I already served, spoke to the President and this was ... 

AN: 

He took a breath. If you want ... 

B.C: 

Let's say that a minute ... 

AN: 

A minute of breath. 

B.C: 

... a minute of breath I took it and then ... 

AN: 

No, but she has very wide shoulders and hence can go on safely to one. 



B.C: 

Next, yes, yes, let's see, let's see. So, I said, so the theme, the theme of testimony Curatolo is a bit like 

this, and it is a theme - I repeat - that I find interesting because when we say, I give this hypothesis to 

the Court? - that ... this hypothesis, this clandestine evidence that the presence of the defendants in the 

area of the homicide house, of the Via della Pergola, is - as it were said - also deriving from this 

testimony, certainly them, - the Popular Judges - they have followed this passage, they have heard that I 

have taken this consideration not only from the fact that it is a head that has the characterizations I 

have said, and that therefore we say it is liable to be considered for the reasons I have said, and so on , 

etc., but also for the things he said, No? It seemed to me to be important to emphasize this aspect 

because - I repeat - in short, I do the Public Ministry and therefore I am a bit used to doing this kind of 

considerations, in the sense when discussing a mafia process, let's say - how to say - the element ... 

when introducing the theme we talk about the co-worker's confidence, the first assessment I always 

make, and I think everyone does, those who in short do this kind of job, is to say: what did he compared 

to what was somewhat logical that he knew, for example, respecting his position in the Mafia 

organization and anything else. So the theme of the subject, say the testimony, is more important than 

the testimony itself at times, in the sense that - I repeat - he says "he had the aptitude to stay in mind" 

because it was not a passage any, let's say; it was, however, a passage that in his little one, he said, was 

able to capture the attention, because it was a time of discussion, with this appearance of the defendant 

at the barrier, on an evening which obviously we have indicated as that of the crime, which is an evening 

certainly different from the previous one and the next one, in the sense that it is - we say - that 

intermediate day that comes after a chaotic, festive evening where these streets in the area, say, of the 

University of Perugia, will have been run by brothers and young girls, compared to the so-called 

weekend, that - let's say - Saturday night. Here, too, this indicates, since it is also a novembrine 

evenings, we are not at the time of the day, or at any time in the heat of the summer, this also indicates 

that perhaps at that moment perhaps there was not this whole popo of movement, which - as it were - 

would suggest to the Curatolo distraction than it can to be left in mind. That is, the indicators for this 

data to be properly understood from the point of view, say, of the contextualization of the data, in 

short, there are a lot of them all, no? As the square is made, what kind of night was, who they were, 

who he was, and so on. And precisely, let's say, I suggested that he obviously was saying he was also 

attracted to this behavior, so ... so let's say that some attention is being taken. And I told you what it 

was. Now, free me, with this argument that I introduce, based on this cave given by the Curatolo, I am 

free of a number of elements that the process delivers and that, as they are time elements, all but 

something marginal, all very uncertain, all very vague, obviously then allow, as they say, a variety of 

interpretations and reasonings which is, as it may be, the widest possible fan. So this chapter, which is 

my fourth chapter of respect - so I go to the point of interest to the president - compared to fifteen, this 

is my quarter compared to fifteen. I immediately say that there is a little longer than the others, which 

of course the Court can imagine what it may be. Here, this chapter is titled "Context Compatibility" 

because, of course, when you think of something that has the aptitude as far as the Attorney General is 

concerned to be placed at that particular time, of interest to the investigation and the process, certainly 

the problem of contextualizing it in some way arises. But here we enter that - we say so - seaweed of 

elements, which I would say is constituted by the same statements of Curatolo, from the indications of 

the time of death, from the indications that the texts that speak to have heard the scream give us in 

time limits, misunderstood contacts on the victim's English phone, and finally from that element that 

maybe, say, in all this vagueness is perhaps the only one who has some of its aptitude to be taken a bit 



seriously, which is the presence of the chariot walks in that particular position that I will say in a 

moment. This seems to me, I counted five, I hope I did not leave anybody. If there were any other 

element of context, it would obviously be the Defenders to remedy this - we say so - erroneous Attorney 

General setting. Why do I say "context compatibility"? Because, of course, I mean, as long as it is not 

necessary to hang on this figure more than that, that is when I give it to you so equally, so let's say, I 

disassociate it, but not to deny it, but just to say that - I want to say - the data on the reconstruction of 

the historical fact has an interest, as far as I am concerned - not as far as I am concerned - as far as I 

think it should be about the process, which is not so central. But there is no doubt that when I - as I say - 

I am impressed by the fact that two people discuss, and that one faces a certain area, here, I pose the 

problem by placing them at this time, which is a compatible time, because basically, let's say, is the time 

that even Curatolo tells us, that is something that goes around ten or so, so before or after. What I want 

to point out, gentlemen, is very simple. The experience in this matter tells me - and I think I can say it to 

us - that all times that are not anchored to a certain amount must all be appreciated prudently as times 

they are in the big way. When I read that a certain lady - we say so - remembers a timetable simply 

because it was the one he usually got up, sorry, to go to the bathroom, in relation to a type of diuretic 

he had usually taken in a certain time zone, in short, I begin to travel on a land that is no longer that, 

let's say, the conduction of the data for the purpose of the test, and so, I mean, I do not say that the 

vocabulary should be used a little bit of tripe strings, but I actually mean that time ranges in these 

subjects are very, very elastic, and when they are so elastic, I repeat, they lose their lead. We know well 

- no? - as at times in the robberies, rightly in those realities where the subject becomes alibi through 

time, are five-minute compatibility reasons, right? Here, I believe that when in fact like these, where the 

witness is certainly a witness - so - a little that does not have the duty to remember, to contextualize the 

time, it is not untrue according to the time, these times , say, must still be appreciated, not in one ... I 

want to be clear what I mean, not - let's say that - by doing everything in their entirety, but always with 

that we say the ability to interpret the time, so with the focus not to overestimate the data, when the 

data is not to be overestimated. I repeat, what is the time of the carriage gear, which, in fact, having 

done some work, is able to give a range of plausibility of its intervention between eleven and eleven and 

a quarter, which is a range, as if to say, more trustworthy, because there is an intervention done, there 

is the fact of having ... how to say, to have arrived there, settled, to have even occupied the front of the 

home of Via della Pergola, so in short ... and has done more than anything a formal thing that must then 

remain to his actions. So, let's say, the level of reliability of this time data is much higher, 

IB: 

(voice off microphone) 

B.C: 

Yes, yes, yes, rightly the carriage is then - as it were said - also shot by the camera, which identifies the 

time and everything else. So of course, let's say, maybe that may be the only thing that can do a bit from 

the watershed, here, with respect to the evolution of the facts. So, let's say, what do I mean? I mean, 

since, as we say, this memory of the Curatolo with regard to the behavior of the two defendants is 

precisely built on the recall of a specific behavior, certainly that behavior must somehow take charge of 

saying that in fact, if we have to imagine a done like what happened, here's a passage in the square - 

no? - which is a matter of agitation, which denote the exchange of jokes and anything else, and also that 

denotes a look to look in that direction, certainly lends itself more to be placed before the gearbox stage 



... pardon, before ... after the fact has occurred rather than before the fact has occurred, in the sense 

that it is unreasonable ... that is, there are no arguments to believe that there was a discussion plan that 

in some way had, let's say, get started before that fact. While the thing may be more reasonable if it is 

obviously placed, say, after the fact has occurred. I repeat, in one case or the other then I do not ... in 

short, I move relatively, but I need to look at the alternatives simply to point out how, ultimately, in this 

vagueness of the times, say, one or the other they then have theirs not ... in short, they are not likely to 

be in any way denied. Because, what should - as it were - be the critical point of reasoning? What is the 

hour of death - no? - on which we have been talking about for a long time, and we are gone, not us, 

others have come to a halt, coming to the most open conclusions, the least - the less precise because 

obviously, in short, for a reason or for the other, the conclusions reached by the Experts are conclusions 

that offer a very wide range, as far as the hour of death is concerned, because, as we know, the 

elements that characterize the hour of death are basically two, that is, the so-called rectal temperature 

and the level of digestive maturity. Both of these elements, we say, could not provide a precise 

indication of this hour of death, to the point that obviously this one, which could be overwhelming, say, 

it is not concretely spendable. So, let's say, excluding this figure, certainly the only element - I repeat - 

that has its characterization is precisely this presence of the carriage gear, which among other things is a 

presence that accompanies a time when the area is enough occupied - no? - because there is not only 

the fact that when the carriage arrives and even uses the part ... we say the adjacency of the entrance to 

the house, to do the maneuver, but there is also the stopping machine, with two people on board, while 

another car stops a little farther, with two others aboard; the first is the one that is in need of a gear, 

and the second of the friends waiting. So there is a presence - no? - quite thick of people, none of which 

has - say so - never given notice of having seen or perceived something special. So obviously, if we - we 

say so - we have to put this on when the carriage gear is gone, then we're about to break through eleven 

and a quarter, so let's go very late, so - I repeat - as I 'The hour of death all the more is very elastic, 

however, the discourse has its plausibility, although perhaps it is a fact that ... no, that is not indicted by 

anything then, all in all, because even Curatolo says, in short, I left before midnight and there were no 

more ", so in short, somehow, I mean, has its compatibility with this aspect as well. If we then have to 

think, then if we should think that, let's say, but in short, let's remember that - I repeat - for what I said 

before, we are obviously a stone's throw, that is, a house is three hundred meters or so, say three 

hundred and fifty way, so let's do the height of the wall, from 3.78 it has become about 3.5. Let's say 

three hundred and fifty, and so, in short, maybe three to four minutes on foot is the distance separating 

one house from the other. So we are quietly. Here is the only point on which - let's say so - that I submit 

to them is what emerges from the English phone of the victim, who, in that time zone, presents some 

contacts that have the classic aptitude ... I read that these contacts were intended to build hypotheses, 

certainly brilliant hypotheses, but I would be destined to remain within the hypothesis. That is to say 

those contacts that ... I would say there is a first contact that has its meaning, that is, the attempt to call 

the family in England, but it is certainly before the fascination of interest. Then there are three 

subsequent contacts, one that does not really mean, and that is that at Abbey Bank, which is precisely 

the first name on the phone book, which I do not even think you could call directly, maybe ... not I know, 

however, in short, I mean, being lacking in prefix may be ... that's just the expression, so, of accidental 

contact. Then there is also a contact with the secretary, which also aborts, and so also that lends itself to 

be - as it say - dumbbells with accidental contact. Then there is a connection, also aborted, and 

therefore also incongruous, which has a precise timetable and therefore can have its own relief. That is 

to say, since this connection with respect to other things is the only one that, let's say, draws from the 



tabulation, obviously has a precise time, which is that of 22:13. What would that mean? That, as at 

22:13, in this hypothesis of fact that occurred before the cumbersome presence of the carriage gear and 

not afterwards, it should be a timetable, as if to say, very intrinsic to the fact of crime, then we must 

prefigure this scenario in which, let's say, this accidental contact of 22:13 belongs, say so, at the moment 

when the phone is handed, or is passing by hand, and so it belongs at the moment we say the flagrancy 

of the offense. But that this is not a questionable discourse, or in any case it is not a censurable speech, 

two things tell us basically. The first is that there has been - they will have read it, I will remember it - a 

big dispute between counseling advice, part counseling, how can we put the phone in that time band, 

we already say under the space compatible with the place where it was finally found, this aspect is 

contradicted by the fact that it is handed to us by the police technicians, who, referring also to the ... as 

it is called ... to the bridges, to the .. . 

IB: 

To the cells. 

B.C: 

... the cells, referring to the cells, tell us how the phone was definitely not in that area of Via Sperandio, 

of Lana House, so to say, where it was found, but it was - as it were - in the area the apartment; of 

course, not necessarily just inside, but still in an area that belongs to the cell of the apartment, which, of 

course, according to the reconstruction made by those who worked on this cell argument, excludes the 

home garden Lana. But this aspect, which is what obviously belongs to me less, because it is the most - 

as it say - technological, then faces the other given, which instead belongs to me a little more, that is, in 

fact, in fact it is certain that there has been a subtraction by those who killed the victim, whoever it was, 

of phones. This is a fact because they are found in this garden, let's say, and after a while they are 

basically in the garden, because there's that mess of English-language at Meredith, telling him how it 

was the best mask the night before . And it's one thing that travels around midnight. Now, I was saying, 

is a fact we say reasonable that when these phones are taken away, whose subtraction is certainly 

already tied to the necessity, we intend to say, however, to offer a representation - as it were - of the 

thing as a theft, a theft, however, that is so, already at this stage, to say hello, to make the phones 

immediately thrown away, something that does not belong to our professional experience because - 

let's say - normally we, when we have the thefts of the phones and we do the analysis of the ... we go 

looking through the tabulated memberships, we hold the reception to those who are then in possession 

of the cards, which obviously circulate. Here, however, the anomaly is that these are subtracted and 

immediately thrown away. The thing from a certain point of view makes sense - no? - because as we say, 

the phone is switched on speaking in the sense that it allows the tracking, of course it's enough ... it 

would be pretty unwise to keep it in it maybe sparked, as it was then thrown away, and so if one does 

not interest in keeping them, so much so that it disables it immediately. And that's exactly what 

happened. So, let's say, the fact that the phone ... that this subtraction, let's say, is a moment that 

belongs to the blame of the murder act, it is demonstrated by the same management that then the 

phones have been made. So, let's say, we're not talking about phones that may be ... in doubt, they 

could have come home, which I know, six, seven, ten hours later. No, we're talking about phones that to 

be found in the Wool garden around midnight have certainly left the house ... that is, they probably left 

home in the same context as the murder. So even this aspect, let's say, somehow returns its likelihood 

to the possibility - as it were to say - that time of 22:13 is a time that must somehow already belong to 



the offense, otherwise we say, the time becomes no longer consistent with what the gearbox and its 

belongings are. However, I repeat again, this is context compatibility that, say, to some extent account 

for timetables that derive from this - let's say, removed the wagon gear - these indicators all pretty 

elastic, the first of which is the time of death , with respect to which, once the defendants have been 

placed, in the hourly part of which the Curatolo indicates from ten years onwards in Grimana Square ... 

he, on the other hand, says "I read, so, I mean, may have seen them later; but in short, let's say, that is 

the time zone he reports; At this point, it is certainly less relevant to find a way to find, as it were, a sort 

of inconvenience of all these times with respect to the offense, to reach a plausible indication, because - 

I repeat - removed the gearbox, which has its own - as it say - precise deciphering, the rest belongs to 

the few of the things that may have more or less plausibility, but certainly none is of certainty, and 

therefore from this point of view it may seem perhaps more plausible than the fact that Curatolo gives 

us that memory is a reminder that belongs to the next time with respect to the offense, but it is not to 

be assumed, as it may be, to imagine a different time zone instead. This is what I say because, let's say, 

all those arguments that were, after all, a bit singularly taken into account, since all of us have to cross 

the particular moment that is the time when the murder occurred need to be treated a bit all together, 

in the terms I have said, with those limits of approach to the subject that I have evidently pointed out 

and which are objective limits, from the point of view - I repeat and conclude - of the impossibility of 

first finding an hour of death that has one - how to say - plausible plausibility to those who are the 

indicators that commonly to this - how to say - they give themselves. I know that there are 

considerations for which time can be of one type or another. Then I will listen carefully to the moment 

when they will be done, however - I repeat - having read all diligently, here, I believe that the data - as I 

say - of synthesis is the fact that these times certainly do not lend to that use that Criminal Judge 

Requires. The only - repeat - element that has its own spendableness in criminal proceedings - because 

the times, if it is time to think it is necessary to have precise time schedules - it is precisely what I said, 

that of the carriage gear and I would say that at that time that need for a coherent logistical, which is 

surely precedent, that precedes. Here is this element, let's say ... this argument, pardon, is what 

somehow, so to speak, is the first part of the theme of the contradiction of the alibi, which, I repeat, the 

Public Ministry organizes two steps , those I reported: the unclear analysis of the computerized findings 

and the critical evaluation of Curatolo's words, of Curatolo's testimony, evidently, as it were, also 

critically evaluated in the light of the contextual compatibility that in this testimony are necessarily ... 

 

Then there is a second testimony, of interest to the trial, which is of a very different nature, and which is 

of utmost importance, but also, according to the careful assessment made by the Supreme Court Judge, 

It is also relevant to breaking the alibi, that is, Quintavalle's testimony, which is just the fifth of my cards. 

Let us say, it is useless for me to do, as far as hearers say, who have fallen from me in the history of the 

process, the memory of who this is the man who runs this one-store shop, because maybe Conad and 

one think of it? - Conad, of those, say so, in the area ... in fact the Quintavalle shop is a monosport shop, 

which is located there on this suggestive alley of Perugia, which is precisely Via Garibaldi, where the 

accused Sollecito lived, and that of Soliciting, as it turns out, was - as it were - a habitual supplier of 

commodities, ordinary consumer goods. The evaluations that are to be made with Quintavalle are a bit 

different from what you should do to appreciate your testimony than those made for Curatolo. 

Because? Of course, even with Quintavalle, we are faced with a head that expresses certainty in the way 

it gives you, so the reasoning to do is once again to appreciate the features and quality of this certainty. 



