
 

APPEAL AND PRELIMINARY QUESTIONS 

Key to abbreviations 

AN Alessandro Nencini Judge President 

B.C Alessandro Crini Prosecutor Public minister 

AC Avv. Colotti Defense lawyer  Lawyer 

CP Carlo Pacelli Lumumba civil lawyer Lawyer 

LM Letizia Magnini Tattanelli civil lawyer Representing the owner of the cottage 

LG Luciano Ghirga Knox defense lawyer Lawyer 

IB Isp. Boschi   

AN: 

So, good morning, the hearing is open. We set up the parties. Then, the defendant Knox is 

contemptuous, Sollecito Raffaele is absent. The Defenders of Amanda Knox see them, they changed 

their position but we have identified them. As for Soliciting, she replaces Bongiorno's lawyer. 

AC: 

(voice off microphone) 

AN: 

Good. Civil Defense Defendants, I see the lawyer Perna, who is also replacing the Maresca lawyer; the 

other Civil Parties see them all, so there are. 

CP: 

Yes, Mr President, Mr Letizia is on his way, he has found problems in the road. 

AN: 

All right. 

CP: 

And Mr. Lumumba is also coming in, civilian personally. 

AN: 

All right. So let's say those who are not there for you now, Lawyer. 

CP: 

Yes, President. 

AN: 



Then we give the presence as soon as they arrive. Good. When she is ready we can start. 
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GENERAL PROCURATOR REQUIREMENTS - Dott. A. CRINI 

B.C: 

Yes, thank you, President. 

AN: 

Then we continue the requisition of the General Prosecutor. 

B.C: 

Yup. 

AN: 

What's up? 

B.C: 

Yes thanks. Good morning gentlemen, good morning. Yes, then resuming the reasoning from what was 

somewhat the point of arrival of yesterday's argument, and of course I do not even have any idea, 

except to point out what I had said in conclusion, perhaps at less time it is, of course, also bound to 

tiredness both physically and mentally, where I had signaled in essence this path that has been 

articulated on those critical considerations in the alibi point with respect to what we say resulting in 

technical investigation, and then with respect to the testimonies, had ... say, it was then, as we say, 

experimented and integrated, in light of the aspects inherent in the management of the following 

phases of the offender, even though they are embedded in a reasoning that has this overall vagueness 

of the dreamlike content of the memory, however, they refer to facts that in their essence are made - as 

it were - true, because it is true that the homicidal context also had sexual violence at that moment, 

which is then contested, and it is true that a shouting has been there. So, let's say, this looks like a 

bucket, as we have to talk about the conditions in which this poor man has been found, so we will come 

back when we tell the victim's martyred physicist. Here is, therefore, I have concluded this argument, 

reflecting ... by giving the Court this information, that is to say, the process has certainly already put in 

place at this point a series of elements which, right in the consideration of the content of the trial, you 

will remember the ten-and-a-half-morning reasoning, and so, when we arrived at seven o'clock, here 

was a path that according to the prosecutor's ambitions the prosecutor wanted to lead to this objective, 

that is to say to give a demonstration of the plausibility of the indication ... of the procedural outcome of 



the presence of the defendants at the place of the offender. Certainly the process can not end last night 

and it does not have to end last night, because very and very significant are still the elements we need 

to introduce to enrich this framework from the point of view of the test. But because I thought it was 

important, here, let's say, Do not leave these topics behind? Because I think it is meaningful to engage in 

this reasoning, construct this reasoning in these terms, because clearly what is to be used from the point 

of view of evidence from now on, a series of elements which among other things I consider to have their 

relevance, their significance, which we may say to be self-referential to the test, but in the light of 

everything we said yesterday, we must also begin to habit ourselves to consider them as elements that 

meanwhile are relevant because they have a character - so we say - integrative, orientative approach to 

what we have said so far. Although, I repeat, we will be introducing test topics that certainly - certainly - 

have a different ambition, that is, to represent elements that - so to speak - already constitute important 

procedural values. However, I repeat, in this game of combinations, in this game of integration, in this 

game of union and not of division of the pieces of evidence, the pieces of process, certainly the two 

things, here they are also a bit held together by point of view ... in order to appreciate their value for the 

purpose of the test, which is then what the Court is concerned, for the Court must obviously have to 

justify beyond reasonable doubt whatsoever the material we are proposing. Therefore, reasoning will 

look at the fact of the offense, the dynamics of the offense, say, the content of the offense, in the terms 

in which it is challenged, in the light of those who are the elements of this offense ... let's say, that they 

need to feel that the same is not proven as fact, because this poor guy has been raped and that he is 

dead, let's say, is absolutely a but we do not believe that it is the only certain thing, as the Judge said 

that he brought the lawsuit to appeal before the Court of Appeal of Appeal of Perugia. Here, we believe 

instead ... here we are a bit more ambitious, we think there are other definite data beyond what I sadly 

reported. And some, I repeat, have already submitted them to the college's evaluation, others say, this 

is going to be deeper and more developed this morning. let's say, is absolutely certain, but we do not 

believe that it is the only certain thing, as the Judge said that brought the lawsuit in appeal before the 

Court of Appeal of Appeal in Perugia. Here, we believe instead ... here we are a bit more ambitious, we 

think there are other definite data beyond what I sadly reported. And some, I repeat, have already 

submitted them to the college's evaluation, others say, this is going to be deeper and more developed 

this morning. let's say, is absolutely certain, but we do not believe that it is the only certain thing, as the 

Judge said that brought the lawsuit in appeal before the Court of Appeal of Appeal in Perugia. Here, we 

believe instead ... here we are a bit more ambitious, we think there are other definite data beyond what 

I sadly reported. And some, I repeat, have already submitted them to the college's evaluation, others 

say, this is going to be deeper and more developed this morning. 

 

I think it is important at this point, as I had pointed out in that sort of anticipation of my reasoning cards, 

I think it is important at this point - how to say - illuminate the fact through the reference to the 

argument that all the more it committed did not only their Excellencies, but also the previous Judges 

who have dealt with this fact, because it has been proven - as we have said - a very laborious field, from 

the point of view not only of the processing of test data, but also, say so , of all ... with regard to all the 

complex of elements that have been centered around this aspect, and that is, the genetic one, because 

in order to reason we must say this sort of genetic premessine, which is obviously together a premise 

merit and a method premise. Rather, wanting to be more precise, it is first a method premise and then a 

premise of merit. I have to say that as I go about genetic premise, I have to do another kind of 



engraving, a premise to the premise, so to speak, that is, that when we evaluate this argument certainly 

we are confronted with a piece of it proves that for one party - for a party, in my opinion, at this point I 

must say, not secondary - it is precisely formed in front of this Court. And so, let's say, this aspect 

somehow brings us back to a logic of first degree. We have said that the whole process in certain 

respects has this value, unless a General Prosecutor speaks for seven hours and is willing to talk some 

other time the next day is a little abnormal in the appeal process, is not it? Almost never happens, 

indeed, fortunately and for my coronaries never happens. However, I mean, it is important, however, 