However, let's say, the content through which you come to make this appreciation of the quality of 

certainty that Quintavalle proposes us are a bit different. They are a bit different because the context is 

different. First in Quintavalle ... we, say, the Quintavalle we have heard of longing over and over again 

for this kind of late burnout. He belongs to that testimonial segment that survives in the process even at 

the request of his neighbor, it seems to me that he was, by the way, also a reporter for a local 

newspaper, or in any case the apprentice, and so on. Now, of course, let's say this element ... well, 

because he knows, when it comes to witnesses, especially if they are important, reasoning is to be done 

a bit, so this element, which in the first place somehow puts in trouble those who listen, I understand 

also for the People Judges that this aspect may have some relevance, and I want to fall in this matter. 

Here, it's a talk that more ... obviously taking the theme for another, completely different, way, does a 

little bit with the reasoning first on Curatolo. That is to say, can I believe that Curatolo's credibility is 

rescinded by the fact that maybe he was heroin one day yes and the other as well? We have said this 

reasoning is very questionable. Here, in the same ... the same way I think I should also deal with the 

reason for the delay in providing testimony, because, as I said, for Curatolo, and again for Quintavalle, 

especially for Quintavalle, which certainly is not a toxic, indeed, one that says "no, no, but I since I do the 

shopkeeper, I think I also have a certain discrete ability to" ... how is it called when one sees people, in 

short ... tell me. .. do a little bit with the reasoning that was made earlier on Curatolo. That is to say, can 

I believe that Curatolo's credibility is rescinded by the fact that maybe he was heroin one day yes and 

the other as well? We have said this reasoning is very questionable. Here, in the same ... the same way I 

think I should also deal with the reason for the delay in providing testimony, because, as I said, for 

Curatolo, and again for Quintavalle, especially for Quintavalle, which certainly is not a toxic, indeed, one 

that says "no, no, but I since I do the shopkeeper, I think I also have a certain discreet ability to" ... how 

is it called when one sees people, in short ... tell me. .. do a little bit with the reasoning that was made 

earlier on Curatolo. That is to say, can I believe that Curatolo's credibility is rescinded by the fact that 

maybe he was heroin one day yes and the other as well? We have said this reasoning is very 

questionable. Here, in the same ... the same way I think I should also deal with the reason for the delay 

in providing testimony, because, as I said, for Curatolo, and again for Quintavalle, especially for 

Quintavalle, which certainly is not a toxic, indeed, one that says "no, no, but I since I do the shopkeeper, 

I think I also have a certain discrete ability to" ... how is it called when one sees people, in short ... tell 

me. .. can I believe that Curatolo's credibility is rescinded by the fact that maybe he was heroin one day 

yes and the other as well? We have said this reasoning is very questionable. Here, in the same ... the 

same way I think I should also deal with the reason for the delay in providing testimony, because, as I 

said, for Curatolo, and again for Quintavalle, especially for Quintavalle, which certainly is not a toxic, 

indeed, one that says "no, no, but I since I do the shopkeeper, I think I also have a certain discrete ability 

to" ... how is it called when one sees people, in short ... tell me. .. can I believe that Curatolo's credibility 

is rescinded by the fact that maybe he was heroin one day yes and the other as well? We have said this 

reasoning is very questionable. Here, in the same ... the same way I think I should also deal with the 

reason for the delay in providing testimony, because, as I said, for Curatolo, and again for Quintavalle, 

especially for Quintavalle, which certainly is not a toxic, indeed, one that says "no, no, but I since I do the 

shopkeeper, I think I also have a certain discrete ability to" ... how is it called when one sees people, in 

short ... tell me. .. 

IB: 

Fisionomista. 



B.C: 

Here, in short, "I am a physiognomist", here, I was not "physiologist", do you see that there is a need? If 

one does not remember "physiologist", if one ... 

AN: 

(voice off microphone) 

B.C: 

No, no, he wants, no, no, I mean, one does not remember "physiologist", does he just measure it - no? - 

so ... So I said, here he is not a heroine, he is saying "no, I'm also fairy-talented enough, I'm basically the 

shopkeeper, so I mean" ... so, so the context, let's say, from this point of view is the one of the delay. 

Now, I repeat, the delay, let's say ... again, well, I was interrupted, the theme of proof, testimony, must 

be seen basically when the person comes and reports. That is when the Judge must make this 

assessment, the first time. Then afterwards he builds us everything else, the thread of reverberations, 

pros and cons. But the first moment is when it comes up. I'll come back and go back to repeating 

Aviello's case, right? Then, I repeat, even in the testimony of Quintavalle, this Perugino shopkeeper who 

himself himself defines himself as a physiognomist, here he does not really appreciate, there is no 

consideration - as if to say - a negative of his contribution from the point of view of perceived infidelity. 

Today is fashionable, is not it? The perceived temperature ... Here, the perceived unreliability. You had 

the case - no? - it was sitting here before you a few weeks ago. Here, this figure does not appear in this 

testimony. So is it a priori corrected for the delay? I would say that is incorrect. But it is not correct 

because ... we say for similar reasons to those of the drug addict. No. It's not correct for totally different 

but equally important reasons, equally conducive, and it is not correct because of course, I mean, the 

delay, indeed, Sometimes it may be symptomatic of the difficulty of saying which somehow appreciates 

the content, relevance, importance, and significance. In truth, Quintavalle says, "No, the inspector came 

to me, the officer, what he was, asked me something about certain purchases, I could not deliver that 

figure, so I answered agnostically" no " ". But beyond the fact that perhaps, let's say, this answer can 

grasp the sign, but all in all does not solve the whole of its ... delays in reporting; certainly the delay in 

reporting can also be, again, symptom of the opposite, no? In the end, Quintavalle tells us how to have a 

relationship, how to say absolutely, from the point of view of the shopkeeper, of absolute habit with 

Sollecito, so much so that there are one or two of his employees doing the Sollecito cleaning, so he 

points to an educated, very respectful, and much-respected boy in Solicitude. so all the elements that 

may be somehow some prudence in reporting a non-secondary circumstance like that of Knox in the 

morning at his store may have suggested. But this is not an indigestion. Once the passage takes place for 

which the Judge appears and credibly reports, then these elements can not constitute a sort of 

mortgage, say, about the possibility of undermining the abstract reference reference, because we would 

return once more 'first. Then toxic texts are not good, those that maybe for some other reason appear a 

little later are not good; it is not so, this is not the path, at least that suggested by the Supreme Court, 

what I think is right to do. That is to say here we are discussing a head that, when it is proposed, refers 

to things that, say, report sufficiently ... not sufficiently ... credibly, oriented, so again it is to appreciate 

the the quality of this memory without the prejudice of this late blow. Because the quality of the 

memory is always to be seen, for sure, if that remembers bad, all these premise speeches go to bless, go 

to forty-eight cards; however, I repeat, the premise speeches, however, can not be such as to reset the 

credibility of a head that seems credible when it reports certain things to the court, just for that reason 



we have said. So, I repeat ... that is, I repeat ... I come to the point. The quality of Quintavalle's say is a 

quality that is to be appreciated positively, or by chance, even though he is a physiognomic owner, of 

whom Mr. Sollecito, Dr. Sollecito was a customer - all right? - is it anyway a subject that supplies us with 

an evanescent, probabilistic datum? Well, it seems to me that speech is not in these terms, it seems to 

me that speech is nothing else, that is to say, Quintavalle gives us certainty, that is, the certainty of 

seeing him, as a layman of Via Garibaldi, of having saw Knox in front of his shop at the opening of the 

bandone, that particular morning you know. The Quintavalle, let's say, this datum ... then she'll explain 

that maybe ... then she'll remember seeing Knox once with Sollecito, but at that moment he has a 

stranger, but it makes clear to us that despite the delay in propagation he local mind about this figure, 

on the presence of coasts in front of that, he did it I did not say right away, but almost immediately, that 

is to say later a few days that this photograph began to circulate on printed paper, or it was seen on 

television, etc., and so on. So, I mean, it is not that the delay of a year, or what it is, or eight months, 

those who are, accompany the delay in doing the local mind. I see. That is to say, you immediately make 

a local mind. This in Quintavalle's words, of course, that, I repeat, should be taken as delivered by a head 

of which somehow appreciated the credibility for the reasons that have been said. You immediately 

become local mind and this girl is indicated. Then, he, Quintavalle is certain - I repeat - of reference to 

Knox, that is Quintavalle does not say "it was like Knox", "it looked like Knox", or, as they do ... "I 

recognize the third in the seventies" ... why there are Public Ministries who still write "I recognize him 

seventy percent"; then we should explain if it is seventy of all, seventy of the ear, the seventy ... but this 

is never said. But there are still those who make these verbalizations, at seventy. No. Here Quintavalle 

gives us a certainty that is consecrated at the highest moment, from the point of view of the quality of 

the test, that is, if I am not mistaken even in the debate. So, I mean, it's before the Judge that this 

certainty comes to mind. And this fact, this data should be appreciated - no? - why the Quintavalle could 

be safe, but could clearly - I mean - have taken a deadly cantonata, right? It is not that all certainties, 

whether self-referential, physiologist, shopkeeper, etc., etc., could fall apart from the cantonata he has 

taken. Of course, in front of the cantonata that he may have taken we say there is no remedy. But we 

have to give the data ... it's not that we can - how to say, we can free it by saying "well, but he's so sure; 

but anyway it will be a boiata he says. " No. This is not the process's pathway. The processional path of 

the process requires that this is somehow a consideration, to appreciate the content of veracity in the 

light of the indicators that any such element proposes. And when an assessment is made in these terms, 

that is a clue, who will ... let's say, will head to others, but it's a clue. It can not be said that since, well, 

Quintavalle ... well, but you will be wrong. No. You have to explain why and why. So why do I feel that 

this speech does not stick to Quintavalle? Because there are many reasons to believe that this talk ... 

that we say ... that this doubt, that this - as I have called it - cantonate, here we are in Florence so you 

understand what I mean when I say "cantonata" , that this cantonata does not stick to Quintavalle. 

Because? Because when he tells us his certainty, he does not leave us doubtful. First of all, it gives us an 

element of objective context, right? The objective context element is given by the time. So, we are not 

at Conad, let's say, that it's off the Highway. No, we are at a Margherita shop, marked Conad, which is 

nothing but a shop, anything to cook, with its own. Good. We are there. Okay? Then, time is the one 

where, let's say, you pull on this bandone. Do we want to say that it is an element in which the store's 

attendance is fruitful? That it is a time when there is a walk of people, ladies, wigs, or mules, or anything 

else that prevents ...? No, I would say that we are in the most classic of the times suitable to give a dry 

qualification of what has been seen. Even the person awaits the bandone's uplift. What's more - how to 

say - rememberable for a shopkeeper? Without saying that obviously are those times where - I mean - is 



typical - no? - attendance by the regulars. Then he says "hurry up, give me the fast sandwich because 

the bus leaves me", or "go running, I have to go to the station". These are the normal attendants of that 

time there. So what's the most significant of a stranger, who then will say "yes, I remember seeing her," 

but that at that time he liked it as a stranger? And what do you remember about this stranger? The 

shoes? No, remember the primary indicator to recognize a person, that is, your eyes. In short, a person's 

look is what we normally say, let's look at. Of course, if a poor person is a lame, it's an account, but if a 

person has a normal physical complexion, remembering the eyes, placed in this white facies, of a stingy 

face, are unique indicators. Then we can debit them. We will accept that maybe, I mean, when you 

listen to the Defenders in a few weeks will tell you that they are all doubtable. Good. Meanwhile you 

have heard the Attorney General who tells you, as you say, the need to keep them from account, 

because they are significant elements. Time, bandon, eyes, fatigue, pallor. But they are elements ... let's 

say, they have - I mean - the reproaches of the defendant, and are elements that characterize it 

particularly, are not they? Why are they giving an indication, right? Of each one of us can give an 

indication that comes from the look and how the look is - as it were said - embedded in the facies. It is a 

very characteristic feature. So when Quintavalle proposes his certainty to the courtroom, he proposes it 

by identifying the indicators that are, say, on the objective and subjective terms absolutely, as you can 

say, plausible, but I would like to dare more, armored to configure, to qualify this certainty. So, let's say, 

why doubt? Why doubt that this tired young man, with this pallor, with this look he remembers, was 

Knox? There is a countercap, right? The thing that was used in processes ... in the process of kidnapping 

in person. That is to say, I remember once that you went to process Mario Sale, did not you? Do you 

remember Mario Sale? The Sardinian bandit, the first Anonymous Sarda. Then, he went to deal with 

Mario Salt and since, I mean, what do they say, what the kidnappers do? It is not that they see "oh, 

pleasure, good morning". No. They come with a hood in his head and his eyes are only seen, so it 

becomes relevant for the kidnapped to indicate exactly that space. For example, the poor Sara Niccoli 

remembers that he knew how remarkably good how Virgilio Fiore's Fiery eyebrows were made, that this 

was a moving element. Mario Sale was a subject with a lee on his left eye. Now it is clear that a leash 

here in this classroom can have anyone, no ?, say, maybe a hundred people we are maybe five or six, so 

it is not identifying; but with respect to the limited panorama of the kidnappers in person, you 

understand that begins to be significant, because we are hardly to say, we will find another kidnappers 

who have a leash here. So you understand how certain data, from the point of view we say, here is the 

possibility of identifying a subject, are data that are of importance to them. So, let's say, when the 

Quintavalle heads deliver these items, then - I repeat - you will be indubitable in a few weeks with 

arguments just as we say convincingly, and perhaps even more convincingly, for the love of heaven , we 

are here to learn, however, I mean, here is the data, this is what are the elements that, in the opinion of 

the Attorney General, give an indication, a value to this testimony. Because? Because if we should 

reason in the sense that it is, as we say, of a different person, we should reason in the sense that it is ... 

it is not the Knox, no, Quintavalle is wrong. We can not say that it was wrong in general on the date, that 

he invented everything, because if we enter this logic then we say: let us put away the testimony. In our 

view the testimony is not to be thrown away, for the reasons I have said, but we could always say that 

despite the objective compatibility ... we say subjective and objective indicators, however, there is - say - 

the possibility that he has identified such a person. Well, let's go back to Mario Sale's leash, so I imagine 

that the person he saw when he was pulling up the band and anything else, I must obviously guess 

what? I have to assume that a - we say - a person who is almost the same as this young American 

student had happened just where there was somehow title to be. Indeed, you see how the speech is 



singular, is not it? All in all then, if this presence of Knox had been a presence, as to say, tellable, it 

would be a presence, I do not say ... more than neutral, almost favorable, no? because it would have 

somehow allowed us to normalize this night, which in our reconstruction is a turbulent bullet. That is to 

say, normalizing it, going to a certain time to buy something from the pizzicagnolo below. Had it been, 

let's say, how to say, going to buy something for breakfast, cabbage, would have been all a good alibi, 

right? After all, Knox told something. Why, as you say, do not confirm this data? But it is not so, 

obviously it is not so, in the sense that even if we say, then the data on what it may have bought and not 

bought remains a misunderstanding, so much so that this cross-fire is built on the Ace, Ace yes, Ace no, 

the receipts of the Accept, the testimony of what goes to clean, who says that there was already the 

Ace, "there were two," I used one for a while, the other was whole, "so all this ... how to say, the myth 

of the Ages . But in the meantime, the Cassation well explains that this element is important because, if 

it exists - and let's say it seems to me that the elements I have offered you to point out - this element 

characterizes another passage of this unconfirmed, indeed broken, alibi. But it characterizes it on one 

element - see what this particular is about Curatolo - on an element that, if it had been somehow 

reminiscent of it, could have served exactly how to say normalize it? There is one who tells you he saw 

you there at that hour. Well, if you are there to buy the Pavesini well come, in the sense that it serves, 

as you say, to lighten the normality of the situation. But no, because obviously, apart from the fact that 

maybe, let's say, the type of purchase is unknown, if there ever was, and so on, it is certain that the 

bandon is expected to be pulled on and then go buy anything or for Do a market survey of what one 

thing costs rather than another. It's a bit odd, frankly. So then there is a doubt as to what I can ... but of 

course, I say, if you had to imagine, think of somehow, in quotation marks, somehow, best suggestion 

than the one offered by the good Quintavalle, which neutrally signals that he saw that he was not 

attached to the desk of Mastro Lindo rather than to the Ace, except Lysoform, but simply present it with 

agitation and fatigue at his shop when he pulled on the band. Neutral reference, which Knox could 

quietly have filled with content, all in addition to her not unfavorable, if that had been. Evidently it was 

not. And so, let's say, Quintavalle's data comes back to me, he comes back to me, returns to the trial, is 

a way to say of course, it is useful for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi, which is the reason 

for which the same Court of Cassation must take to abolish the judgment even on this point in the sense 

that it states, correctly, that the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, 

President, I, as the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... 

that is, just enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. that Knox could safely fill in 

content, all in addition to her not unfavorable, if that was the case. Evidently it was not. And so, let's say, 

Quintavalle's data comes back to me, he comes back to me, returns to the trial, is a way to say of course, 

it is useful for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi, which is the reason for which the same 

Court of Cassation must take to abolish the judgment even on this point in the sense that it states, 

correctly, that the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as 

the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just 

enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. that Knox could safely fill in content, all in 

addition to her not unfavorable, if that was the case. Evidently it was not. And so, let's say, Quintavalle's 

data comes back to me, he comes back to me, returns to the trial, is a way to say of course, it is useful 

for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi, which is the reason for which the same Court of 

Cassation must take to abolish the judgment even on this point in the sense that it states, correctly, that 

the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as the theme 

subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just enough for me, 



let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. all in addition to her not unfavorable, if that had been. 