that there is a piece of evidence that this Court has ruled - and governed wonderfully - and that it is a 

piece of evidence that having been formed here in this classroom must obviously be discussed with an 

approach different than that, so there are no - how to say - cognitive primates, in the sense that indeed 

all those who participated at this stage play a bit the same game, in the sense that for everyone it was 

an unusual, so much so from this point of view, as they say, they also become interesting to say the 

technical-scientific considerations that the parties then introduced, because they bring significant 

novelties from the point of view of reasoning, which certainly will be useful to us because we will be 

able to contradict them with all the strength we are capable of, because we clearly do not share them, 

but I am of interest because - let us say so - they represent content that, depending on the process, 

depend on the novelty that the expertise of the RIS Carabinieri has introduced into the process. So, to 

say this, praise this Court that so brilliantly managed this acquisition of this new test, which certainly in 

the process at this point has a particular significance, not only because of its objective importance, but 

also because - I repeat - it is a ' acquisition over which we all say we are in some way able to handle it as 

a real innovation. On the contrary to what we say, up to here we knew from the genetic point of view, 

from a genetic point of view, let's say, it's a bit complicated, in fact, to say too much for synthesis, 

because I repeat, so much has been written, so much has been argued, so much has been said to the 

point that I said yesterday that a quantitative appreciation of the pages devoted to this topic in the first 

instance ruling is frankly-as if to say-awesome, if we appreciate it as part of the overall content of the 

sentence itself. Not to mention the appeal, which on this test element then constructs its absolute 

determination in its entirety. Here, therefore, trying to be synthetic but not too brisk, because the 

subject deserves attention, precisely because here we have measured first-rate intelligence, people of 

great scientific quality; not that others are not, but perhaps in other areas obviously the speech is more 

contained; Here, however, since we have come back many times on the subject, many times there has 

been the opportunity to say it and to deepen and to glimpse. Basically speaking, the Court knows it very 

well, basically it is about these investigations that covered these two - let's say - objects that then 

become the subject of procedural attention. There is this knife, then we'll tell the features, in short, it 

will take some time to talk about it, because if we give him the criminality license of the crime is not that 

we can free that, puf. And then there is this hook, this bra strap that is the culmination of this cut that 

has ultimately determined a sort of completion of the deportation of the victim. The hook had a 

troubled affair because, as we know, it was found a while later, you know it better than me, obviously, 

but I get into the point for the good reason that certainly this, as you say, refers to those problems that 

we know well at the point of potential contamination of the find. And so, let's say, these are the two 

steps. Now, the point ... the terms of the question are now so well known that it is certainly a bit useless 

to emphasize too much the call to these elements. It is easier - I think - to go straight to say how one 

sees it in the light of the acquisitions that he thinks he has to follow and, say, seen and considered that, 

unlike the computer, which perhaps the approach was somewhat marginal , here we are reasoning for 

peaks, alleles, raw data, rather than electropherograms and nice company, we are all a little bit flushed, 



let's say this. So the theme of the knife, beyond the shape of the weapon and the typology, is a theme 

that most probably concerns the moment of action, so maybe I'll mention later, now I'm interested in 

this profile closely related to genetics. Why is the theme of the knife considered? It is to be considered 

for the good reason that after an investigation, we say of a search, a search at Sollecito home, there is 

an agent, a non-officer, an officer, in short, who seizes this object and gives those indications that you 

you read, that is, reminds me of finding this knife that surprised me because ... that is, it surprises me ... 

hit him, did not surprise him, struck him for what was clean, just remember this thing, it was very clean; 

then a complicated investigation is made to understand how it was found, there is nothing to be found 

on the repertoire, and then this knife then becomes the subject of analysis. What is this knife? It's the 

second house knife Sollecito, House Solicited to say renting house, in short, no? That is to say the house 

of Via Garibaldi had - you read it, did not you? there was a list of cutlery and various items - a very 

precise owner had written "six knives with blue handle, six spoons, six things" ... and then "two knives, 

one serrated and one no", in short "one from bread and one no. " Here it is. So this was, from the point 

of view of the framing on the plane of its placement, as the second knife of home cooking Sollecito. This 

is. And basically what happens in the analysis of this knife? Something's important: in the meantime, as 

we know, then this DNA Knox will be found later, and so on, and then we'll talk about it, here is the find 

... the discovery of material, material that is being replicated, this famous tract, which is reappeared 

where? At a point that is quite significant, in the sense that, of course, since it is not in question, of 

anyone who is the profile, this tractetian refers to a Christian, or even a hypothesis to a Muslim but, in 

short, to a person, certainly the point is already particular in the sense that on this blade, in a pose that 

is made possible because? Because we are going to bend, we say a point of the blade, in which a 

malignant, but for us precious rhyme, has made it stand still ... that it has retained the substance, useful 

for genetic comparisons. Here, this is the starting point. So when confronted with this figure you have to 

consider the peculiarity, right? That is, it is not that we are talking - as it were - of a genetic trace found, 

that I know, on another type of object, which may even be normal, then we will see Knox's blood drop 

on healthcare, we will also see These things, however, beyond being more or less normal, I would 

certainly say that the least common thing, here is, in an abnormal hierarchy, is to find a half-shore DNA 

track with a knife blade. This frankly, since it is not a knife - as it were said - that is destined to say the 

normal use of slicing people, which is never a normal use, especially as a kitchen knife. Now they can 

say, she says: well, maybe somebody is cut off. Yes, of course, I do not question, however, I go back to 

repeating, of course this is not a hypothetical indication, I understand what I mean? So we are always 

thinking about "what is plausible in abstract that". Here it is. So there is a need for comparison. It's as if 

you have an opponent ... in short, just like the rainbow, right? She says "I see it, I see it" ... and then it 

gets there and it's gone. And that's a bit the story. Because at this point it is clear that in the face of a 

trace of these characteristics, which has this plausibility already objectively parsing, however, he says 

"well, for God's sake, it means that someone has cut and who has remained there" . I get it. I say, but 

let's look at this hypothesis of work somehow, otherwise it seems to me that it is a mere conjecture, at 

least in my procedural language. Then, I repeat, I am always ... there was Brozzi's mother who did not 

want to die, because there was always something new to learn. Here, I am always at your disposal for 

this, but I would really like to understand how we can, say, come up with an alternative hypothesis, so 

leaving it, as it were, in the field, in the cloud, so to speak, of things like this, thinkable, but somehow ... 

also because, I mean, the DNA on a knife blade, in the position it is, is not something that can be said 

every day, that I would like it to be clarified. So, being not something that can be said every day, surely 

perhaps by whom the weapon possesses perhaps a whitewash - as it were - orientation on the plane of 



what could have been a pathological use of the weapon itself, perhaps if it had been, had it been, he 

could somehow help. Unless you may want to imagine, that I know, that is a DNA that goes back to ... 