Evidently it was not. And so, let's say, Quintavalle's data comes back to me, he comes back to me, 

returns to the trial, is a way to say of course, it is useful for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi, 

which is the reason for which the same Court of Cassation must take to abolish the judgment even on 

this point in the sense that it states, correctly, that the figure from this point of view is also significant. 

Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I 

just do not need ... that is, just enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. all in 

addition to her not unfavorable, if that had been. Evidently it was not. And so, let's say, Quintavalle's 

data comes back to me, he comes back to me, returns to the trial, is a way to say of course, it is useful 

for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi, which is the reason for to which the same Court of 

Cassation is responsible for annulling the judgment on this point in the sense that it states, correctly, 

that the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as the theme 

subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just enough for me, 

let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. Quintavalle's data comes back to me, it comes back to me, 

returns to the process, is a way to say of course, it is useful for that - we say - an effort to conclude the 

alibi dispute, which is why the same Court of The Supreme Court also takes the decision to annul the 

sentence even on this point in the sense that it states, correctly, that the figure from this point of view is 

also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, 

complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of 

time. Quintavalle's data comes back to me, it comes back to me, returns to the process, is a way to say 

of course, it is useful for that - we say - an effort to conclude the alibi dispute, which is why the same 

Court of The Supreme Court also takes the decision to annul the sentence even on this point, in the 

sense that it states, correctly, that the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe 

Judge, President, I, as the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not 

need ... that is, just enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. which is why the same 

Court of Cassation is responsible for annulling the judgment even on this point in the sense that it 

states, correctly, that the figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, 

I, as the theme subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just 

enough for me, let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. which is why the same Court of Cassation 

is responsible for annulling the judgment even on this point in the sense that it states, correctly, that the 

figure from this point of view is also significant. Here, maybe Judge, President, I, as the theme 

subsequently changes, I might, let's say, complete here. I just do not need ... that is, just enough for me, 

let's say, the indispensable minimum of time. 

AN: 

That is, could he stop now? 

B.C: 

I would think I could stop now. 

AN: 

Take a break now. 

B.C: 



I repeat, I have no interest in a break, how to say ... 

AN: 

No, no, but time to do it. 

B.C: 

Yup. 

AN: 

That is, we must keep in mind that in these processes there are also nonprofessional subjects, 

unsuccessful to these marathons ... 

B.C: 

Sure sure. 

AN: 

... that we have been doing so for many years with pleasure. 

B.C: 

Yes sure. 

AN: 

But there are also ... 

B.C: 

I always do with less ... 

AN: 

Eh ... 

B.C: 

I have to tell the truth, but in short, until ... 

AN: 

But, in short ... 

B.C: 

... until it's all ... 

AN: 

As long as we do it well. 

B.C: 



As long as they do, here, as long as they do ... 

AN: 

Good. That being said, it is 13:10. I would reasonably say, giving everyone the opportunity to rest, 

around 14:00 we can resume. Eh? 

B.C: 

All right, President. 

AN: 

All right? At 14:00, however, I would ask for courtesy, in short, that 14:00 more or less are, here it is. 

B.C: 

14:00 real. 

AN: 

Do not get too far away. The hearing is then suspended until 14:00 

(SUSPENSION) 

AN: 

Please make yourselves comfortable. The hearing resumes. 

CANCELLER - (voice off microphone) 

AN: 

Diamone acted in verbal. When it is ready. 

B.C: 

Yes, thank you. 

AN: 

We can resume. 

B.C: 

Yes. Here we are. Yes, therefore, the theme, say, that I have tried to develop in the first part of the 

requisition just refers to the profile of the alibi, in its articulations, that is what I developed, and then 

inserting the reasoning on that need to contextualize one of these statements with all that set of 

elements that complement the time of the offender and that, as I was saying, on the plane of the times 

represent, say, elements which, however, point to a little for their evanescence. Now, let's say that the 

effort, which is the result in terms of procedural yield, was evidently to point out to the Court as an alibi 

that then has this characterization obviously not only ... it does not just serve - as it were - affirm in a 

vivid way that, in short, these are individual hypotheses of denial to the statements made. Just in logic - 

no? - Contextual convergence is certainly a significant signal, which begins to outline significantly, with 



respect to what? Compared to the possibility of placing the defendants in a place where obviously they 

do not have, say, particular interest to be placed, that is, the place where the crime ... the offense is 

committed. So this was the inspiration from which we left. So, let's say, this convergence of elements 

with respect to a fairly long phase of time, ranging from the evening when the event occurred until the 

morning, all of which we say, the next day, starting from that time I indicated as coming from those 

indications that come from the film's vision of Amelie, from the crash - which is this technical 

terminology - that is caused by the vision for a few moments of this file called Naruto, and so on. Let's 

say that then it is still an element that accompanies the singularity of a period in which that other 

instrument that can be technically used in these cases, to have a minimum of contact feedback, etc., 

also does not give as say, interesting findings. In particular, that is, there are no ... the tabs of mobile 

phones do not indicate anything significant. Indeed, let us say so, point out - as you say - a kind of 

railing, with respect to which the speech has articulated, I read things about the possibility that there 

were moments of absence of signal; These things, for charity, which would not seem to be in a 

convergence point of three cells, because this is the area where the fact is, it would not seem frankly 

that this could happen. So, even with this figure, that messenger, which starts in the evenings even then 

reaches at six o'clock in the morning, from father to son, is the further element, the further evidence 

that the night has this particular index, this index very particular that then, as we shall say in a moment, 

let's say, goes on in its peculiarities because - for what it may mean, of course - there was a project of 

out-door trip, which without a particular reason is completely obliterated, and therefore no account, no 

explanation or anything else is given to it. Here, therefore, this situation basically requires us to 

characterize our two accused as we say, possible present; already telling this - I repeat, and I said it 

before - for logistical reasons, first of all for logistical reasons, but also - I repeat - precisely for the 

indications on this unconvincing point that have been provided, let's say it is already an element that on 

the cluster , to say, allows to make this move. That is, let's say, the treatment that at the level of inquiry 

is done with respect to the elements that I have developed so far. this situation basically therefore 

requires us to characterize our two defendants as, say, possible present; already telling this - I repeat, 

and I said it before - for logistical reasons, first of all for logistical reasons, but also - I repeat - precisely 

for the indications on this unconvincing point that have been provided, let's say it is already an element 

that on the cluster , to say, allows to make this move. That is, let's say, the treatment that at the level of 

inquiry is done with respect to the elements that I have developed so far. this situation basically 

therefore requires us to characterize our two defendants as, say, possible present; already telling this - I 

repeat, and I said it before - for logistical reasons, first of all for logistical reasons, but also - I repeat - 

precisely for the indications on this unconvincing point that have been provided, let's say it is already an 

element that on the cluster , to say, allows to make this move. That is, let's say, the treatment that at 

the level of inquiry is done with respect to the elements that I have developed so far. let's say it's 

already an element that, as it is said, lets you make this move. That is, let's say, the treatment that at the 

level of inquiry is done with respect to the elements that I have developed so far. let's say it's already an 

element that, as it is said, lets you make this move. That is, let's say, the treatment that at the level of 

inquiry is done with respect to the elements that I have developed so far. 

 

Now, the second theme of this discussion belongs to what has been seen as a result of the crime, 

because - I repeat - also from these post factum findings, say, we have other elements that in terms of 

consideration in terms of probative convergence are important. We say that this second theme, this 



second theme that integrates with the former, apparently belongs to the post factum management, but 

to complete the plan of previous and / or subsequent behaviors that must be considered before going 

into what then it is the concluding commitment of our in-depth study, which is the examination of the 

fact, and therefore consideration also in the fact of the famous and well-known genetic emergencies, 

with the so-so-suggestive behaviors compatible , causals and anything else. But before coming to this 

phase, which is obviously the third and final phase of the requisition, certainly the post factum analysis, 

so to speak, is so fruitful in this process - from my point of view obviously - so articulated but I would say 

that it is an objective fact if we consider what this matter is still reflecting in the requests for in-depth 

analysis made by the Court in the preliminary inquiries in this process, what remains of this in the 

interests of the deepen. And so, here I think, from this point of view, the dynamism - I would call it - the 

post factum, which is then what it has seen, how to say, articulate, let's say this important work also of 

consultants; but now we have quoted adviser D'Ambrosio, like the one who has somehow edited and 

talked about, as if to say, the computer argument. Then, at this stage, we have another tranche of highly 

technical contributions facing the findings of the Scientific Police, to which we will look to some extent 

to refer. Here is the dynamism of the post factum, which I say to be the subject of my current reflection, 

in the end can be articulated, but I would say in a non-approximate way, in a sort of real post factum, so 

to speak, that is what Ultimately we say we are after the commission of the criminal incident, when it is 

in some way - in the opinion of the Public Ministry, of course - to put the scene of the crime. And here 

many considerations will be made, because certainly the theme is fruitful with significant implications. 

But there is not only the real post factum, there is also the declarative post factum, that is, to say that 

the set of considerations, which of course belong to the defendants, who ... which, say, make ... make 

statements that are of particular interest. Obviously, this happens after the question has arisen, let's say 

it has been denounced, even if we will see that even from this point of view the matter is far from 

certain. So, I repeat, a real post factum, which I would like to divide, for convenience of discussion, in 

the contamination - so to speak - of the state of the sites, and in the simulation of the crime of theft; 

and a declarative post factum in which I insert the statements of the Accused Solicited, those made first 

of all to the police, and then all the articulated ... how to say, confluence, let's articulate into the acts of 

the process of affirmations from the accused Knox, the night declarations, mail, that is, the mails, night-

time statements, and then what's going on ... let's say the memorial name, even if a real memorial is 

not. So, let's say, there are four steps that have seen the Knox protagonist in its state. Well, that's a big 

deal, let's say, how I'm going to set it at this stage, considering that then, say, the moment when this 

declarative post factum has its own important ... in short, its important emergency, a its important 

moment almost to a conclusion, we can say, is the slander, the slander that Knox does to Lumumba. Of 

course, this is a crime that is still under evaluation for the Florentine Court, since it is a matter of 

assessing whether it was an extemporaneous slander, the result of the perversions that were made to 

an innocent, that is to say, of the slander of a screenwriter who somehow tried to arrogate himself to try 

to distance himself, as they say, the suspects, and this discourse of 61 number 2 is still dancing, so we 

must talk about this slander precisely from this point of view , of course not reasoning if there was, that 

is not something that interests the Court, but by reasoning whether it was or not what I have for a 

moment called demystification. So this is the ladder before proceeding to the analysis of the fact, 

 

As for the analysis of this so-called post factum, so do I call it for the People Judges, because maybe it's a 

terminology that ... is not that I want to make Latin rum, here, believe me; if I sometimes resort to these 



terminology is because they are the ones that we are saying, in the process, are being adopted in the 

discussion, let's say. Even the delusional locus commissi did not invent it this morning, it is a way that we 

use, let's say, to signify what is the place of the offender. These are the Latinos to which, say, we resort, 

in short, but are the dialectical expedient of those who do this craft. Here, I say, introduces us to this 

stage somehow on the Quintavalle logical level, right? Because as you have understood, this lord 

meanwhile is relevant as being a spy could also be the hypothetical seller of something that may serve 

to clean something else. So, let's say, this is the reason for the interest that Quintavalle ... his testimony 

may have, because I repeat to myself what I said this morning, where it was perhaps a more neutral 

testimony, in which one could refer, that I know, at Nutella, I mean, would have been all in all well 

enough to be meaningful to him. Here, in fact, in fact, let's say, so it was not, and therefore we must 

reason instead of what we find. Now, let's say that introducing the theme of so-called real depreciation, 

so I called it, and therefore the fact that it intervenes - no? - about the state of the places, it takes us - 

we, I mean, we have been talking about two hours trying to explain how and what we think we have 

approached the defendants in this apartment - here, leads us to take another consideration, which is 

always part of the investigative reasoning, understand? That is, I mean, we realize that it is not ... how to 

say, it is not a route where you climb, a path that goes right in the perspective of building an exhaustive 

project of accusation, if you have to be accused , and see if then in the end this reasoning has its own 

holding, its leadership altogether. So, here I am, what does real depreciation mean? It means having 

somehow ... let's say, we have somehow been involved in the state of the places. I will explain then how 

I feel that this has happened and how I feel there is evidence that this has happened. But first, I have to 

give you a motion, a warning, from the point of view of how this moment should be treated, at least, 

let's say, how I mean it. That is to say, by abstaining from the position of the defendants, here is, by 

making a general reasoning, it is clear that acting on a particular place, obviously to carry out a 

camouflage activity obviously responds to two profiles: the logistical profile and the profile of interest. 

That is to say, you have to be in a position to do so and you also have to have an interest in doing so, 

right? In the sense that - I say it in very harsh terms - if I am a stranger to any evidence, I have only one 

interest in a criminal context, to remain unknown trying to get off as soon as possible from the crime 

scene, that is, it is not the primary interest in me to alter something. This, in preliminary terms, then - 

let's say - the talk has to be filled with so many content, but in short, this premise is right to do so, 

otherwise it would not be understood - how would my uncle Gabriele Chelazzi say - would not 

understand ethics of reasoning, right? And what is the ethics of this reasoning? It is to fulfill what we will 

see to be an intervention that also includes, say, a bit of a pesticide - then we will go in more detail, 

because there are so many interesting, proponent aspects - here, to fulfill a function of this kind, that is 

to say, to fulfill the logistics, you have to have some conditions, right? In the sense that since we are in a 

home that is not exclusively pertinent to a single person, in short, in some way you have to have what 

we say, logistical demands, that is, to say beyond technical means, time available, peace of mind to be 

able to do this for the time that somehow it takes, I would also say, as it is said, availability of places, no? 

Because when I do not have - as I say - the certainty of having a reassuring availability of the places, 

perhaps I take into account the risk that this kind of intervention can create me with respect to the 

possibility of possibly obtaining cleaning results that are not then not even unique, right? So, in this 

game - no? - since it is not an impulsive operation, I understand, rubbing two phones, rubbing two 

phones, is something that is impulsive, but thinking of how to clean up a thing is not an impulse, is a 

decision that requires a minimum of project. Then, all things that require a minimum of project 

obviously respond to the logic of interest, why, of times. They are ratings that you make. I got it? Pulling 



a knife at one can be a pulse, but thinking about how to clean the knife is a reason, it is no longer a 

pulse. And reasoning has a beginning and an end, though there are no reasoning. And when you get to 

get your shoes off and start handing over things, of course, you are certainly thinking about how to 

settle these things. And then the logistical aspects come to light, is not it? Who does such a thing? It 

makes you who is obviously able to dispose of it. About what? Of the keys, first of all. Unless you want 

to say come back to a strange logic, so whoever it was made by who knows what, that was inside, he 

settled and then went away. All right. Maybe. Then we will also evaluate these situations. However, let's 

say, the first thing that comes to mind to think about, the first thing that comes to mind is that there is a 

willingness inside this logistics that it can include at the limit also the ability to enter and leave freely 

from this structure, there is an operation such as, in quotation marks, the cleaning of the places, maybe 

one does not even embark on doing it. We even find a singular situation where a lamp, the only lamp 

provided by Miss Knox Amanda, which is a lamp like that ... black table lamp with rectangular base and 

red button. Here, this lamp, if memory does not bother me, we find it housed in the victim's room. Now, 

a table lamp, the only one in Knox's room, standing in the victim's room. Now, for the sake of God, absit 

iniuria verbis, however, indicates a somewhat complex intervention project, because there is no wonder 

where it was attached, where it was ... however, I mean, if I move a lamp like to say, from one room to 

another, it will not be conceivable to think that I want to serve. Or not? So if I want to serve, what do I 

do with a table lamp placed on the ground? I would see something, I imagine something under a bed, to 

say, since the rest is somehow attentive even with normal lights. But why am I saying that? Why do I 

mean that the lamp was moved by Knox from one room to another? I'll stop before. Then we get to 

Knox. But I stop before. I mean, they are serious, important indices of a fairly enough - like saying - not 

thrown away, at least in the project. Then the result we see. But in short, it's part ... here, this logistics, 

in short, is a logistics that to some extent, I repeat, needs these connotations, even if you do not even 

set it up. And by whom? This is also a preliminary matter, is not it? Because, I mean, I'm not smuggling 

as mere guesswork; I'm making a premise, a kind of pedestal on which to support that little or so that I 

can say in ten minutes. it is a logistics that to some extent, I repeat, needs these connotations, even if 

you do not even set it up. And by whom? This is also a preliminary matter, is not it? Because, I mean, I'm 

not smuggling as mere guesswork; I'm making a premise, a kind of pedestal on which to support that 

little or so that I can say in ten minutes. it is a logistics that to some extent, I repeat, needs these 

connotations, even if you do not even set it up. And by whom? This is also a preliminary matter, is not 

it? Because, I mean, I'm not smuggling as mere guesswork; I'm making a premise, a kind of pedestal on 

which to support that little or so that I can say in ten minutes. 

 

Here, the second pedestal, the second major is interest, is not it? In the sense that, I repeat, the interest 

of the stranger is not to raise a wedge more or less. Does she care to strangers to lift a wedge more or 

less? The interest of the stranger is to disappear from the circulation as the lippes, to the first, just done 

the thing. And so the interest in altering the state of the sites is obviously obviously the interest of those 

who know in some way that this situation will have to take some into account, he knows he will be 

asked to ask why, why, why where you were not in the sense of anyone. Here is the quisque. Then there 

is my friend Canessa who says the quivis. He likes the quivis. But in fact, I like the quisque. Here, it is not 

a question of interest to alter. No, it is for those who know that somehow it may be that you come to 

ask him something about it. Then maybe if there is some signal, if there is any signal, there is an interest 

in trying to get hold of that signal. This is, as it may be said, the data in its own rough terms, even 



suggestive suggestions, but it does not change me, because I'm not talking about the indifferent 

element, I am saying what is - how to say - the platform on which, any clue you go to place. But besides 

logistic there is interest, the interest of someone who, in any case, must still give justification, must say 

if it was here, if it was not here; and if there are any signs that somehow he remarks to him, he is right 

that he wants to put his hands on, of course, even doing it. But put your hands on that point of view? 

Because, I mean, in short, you know, in the murders, when I think about putting your hands on me, I'm 

trying to make the body disappear, is not it? That's what you put your hands on one ... says: "What do I 

have to do? I have to take the test of the murder. How do you get the evidence of the murder? A corpse 

disappears. " Because there is no other way, no? Because, except for very rare exceptions, that is, that 

we do not dispute the suppression, having proof of the suppression, of course, let's say, the absence of 

the body somehow, as it may say, creates problems with the possibility of contesting. But is this the 

case? No, for God's sake. Who could ever have imagined that he could move away from where, who 

knows where, the poor ... the poor Meredith? This is not the case. So, I mean, we are not facing an 

intervention on the status of places that have this ambition - so to speak - totalizing, is not it? That is to 

say, "I want somehow that the murder has never happened." No. Who did, if he did, he did so with a 

much narrower goal and much more - as it were said - consistent with his needs. That is to say, to try, to 

the extent possible, to mitigate the investigative impact. This is the purpose of these tampering, say, 

partial, borderline, aimed at reducing the investigative impact, removing something from something, 

complicating situations. You can not make the body disappear, and then somehow try to confuse the 

water. Reality is full - no? - of these cases. Also, let's say, that kind of procedural reality that then 

becomes, quotes, media, and that somehow. .. say, specialized broadcasts deliver us almost daily ... 

"there" is a somewhat improper term, in the sense "to someone" deliver. Here, this is one of those 

cases, that is to say the intervention ... now I have heard of a request for expertise to see whether 

selective cleaning is acceptable or not. The lawyer has gone away and I, I mean, is not that I want to take 

advantage of a reasoning because, for God's sake, I am tied to a more than good relationship and then ... 

But, here, let's say, I'm made to make this reference. What do you have to transfer and transform in 

terms, as you say, of expertise such as that? Well, let's say, this is something you appreciate ... that you 

appreciate the evaluation you have to do about what's there and what you can obviously imagine that 

there should be, in terms of consideration of the state of the sites through the inspection, the relief, 

which is a typical judicial investigation tool, of the Judicial Police. This attenuation of the investigative 

impact, you understand that it is something that ultimately makes me totally unjustifiably and unreliable 

due to the missing elements. It's clear. That is, let's say, what can be pulled out obviously pulls it out, but 

we can not, when we come to show that such a situation has occurred, I mean, we could never say "cast 

gold." No, it would be naïve for us to say and talk about gold cast on a situation at the base of which 

there is a taring. Does not exist. And therefore evidently, if I can somehow measure this, I will certainly 

have to do - as I say - jealous custody of what I find, and I will have to try to maximize this element. But 

at the same time I can not say that the data should be taken as if that context was not contaminated. It 

would be - as it were - totally illogical for such a reasoning. And so, let's say, certain results, in a 

particular context such as the one in question, are unreliable by default - now I apologize with their 

Signatures - in the re, so it is said, even to use the yet another latinetto. For the sake of things it means. 

Precisely because it has obviously been done. There was something special to do with the investigation 

and so it is clear that the result can not be to consider what there is like a sort of - like say - book ... of 

gold cast, I said before . Now he says, 'Why did you do all this reason, Public Prosecutor, and are you still 

pasting in this speech and have not yet kicked out a point at least that it is demonstrative of what you 



are saying? No, that's not what I did because I think this aspect is a weak aspect of speech. Absolutely, I 

did not do it for that, I did it because it seemed right to make this premise reasoning clear. And I would 

say that there are more than one indicator, indicators of this activity. There are more than one and now 

we will try to deal with them, 

 

Then, I would say perhaps the most striking element, here I am saying it as a policeman, the most 

striking element of these indicators is precisely this pound of blood found on the small bath mat. Now 

you've got it, yes, you've seen the map, you know how the house is made, right? We say, at the 

entrance there is the room of the Italian Romanelli, that of attempted theft, on the other side the room 

of the Mezzetti, then there is this bathroom a little bigger, the "bathroom of the Italians", here , so we 

learn to know it this way, and then we will use it after this reasoning. Then on the other side there are 

the two rooms of the foreigners, with a smaller bath, which is the "bath of strangers". Here are some of 

these first flashes that will later make sense in the development of my reasoning. Then, I was saying, of 

course, the most impressive figure, because it is a unique one, it is a spoken word, it is this pestate that 

we find on this cosine, on this mat, a celestine, greenish mat, that of the small bath. foreign. " It is 

significant because, of course, of course, it does look anxious, but this does not have a great deal, but it's 

all ... nothing has a great deal, but it's all useful to say, it even misses a bit. - at the bottom of this pest, 

as if to say we say the heel can be spilled. But beyond that, that one could say to the Public Ministry: 

guesses of the most bieca cloth. Well, I'm fine, but there is no doubt that if I have to think of a pest that 

we find we say on a mat in a small, adjacent bath - certainly - at the place of the offender, I have to think 

a bit about it, no? In the context, in the sense that there is never a singular pest there? Eh? I think it is 

fairly plausible, fair enough, enough to anyone's reach, the fact that the pounded one is simply one of 

the pestas that, in short, did not rise because obviously perhaps the infidelity of the seat, the 

photographs are really from this point of exhaustive view, the infidelity of the seat perhaps allowed ... 

that is, let's say, did not allow that attention, the fact is that the pestata was there and there it is. It is a 

forgotten one, it is a pestate of a male foot, so it has nothing to do with - say - the presence in that 

house of subjects that were there in the structure, that is, the pest of a guest; a guest who obviously 

belongs to the homicidal context, otherwise he would not pity the blood of the dead. That is the 

concept. And then you understand that a pest of that kind has a force from the point of view of the 

element, because it illuminates the idea - then let's talk about the Luminol, and so we also come to this 

other element that in discourse terms binds - here it lights up that the pesticide there is certainly a 

component of this story, because I can not think of a pestate that is in an adjoining room if I do not even 

imagine a whole series of pestas that serve to get to that pounded there, of which I forget. But then, if I 

clean up all the pestas I have done in the meantime, because this tells me the logic of things, even 

without even being exalted with Luminol, means that there I did a kind of intervention so accurate that 

it obviously went as it went; otherwise I should just imagine that someone goes downstairs, pesticides 

the thing, and that remains just there. It does not seem to me - I mean - this is adhering to the reality of 

things. Then, again, you see, if we want to free the fantasy and construct hypotheses, everything can be 

said, no? But it does not belong to the logic of our procedural effort. Our logic must be different, our 

logic is what tells us that Quintavalle saw the Knox, and so it tells us that casual pestation is the 

symptom of a general pesticide that only remained. And then cleaning up the pesticides is not really the 

symptom of an attempt, more or less successful, to contaminate, to intervene, to do what is normal to 

do when you have little desire to leave elements that somehow can be attributed to us tomorrow. And 



you understand that this talk - then maybe something is going to be said about the theft, and I would 

say a little bit too hard, but we come in a moment - but this talk of the pesticide for cleaning, which is 

not just is this talk, is it another, is this discourse of pesticide for cleaning up a speech that somehow 

builds the camouflage intent, what I have called real depreciation, in one, understood by the lords of the 

Court? Because it does not have the slightest sense that I venture into some sort of partial cleaning of 

pestate that comes to this famous bath, and then what do I do? I leave a theft there, say, at sight, or 

even, worse still, one's crap in the toilet? Understand that he does not, I mean, the least ... we are in 

front of, as if to say, the utter disdain, if this should be the logic. So demonstrating the presence of a 

screening in terms of cleaning is the logical premise because I combine this camouflage purpose in one. 

Theft lies alone, from this point of view, for the love of heaven; theft is not alone, more, there is two 

processes if you look at the theft. But that is not the case. The fact is that already with the 

demonstration of cleansing I somehow do this camouflage intent a whole way. So if I have to give it a 

complete meaning, I mean, I know that it was ... Of course, let's say, a consultant has spent a lot, right? 

Professor Vinci has spent a lot of money. Now, for charity, I realize that this can be a passage that 

deserves a technical insight into that range, but I also think that we are talking about a pounding mass 

on a bath mat in a context that I do not have to I will describe them, they are ahead of us; then they will 

evaluate them, behold, if you put on the ... no? Because then we have come to the point of comparing it 

with Guede's. No, then we have to get to this topic now, because we have to see how well the idea is 

that Rudy Guede Rudy Guede is the foot. Here, let's say, they will evaluate what he thinks of this one, 

what he thinks of this unlawful illicit. They will have, besides the evaluation, more than respectable the 

professor of private parties, the evaluation of the technician of the Scientific Police, of the Central 

Service, which instead prints a nice judgment of compatibility between this pestate and the foot of 

Sollecito. But it is not that we have to compare these two lines so much. We must measure the 

attribution of this footprint to the context. And who should we think? We have to think, say, to Solicit 

because it has a sense of what we have said so far: the alibi, Curatolo, Quintavalle, the computer, and 

then the things that have been said before, the interest, the logistics, all these situations. So meanwhile, 

I mean, the reference to Sollecito has its relevance from this point of view. It is not a climb, it has its 

relevance. Instead the alternative reference, the alternative reference is clearly the reference to who? 

To a different subject, which in fact, if we are to construct it as a hypothetical subject, a hypothetical 

subject, he has his own logic from an identity point of view, since he is actually the unknown subject 

that survives with the intent to steal, that is, the thief, who then thief tempore becomes a rapist, after 

that he is assassinated, and then, when making the budget of all this his path, he also becomes 

alternator of the state of the places. But to the extent that I said, that is, not by taking away the theft he 

has committed. No. Bypassing the pestate! This is the alternative. Then let's see who might be this, 

because here the passage is quite delicate, right? Because he has invested in the Guede figure, because 

Guede is a murderer, he was sentenced for murder, even in controversy, so Guede is the reference, is 

not it? Then we will also evaluate the alternative, that is, to say: it is not Guede, it is a third unknown, of 

which there is none ... well, then we arrive. Meanwhile, let's see, let's say, how much he holds the 

reasoning he can see as an alternative to this hypothesis, stemming from this clandestine convergence I 

have said to this point, here we see what he regards to Guede. Again, theft is self-feeding. Let's leave it 

for a moment. Let's face it afterwards. That is to say, it is relevant to Guede's work, which, having said 

this, is a bit like this, romance, theft, etcetera, etc., then puts his hands on this girl, does what he has to 

do ... then , I mean, the trial on how reasonable they are, etc., etc., is all to do, gentlemen ... Judges. I'm 

thinking, so, let's say in progress, right? Then, of course, there is still talk of all the pieces of history that 



give us more feedback on the possibility of finding other appearances, convergences of attitudes, 

reasons for the fairness of these convergences. But in the progress of reasoning I already have to deal 

with this theme right now, that is, to say, "Holds, holds the idea that Guede, Rudy Guede, having done 

all he has done, has a moment of reflection and says" Look, of the theft I do not mind, though, but the 

pestate, those I want to stand up "? I pull the girl up, put her in a bit, in the sense that I know, the bra - 

then we get there - that was on it here, I do what I do, however, in fact, I do something. Here, this 

reasoning I do not say it would be ... would be, as it were, already a kind of invention, applied to the 

reasonableness of anyone, because it is an illogical reasoning in itself, in its progress. But, you see, there 

is something in Guede's position, there is just the unreasonableness of the merit, not just in the 

beginning. Eh, because, I mean, if something remains ... and now I understand how to say, the purpose 

of the request, a bit 'maybe ... how can i say, absit iniuria verbis, a little naive, here, i understand we say 

the selective cleaning, because if something is left ... in short, I mean, we have a pile of Guede on the 

famous pillowcase, then we will talk about it for a long time, and then we have the other pounded, 

Guede shoes, the right on the pillowcase and the left exit, of one that clearly shows, at least if the data is 

that, it simply shows the desire to leave, shoes to the foot. So we should, as you may say, guess that at 

some point the Guede has a rethinking, pulls out these shoes and starts all these things. All right? That 

does not have any sense in his perspective, that is, he is doing what he will somehow encumber, 

because he is tacchete, there is a pest of his. But I mean, but are we kidding? So what does Guede then 

do? At the end of this brilliant operation, which is a cleaning operation in some way, let's say, call it 

selective, as you want it, what does it do? I do not know if at the end, but in this reconstruction, how to 

say, in this movie, which is not mine, I can also say the end; in my opinion it went a long way and we will 

tell it when we get to the point. But let's say, at this moment, let's say what does it end? He goes to the 

bathroom of the Mezzetti, goes to the bathroom of Romanelli, he does his good things and 

conveniently, with a habit that he now knew, because he had experienced the week before or so 

downstairs at the house of the Marches, who he somehow attended, did not even pull the flush . And so 

this suggestion of the presence of a stranger remains in reality handed over to the Guede cafe in the 

bathroom of the Italians. And this would be the cleansing operation made by Guede? You understand 

that this thing, let's say, not only strides with logic, but also strides with the evidence of the data, right? 

Combine all colors, kill a Christian, I'll leave ... no, then wait, I'll go back, get my shoes, pesticide, let me 

leave virtually a pestate, which according to Professor Vinci is mine; not only, my pounding shoes and 

my crap in the toilet. In short, it seems to me that, I want to say, give this Guede, which certainly is a 

subject that the Court has done well to condemn, perhaps, that I know, perhaps the penalty did not 

seem to me very centrally, but are appreciations that, let's say, here I tell them and I close them here, 

but here, we can not use the Guede as a sort, let's say, of kittens that can serve to some extent to all the 

needs. And so it seems to me that in this logic of altering the state of the places the Guede can not enter 

a dry fig for nothing, for the reasons I said a moment ago. So what do I have to think? I have to think of a 

third, a stranger, to someone who so, in short, plunges into this house, does these things, leaves the 

traces of Guede, to raise does not know what, because then this third unknown, we say, is not that we 

have signals. All right? So if I have to think of a third stranger, I must also hand it over to you - and close 

it here, gentlemen - I have to give this to you: I can not make the process of abstract hypotheses, 

abstractly ... but neither abstractly plausible, abstractly conceivable. I leave this commitment, if this is 

the way to go, I leave this commitment to those who will have to reason on it and motivate. I can not 

imagine this perspective, because here we really are in the fullness of that - as the Supreme Court has 

called it - it is conjectural. Here we really are in the face of a hypothesis that is, from the point of view of 



the reality of facts, insolent on the very plan of construction, but not insolent in offensive terms, 

insolent from the point of view, so to speak, of the reference data, because the reference does not tell 

us anything about this, the reference data empowers Guede and extends to Guede possibly this 

responsibility. Because when we have to imagine - and so we enter the subject - we must imagine that 

there has been a real theft, a real theft to who we can attribute it to, except the same person who then 

somehow puts his hands - we will see how - on the victim and then sentenced for murder? How Much 

Should We Be? And then it is clear that all this reasoning that we are going to have to calibrate on 

Guede. She says, but why is this happening? But why is this happening? This happened because 

obviously - obviously - abstractly the possibility of good ... good, for the charity of God ... that of Rudy 

Guede you never have to talk about why exclude it? Rudy Guede was back in Germany with a 

subterfuge, after an identification, say so, pretty fortunate has allowed us to get to a certain ... through 

a handheld footprint. She says yes, but I have DNA. I understand, but if you do not know how to 

compare it, you make beer with your DNA from the stranger. I have two cases open, in a place I do not 

say, where I have some beautiful genetic profiles, but I expect to know who I am. And that would have 

been if there had not been this combination. So what abstractly can do for the stranger - and now it 

comes to theft - there's nothing to do with Guede, right? Because clearly Guede can not leave himself, 

while perhaps another may obviously have wanted to do a whip of this kind. But with Guede the speech 

we say becomes less convincing. Is the theft? This other segment, which, according to my assessment of 

things, belongs to a single one in the plan of the camouflage intent, no? Because, again, let's say, we are 

talking about the state of the places and leaving such a situation. The theft I believe is something that - 

as I said - is self-feeding, but which I talk about in a moment, because the card 7 was not over yet. I had 

forgatly forgot about a passage that I can not leave the mastery of, say, the experiment of the 

contradictory lords of part, that is, of the other imprints. That of the other footprints, because they see, 

here we have a somewhat particular situation, in the sense that some other meaningful thing was 

found. That is, it is not to say that this thing on the mat is the rare avis to which everything hangs. No. 