whose presence goes back to those who know it at night. Well, well, well, everything can be imagined, 

but in short, finding it at the house of a young man who has the rented house, in short, maybe the first 

referent of this problem is the person to whom the item is assigned, in the logic of things. Anyway, let's 

go ahead. That said, then a kind of investigation is carried out, and then a terrific bager is triggered. Why 

do you get a terrific bait? Because the Central Police Service, which obviously is not, with all due respect, 

the Oppido Mamertina Carabinieri Station, and I do not want the most appalling marshal, is a bit more 

cosmos, a little different, some that is to say that it has on the level of scientific findings a dignity higher 

than average. And I do not say it, the evidence tells you the evidence, the evidence tells you the facts 

because you understand that the laboratories of Scientology and those of the RIS of Carabinieri are now 

the most quoted nationally, they are the only ones who have had that kind of treatment that is given by 

ISO1-7 and beautiful company, and so you are really thinking about the sex of angels if you want to 

somehow undermine this aspect. Then, Unless we have to think of a gap that Scientifios has run in, 

almost to shreds up to this moment of primacy, in fact, let's say, we must imagine that these Police 

Bodies have always had their dimension that professionally certainly does not affect the prestige of 

academics, but is not - we say so - second to academics when you have to do what? You should try to 

achieve results not by convention, but investigative results, which obviously are something different. 

Then, when we are reasoned about what Dr. Stefanoni has done, why is this so called the person who 

was somehow - how to say, then personalizing the data - placed on a sort of grating in which it was 

cooked here and there, true, we must also think that it belongs to that context that normally deals - I 

mean - the most extensive homicides at national level, and it treats them maybe ... as a bit if they share 

them with the Carabinieri, treat them when the Carabinieri do not treat. And so, in short, I mean, I 

would go a bit cautious, here, even for dignity from the point of view - as I have said - of our operating 

structures, here, I would go a bit cautious to make such, too maximistic reasoning on incompetence, on 

the poor professionalism of those who basically daily handle the issues of the more serious and 

important investigations that exist in Italy. Also because we will see what happens next as other 

gentlemen are commissioned to do similar surveys. Because then, he knows, as everything is kept in this 

country, we must also obviously consider other components of this reasoning. But let's go back to the 

scientific parts of the discourse, let's lose those that are basically very important for the process, but 

might seem like ancillary extras. And I'm not. Why do I say this? I say this because the result that is 

obtained from the knife is a non-secondary result, in the sense that it is a result - that you have read, 

right? - censured, why? For that vexatissima quaestio now that we find in this process, that is to say: but 

how, did a single amplification? He says, yes, but he has passed it twice, because just to avoid being able 

to think that perhaps the first may be a mistake, then, let's say, he did a double electrophoretic run. Eh, 

but that is the double electrophoretic stroke, when Professor Alfa's guidelines, Professor Beta, and 

anyway international things and what they want, point out - no? - which tendencies, or even imperative, 

indeed unequivocally, amplifications must be two, if not more? This is the datum. So what does that 

mean? It means that whatever is the result of this single amplification is obtained, whatever it is, even if 

it is the most extraordinary result, this result has to be taken and thrown into the waste bin even if it 

detects a fundamental DNA because it obviously has not been respected a certain protocol. This is 

basically the conclusion. The censorships are also others, but we get there, is not that ... in short, the 

Public Ministry is preparing on this topic, here, at least he has the ambition to have something to talk 

about. And then we will come to talk about everything. Here is why I say this? Why do I really mean 



who? I am referring to the tranquility that my expert advises me - I say "mine" because I have named 

him and therefore how I must pay him - that's not a "Mr None". Certainly Professor Tagliabracci is a very 

authoritative scientist. Professor Novelli is, however, a person who is especially referring to this process, 

gentlemen of the Court. Not because it is better or worse - than we have - we do not do a ranking here. 

These are high professionalism, though. But we have to consider them in the process. And then it is 

obvious that Professor Novelli is better referenced than others because he has appointed the Attorney 

General, but simply because - and on this point you may even have to contradict some of the things I 

have read recently from Professor Tagliabracci - that is to say, because in the face of the famous track I 

that Professor Vecchiotti quantifies, or quantifies, those they are problems that do not concern us, they 

are quantified, then put into that cool refrigerator - and I say it right away, so I'm free of a topic that 

someday stays here, understand? - that is to say it is placed in this nice refrigerator, of which we have 

the description made by the RIS, which is not really, let's say ... so much so that they have seen, even if it 

also finds a little pochettino. But for God's sake, I do not want to do it ... for charity, you know what the 

structures within which you have to live at university level. Then, for the love of heaven, probably that is 

really the best refrigerator that the institute can at that time possess, have, and which it can have. But if 

you know that those are the refrigerators through which this matter lives on a daily basis, then why, let's 

say this, this great severity, here, perhaps respecting the work of others, when, ultimately, I mean, the 

methods of conserving DNA in the end then did we see that they are not particularly different in one 

case or the other? I'm back to reasoning. I'm back to reasoning to say exactly what? As a result, this 

result, as I say, find comfort in supporting it in the fact that the words, explanations and clarifications 

offered by the consultant I have appointed seem to me to be of interest to this point of view. And again, 

why do I rely on that indication? Just for what I said before. I was a little lost behind the fridge's talk, but 

I had come to this point. Because, precisely, in the face of a sort of share-sharing that would somehow 

be formed on a piece of paper in relation to the statement given by Professor Vecchiotti, who 

apparently refused to deepen this trace I, remains then what? It remains that properly and properly the 

other consultants - and I particularly talk about Novelli - what did they do? They contradicted in writing 

at the hearing, as is the case in the expert witness. But what is the sharing of the expert's decision? But 

how is the expert appointed by the judge and then shares a project? But what are we kidding? The 

expert makes his own conclusions, the other experts, if I do not agree, they do what they do in the 

expert witnesses, that is to say, counter-writing in writing and at hearing we say ours. That's what 

Novelli did, explaining in writing to the Court that he did not agree that he did not make that assessment 

and motivated it orally. Then I say, while not taking a position on the mutual professional quality, we 

would miss something else, but I say, from this point of view, that in the process the data that I call from 

the consultant, followed by which ultimately comes to the result that they now have in their hands, I 

think - so to speak - the most important issue, the one with which we can trust more. And from this 

point of view, Novelli, who certainly knows the practices of double amplification, or even triple ... but 

what do we think Scientology knows about the practices of double or triple amplification? It is obvious 

that Scientology is orientating, and that was the norm at that time, because we are in that time when 

the kit is still not evolved - then we talk about it, because to the appropriate and fundamental demand 

of the President this knot has been dissolved in three words from that gentleman, from the officer who 

was sitting there last time, here we are talking about it too - here I said, as this type of kit did not exist, 

of course, there was the problem, existed the problem of melting the hard knives of homicidal events is 

not that we are talking about extracted DNA to see if one has stolen a scooter, even for that, but there 

are also homicides. And then these homicidal events are somewhat loose, when the quantity is small, 



obviously doing what is called - and still called, although today with modern machines no longer needs - 

it is called concentration, so it gets to 10 ml, to 10 microlitres, which is precisely that quantity that the 

machine imposed at the time, and what you are trying to get out of anything useful. But useful to send 

people into jail, casomai, not useful to see to set a reasoning so, I mean, in abstract. But of course, first, 

obviously it will not be just that element; second, it is to appreciate this result. No? It is clear that such a 

situation, when it was uncertain, would immediately tell anyone "that result is uncertain", precisely 

because it has that particular genesis. But we can not - as we say - throw away the dirty water and the 

child, we must take a careful look at that result, and we can not, as it were, relate to the guidelines, 

because guidelines guide, but then we need in turn you drive. And the result here, in my words, in 