Meanwhile, we have said that Guede can be traced, even through his shoe, and this has been seen as 

having its relevance; it can be traced through its stools, and this has been seen as having its relevance, 

and then we'll say it's even more important. But there is more. and then we will say that it is even more 

relevant. But there is more. and then we will say that it is even more relevant. But there is more. 

 

And here we face - for a moment within the theme and I go out quickly - we deal with the theme of 

Luminol, because, in short, I mean, now I'm all my life that blows me in the investigation and, in short, 

somehow for murder I a bit 'vanity, here's, in short, to know a little about getting in. Here, I said, so I 

Luminol is a theme I have somehow present, it is not the computer where, yes, I can write, but in short 

... the Luminol I know it a bit better. Now, I say, I have heard of the possibility that Luminol is a false 

positive that can be derived ... now, if you take whatever we say ... what can i say ... Wikipedia, 

whatever, find out that the Luminol it is nothing but the instrument that is used to exalt the blood 

washed, the blood pulled away. But rightly, rightly, careful and timely Defenders, they tell us that ... says 

"no, lose it, but Luminol gives false positives, gives false positives with potatoes, gives false positives 

with fruit juices, gives false positives with other chemicals." More than one of these things have been 

pointed out, you find them in the last request for re-opening investigative part of Sollecito. But it is true, 

it is true to be lost. But, let's say, it does not come in this context, because if I find a pest of a lady, and I 

think it's a pest of a lady because the foot is 36-38, so either is Palanca, the Catanzaro player of fifty it is, 



or is a Miss. All right? The President smiles because he will remember that Palanca had this distinctive 

foot. Otherwise it's a Miss. Then, meanwhile, I begin to say that the bagger, in my perspective, she is in 

the house with a lady, then a man-woman. Then I say, if I have to imagine that that pestata of a lady is a 

36-38 left by one who has - like saying - beat some other thing, I can not say that, say, in that room there 

was a field of potatoes, or, to make the thing less exhilarating, a particular chemical reagent, because 

then Luminol would illuminate the room, the entire floor. So I must say that the pestate discovered by 

Scientifica is a pestate that by the way has gone to touch, all in all, one of the very rare Luminol reagents 

other than the blood. And to get this result, which is already a bend in itself, do you understand that we 

have to do some abstraction? That one has put his foot in a potato basket, or in any case in a chemical 

reagent, of which nothing is said to me, eh? That is, I have to conjecture it is not that I am told "look, 

since there is the blood of the dead, and you think that the pounding is of the blood of the dead, then I 

bring you a bundle of stuff that is to the reagent note ". No! Here is the blood of the dead and here is 

the hypothesis that in abstract can be successful. But do we realize if this is a plausible alternative? 

Good. So, let's say, let's keep this talk still standing because it's not over. So we have a female foot, a 

woman, who - we say so - is impatient. So what does the Carabinieri Brigadier think, or even the Public 

Ministry, who is more ignorant of the brigadier? He thinks that in a context of blood, as in the case of 

the case, Luminol exalts blood, and since this blood is half a meter, he says: Have you ever seen the pest 

that comes from that blood? It seems to me that this can be plausible. Also because at least in one case - 

then the other tell you because in my opinion is the most important element of this whole story - at 

least in one case we are superimposed on the DNA of the victim, on this footprint, with the DNA of 

Knox. Then we, to imagine - understand? - that this DNA comes from something other than Kercher's 

blood, we have to conjecture that there is a pest that, say, is exalted by Luminol through a reagent X, 

which is certainly not signaled, but which we hypothesize, and that for the very part that was torn, 

clearly left neither by Knox nor by Kercher, of course, or perhaps by Kercher, but in that case then on 

that point, let's say, there would be the Knox DNA itself. She says, of course, they were home together. I 

understand, beauty, but all in all - I mean - it's not easy for these DNA ... understand? I'm not the 

prescriptions of Igrolitina, in short, I mean, there must be some reason why some DNA can be ... is in 

one place instead of another. The pounding of blood in a homicidal context begins to be something that 

resembles a reasonable hypothesis. So let us complete this reasoning with another aspect that seems to 

me significant. is in one point rather than another. The pounding of blood in a homicidal context begins 

to be something that resembles a reasonable hypothesis. So let us complete this reasoning with another 

aspect that seems to me significant. is in one point rather than another. The pounding of blood in a 

homicidal context begins to be something that resembles a reasonable hypothesis. So let us complete 

this reasoning with another aspect that seems to me significant. 

IB: 

(voice off microphone) 

B.C: 

Yes, no, no, but the pillow after, the pillow afterwards. No, I wanted the room point ... the fluorescence 

of Romanelli's room. So this is the situation, is not it? Well, secondly, let's say the person who's telling 

you this stuff, let's say, in a context ... you've seen the blotches of blood that are in the dead room, this 

stuff in a context ... in a context we're talking about blood like the one that is being dealt with in the 

opinion of the Attorney General, revives from that same context. I do not feel like venturing on the road 



... not potatoes, which may seem a bit irrelevant, but not even of another chemical reagent, which I give 

no element, unless I guess it just for the reasons that I have said a moment ago. So if this is the data, 

let's say, then it is fairly reasonable to bring the entire landscape of fluorescence back to the same bulk. 

Blood is a bit from all sides, and this is an element that, let's say, is in some way considered, because if 

that blood was there, the pesticide and whatever else we say can not be excluded ... we found the 

pestas in the corridor, always in my reconstruction, for charity; then if they are potatoes I gladly take 

action; or rather, gladly not so much, but in short I note it. However, if I found the pesticides in the 

corridor, I can begin to think about the plausibility of the various fluorescences, because fluorescence is 

not just ... now they are crawling behind this bullet, but anyway, I mean, do not distract you (? ), it can 

do without it. I was talking about various fluorescences. And I needed it because I did not mean a break, 

but I'm sure I'm thinking of what I'm saying to you. And, say, of these fluorescents in my opinion the 

most symptomatic, the most significant is what we find at a point - somewhat like - say in the Romanelli 

room. Because the room of Romanelli, say, has a bit of aptitude in the meantime, no ?, if one wants to 

think wrong, he thinks ... refers, for charity, to the defendants, but in any case he has a bit of aptitude to 

be a room that can even produce something because - I mean - is a room where at some point there's a 

bit of glass around, so I mean, it's a room that somehow can be also give, if necessary, in addition to 

pesticide, to a cut. Then, beyond this, which you can embrace as a conjecture, but the fact that I am 

giving you, I hope I do not say a bargain, but I'm pretty sure, here will surely be there before ... the thing 

I give you is this: in the room of Romanelli, that is, in a room we say that it belongs to the normal 

attendance of American and English girls because everyone has his own. So there is a fluorescence in 

Romanelli's room, which remarks simultaneously - we are not in the victim's room, we are not in the 

Knox room, indeed, that of Knox is totally cleaned from this point of view - simultaneously refers to DNA 

victim and Knox. Then... that is, in a room we say that it does not belong to the normal attendance of 

American and English girls, because each one has his own. So there is a fluorescence in Romanelli's 

room, which remarks at the same time - we are not in the victim's room, we are not in the Knox room, 

indeed, that of Knox is totally cleaned from this point of view - simultaneously refers to DNA victim and 

Knox. Then... that is, in a room we say that it does not belong to the normal attendance of American and 

English girls, because each one has his own. So there is a fluorescence in Romanelli's room, which 

remarks at the same time - we are not in the victim's room, we are not in the Knox room, indeed, that of 

Knox is totally cleaned from this point of view - simultaneously refers to DNA victim and Knox. Then... 

IB: 

That's not an impression. 

B.C: 

Eh? 

IB: 

It's not a clue. 

B.C: 

No, for charity, it's not ... no, no, it's not an imprint, we would miss it, it's fluorescence. But since there 

are footprints nearby, then we are talking about the possibility that even fluorescents ... see how the 

inspector is self-critical? He says, "It's not a clue." But I did not tell you it's a clue, I told you it's a 



fluorescence. But there is a fluorescence in Romanelli's room that refers to double DNA, that is to say 

the victim and the Knox are present on that same point in terms of DNA, that is, in terms of something 

alive that must have been there. I got it? Something alive that was left there, just in that little bit, in that 

little bit ... I find this point, away, please ... in that little bit we say it is exalted by fluorescence. Then, to 

imagine, and I would say I can spend the term to conjecture anything other than the fact that Knox was 

his own pest, obviously containing, for some reason, his DNA, something alive, having a naked foot 

something alive is lasciable, but having also turned the blood of the dead, here, we have to find an 

alternative in this case, should we imagine what? That in this room of the Italian, in which - as it were 

said - the presence of the other two is certainly a presence ... yes, conceivable, but not to be plausible, 

that is, precisely in that room they were given a convention the two strangers, leaving their DNA exactly 

in the same spot in the room. Do you want to find me? In short, let's start to be just - how to say - in ... is 

that so? something alive, having a naked foot something alive is lascivious, but having also carried the 

blood of the dead, here we have to find an alternative in this case, we have to imagine what? That in 

this room of the Italian, in which - as it were said - the presence of the other two is certainly a presence 

... yes, conceivable, but not to be plausible, that is, precisely in that room they were given a convention 

the two strangers, leaving their DNA exactly in the same spot in the room. Do you want to find me? In 

short, let's start to be just - how to say - in ... is that so? something alive, having a naked foot something 

alive is lascivious, but having also carried the blood of the dead, here we have to find an alternative in 

this case, we have to imagine what? That in this room of the Italian, in which - as it were said - the 

presence of the other two is certainly a presence ... yes, conceivable, but not to be plausible, that is, 

precisely in that room they were given a convention the two strangers, leaving their DNA exactly in the 

same spot in the room. Do you want to find me? In short, let's start to be just - how to say - in ... is that 

so? in which - as it were said - the presence of the other two is certainly a presence ... yes, conceivable, 

but not plausible, here is exactly where the two foreigners are congregated, leaving their own DNA 

exactly at the same point of the room. Do you want to find me? In short, let's start to be just - how to 

say - in ... is that so? in which - as it were said - the presence of the other two is certainly a presence ... 

yes, conceivable, but not plausible, here is exactly where the two foreigners are congregated, leaving 

their own DNA exactly at the same point of the room. Do you want to find me? In short, let's start to be 

just - how to say - in ... is that so? 

FM: 

Perfect. 

B.C: 

Bravo. 

FM: 

That's it (voice off microphone). 

B.C: 

No, no, but at least there is the point and so you get out of this ... from this stumble. So then, let's say, 

understand what this discourse means? It means I have to think - no? - I have to think that in this room, 

which is not normal ... in normal use, the two roommates have been brought together, separately, I do 

not care for anything, let's say at times as they are, and have left live pieces of if it was at the same point 



of the room. In short, it seems to me frankly, I mean ... here is, if I have to win ... with this argument I 

have to win and the chance that the foot of the naked foot has stopped, having pesticide may have left a 

crunch of blood , enriched by himself for the fact that he was full of glasses, here are you going to 

choose between them? I would choose this second. How would the comedian say: the second you said, 

the second you said. So I do not think I can say, let's say, here is, in this scenario, there is a Knox, say so, 

completely - as it were - out of context. This is an element that in my opinion has its significance, its 

significance. Here, this was the reasoning that closed ... that closed the scheme 7. And I had already said 

... 

AN: 

So are we interrupting the searches? 

B.C: 

No, no, no, no, no, no. 

AN: 

No, I see that the soul is damnating. If we have closed schema 7, it seems to me a wickedness to let him 

continue the search. 

B.C: 

No, instead, I believe that the tranquility of being able to work while discussing schema 8 will allow ... 

AN: 

She helps, huh? 

B.C: 

... the result in time ... 

AN: 

All right, then I'm wrong. 

B.C: 

... in times I imagine for the Court, they are reasonable. Here, I said ... I said, the theft, right? I have 

already anticipated that, in my opinion, this mechanism of depreciation, say what I have called real 

depreciation, has its articulation, to say, overall, which does not allow - in my view, obviously - to 

distinguish between the two moments different, that is, it does not allow - how to say - disconnect one 

from the other, because there is no logical conduction - no? - in the fact that one who goes to steal, then 

maybe after a while system things and in the meantime leaves everything in the middle, all this 

ambaradan about the theft. But we of theft can say more, theft can say more because the data in some 

way has its significance that transcends these purely logical considerations. If you first found the Court 

... 

AN: 



We found it simply in the ruling, on page 200 of the ruling. 

B.C: 

Yes, yes, yes, of course. No, no, but I ... 

AN: 

But we take it for granted. 

B.C: 

No, but I, as I say, go to the source, to the water's head. Then, back to the speech, President, to say that 

if I have to imagine, as if to say, a taring, here, I see a little in the theft of the mother of all these 

situations, a little the mother of all these situations why - how to say - the steps that articulate ... I when 

I have faced this process this summer, when I have ... so let's say when I have been giving holidays to the 

Ministry to study these papers, I'm actually I was very impressed at the beginning by this situation a bit 

special about this stolon theft, which actually seemed a baroque building at the moment, in the sense, 

in short, we did not see ... having done so for trent 'years, how to say, monthly urgency, I did not see the 

thefts stolen in the glass, for rational reasons, right? In the sense, the stone somehow makes it 

confusing, and so we certainly say the thief has an interest in this thing is a bit special. But then, I mean, 

maybe it may be, maybe maybe something that has never been seen can be discovered that we are 

doing it in Perugia in Via della Pergola; what has never happened, to say, in dozens of years in Florence, 

maybe once it happens in Via della Pergola in Perugia. All right. But then, I mean, since I had a bit of this 

sort of injury from an investigative point of view, I wanted to somehow - how to say - to go in, I wanted 

to fuck on this subject. And then ... then, let's say, what did I read right away? I have read the most 

impressed thing, I have to say, No? That is to say, as the requests have arrived, the requests for re-

opening investigations, then, let's say, I saw that the theft was also reasoned and I have to say ... let's 

say, well, did I hit that thing? I hit a figure, that is to say, actually, since this climbing, then we have to 

embrace - of course, no? is not that we can think of the quisque - we have to come up with the logic of 

this construction, we must necessarily embrace the Guede, in the sense that it is a true climb, say, 

Guede is the killer, and who has made it climbing? It's not that he sent a friend to climb up and then he 

came to things done, killed this and left. Evidently, if there was a climb, it was his. Then, here, I found 

the singularity - no? - that in the last effort to investigate the investigation, to reopen the investigation, 

better than investigative investigation, reopening of the investigation, climbing, this climb we say that it 

is quite unlikely with reference to the 3.78 meters that are actually development, let's say, total that 

allows us to get to this window, which seems to me a thing ... let's say, not to me, in short, I think it's a 

thing objectively a bit complicated, let's say; Here, this climb becomes, in the experiment, or in any case 

in the depth of investigation that we would like to do, becomes "about 3.50", where "about 3.50", in our 

logic, so a bit shaky, can even say 3.40. Then, here I am in the effort to lower this threshold by thirty-

forty centimeters, and then we will talk about thresholds later, but meanwhile we talk about this more 

concrete, more massive threshold of the threshold of a genetic theme, we talk about this threshold. This 

is a threshold that goes down, so why is it that the climb is, as if to say, impossible to rerum nature, nail 

or nail, do you understand? And then the impossible climb becomes, in the adjustment, more than 

reasonable, more than explainable, who formulates the request, "about 3.50". And, let's say, I'm back, 

it's fine to me that the speech comes a little bit, as if to say, we're getting back from this point of view, 

but it tells me the difficulty of organizing a talk about the right measurements. And then what do we still 



have? We have a special situation, see why ... because they have seen it well, this point will surely have 

read them, I may be here to waste time on things the Court has missed and knows a hundred times 

better than me, but it is a curious thing. That is, these ... these shutters, which had certainly been 

approached because the heads were so delivered to them, but also in a logic of likelihood, because that 

was gone, that night did not sleep there and so it is also normal. But she remembered - no? - how it 

worked: they did not close well because they were getting caught, because there was a bit ... the wood 

was a bit grown up. So this means, gentlemen? It means that to make sense of this rocambole 

intervention you have to imagine that the climbs have been a couple, right? The first to free, say, 

window from things and then the second, that we say after firing ... at the shotgun. In short, we are 

frankly in a context of being totally implausible, on the plane we say not only of logic, because it is sly 

with any parameter of logic, but also the concrete ways, also because of all this rise and fall, tiring to go 

down, down, go, pull, peach, and what, there is no trace, it's not a bit of a petty, something left on the 

wall; there is no evidence, do you understand? It is not that there are glass pieces here, beyond. 

Nothing. The wall, they will see it, is absolutely, as it can be said, insisting on providing any univocal 

signal of some-as-saying-that would still be impossible, but that certainly, if I had not been told, but also 

just tried, some slight effect would leave her. Instead, here we are talking about something so in the 

way that would be done twice, right? It would have been done twice, did not it? It would have been 

done twice and over with a problem: with the problem that, obviously, let's say if you do not do it twice 

you have the problem that the only time before the stone does not touch the window from that point. 