Professor Novelli's words, which I obviously here is, is a sincere result from the genetic point of view, it 

is a sincere result because, without the problem of the 50 RFU, the threshold, which I am problematic on 

which I see that you are not too insisted because it is obviously problematic that it is understood that, 

being datable at that time with reference to that type of machinery, I am totally ... in short, since today's 

so-called low copy number is no longer called this way, it is called in another way, here we have clearly 

realized that indeed the important data, the data on which reflection should be centered, beyond the 

prudential threshold, It is precisely this consideration, the one we have now learned, that we are 

shaved, ears, and that perhaps we will not deal with this matter tomorrow the other one, is that 

important consideration that must be made in the light of a series of circumstantial elements, that is to 

say that I would say at least three, as far as I understand. The first element is given by the contributor's 

uniqueness, because it is obvious - no? - these issues mean that the profile is what technically it calls 

"dirty profile", that is, a profile on which other genetic segments are somehow affronted and crossed, 

and so obviously the analysis - drop-in, drop-out, stutter and good company - is more complex. It is clear 

that these aspects are reduced almost ... let's say they peak substantially in the case, or they are 

diminishing, now I do not mean exaggerated words that then in the recording may be reconsidered and 

become the object perhaps of a reasoning of hours , let's say that the existence of a single contributor, 

as in track 36B, the knife, here, in the sole contributor, in the sole contributor are certainly some 

problems that somehow diminish, this obviously is understood and is fairly clear. But there is not only 

this aspect, there is also the fundamental aspect of the relationship that always has to be in this reading, 

because of this it is, a clear relationship - we understand it, do not we? - between the peaks, that is, 

between the moments in which this aggression swings, and the background noise. That is to say, if these 

moments are clear and a car of the time still had the ability to be more precise ... more precise ... less 

precise and therefore more effective with reference to these slightly more marginal situations and more 

difficult, if there is clarity from this point of view it will certainly not be said that it is postic clarity, which 

is a clarity invented by the geneticist that the law or perhaps, as to say, invents it. No, if there is clarity 

there is clarity. And a clarity, I repeat, is to say directly parametric, this they clearly have, I believe, 

because they have heard of the difficulty of analyzing a dirty profile such as that of Knox at the point of 

intersection between the blade and the handle, so they heard from the perceptive loudspeaker the 

difference between a dirty profile, say so, and a clean one. So this is clear to him. Here, I say, if there is 

clarity in the peaks, compared to the background noise, it is clear that this depends precisely on the ease 

with which it is best to deal with the problem with the unique contributor. The two things obviously 

somehow go a little together. Now, I think we can agree on this. What is the result? The result is exactly 

what the consultant Professor Novelli - head of university and rector, among other things - indicates to 

us, essentially confirming the work of Scientology, that is to say, the identification of all the loci, or any 

loci enough to hold the identification of Meredith Kercher. That is to say, we are not here thinking of a 



machine that sends us a bit vague results, and then I would understand the problem, I would 

understand - say so - the doubt. He says, "As a Public Prosecutor, there is a single amplification, and we 

are already out of touch with the written rule, the commandment, and that's fine, so you're already 

purgatory; then we blow it into pieces of DNA that do not understand who they are ... and then you 

have to do a kind of interpretation that maybe today would be quiet, because with new kits - and new 

kits already talked about over the years the Judicial Police said - perhaps this kind of assertion would 

have come a wonderful thing with the new kits. At the time, of course, it had to do with what was there, 

and precisely the year of turning is just as 2009, as the President listened to and as the lords of the Court 

listened. And here we are in the previous year. So what happens? That with that kind of - say so - of 

materials this result could come out so I would say clean, which is the opposite of dirt, true, as La Palice 

said, so clean why? Precisely because it was - so to speak - a clear track, a track that obviously did not 

have those complications that otherwise would have caused the failure of this initiative. And then I 

believe that, in short, it is important to take account of this fact, that I hope that the Court will not give 

up, just by recalling the only element that puts us a bit critically in the face of this finding for this single 

amplification problem, even with double racing. An indication, how to say, useful, in my view useful to 

interpret this context, because then, I mean, always some problems a bit of interpretation is reasonable, 

useful to clarify, to highlight, to give an indication, there it offers the expertise that the Court has 

provided. Why do I say this? Because the consultants have come out of a persuasiveness and 

preparation and quality that is absolutely commendable, I would say that as a citizen, but also as a 

Public Prosecutor, it is really nice to see how our police structures, obviously also making those 

investments which appear, to say, useful - no? - why solve cases, old unresolved murders are things that 

from the point of view of the investigative results are also important, so it is good that Carabinieri and 

Police are dedicated and it is good that the ministries invest. And this obviously, since it does not belong 

to the social end of the university, as the university is not made to solve the murder cases, in short, it is 

also made to carry out genetic activity on other fields, then maybe it may be that the approaches are 

different and the goals are different, different materials and different amounts. Does this mean? It 

means that we saw as two biologists, who then questioned somehow also clarified their career, they are 

able to give convincing answers on issues that, of course, could only be perceived to be pertinent to the 

subject of university teaching. Why is this why a review in Perugia has been appealed, in the sense that 

it was true that they were perceived and not police officers, but in fact the figure for which it was 

considered that there was a need of an expertise was also due to the fact that the result obviously came 

from, say, a result of Police from a structure which was certainly not up to the task. That seems fairly 

clear to me. Here are, say, these two most convincing experts, whom the Court has miraculously 

identified, I would say in the end somehow, answering a request from a Defender, who urged the 

experts on the ground precisely to respect the lines, to respect the protocols, say we have identified the 

international profiles, and the question was very clear, that is to say, it was a question we say very fair 

and very transparent in the procedural objective, it was clear the speech, no? That is, it was - how to say 

- to articulate a reflection, to try to probe these experts, to get to say "look, but you respect certain 

rules, what are these rules", how to say ... so, in short, get even from a police structure a kind of indirect 

posthumous consideration of an assessment made in a certain way rather than another. Experts in fact 

had already addressed this discourse in their advice, when they said that the track should be amplified 

at least twice - obviously it is clear they did it with 2013 instruments and so, in short, they were good, 

but we also say they also had the objective conditions to do so - they said that the trace must be 

amplified at least twice and made it clear that this quantitative profile, at the President's request, made 



it clear that this quantitative profile obviously has to be met with ... that we say this breakdown must 

always be carefully measured with respect to the possibility of obtaining a useful result. This is obvious. 