Now he says, but who are you, a cadastre surveyor, to do all these estimate and trigonometry? No. I'm a 

shaky reader of the Private Party's expertise, because I read that a noble representative of the Arma 

tells me he has made his experiment with open shutters, that is shutters not considered. Gosh! I 

challenge ... at that point, let's say, it's all feasible, right? But it's not that this thing can have ... I mean, it 

can be - as it were - so hypothesized on paper. To imagine such a thing you have to think of a reversal 

that is not, as you might say, in nature rerum. Let us mean that no one has ever considered it, perhaps 

because maybe not even asked, who knows, no one has considered that then, being the dark ones, to 

say, overstating each other, we can say that I can imagine that only with the dark partially open the 

entrance is possible because if by chance the dark ones are closed that window from the outside it 

never opens, it takes the bazooka to pull it down, because the darks overdone. But this is an evocative 

conjecture of the Attorney General, which is also a suggestive conjecture, which is twenty to four. But 

the rest no, the rest is not a suggestive conjecture, the rest is the fact, is a stone weighing three pounds 

and something, four pounds, I do not even remember, of this particular material, on which it is very 

difficult to imagine doing a serious genetic study, which is so, has been made on a particular point at the 

request of the party consultant. This stone then finds itself enclosed in an envelope, so here I mean, 

within a discourse that has in itself the postage, the in itself - as it were - the counterfeit, in itself the 

tarot. No? Then I may have to come to think that the glasses in that particular context were not uniquely 

on everyone ... under the clothes ... it seems to me that there is a witness that this speech, as it were, 

will solve it brilliantly. But then what sense does it have all that stuff (?) Of stuff from which you can not 

understand if it might come, as if to say, took away something? Of course, nothing is taken away 

because then the attention falls on who? On the innocent victim of this situation, however, it is a girl like 

this, as if to say, we say we are distracted, or at least accusing, or anyway, if we want to say, even deaf, 

to let impunity, being more than awake and more than toned, no, because then, I mean, we will see 

how the girl was when she was brutally murdered, so let this situation so quietly, as if to say, 

remissively, attendantly, say we accept that in this house of four rooms, where a stone in a window 



replenishes the whole apartment, so accepts, this way enough, as to say, hypothetical, that everything is 

done, no? because obviously it takes time to pull, to withdraw. Nothing. He stays quietly waiting for the 

thief to do his job. Because then she must also violate it, so it takes some time. And I do not know if this 

reasoning is somewhat simplistic, if it is a bit impressionist, if it is - how to say - a little labile ... when one 

then means that the speech of the Public Ministry ... "labile and evocative design, "" labile and evocative 

climbing of the Public Ministry "... this is how normally the public re-constructions of the public party are 

dealt with. I think it's something different, here, I think it's basically something that in the post factum 

plan - and I go back to the latte - from the real point of view, so to speak, tells us something more than 

not "labile and evocative prospect", "labile" ... no, climbing we say is the fake of those who pretended to 

be a theft, is not the Attorney General's climb, according to my humble opinion. And then I believe that 

from this point of view, from this point of view of this theft frankly invented, here is, of course, the 

reality of a Guede is a reality a mile away, because you understand well, yes, it may even have been the 

Guess one that he did in some of his life, but he went back to the sacraments of the Curatolo, that is to 

say, we have to put the discourse on it, I really care that the Guede might once have been stolen in a 

school. I mean ... well, going to another school. What makes us home of people he knows? I imagine you 

in all the houses in Perugia that Rudy Guede is going to do this climbing at home who knows more or 

less who can say he is he, no? It is clear, it is obvious, I would almost say - I mean - lap it. There are so 

many places where you can steal. How does it make sense to go home to four students who are more or 

less known to be there, so they can recognize you? Then, even now ... there were not the guys here, so 

the speech can be bad, but you have not come in yet. What are you doing? Sounds first and say "then 

are not the Marche, I rub and go upstairs"? But what a crap! Is this a thief here? To me it seems to me 

an operetta character ... how to say, something to laugh. It is clear that, let's say, so the probability that 

this is somehow a property altogether for him off limit from the point of view of his very easy 

recognizability, is of solar evidence. And then it is clear that this hypothetical theft - fake - certainly, I 

mean, the more it seems faded to the extent that it has to be cut out on a personality that ex post is 

known to be that of Rudy but when this construction is a a little bit dirty, say, is cropped on a stranger. 

But when the handheld footprint tells me "is he", what does Rudy think of trying to rob people at home? 

But not an attempted theft any, an attempted theft built in this Baroque way, in this way it is absolutely 

devoid of any conduction on the concrete plane. So you see that even by reasoning from this point of 

view it is quite obvious that the speech I made at the beginning, that is, pairing, part ... we say the 

camouflage profile is a profile that involves both moments. All right. Then you will have me on 

conscience when ... no, well ... 

AN: 

Do you want a break? 

B.C: 

Well, well, well, well. 

AN: 

No, if we want a break, let's do ten minutes. No, except ... apart from everything, it's not that ... 

B.C: 

Maybe at this time maybe you can stay in five minutes. I, here are ... 



AN: 

Yes, that's fine. So look at it, I'm a quarter to four, we can stop now and resume at sixteen. 

B.C: 

At point. 

AN: 

All right? 

B.C: 

Thank you. 

AN: 

But at sixteen we sat and she stood. 

B.C: 

Thank you, President, thank you very much. I am really obliged to this kindness. 

(SUSPENSION) 

B.C: 

Sir, then resuming ... 

AN: 

We can start? Yup? 

B.C: 

Yes thank you. 

AN: 

Perfect. 

B.C: 

Starting from where we were and going to deal with the theme that we say, in some way complete, here 

is this phase of reasoning, that is, what in my schema, so to speak, I called the "declarative 

depreciation", that is, made through declarations. Why did I use this term, "depreciation"? Because ... 

somewhat of that mania of public ministries to qualify things in an organized form, we always say 

structured according to organic criteria, and also because then it actually seems to me that it is a term I 

derive from the judgment of the Supreme, because it is true - let's say, if I'm wrong - referring to these 

behaviors that at some point we are faced with the problem of appreciating the value, not so much as - 

say so - extemporaneous statements, but precisely the value in a depictive perspective. In particular, the 

datum is confusing, let's say, specifically about the slander, on that the speech is specific. The rest 

obviously can be an evaluation, so ... let's say, an evaluation ... a Procurator General's definition, 



censurable if they believe, so, in short, I say, I'm not that I'm fond of this nomenclature, so I simply , to 

say, used for such reasons, of a systematic order of reasoning, also because they understand, when the 

requisition is a bit complex these things somehow help. So, here, in essence, what do I want to deal with 

in this segment of the requisition that belongs - as I say - to the ninth part of this my saying? I want to 

deal with these statements of the defendants, which - we say so - are later when the fact of the 

evidence is discovered. Because to this point obviously ... to this point the considerations we have made 

have looked at this reconstruction that from my point of view does not fit us into the conjectural 

derivative but takes us into what is the affair, in themselves the underlying process, have looked at the 

accountable responsibility of the defendants through the indicators that you have heard. And I repeat it, 

not to stretch the broth, but just because it is clear a bit about the path, that is, to say from the cave to 

what happened next, in the perspective of considering the likelihood that what happened afterwards 

could be linked to a so Rudy Guede rather than another unknown subject, while, say, how to say, there 

are, in my view, quite convergent elements to believe that the attribution of these responsibilities is to 

be attributed to the current defendants, for the good reason that certain elements seem to me to them 

quite directly and clearly, with regard to theft, surely theft, to the extent it represents what I have said, 

in short, can not be referred to the same context, obviously of responsibility. So let's say, here is this a 

further step, a further step in approaching the fact, and therefore first to introduce ourselves to the 

subject of the matter is the case to deepen this matter of declarations. Now, of course, it seems to me 

that, let's say, it's fairly easy to deal with statements from the Accused Solicitor. What do I mean? I am 

referring to those initial statements, also emphasized in the judgment and at some points taken up in 

appeal and therefore decision-judgment - I mean the first instance, the one that you have to deal with - 

and therefore, I said, of Cassation, that is to say the statements that Sollecito makes at the moment 

when the problem arises, here is, to take account of the state of affairs at the Post Police that survives 

on the spot. We must, let's say, have this point in mind, why? Because it is not secondary, in the sense 

that, say, it belongs to the history of the process, that it quickly and, even to say, very naive about the 

phones in this garden, these telephones that remain lit there are certainly a very small approach 

professional, I have to say, behold, this discarding of the telephones we say in the garden of the house 

Lana, in Via Sperandio, produces the consequences that they know well, that is to say, for a sort of 

strange game of destiny had been ... obviously, who knows, perhaps tied to the famous Halloween 

night, the trick, no, the trick or the trickery ... and there the humor had been that it had a bomber in the 

office this lady, in short, such a thing. And so ... because the processes then are also made of these 

combinations, let's say. And so this produces, as they know, the consequence that maybe in the morning 

you go to check and at the end these two phones, at different times, even ringing, are said to be traced. 

The track clearly shows the arrival of the Postale, by the way, because perhaps at this moment it was 

not even clear what this "trick or trickery" story is, we are still likely to try to figure out how this 

situation had happened. And then the Post Police first makes those findings that the Court knows better 

than me, and that far better than I know the Defenders, so let's say it's very easy to get to the 

conclusions right away. That is to say it is presented where obviously any policeman would be 

presenting, that is at the home of the owner of the cell phones. There is then the reference to 

Romanelli. In short, let's say, the home of Via della Pergola is easily identified. And here is this particular 

situation, which we - we say so - then reconstruct from one side to the telephone tabs, on the other 

hand we say from the arrival of the police officers before and Carabinieri after, assisted, in this case, also 

by a clock that signals this situation on the public road, in short, with that reconstruction on which I do 

not hesitate, because it is, Absolutely ... Absolutely peaceful. In the sense that we have this particular 



situation, that is to say, when these Post Police arrive, they are certainly - as I say - unexpected, right? In 

the sense that it's not that I'm there in connection with the fact that the Solicitude has called the police 

and is waiting for the police. The Solicitude first called a relative, who at the time was operative in the 

Armies of the Carabinieri, and this certainly comes from his tabulation. But then there are no other 

initiatives related to this particular affair. And these come, who certainly take, as it were, a bit of a 

counterattack. That is, there had been contacts, but contacts, say so, in the family. Knox itself, if I do not 

remember badly, had called our family in America, but this maybe even before, if I'm wrong, certainly at 

a time that for Americans is the heart of the night, so let's say a little bit to mean the peculiarity of the 

thing. But these are elements of suggestion. The Objective Objective What Is It? That there have been 

phone calls, say in the family, but still the initiative of - as it were - to officially make the suspicion that 

the thing was certainly born, that has not yet been. And there was also no reason to expect the arrival of 

Romanelli, as well as an offender of known theft. Then perhaps on this point we will return better 

because it is a speech that we are talking about when we have a critical reflection on the progressive 

statement of Knox Amanda. For now we remain in the solicitude situation. So in this situation, that's a 

little bit still dancing, let's say that the idea that Solicitous is a little bit tricked when it is obviously 

required to talk to these cops ... of the postal if I'm not mistaken, true? of Post Office in Perugia, coming 

in, I would say quite unexpected because of this - as I say - absolutely unexpected tracking of phones in 

the garden of Lana home, so in Via Sperandio, in short, stuff that has nothing to do with it. So, let's say, 

when these ladies arrive, then let's say, precisely because of the fact that the situation would certainly 

have suggested an immediate complaint? - because the context is not what they suggest to wait. Then 

we will go into detail in this context when we talk about things told by Knox. Here, I said, at that 

moment, the lords of police intervened hand over this figure to the acts, that is, the version of the 

Solicitude which is in the sense that he already - as it were - called the Carabinieri to intervene. That if it 

were true it would be a logical thing, in fact, I would wonder if it had come over noon as to something 

that would have to be, as it were said, cooked and eaten for the objective gravity of the context, for 

what then we'll say better even in a moment. And instead, this situation, that one would imagine being 

absolutely, as if to say, clarified at the moment, no, actually it is not yet, because if we then control the 

timing, the minute of the police acts, we have, say, save the truth, of the clutches enough ... quite 

obvious, I would say, no ?, quite obvious that they are rooted in what I'm going to tell you - here it is - in 

what I'm going to tell you, namely that Postale actually comes to ... this was , let's just say, my diluted 

thing is not that I'm ... but I got it, I got it from the acts and this time nobody can say that I'm not at the 

disposal of the Attorney General while arguing. So the Post was at 12:35, or, following the on-site 

camera and analyzed by the Mobile Team, at 12:26. Now, if we have to be bitten, we have a phone call 

of 12:51 and one of 12:54. Clearly there was this phone call to the official relative of the Arm at 12:50. 

So let's say that we are in a context that is far behind - how to say - what the Solicitor actually says, but 

also what it would be reasonable to imagine, in the sense that frankly I must say that even if the call had 

been made five minutes before the arrival of the Postale, here it would have been a phone call delayed 

with regard to the state of affairs. This seems to me, say, objective, even then ... for what later I will say. 

But most of all, it seems to me that the thing takes on a completely implausible dress, and I would say ... 

I use the word "suspect", I use the word "suspect" a very suspicious garment if I have the momentum 

that I find - so to speak - from the investigations of the Judicial Police, which are poured into acts and 

available. So, let's say, I got that reason from there. I repeat, already - I mean - to arrive at midday with a 

situation like the one we'll say later, anyway ... it would have been anything but a little ... not convincing, 

in the opinion of the Attorney General. But even at a time that follows this unexpected arrival of the 



Post Police, it is an element that I think must be kept in the best account on the plane of its clues, also 

because the person who ... the person who says what .. that is, it is not that he says "I'm calling the 

Carabinieri." And then he says "well, I'm late but somehow" ... No. He says "we have already called the 

Carabinieri" and then adds that other element, which the judgments have well underlined, says "there 

was a theft, but they did not stole anything", which actually ... now on this I read after the Defenses I ... I 

may, of course, also because I need to complete, to organize a speech, I can not take charge of all the 

passages, of all the contradictions. But, for example, I know for sure that "they have not stolen 

anything" will perhaps open a reflection on these words of solicitude. But I, here, give you the data as it 

seems to me to be Here, but it seems to me that an hour already so uncertain, an already dubious time 

like this ... like this noon that sounds unnecessarily, because this is the given, I got it? the noon bell 

beating without them actually doing nothing, then actually becomes an even more time - as you say - 

more doubtful, an even more suspicious time, when, say, it not only slows down, but it is said that the 

call has already been made. But it just does not really matter. What does it mean? A prudence? 

Cautious? Boys who have been in this slaughterhouse and poor housekeeper have rightly wanted to 

hear, consult with the family and then maybe see if you can, if you do not, your relationship with the 

Army officer can suggest this and that? Okay, okay. Let's take this as a hypothesis, right? Let's say, 

discharge of the speech concerning Sollecito. But then let's go see how to say, the timing of the declared 

Knox for how it is derived from what I said before, all the acts I think this time at their full disposal, and 

so on which I do not think I should put a usability issue because I saw that they are quoted, say, with 

profluvio references from all judgments, including the Supreme Court. And there, exactly, let's say 

progression is what we know, that is to say there is an email sent to a number of people, including one 

who is a person who then posts this mail to the investigating bodies, and then there are two verbal 

statements by Miss Knox Amanda, which are - here, here are all - that's just one of the full night of 05 on 

06 and the other on the morning of 06. Those are statements in which you also introduces this 

character, Lumumba, and it is not that you introduce it so, pour parler, you introduce it thrown ... let's 

say, laying the conditions for it then to be arrested for murder. And this ... it opens up here, it develops 

in this speech, it is here that the theme of psychological coarctation is developed and then we say of the 

exploitation of this poor little daughter, and this is what will then be discussed. However, I repeat, this 

aspect of the Cassation somehow reconsiders it when it indicates that these statements are still true 

and these statements then become also ... then they are further reiterated in that other script, which 

then takes the name of " memorial". In short, I mean, it is not that the statements are in some way 

reconsidered. And it is a declared I would of particular interest, that is, while the declared, say so, of 

Sollecito has this unique ... this unique meaningful content, that is, this time a little badly indicated, a 

little adjusted, of the initiative to call the Carabinieri, who in reality, based on what is being drawn, are 

called after the postal notice, not before, and here the references I'm not giving them because the court 

knows them better than me, but in short, if they look to say the record, this here of November 9, 2007, 

they evidently all conveniently explained. However, in fact, the references are surely the Court's even 

more than the Public Ministry. But, let's say, some considerations, which are not factual considerations 

that the Court knows, but on the treatment of these elements, let's say here in the key, some are to be 

done. They are done because, let's say, these elements that Knox deliver us are important from two 

points of view basically: one is the point of view of the things that it states with reference to the 

situation that she has to find when she approaches her apartment; and the other is the theme that 

concerns, say, some segments - no? - a few dreamlike segments that consign us with reference to the 

offense. There are two different things, but both are relevant, according to the Prosecutor General. The 



first is the story that we draw from these ... here it is to do a bit of an assembly of all these Knox 

informational sources, net of its ... like, say, of its psychological coarctation, which is a bit 'it is frankly 

indecisive I would say, but more convincingly, by the same judgment of the Cassation, because certainly 

the speech is too reasserted so that it can be left to the space of a moment like this. Also because then 

we will say about Lumumba, we do not forget that this moment, when - let's say - then shoot this 

slander, which is really tasty, here, then, also from the point of view of the indictment, here , this 

slander is fired after that ... followed ... in relation, the timing is clear, in relation to the perception that, 

say, Sollecito has referred to his stay in Via Garibaldi speaking to the singular. So not following, but the 

timing we say is absolutely this, it is indisputable. Then I said, here is the story of Knox with reference to 

what it comes to ... let's say so, to what he sees when he comes back. It is clear that if we appreciate it .. 

. why am I involved with this point? Is simple. But if we do not appreciate an incoherence in this story, 

then, I mean, in terms of clue, it is even stronger the clue as it has, since it has been widely involved in 

the phase we talked about, obviously being in a situation that is certainly difficult to to explain for a set 

of elements that we have highlighted, end up giving, as it were, inconsistent explanations of the later. 

The two things should be seen together. I can not separate the whole slaughter from the point of view 

not of the offense, which is an abomination, but also of the subsequent occurrences of which I have 

spoken before, the incoherence of the next reasoning, because it is clear that a person in total good 

faith does not make inconsistent statements about what he sees when he comes home. He makes 

consistent statements from that point of view, he has no interest in being suspected of reticence. I think 

I've explained. While instead of passages that detect this suspicion of reticence they get caught in full 

hands, and now we get there. Then it is clear that, you see, the clandestine convergence is this. Do you 

understand? This is the clandestine convergence. Do I suspect that it was the leg that left that damp? Do 

I suspect that she was the one who brought her DNA together with Kercher's in Romanelli's room? So I 

suspect that I was the protagonist of this post factum? Then, let's say, this element of suspicion finds - as 

it were - a hook, a catchy catch when the apparent story of what this young lady sees when arriving in 

this apartment is a bit unconvincing. And that it is unconvincing, gentlemen of the Court, let's say, is not 

a prejudice or conjecture of the Public Ministry. There is much to believe that the speech is not very 

convincing. I'm not saying that "you had to go to Gubbio and then you do not know why we have not 

gone anymore". The kids are - we say so - skillful and volatile in changing the program, then it can 

depend on a thousand things, so we would miss it. That's not the point. But maybe in all of this story I'm 

explaining it ... but let's lose it, that's not the concept. The concept is that we say we went to Gubbio 

who should ... which should, as it were, foresee a fair enough departure, no ?, which is the departure 

expected of the poor father of Sollecito, who had just contacted him about whether they had left or not 

because it was a discount that you should go see Gubbio. Here, I say, this departure disappears, this 

departure we say no longer exists in the cards, in fact, or anything, and it becomes, it becomes a Knox 

from Via Garibaldi, four jumps and we are in Via della Pergola, it's around ten and a half, eleven, in 

short, a vague timetable, so much so only she knows, so let's say it's so unilateral at times so bad. So 

let's say eleven, so much to be behind Miss Knox. Then, here we are, let's say ... so in this situation, in 

this situation the girl tells she has found the open door, the door of the open house, then tells that she 

has seen stools in the Italian cabinet, but the right flushing did not pull it out, because, in short, we say, 

in a certain perspective was just as it should be. Then, let's say that since he was there to get a shower, 

he goes in the bath to shower. Going into the toilet to shower, maybe he may not have noticed the 

pounds of Rudy's bloody shoe standing in the corridor. Are you there, right? It may be, for distraction he 

has not seen it. But he certainly noticed the locked door of Meredith Kercher's locked room. Now, it is 



strange that this habit that Knox gives us as absolutely current, here, in the memory of all the others it 

was a habit we absolutely never did, no one remembers a Meredith Kercher so attentive to his things to 

the point of locking up his room. The Knox yes. And this justifies the absence of suspicion by the coast. 

And so at this point, I mean, actually Knox says something different, but it binds this something different 

at the next time because then at last this shower is made. And in this shower they find blood spots, a 

good drip, to say, about the toilet there, the sink, the other drops in the bidet, other drops on the 

cotton-fioc, all of which we will evaluate, because ... but this is another piece of process, this one ... will 

be done later. Now we have to evaluate the conduct of these statements, of a girl who arrives in this 

apartment, finds the door open, finds the victim's locked room and does not get suspicious at all at the 

moment, does not notice the pest, she knows the stool but does not discharge; and then goes into her 

proper bathtub, does her good mouthpiece, but these blood spots ... she says, "Well, well, that would 

have been something else." Then we also have to think about these stains, but this - as I said - belongs 

to another time. Now this speech obviously already lends itself to a perplexity, I would say at least four 

perplexities, to count them all. But that's not enough. It is not enough, because there is, in quotation 

marks, the mother of all perplexities, is not it? Why do they see, what is the point - as we say - of greater 

delicacy in this state of the places? The most prominent figure, vivaddio, it's the theft in Romanelli's 

room, because there we are, in full swing ... in full swirling, in the sense that there's stuff stuffed for air, 

glasses on the ground, and everything else. Now, for heaven's sake, it is conjectured that Knox did not 

even look in there to see if something had happened, but it is a fact that the person who, then, say, in 

acts is like the police officer Judiciary intervening for the inspection, it is a fact, I said, that he tells us 

that that door was open when he arrived. Then it's a bit strange - you know - that this Knox, when it 

arrives and gets ready for its shower, finds a situation of doubt, certainly worthy of suspicion, but for 

this very reason ... let's say this suspect construct does not add that suspicion that would immediately 

make the need to call the police, right? That is to say, if you find theft at eleven, at eleven and two 

minutes you have to call the Carabinieri. But since all these things he sees, he does not see the most 

striking, which, I repeat, was available to her, because ... not only, but then also the Mezzetti was a bit. .. 

the room was a bit tricky. But it was a visual view of her that the door was still open. And then, in this 

situation, who pledges a bit around the apartment, because there is a bath with the flush to draw, there 

is a bathtub with blood inside, there is a locked door, a situation that then Knox a little suspicious, 

because Knox says, though, "I'm sorry, so I went out from outside and went to see, trying to figure out in 

what room there could be". So it's not a digested situation, it's still a suspicious situation. And then, in 

this suspicious situation, the only thing that comes - as the AAFs would say - obliterated, is to not go - as 

if to say - to throw the eye where it was more urgent, in quotes, to throw the eye . He says, he did not, 

well, Public Ministry, your business, is a conjecture. It's significant. But let's say the other elements are 

somewhat symptomatic of a situation that he could deserve not to stretch the broth too much. So true 

that then you come home, at the boy's house, in Via Garibaldi, you remember local and return to Via 

della Pergola. It is there that at that moment we are aware of the presence of a theft. But at that point 

we are in that time that it comes back to the remarks made by Sollecito and that therefore somehow is 

uncertain in relation to what he says, but it becomes, as it may be, plausible with respect to Knox's 

unseen. So, let's say, the combination of all these elements you understand is plainly plausible this 

eleven-day tale of eleven o'clock with all this set of elements that are, in sum, sufficient to induce 

suspicion. I would say ... the theft not seen, frankly makes a clown to smile, but let's do it. The locked 

door, in a situation that everyone else tells us not to be a situation - let's say so - current, a normal 

situation, I certainly think something to say. They will then tell me if I say bad or not. And this is the first 



segment of coastline declarations. Then there is the second segment, because Knox intervenes, say so, 

in fact, confronts the fact, in the sense that when we say shoot the name of Lumumba, shoot him so we 

say severely calunniatory, and is not that he wants to emphasize this figure, eh, gentlemen, keep in 

mind, but here we are talking ... it is not that we are talking about bruschi, in short. This goes in jail, like 

a murderer, and goes out on the 20th, which is just the day Guede is caught following the call from 

Benedict's Skype of 19. So let's go ahead and consider this thing as well , an element ... a little girl. She is 

a little girl who, however, told Mama that she was a little worried that this wretch was in jail. In short, I 

would go a bit cautious, here, in giving all this understanding to these young people in this particular 

context. However, we will see, it is a topic that is still not to be addressed. For now we must say that in 

that situation, flagrant slander, and of course there is a judgment, so we do not even want to go back to 

that flagrant slander situation there are other statements that mean something in the sense that the 

accused Knox, Knox Amanda, say, says meaningful things, because it calls contexts that, in fact, we 

belong, belong to the process, in one of them ... in their historicity, of the process, which is not that 

available at that time, it is not that certain things are known, no? Let's miss that English friends report, 

say, corroborately that Knox makes it known that he has seen Meredith's position in the room. This is 

also a source of suspicion, but one can say that, although everyone is absolutely unique in recalling that 

the two defendants, say, never sprang up to this place, and this figure clearly emerges, but we want to 

say that in that situation so, somewhat confused, somewhere came this signal and so Knox could be 

appropriate, then to tell the British when they all expected to be heard? Do we want to say this? Very 

benevolent as an approach, but we also admit this. I do not believe it at all, so much so that there is a 

precise accusation of the Procuratore Generale of Perugia on this point, it seems to me the first 

complaint. I do not believe it at all, I said, but we admit it may be. But this is collateral to the substance 

of these words, which they refer to ... and it's not, say, that says, "Well, that's all plausible, basically, I 

mean, there was a theft and say .. what happened happened, surely ... you want there to be some kind 

of violence "? Bah. And why? And why should you go, as you say, in the face of a theft situation, you 

have to go to the fact that the girl was raped? This particular development - no? - for what reason? For 

what reason, if, say, the data is not present to the person concerned, why can he somehow refer to it? 

And because he must, how to say, tell of a scream? Then we'll talk, right? as we are discussing the fact, 

as we are discussing how much this scream was audible from the outside, we see how incongruous it is 

to say that it is ... to say, to have bruises from all parts right in the mouth area . We will see, we will 

consider this point. But this is not the passage yet. But meanwhile it is important that Knox delivers us 

two data, he reports two data: the cry of the poor Meredith Kercher, and the violence from 

undergrowth; which are data that are not normal in the context in which the action has developed. We 

talk about a theft, it can be a theft that is degenerate, you know it. And then go fishing for precisely the 

elements that belong, as you say, the true story of the story as it is derived from other parts, that is to 

say sexual violence, for the love of heaven, is not even the case to discuss it; but as for the scream, let's 

say, it also belongs to the process, net of all the perplexities of the American consultant. But, let's say, I 

mean, when Knox takes over these data, in short, it seems to me very significant, because, in short, 

where ... where ever do these data come from, except from a having confronted directly with this affair? 

Because I'm told in the history of ... is not that ... So we should imagine that, let's just say, wanting to 

explain in these documents, make sense of its presence, because that's when it is. .. capite, gentlemen? 

at the moment - as I see it - we venture on the crest, on the inclined plane of slander, it is clear that we 

are already in a context where something needs to be explained, you understand? That is to say, if I 

shoot a slander, that is to say, "that is the murderer because he was there" ... then we will talk about the 



syllogism a little leapfrog of the Court of Appeal of Perugia, which, say, says "well, it is the best test that 

was not there, because if it had been so much to say Rudy. " Well, well, then we'll comment on this 

statement, trying to stay in the rails. But I say, in the moment when the speech, say, is set in the face of 

slander, it is clear that it feels in the necessity of having to include other elements that are somehow 

complementary to slander. Because, what you do, I shoot a slander so, boom, a deal that starts, how to 

say, a shot shot in the sky? If I shed the slander of a person who may not be there, but maybe it may be 

plausible that there is something to do about this slander, if anything but the color of the skin. And then 

here they come out for the moment here and there in the segments of truth - understand? - the 

segments of truth that are in the process, precisely. But not as a natural development of the craze made 

by this wretched man climbing the window. No, absolutely no! They are in the process on other bases, 

are in the process of an aggression that then is over as it is over. And then you understand the scream, 

and then you understand the violence. But if I have to start from theft, screaming or violence there is 

much to see. And then in this ... in such a complex scenario, but I would say so explainable and so 

transparent, right? When I shoot a slander to a wretch who has nothing to do with it, you understand 

well, I repeat, that something around I have to put it, and it is also easy to understand what. These 

pieces of truth that are the ones that emerge from these words - as if to say - shot by this girl apparently 

that she has come to find in this particular situation and therefore had the need to build this prospect of 

defense, I mean in this form particular. And then we also have this other piece, this other passage, 

which has no relevance to itself as these have, but it is significant. At a certain point, when we say the 

accused Sollecito states what he says, that is, to say "I was at home alone at the computer and I even 

smoked" - I do not want to repeat the statement, but it seems we are loaded on it - for Knox the 

Solicitor in his memory becomes one who had his bloody hands. the fish. Here it is. So this is a 

suggestion for why did I take it? I take it because when this fish thing comes out, the bloody hands, the 

fish and everything else, here, hangs on this memory of Knox, a component - as I might say - dreamlike, 

right? It is a dreamlike component that, for God's sake, everything can be, but when we have to 

confront a person who is totally alien to the affair, though at that moment it is obviously seriously 

implicated, in short, why do we have to hypothesize this dreamlike component? It appears like a 

pochettino, a bit 'baroque, right? a bit excessive, a little bit of weight, a little justification, here is a little 

justification to make sense of the statements that instead ... which instead have a primary meaning from 

the point of view of the indictment, No? I heard a strange noise. 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

B.C: 

Ah, I understand, it did not concern ... 

AN: 

It is an interference of the ... 

B.C: 

No, now ... no, because he knows, let's say, I have my feeling, so ... 

AN: 

No, no ... 



B.C: 

... it seemed like a "no" shot ... 

AN: 

No, but at this time no. 

B.C: 

... a "no" shot so. 

AN: 

Because sensitivity at this time is very dangerous. Go on. 

B.C: 

A "no" shot so from a ... how to say, from ... So, let's say, in the morning I'm idle, the afternoon I'm up to 

the ropes, remissive, so a "no" so a little embarrassing. I'm back to the reasoning I was doing. I said, so 

this reference is a bit dreamy, that I draw from this somewhat, hanging enough memory of the boy who 

would have his bloody hands, but perhaps it is the fish and whatever, so this fog where all these wrap 

around given, in the end, however, as I said, and conclude on the point, goes to look, goes to look at 

something that is not purely and simply ... that is not purely and simply a mere memory, so to speak. It is 

merely a reminder that it is precisely about something that belongs to the fact. I said, let's say, imagine 

what can happen, that when you have to deal with the need to send a jail for murder, maybe you're 

done, here, to say something more than it is not just the fact that the murderer is him. And this is why, 

even in this scenario, a dreamlike poem, the elements that are indicated ... and this is perhaps typical of 

the person who is not well equipped from the point of view of dynamics, defenses, etcetera, that 

perhaps in this paradoxical situation , so particular, where we say these have come to find - that is 

obviously this adjustment, that if we want is also a bit, how to say, naive, no? Like theft, in short, 

everything has this paint a little bit embarrassing in some ways, for the way - in my opinion, of course - 

the way it was thought and organized. And then comes the need to join the slander ... to join the slander 

these others ... these others ... do we want to call them feedback? We say, from the point of view, how 

to say ... even if they are dreamlike, but they are always in evidence of the fate of Lumumba's slander. 

Now, in the character analysis, of a little depictative attitude of all these initiatives, I sincerely attribute 

to Knox's slander to Lumumba's primary relief. Here, I do not feel honest about putting me in the logic - 

like saying - of the juvenile thing that says "one has lost his head, shot this thing, the pressure, the public 

ministry, the carabiniere, that." And why do not I feel it? I do not feel it because, as he also says, I'm fine 

with the Cassation on the point, however it is a situation that after somehow remains, in all its gravity, 

no? In the sense that the good Lumumba ... here, for Lumumba "good Lumumba" can be said because it 

is actually a slander who has made a number of days of free jail, so "good Lumumba" certainly can be 

said ; behold, the blameless Lumumba actually remains in jail in essence until ... until it reaches the 

horizon, totally unexpected, as we say, so the possibility that it could be identified in a short time, here, 

entirely unexpectedly, Rudy Guede, who is so, comes back with those particular very movie modes, 

here, in short, and so let's say, here is this slander. We have said when it is that slander goes on, we 

have said that slander is maintained over time, so we have said that in the situation we are somehow 

present to somehow, if we have to think about depictions, this moment is one of those who have the 



greatest aptitude to have this depictive character. And so let's say, you can, you have to do, with 

reference to slander, basically two reasoning. One is the motive and the other is the content of this fact. 

The motive does not seem to me to be difficult to find. That is to say, that is what we are talking about 

... that is something that would have been said to respond, as it were, to the aggressive pertinacity of 

the investigators, let's say, the motive is precisely that, in some way, if you are accused of a murder it is 

obviously to show some intention of collaborating, some good faith, say so, with respect to the fact. The 

fact that Lumumba is the wrong person, however, can not make us forget that it is precisely the person 

who as a skin color refers to that of Guede. But this is not a matter of suggestion, of course, does not 

mean anything in suggestive terms, but it may be important, does not it? Why maybe at the moment ... 

maybe maybe I know that one of the color has been seen to run away or whatever, then maybe 

Lumumba may even be somehow a blond, but meanwhile of a person who has these features can 

certainly represent an element that can be, in the first place, more interesting, no? If I say, "Well, the 

murder made him a Norwegian," as you know that between the Norwegian and Rudy Guede, who was 

present in the apartment, there is not the slightest kinship, from the point of view, of course, of the 

normotypus, sure that you realize that you shoot it, say, a space ball; instead if I shoot Lumumba, shoot 

something that is clearly a slander, but let's say it's a less unlikely calumny. And this gives the sense of 

the motive, why Lumumba and not any other Knox people, maybe, I know, that other, Daniel, in short, 

one of these occasional friends of Knox. Here, then, I said that this element of why he takes us to the 

other consideration, the content that we must give to this element, that is to say the content ... you 

sorry if I am five minutes to sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... how to say, of the 

normotypus, of course you realize that you shoot her, like a spatial dance; instead if I shoot Lumumba, 

shoot something that is clearly a slander, but let's say it's a less unlikely calumny. And this gives the 

sense of the motive, why Lumumba and not any other Knox people, maybe, I know, that other, Daniel, 

in short, one of these occasional friends of Knox. Here, then, I said that this element of why he takes us 

to the other consideration, the content that we must give to this element, that is to say the content ... 

you sorry if I am five minutes to sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... how to say, of 

the normotypus, of course you realize that you shoot her, like a spatial dance; instead if I shoot 

Lumumba, shoot something that is clearly a slander, but let's say it's a less unlikely calumny. And this 

gives the sense of the motive, why Lumumba and not any other Knox people, maybe, I know, that other, 

Daniel, in short, one of these occasional friends of Knox. Here, then, I said that this element of why he 

takes us to the other consideration, the content that we must give to this element, that is to say the 

content ... you sorry if I am five minutes to sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... 