The President's question has made this point very clear. But I would say that the Defender wanted to go 

further, because he evidently pressed him, as if to say ... he spoke before the president, so let's say the 

question was even more ambitious, in the sense that he was just trying to find an error, if there was a 

mistake. That is, I mean, the expert was not in the condition of making the assessments of the work of 

others, and on this point I would say it was just stoppata, but a given gives it to us, a fact that is, 

however, significant to enhance, not because maybe. .. but just because it is born in this classroom, no? 

and so it is not filtered by readings and things arranged by ... no, it is born here, and it's a fair bit of truth 

from my point of view because it is in front to the problem of the poor clarity of a certain result, in 

relation to those we have now also learned to call "stochastic phenomena", and so we are talking about 

the difficulty of interpretation because it is this; when I say, I have to work on a somewhat dirty track, it 

is clear that if I do not at least make a replica of that trace, if I do not subdivide it at least, obviously then 

I can not do all those integrations that, matching the various criteria, the last of which is the statistical 

one we learned to know, gives us a certain result. Here, however, the premise is obviously the need for 

this interpretation, that is to say I am not saying that it is always good to do in a certain way, that is, to 

say with the only amplification; I am saying that the only amplification can pose a reading problem, and 

therefore from this point of view you have to be particularly critical when you analyze it precisely 

because it is unique and did not allow that kind of integration. But here's the expert, if I do an analysis, 

that is to say an analysis, that is, not ... an analysis, and I get a clear and unambiguous profile, it is not a 

complex sample, so it is not about interpretation. But it seems to me, a reasoning that I say to myself ... I 

would have done it, but in short, the fact that the RIS biologist has made it clear to us how and by what 

DNA of Amanda Knox is also at the junction point between blade and knife, I like a lot. Why do I like it a 

lot? Because it clarifies us how, ultimately, whether the profile is clear and unambiguous, because it is 

unclear and unambiguous at the moment when, in short, an authority, as it is Novelli, but as it finally 

emerges from other considerations, they tell us that is just the classic clean profile, which does not, say 

so, interferences and turbines, then I say why, if it is not to be interpreted it is obvious that the data of 

the only amplification I have to appreciate, I can not escape by default, as to say, of respecting a certain 

norm. In the sense, I mean ... at least this is my assessment. Then, I repeat, it is clear that the Court, let's 

say, if it considers it to be extinguished by holding it unproven because it does not adhere to certain 

standards, here it is, however, that it is a matter of practice at that time, of the high-end investigative 

organs, the triple A national, which obviously, in the face of the most cumbersome cases, certainly 

before giving up anything that makes the kind of amplification that can lead to a certain result and 

subsequently takes note of it and currency. It is clear that then the currency with the glasses and the 

criteria indicated by our expert, by Major Barni, that is to say tells us that if the profile is clear and 

unambiguous the problem of interpretation does not arise either. So that requirement upstream of all 

this talk somehow deflates a lot. That is why I believe that this trace can be taken into account. No, it 

may ... must, from my point of view, be taken into account, and so this is already a guiding element of 

what is the so-called "crime weapon". There is not only this aspect. Then when we come to discuss the 

dynamics, at least that which must be the dynamic compatible with the elements, because then, as it 

was said yesterday, the dynamics of the murders when no one tells it and when the victim is obviously 

dead, there is always a dynamic, say, compatibility, that is obvious; so when we go to discuss this we will 

return to the theme of the knife, its typology and its characteristics. But he obviously wanted to find it as 

a plausible weapon of crime in light of this result on track 36B. Now, however, this point is not enough, 



that is, it is not enough, in the sense that there is at this point also a need for procedural clarity, in the 

sense that certainly the result to which the perpetrators are received is only a result important, because 

- I repeat - I would be grateful to say on a significant point, that is to say, on that knife, in addition to the 

genetic profile, "a good profile", this was also the word used by Professor Vecchiotti, "A good profile" by 

Knox Amanda at a point on the handle most projected on the side of the blade, it is also interesting to 

note that there is another profile, more complex to read, but the experts have wonderfully identified, 

which is the the profile of the same Knox Amanda, at the point of junction between the blade and the 

handle, is a bit more particular, then we will also give our valuation and certainly, say, compatible with 

the use of the knife by the coast. This is to see what kind of use. Now, of course, you will hear that this is 

a normal kitchen use, now maybe we will be confronting this discourse, but of course, let's say, this 

further feedback tells us the consistency of using this knife by Knox. It's obvious. Then I say that if we 

still have to combine these two data, the one consistent with the other, with the presence of a different 

genetic profile on the blade, that found in that bumpy blade of the blade, half of the blade, which is 

already a done abnormal in itself, which is a clean genetic profile, which, however, net of the problems, 

say, methodologically, looks in the direction of Meredith Kercher, then what does this mean? It means 

at least one thing: that any conjecture, because of conjecture, can only be done on the hypothesis of 

some contamination, because then in the end, let's say, if they read the outcome of this appraisal, in 

short , this, contamination, is a bit of a great mother that contains everything. Good. Then, any 

conjecture that can be made about contamination is denied in the root, in the sense that this knife, 

which is one of the top steps of this affair, is clearly not contaminated, since we certainly say everything 

has its consistency, is not it? There is this handle, there is this DNA that belongs to the very same genetic 

profile of the one who was already on the handle. What is more consistent with this? Whatever its use. 

And then there is a different genetic profile, which is on the blade. Because that is a genetic profile is 

unquestionable, it is not that we are discussing this, of course, no one says it is sea water, in short. Here, 

then, let's say, as some issues built a bit like this, say, on the moving sand, then a little go off. An 

important assessment is made, an assessment made of course with the instrumentation that is allowed 

today, we get a result, then we will analyze the content on the subject, but we certainly have this kind of 

result. Now, contamination is to be excluded for a hundred thousand other reasons, however, in a way, I 

was kind of pleased to tell the Court how the expertise that the Court gave had this meaning, that is to 

say somehow it did a extraordinary clarity from the point of view of the correctness of the work of who, 

of course, that knife could not have contaminated and I would say, listening to even the expert words of 

the expert, somehow enlightened the data that the Science Police collected at the time. That is a fact - 

they see - that is a datum of 2008, so, say, in temporal construction, in the timing of this fast-obsolete 

matter, 2008 is certainly not prehistory, because, in short, I repeat, these themes were born much 

earlier, but it is already an old time, here, to use a coherent verb to context, 2008 say is a moment in 

which the novelties of these kits, which then have a global glimpse of these kits, is not that, let's say "I 

have the kit, you have another" ... no, let's say, This is a step, here, to use the term Anglo-Saxon, which 

goes so much in fashion, as a step that the international scientific community at some point packs 

through companies that obviously deal with these issues and comes to a new step. In 2008, we were at 

the previous step, therefore in the investigative need of an authoritative service such as the central one 

of the Scientific Police, certainly the so-called "low copy number" was faced in that way. Point. Point. 

Then it is clear that the process takes place a little later, and it is also easy to compare the new 

acquisitions to some extent - the relative prehistory of the 2008 survey. It is obvious. It would be as if 

you were in this process to say, "Sorry, Public Ministry, but why do you speak of Judge Instructor, who 



no longer exists"? No? If you've just come out of the scene recently. And so maybe one makes a crap 

and says, "But no, look, that's a process of old rite," so he continues to talk to the Judge who was at that 

time. It is useless to say, "Yes, but Judge Instructor was a character that was halfway between each 

other" ... well, if that was the rite of then, it was that, it is towards. And so did the ... and so it happened. 

And this was not the only thing that happened, because the timing on which the President was 

entertained is, with great care and great fervor, a timing that signals something different, meaning that 

there is a year of turning, 2009, and then this 2009 progresses to the point that 2011 is clearly a year in 

which the new kit is not even newer, in the sense that at this point who wants us to have it, here it is the 

figure of the speech. So I have to question - no? - on this a priori, I would say almost the ideological 

prejudice of Professor Vecchiotti over this use of a kit that maybe at that moment already existed, or 

perhaps perhaps I do not know, she did not know that she existed, But why was not it done? Evidently, 

because the scientific approach of this notorious professor excluded this. And I do not want to say, I 

repeat, that it was a sort of shared thing, because, I mean, who did not agree wrote it and told it before 

the Judge with absolute clarity, and did that which is done in the expertise. Let's say, the expert does not 

pick up the consents, it's not ... we are not at the bocciofila assembly. The expert goes to say his and, if 

there is no consent, the lack of consensus is written and is exhibited at the hearing. And we would miss 

something else. I've never heard of this, let's do this work for collecting, censusing ... no, for the love of 

God. So that's a fact. But, here, this aspect of dating, which is peaceful, absolutely peaceful, I would say 

it is another beautiful piece of truth in this story, it is a discourse that then, in the contradictions of 

Professor Tagliabracci we find ourselves re-reported because Professor Tagliabracci censures for the 

very first time ... that is, censorship ... makes a sort of defense by Mr Vecchiotti's office, because he says, 

"No, in fact we all all agreed", so, here's he, does a little bit the witness - no? - the witness of this sort of 

anomalous joint vision, assembly, of the decision, which the professor then transfers into the 

conclusions, because we say ... or in any case in the motivation of his report. Except then, let's say, 

determine the totally antitrust conclusions of the consultants. It is not that consultants make shrugs. No, 

they write, they write clear words to show their dissent. Here, In this case, however, we have a kind of 

testimony - as it were said - in support of Professor Tagliabracci, who says "no, everyone was in 

agreement". On dating, however, Professor Tagliabracci recalls a number of important scientific 

production acquisitions, made by authoritative international figures, real totems of world genetics. But, 

in fact, Professor Tagliabracci mentions these here with reference to the adoption of the statistical 

method, so, from the point of view of the result to which the RIS came, actually, let's say, here is what is 

important is that it was just the tool that was used at the time that it was already - as we have 

understood - what was available in 2011. Nevertheless, here, these quotations then give me the right for 

a topic I will develop when talking about the hook, because they are interesting quotes from this point 

of view. Then, to conclude, on the negligence of Professor Tagliabracci, there is a reference to the 

socialization of the data, which would have occurred in all the lessons than in the case of the technical 

assessment made by Dr. Stefanoni, who in fact frankly is a clown improper in reference to Professor 

Vecchiotti, who certainly made a quantification, but then I do not find that he has made his own 

analysis, if he does not censor those of others. So, let's say, what could have been socialized? Here, so 

also from this point of view it seems to me that the position is - as I say - a clown, here, little responding. 

As is also unresponsive, let's say, this complaint that there is no delivery of so-called "controls" by 

Stefanoni at the time of the survey. Why do I say this? Because in fact I then checked with Wood 

Inspector these things, because in short, when you find these bunks so, parati, let's say, close to the 

discussion, you're going to ... here, in fact I think I have found instead - then the Court will check, and I 



apologize if the reference is irrelevant, it seems to me that instead of finding that these controls were - 

as we say so - delivered, as it was of material to be delivered; the checks were delivered, in the place if I 

did not mistake a preliminary hearing ... in short, of GIP, in the preliminary investigation. They will also 

find the delivery document, etc., and so on. And so, here, frankly to find such a fired speech ... Certainly, 

there is an excuse that Professor Tagliabracci entered into the process later, because during the 

investigation Professor Pascali was the solicitor's consultant, so maybe the professor may possibly 

Tagliabracci, who also wrote with Professor Pascali the guidelines of which so much talk, those of 2007, 

but perhaps he did not fully understand, here's what can happen. But this is not ... I do not blame her. I 

mean, it is probably not the case here, of course, about the quantum and the quantum (?) Of the 

process, even if it is not known that this material was handed over to its predecessor. It means that this 

material was not so important. That's what makes me say. They may be available for those who want to 

see them, and as Dr. Stefanoni, in the same words as Professor Vecchiotti, who will say in the minutes, 

they will be able to read it, which he then obtained from the Police Science all the collaboration he 

needed, and that he did not then complained of no delivery of anything, certainly these raw dates are, 

as it were, viewable on the car, or at least they were at that time, away, we are not now ... but what's 

interesting is that then those elements raw material on which the famous software is applied, so 

ultimately, in the end, when we talk about DNA reading, and more often happens in the processes, we 

know that the geneticist, the biologist, obviously reads what? Read - let's say - that final product, the 

famous peaks, which then give rise to alleles and beautiful company, which is nothing more than the 

result of applying a software, but a software that I can not - say so - critically evaluate why it is the 

software that all applies at that time and which is built to develop, from the raw data that the machine 

produces, the readable result of the geneticist, on which the debate is opened, because it is to see if it is 

dirty, if it is clean, if it is clear, if it's not clear, and pretty company. So it seems to me that these last-

minute neglects, here, somehow betray a little bit of a kind of approach - as I say - a little 'we say not 

strictly conducive to the cause of the case. More than anything they look at the prospect of somehow 

wanting to continue to believe a result plausible, that of Professor Vecchiotti's expertise, which frankly 

seems to me to be a little reconsidered at this point. Because? Because when you oppose, for obvious 

reasons of a scientific nature, not reading a trace that at that moment you have all the conditions to 

read, eh, Holy God, then, I mean, I find this to be - how to say - inadequate a serious pochettino, I find 

that this is - as I say - something that from the point of view of the geneticist equates to say, says "you 

know how to do the two-digit division"? "No". Absit iniuria verbis. For God's sake. I mean, but I can not 

but point out the gravity of this thing. So also the example, which may seem a bit irrational, is an 

example - I mean - that must also be clear to the Popular Judges, compared to what I consider a serious 

fact. Eh, sorry! And then, in the force of the example, I say, if you do not know how to do that particular 

operation, you may not even have to do another; you do not know the most, you do not even know the 

least. Here, this is the concept. So a mistake ... in short, an inadequacy of this caliber, which is the one 

against which the perpetrators - so to speak - deployed, at least the Novelli, and also the expert of the 