Shoot something that is clearly a slander, but let's say it's a less unlikely calumny. And this gives the 

sense of the motive, why Lumumba and not any other Knox people, maybe, I know, that other, Daniel, 

in short, one of these occasional friends of Knox. Here, then, I said that this element of why he takes us 

to the other consideration, the content that we must give to this element, that is to say the content ... 

you sorry if I am five minutes to sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... Shoot 

something that is clearly a slander, but let's say it's a less unlikely calumny. And this gives the sense of 

the motive, why Lumumba and not any other Knox people, maybe, I know, that other, Daniel, in short, 

one of these occasional friends of Knox. Here, then, I said that this element of why he takes us to the 

other consideration, the content that we must give to this element, that is to say the content ... you 

sorry if I am five minutes to sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... I said, however, why 

this element of why he takes us to the other consideration, the content that we must give to this 

element, that is to say the content ... is you sorry if I am five minutes to sit? Because I've been terribly 



sorry. Here is the... I said, however, why this element of why he takes us to the other consideration, the 

content that we must give to this element, that is to say the content ... you sorry if I am five minutes to 

sit down? Because I've been terribly sorry. Here is the... 

AN: 

I told him this morning. 

B.C: 

Yes, yes. 

AN: 

There can always be. 

B.C: 

No, but to me ... but frankly, let's say, talking to the Court sitting is embarrassing me a bit, but now ... 

AN: 

No, do not worry, do not worry. 

B.C: 

So, I was saying, the content of the content is something that, say, is derived from this same theme, 

from the theme of the motive, to the causality, is complementary to the theme of the cause, but it is 

different from the cause of the causal one. That is to say, that is what we say, from the analysis of what I 

have called "the syllogism of the Court of Appeal in Perugia", that is to say the contrast between two 

possible syllogisms: that of the Court of Perugia and that of the Cassation. I do not know if they are just 

syllogisms, but in short, we realize that they are and contradict them. There is an affirmation of the 

Court of Perugia I use. But why use it? Not for consideration, I have already mentioned this ruling, which 

obviously lends itself to multiple criticisms, and here the use because we say we are considering a crime 

that still considers that judgment to exist, so from this point of view it is crucial to refer to that 

motivation to understand, say, how that motivation can lead to another side, possibly. Because the 

Court tells us: "It is so true that this slander is a slander, quotation marks, venial" - here it does not say 

this word, because it is clearly absurd, but it is, as it were, the word I use to make me understand better 

- "it is so true that slander is that if Knox really had been in place, he could quietly say, not to slander 

Lumumba, but to point out that the true assassin Rudy Guede and so obviously would be removed from 

the impacts , so "- here we should raise the voice, but I no longer have the breath to do it, but it 

deserves a strong intention - "so" - says the court - "is the best proof that Knox was not there because," 

as I say, "if it had been there could address to Rudy Guede. " I find this arguably frankly difficult to 

comment, but useful, useful because it allows the Supreme Court to overturn, as it say, the scarcity - to 

use euphemism - the persuasiveness of this reasoning, obviously in the end, no? Because of this 

reasoning, to which a number of opposing arguments can be opposed, in addition to the fact that this 

discourse on a good faith attached ... it says "so much they do not know". Then it comes out that 

Lumumba says, "I knew Kercher because I had presented the Knox." But what are we talking about? But 

this is physical violence to court proceedings. But I say, beyond this aspect, beyond this aspect, the data 

we say is important, the important thing is another. The important thing is that, to say that, as I say, in a 



bonis I have for a moment, it is imperative to contrast the opposite reasoning, which is what the Court 

does. You accuse Lumumba, accuse a stranger, in the knowledge of his extraneousness, and hence or 

you run a huge risk by going fishing one you know he has nothing to do, but you do not know how, as 

was his guess or you were obviously present, because the awareness of Lumumba's extraterrestriality 

over this fact and your accusation to him, in the knowledge that he was not there, is that he talks to his 

mother saying "eh, I'm sorry to have put Lumumba in the middle. " And what does this mean, vivoddio, 

if not the fact that it was present? Then, if I still have to explain why Rudy is not, then on the assumption 

that Rudy is the killer, I think maybe maybe implying an innocent, say, it's easier if he does not know 

what to say. Maybe a Rudy, called by another person who from this reasoning, even from this reasoning 

enough, means my own presence, perhaps it may even be that he decides to tell how actually the thing 

has gone. In short, if all that has been said to this point is not enough, the overturning of this syllogical 

argument, a bit - as it were - a bend, of the absolute judgment, the overturn in the terms in which the 

Supreme Court , but I think common sense, common sense and Cassation most of the time luckily 

coincide, and in this case coincide, living. So the overturning of that figure seems to me plainly 

addressed us with regard to the presence of coasts on the site of the offender. But how? Wow, you say 

Lumumba was not there and accused him of anyway, what gives you this certainty if not the fact of 

being present? And so, let's say, the presence of Knox is somewhat hard to disconnect from the 

presence of Raffaele Sollecito on the site of the offender, unless it is true that Sollecito was somewhere 

else to do other things. But there are different elements to think ... more, to feel that it is not. And, 

moreover, what he said in the evening, saying "I was standing in front of the computer to smoke a 

cane", it was not reiterated with other elements. And so, I said, if this is the figure I deduce from 

slander, I think I have come, as I say, to a rather significant passage of my requisition, for to some 

extent, behold, I have led you from my point of view of course and thus with all of this, say, the 

possibility that these elements, as they will be, will be discredited and contradicted, with the ability I 

have learned to appreciate from my contradictory process. Here, I said, in my view, however, I seem to 

have led you to a plan that then is what anticipates the offense. The offense certainly needs to be 

studied, no, why we are in a murder. I do not think that the Court will be content with elements that do 

not project itself into the fact. And anyway I do not want to take this commitment not to tell the fact 

though, because the photograph of the fact, let's say, know what the murder did, whoever they are, and 

then knew it ... knew it the dead, right? The Chelazzi, whom I quoted this morning, and to whom I 

somehow seek, fussing and pestering myself, to look a little like, was tremendously fascinated by 

murder cases, for he said "murder is the most intriguing offense by viewer's point of view ". Obviously 

he said it with a sovereign respect, you do not have to say it, which certainly concerns my person, both 

for those who have lost their lives and for those who are in the united manner accused. Here, but he 

said that there is such a big attraction to homicide, why? Because homicide is a crime in which you 

would have an exceptional head, but you killed him, and so, let's say, all you have to build around this 

affair obviously assumes that the good heads are dead. So even when I build the fact, I certainly will not 

escape this commitment in the terms I will be able to do it, but I certainly have to worry about not giving 

you a photograph of the fact, this, I repeat, wanted the Polaroid of one of those who were present on 

the spot; I have to give you a compatibility project, compared to what I have looked up to this point and 

what I will go to examine, because certainly the fact is fueled by the consequences of on-site 

investigations of necroscopy. I would say more than anything an important part of the fact is my card 

number 11, which is also the most complete, that is, "the genetic starter" for the crime, which certainly 

deserves to be analyzed in the way it should. But when we come to reason on this, gentlemen of the 



Court, let's say, why did I say it unnecessarily until 17:15 today this morning at ten and a half, save the 

rest? Because, I repeat, let us say, we must at this point do not abandon this commitment to prospect 

you a fact, a motive, and everything else, but here we must also remember one thing: that from the 

elements I tried to put in a row to this last of slander, here, from all these elements perhaps at this point 

the fact, rather than to prove, rather than to prove, is - as I say - to relate, I would say to report, or 

better still to adjust, or better I still say to be adjusted, and therefore the responsibility of the fact ... I'm 

a little tired, do you see? I forgot maybe the passage that ... so, here is, no, I'm coming to conclude this 

point though. The responsibility for this fact, in the manner in which it will obviously be explained, I 

believe that at this point in our reasoning is - as we have said - not so much demonstrated, and it is 

crucial to do so and we will not subtract it, but in some respects also adapted to the perception of 

responsibility that seems to begin to glimpse in the same behavior as the defendants. That is to say, the 

responsibility of the slanderer who tells these things, in a context of simulation, that if we do not want 

to tie it to Rudy Guede can hardly get out of those who had the interest, the chance to do it and 

everything else, the problems on the alibi, the Curatolo, the Quintavalle, all this in turn gives a way, no? 

What I have called depreciation, both real and declarative, here, gives us the measure of how this is a 

sort of perceived responsibility, to which we must adapt the fact. Certainly, I realize, they will think of 

genetics for this. But not so, to give a demonstration in the broad sense of the fact itself, otherwise you 

could start from here the requisition. So the two of them are either: or the requisition has ended here, 

because I believe that all this set of elements is already demonstrative, and perhaps, as I know, in a 

murder trial of the Seventies, maybe ... having had elements like these. Or the requisition goes on, but it 

does not start from here, it starts from here with all the foreplay. And so obviously all genetic references 

and everything else must take into account these elements. So when confronted with the theme of 

genetics, this test element is directly on which we say the flower bloom ... then we will see if it is really a 

flower, but anyway we say on paper the flower of the professionals is measured, let's say, I have to do 

this by taking note of how to say, adapting this path to that responsibility that, in sum, seems to me that 

in terms of the perceived responsibility already somehow is outlined by these seven hours of reasoning I 

have tried to do. Now me, 

 

ORGANIZATIONAL QUESTIONS 

AN: 

It sure is so. It sure is so. So, of course, we have been at the last hearing of the times, we set out the 

hearings, but, of course, they are theoretical times that they take into account ... which do not even take 

account of the actual procedural development. Of course, since this is an appeal, the appeals process is 

essentially a discussion, so we can not - how to say, the Court has no interest in closing or closing the 

discussion of the procedural parties, any party to the proceedings, which will have to then have all the 

space they have. I realize that at this time we are all tired, the more they are talking about ten and a half 

this morning, and on the other hand, the topic I believe should address is one of the nodal and central 

arguments of the trial, one of the topics on which the parties are most confronted, so it is of interest to 

the Court that this is done in the most lucid way possible. So I say at this point we stop the public 

prosecutor's request, which will resume tomorrow morning, except before leaving ... then, let's remodel 

the agenda of tomorrow, for tomorrow it was obviously devoted to civilian parties. I believe that the 

Public Ministry, as a forecast for tomorrow's morning intervention, can already make an hourly forecast 



or ... except that before we leave ... then, let's remodel the program of tomorrow's day, because of 

course Tomorrow was devoted to Civilian parties. I believe that the Public Ministry, as a forecast for 

tomorrow's morning intervention, can already make an hourly forecast or ... except that before we leave 

... then, let's remodel the program of tomorrow's day, because of course Tomorrow was devoted to 

Civilian parties. I believe that the Public Ministry, as a forecast for tomorrow's morning intervention, can 

already make a forecast for now or ... 

B.C: 

I think ... President, in the meantime, believe me, it is not in a manner but I am really grateful to the 

Court for the sensitivity she shows me. 

AN: 

All right. 

B.C: 

But believe me, I'm not telling you to do the sketch, because I actually had a bit of trouble going forward 

somewhat consistent with the delicacy of the cause, which I find to be particularly delicate. And so I 

want to be, in short, within the limits of my chances, to the height. And so I thank the Court very much. 

As for the speech I have to do, of course, I repeat, genetics pledges a bit, because, in short, how to say it 

is part ... the first degree judgment, let's say what one has to argue then ultimately, I it looks like four 

hundred pages long and I think three-quarters of these four hundred pages are dedicated to genetics. 

AN: 

We can say that tomorrow morning the morning goes with her. 

B.C: 

Eh, I have the feeling, President. 

AN: 

No, if she assures me she does not spit in the afternoon ... 

B.C: 

Eh, though ... 

AN: 

... maybe in the afternoon somebody put us. 

B.C: 

But maybe, let's say, here is a math guarantee ... if we can ... because they, let's say, start, apologize if I 

talk ... 

AN: 

No, no, of course. 



B.C: 

... start at nine and a half not ... 

AN: 

We had told the ten to give chance to those who came out of ... 

B.C: 

So if the lawyers stay here and we can start at nine and a half, maybe it's an element that can help. But 

always that they ... I would not like with the lawyer ... AVV. FROM VEDOVA - It's okay for me. 

LG: 

All right. 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

B.C: 

Can go? 

AN: 

Then... 

B.C: 

So, here we are. 

AN: 

... we can do at nine and thirty tomorrow morning. 

B.C: 

I'm sorry if I replaced this deal ... 

AN: 

No, no, no, he did fine. At nine and thirty tomorrow morning. So in the afternoon I might think of 

Lumumba Civil Defense. 

CP: 

Yes, Mr President. For me it is absolutely fine. If then for the adventure the Illustrious General 

Prosecutor's Office should end before, my intervention can be immediately (voice out of microphone) ... 

AN: 

Yes, yes, maybe yes. I do not know now what the Civilian Times are, to understand if they ... 

CP: 

But, look ... 



AN: 

Probably only one is there tomorrow? 

FM: 

I think so, President. 

AN: 

Here it is. So the others would slit at the 16th. 

CP: 

Anyway, Mr President, even in the light of the Procurator General's request, I make an intervention 

about two hours, two and a half hours, I will try to get the most out of it. 

AN: 

And so the afternoon goes away, basically, because beyond a certain ... 

CP: 

No, no ... 

AN: 

... beyond a certain time it becomes ... I mean, the complexity of the issues that we take in my opinion 

also requires a lucid listening on our part and also to talk to you, so we do not have to force more than 

that. When we have six or seven hours of concentration on a process, for my experience it's more than 

enough. Then you lose all sorts of concentration and in this process the only thing you do not miss is 

concentration, because we are discussing quite complex things. So I would say ... 

CP: 

If I can... 

AN: 

... tomorrow could make her ... 

CP: 

If I can... 

AN: 

... together with the Public Ministry. Then... 

CP: 

Yes. If so, Mr President, I could also add Mr Letizia's intervention. 

AN: 



Yup. 

CP: 

But what I think will be back, or will it end in ... 

AN: 

Sure. I mean, it's clear ... 

CP: 

... in minutes, in five minutes. 

AN: 

... I'm talking about interventions that have their hourly consistency. 

CP: 

Yes, yes, no, perfect. 

AN: 

The five-minute intervention that can be substantially recovered can be done even fifty. 

CP: 

No, no, but no ... no ... 

AN: 

That's not the problem. The intervention of Civilian Party ... I guess there will be interventions of some 

consistency, one of which is his. So then tomorrow we do the program, we remodel the program. 

Tomorrow morning will end the Attorney General and in the afternoon there will be the discussion of 

the Lumumba Civil Part. The others will sling down, the Civil Parties, at 16. Of course everything then slip 

at 17, and below. We will see if we are in the original program, otherwise we will find some other ... 

some other audience, is not this ... 

FM: 

President, I apologize. 

AN: 

...a problem. You are welcome. 

FM: 

Compared to this new modulation, is 16 we expect only the Civil Parties to conclude or the beginning of 

the Defense? 

AN: 



But, I would say, if the Defenses are ready ... because it depends on the Civilian times, do you 

understand? That is, if it ends ... 

FM: 

Well, let's say all the plentiful morning. 

AN: 

Here it is. If in the afternoon there is room for the Defenders and the Defenders want to start, let's start, 

otherwise it will be 17. 

FM: 

No, I was asking him, President, because, by experience we have had, we have always divided the days, 

so if we plan on starting the Day 17 for the Defenders, what is the other date that we hypothesize for ... 

AN: 

No, dates are already fixed until January 10th. 

FM: 

Then... 

AN: 

It is to understand if we arrive on January 10th ... we had said the 09th for the replies and the 10th for 

the Council Room. At this point it may happen that 09 is not for replies but it is for the closing of the 

discussion, 10 becomes for replies and at that point we will find another date for the Council Room. That 

is, I would like to make a slip, as you say, progressive according to the needs of the process. We have 

done a major program, because this is compatible with your professional commitments, but in this 

program we must be in the footsteps in the concrete needs of the Parties. So I would say so for now, we 

already have fixed hearings, so the 16th at this point for the Civil Parties; 

FM: 

All right. 

AN: 

And then we will find a next date for the Council House, because obviously, as you understand it, it's no 

interest of the Court to enter the Council Room at five in the afternoon; for such a process is not really 

... it is not the case. So let's do this then. All right? 

FM: 

All right, thank you. 

AN: 

Then we'll see you tomorrow morning at nine and thirty. 

CP: 



Thank you, President. 

AN: 

The hearing is suspended. 
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