Civilian Party, deployed in a compact manner, and then is resolved, say, with the same instrumentation 

that was available at that time. Well, in short, somehow, I mean, no doubt as a whole. All the 

considerations of perplexity on the track of the blade, all the considerations at the point of 

contamination, net of all that has been said, as far as contamination is concerned, and what we will still 

have to say. This seems to me to be clearly visible. And so this is another - let's say - by which one comes 

to believe that that trace, I would be analyzed according to police methods that at that time were 

absolutely normal for the cases of what was then called a low copy number, that is the famous 10 



microliters concentrated. So, this is all about shielding the fact that in 2008 there was the investigative 

and scientific imprudence of doing this, by whom? By a person who in 2011 does not track the track I 

have the tools to do it. Come on, let's go, eh? Let's go. Everything must have its own - how to say - 

collocation within the process, with respect to the individual competences. I am saying nothing but that 

it was, in my opinion, a failure that somewhat indubitable, here is the scientific scenario that Professor 

Vecchiotti in his advice gives us, so I would say in some way indubitable a little too, say, to say, the kit of 

those who at one point are now all apt to believe that it has done a good job though. Eh, sorry! That is 

why I say that the problem of confidence is certainly a relative problem, to be related to the single case 

story and therefore to link to what is the result of the process. I am not talking about professional trust 

in general, for charity, so much as a hat to the professionalism of Professor Tagliabracci, however, I 

mean, I have to evaluate and report to what is appropriate. When we talk about the knife and discuss 

the position of Professor Torre, I know that I am discussing the position of an eminent legal practitioner, 

but I know well what kind of question the need is for this advice to face and therefore the valuation 

critically. Tower certainly does not exclude anything in its reasoning, put everything into place, because 

it is a person we definitely say highly professional. But then it is the reading that seems less convincing 

from my viewpoint of the requirent. But I do not want to brag about it now. It was to say how these 

arguments go a bit 'all covered with this aspect, so the Judge would not be the expert of the experts. 
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Next to this issue of the knife, which more or less I think I have said so much, except what I will have to 

say when we go about the ways of doing so, next to say about this theme of the knife there is then 

'Another important theme of the hook. The theme of the hangman leads us to a different context from 

the genetic point of view, is not it? It makes me laugh a bit, because genetics genuinely in July did not 

know anything, and in fact, actually here ... it's obviously easier than English, that's why, maybe, in fact, 

from July to now, right if you are cute boy learn english; maybe even genetics eh, but in short, 

something "to pretend to" in the end keeps in mind. Here, the hook. The hook is different, because the 

hook is a mixed track, but it is not a low copy number, or how cabbage is called now. That is to say it is a 

problem of more contributors, a problem therefore poses that kind of problem of drop-in, drop-out, and 

stutter, that is, to say all those confusing situations in the hook exist because there is double presence, if 

not even segments of other attendance. And so reading is complicated not because the hook is ... the 

DNA is little, so much so that the censures that have been made with respect to the knife are not there. 

Here the censorship is reading, then joined to censorship, of course, that is what it all contains, of 

contamination. But let us now be low, that is, on reading censorship. Now, meanwhile, the RIS confirms 

something important, is not it? What we just say ... that on these mixed tracks we can orient ourselves, 

without excessive trauma, No? The fact that we came to locate the Knox track at that particular spot, 

where there was a bit of confusion in segments of other genetic presences, is certainly an indicator to 

say that even mixed tracks can be analyzed. Here again, we have an analysis that I must once again draw 

attention to the findings of the counselor I have appointed, which seems to me also to conclude with 

clarity for a certain result of this situation, so let's clearly identify the presence of the accused Solicited 

on this hook. La Vecchiotti no. La Vecchiotti is not because he certainly cares for the possibility - that's 

right ... I read his record yesterday before the Judge - answering the questions he takes charge of the 

possibility of compatibility and admits its compatibility, but when he admitted - so to speak - puts it in a 

picture of numbers that, say, in a sense induce the conduction of this data, and then, let's say, it holds 

the reference to the Y chromosome, the Y, all 'Y hypothesis, as a reference essentially disconnected 

from the first, so we exclude any form of evaluation somewhat combined, and thus we lose loses - I 

think this is the problem - loses some, as to say, the contribution offered by the possibility to combine 

these two elements and therefore to make a serious statistic dosage of this thing, so these two steps 

remain and there is no final result, say, not only convincing for what she said but also convincing at all. 

This is the passage that certainly tells Vecchiotti "yes, yes, there is compatibility but it is too vague." And 

this is curious - no? - If one thinks we are arguing in this process of the presence of Guede's DNA in the 

victim's vagina, then we obviously build Guede's main title of responsibility from the point of view of his 

guilt ... say of his primary responsibility in the offense in question, and we discuss this with regard to the 

presence of Guede's apotype, is not it? It is not that, let's say, we refer to the profile. No. The certainty 

of this extraction is the haplotype. So, in short, so let's say it all stands up - and there's a ruling passed by 

now, so we're in place - it's all up ... no? It's like an inverted pyramid, everything stands on Guede's 

apotype in the victim's vagina. This same hapotype, however, at the moment when it is Solicited, 

because it is peacefully that of Solicitude, it becomes such a figure of absolute vagueness. And you know 

what it is, do not you? The haplotype is the thing that does not specifically identify you, says you are a 

male, does not specifically identify you because there may be a lineage to which you belong to the same 

haplotype. Eh, blessed God! But, I mean, maybe these data should be put together. And in fact, the 

reasoning made by the consultant, Professor Tagliabracci, which in the supreme attempt to save this 

expertise, Vecchiotti makes a series of scientific references to productions that are in fact after 2011, 

but it seems to me to be relevant specifically problems related to the use of the statistical method, as if 



this statistical method was, so to speak, belonged to a later stage. That is, I mean, the presence, anyway, 

anyway, whatever it was ... because he does so by saying "yes, poor Vecchiotti, but in short, anyway 

perhaps this method is still" ... I understand . Let's say, but if the result is anyway, it's not that here we 

are voting in the verdict in its conclusions; we are seeing if that result in probationary evidence is 

spendable. Behold that it is spendable, exactly the same scientists say it to him in his report, because I 

then asked for a little account, to guide me, because my God, you get a whole lot of stuff, here, and it 

comes out basically that this authentic guru of matter, Professor Peter Gill, is precisely a gentleman who 

is a member of the International Scientific Society of Forensic Genetics, which, say, at a Roman 

conference in April of 2012, which is more or less coed, they will see, in the publication that the 

professor has quoted, let's say, gives for a peaceful reading of the track on the hook, the presence of 

Sollecito. But the same goes for Professor Balding, who is from the Genetic Institute of the University of 

London in a subsequent paper of July 2013. Why, of course, when I put these British names and these 

authorities in the middle, I have to somehow try to orient myself. And these are the results. That is to 

say, the presence of Solicitude on the hook, which, as we have said, was, to put it, admirably identified 

in the light, and then contested by Professor Vecchiotti precisely because of the difficulty of integrating 

this data, and therefore obviously in fact is a bit defended by his colleague Tagliabracci precisely 

because he says "well, but these issues are born a little later, that is why RIS today can do good with 

these issues, because they are things to come." Here, these gentlemen, who have cultivated these 

aspects, in the light of these things that Professor Tagliabracci points to, are the same ones that in 

conferences and reports account for the presence of the Solicitude on this grip, at important meetings 

and essays. So, I mean, what am I saying? I am saying that we should apologize to Professor Vecchiotti 

for failing to take into account these developments that had already begun in 2011, where the kit in 

2011 was already improving. But the hook does not interest you, because the hook has already been 

analyzed before. You only had to evaluate it. So I must apologize for the uncompromising evaluation of 

Professor Vecchiotti because, poorly, Gill's studies, the one who tells us that the Solicitude is on the 

hook, had not reached this maturity. Okay? But I can do this for God's love, I can do it. But then, I can 

not - say so - censure the result that the Central Police Service of Central Intelligence had already 

received in 2008. Eh, sorry! This is the datum, this is the data. The data is then completed with a 

concluding reflection, or rather, three reflections, with a reflection - then I will ask you ten minutes right 

on the clock - with a concluding reflection on the issue of contamination. It is a theme evoked in appeal 

counseling over and over again, because it is ultimately used a bit like a kind of negative adhesive, that is 

to say, everything is uncontaminated, it is abstractly susceptible to being contaminated for failure to 

comply with certain rules. I wonder if there is a refrigerator between these rules that works as it should 

work, but this is just - like saying - an out-wave, let's just say that. Here, however, if we want to think 

about contamination, we must in the meantime reason why the Cassation requires us to reason with 

contamination, and the Cassation requires us to reason with some kind of contamination, namely to 

exclude the legal category of the alleged contamination, excludes the legal category of the alleged 

contamination and tells us that obviously contamination can be reasoned at the moment when the 

same, the same, say, it is desirable from a given context. And this context is given by two indicators, that 

is, from the moment when a particular find is traced, by the situation in which it is traced and found, and 

by the time the context is being analyzed. The trace of these objects, of these two objects, is a 

completely different trace: clearer, clearer than the knife, there is even the person telling us "I put it, I 

stuffed it immediately and found it all"; more difficult, objectively, that of the hook. And yet it is where it 

snaps ... the problem at that point I did not solve it, in the sense that it says "well, the hook is found 



after ... fine." Well no. The problem starts from there, it is not the point of arrival of the problem. From 

there the problem starts. And so, beyond that we have some considerations that I have read that there 

is a report on this point in the Cassation which is not reported, that is, that the house was still under 

seizure, when it was the subject of a couple of inspections. Well, it is true, gentlemen, that if I have to 

imagine that there is an appreciable amount of hinge on Sollecito's DNA, behold, I can not think of a 

DNA of Sollecito that stun in that house; I have to think of a concrete transport of that DNA, a concrete 

contact, a contact that I can not find, as the accused Solicitor, no other ... say, not just anywhere else in 

the house, except of the mozzicone, in which there are both, but nowhere else in the context in which it 

was found, which was under that kind of napkin, with a nearby sock. There is no trace. So, let's say, what 

does this give us? It tells us something important, that is what the Cassation tells us, that is to say that 

point contamination, so to speak, that is contamination right to usum, or is a crime, in the sense that 

someone is right there ... tacchete but the offense in short is a bit ... not even in abstract I have to 

imagine, for truth, if I have no elements, because if I imagine it in abstract is a slander, and then this is 

not; or it is an oxymoron, I would say, biologically. Here, point contamination is a biological oxymoron, in 

the sense that there is obviously no way to imagine it, because if I contaminate I have to have a lot of 

things to contaminate, I do not feel that it can contaminate precisely a thing that is hiding there . Sure, 

what I do to the Public Prosecutor, who I inquire, I can complain about a police who maybe leave me 

there, but not because it is contaminated, because even what is lost is lost! And so obviously - let's say 

so - this is where the incontrario happened, that is, to say that what was there was actually found 

despite the time elapsed. But what contamination can one imagine if there is no trace in that context of 

Solicitude? How to get there? Whom? How? But what are we joking? The Cassation then also indicates 

that checks were made, and he did so precisely for the Attorney General's consultant, who went to see, 

test, and could appreciate how and what that piece of evidence, both the finds, were examined in a 

certain day, in a certain context. Here, it is not that Meredith that Meredith came out that day in that 

context, and who knows how many solicitors. No. Meredith came out in the terms that we share that 

result on that knife, and came out on another day, in another context, the Solicitude on that hook. So, I 

mean, it's not that, let's say, that day all contaminated everything. Absolutely not. And then, I mean, the 

mere delayed seizure of the find, which has no other objective targeting contaminant, in the terms 

where contamination is to be imagined to give it concreteness, apparently from this point of view, see if 

we bring. how to say, if we maximize these reasonings, then we, say, can not ... respect for all the rules 

can never be from the point of view of the ideal project, what you like the professor doing the others. So 

we have to deal with the concrete data, because that is the investigative data, which then becomes, if it 

deserves it, proof of the process. And the concrete data tells us that this hypothesis of contamination is 

a brilliant hypothesis, but it is conjectured when there are no elements that minimally validate this. 

There are obviously, in these particular situations, also the paths that are scientifically carried out and 

that in a matter that has this level of obsolescence so immediate, here it would be as if in fact ... no 

would be like it is like for us, modest operators of the law, I do not know who maybe follows the 

taxation a little bit, I do the Judge to the Regional Commission, here, I have to say that sometimes it is 

difficult to follow the matter, in the way that ... here, I mean, say, for a while, genetics has been a bit 

taxing ... not the taxpayer that. .. we say the tax law of the medical field, that is, in this run of problems. 

And then it may happen, it may happen to be somehow late, it can happen. But the problem is that 

these delays should not result in so serious and so significant procedural consequences. They see, I had 

read a little something and so I wanted to say we get some data, right? Not to mention let's say casual. 

So I sent the case files relating to these situations. Here, I come to check, for example, that a problem of 



reliability of the result, of the procedural result, emerges in a very important case, from the point of 

view of its gravity and its content, even of the procedural impact, which is the process of the Ogiagus, 

which is a fact in which ... do we have these cards for us? Well, let's not say this at random, because it's 

always fine ... that is a fact that, following a consultation that the Prosecutor's Office of Rome had to 

give to our own appeal advisor, came out basically a so that the subject who, following a subsequent 

counseling supplement, was traced as a genetic profile on a certain towel, and then, for that reason, 

confessed to the murder of Filo Della Torre, that is, that subject 'result of this expertise, which judged 

this finding not useful for further investigation, was filed at first, or something. But in fact, the acts are 

here. The substance is that this gentleman, that was ... we say, was to compare the genetic profile found 

... in short, a certain result found on a certain ... on a towel, I do not remember ... in short, in 

comparisons of two people, not generally extraneous; no, that was to say: see if you can not find Alpha 

or find Beta. They were not found and so somehow they came out. Here are those who, following the 

technical investigation supplement made by the Carabinieri RIS, this same RIS, so well spoken so far, 

here we are, identify the genetic profile of this Filipino, do not offense to anyone, because poor man, he 

is detained for this, the murder has confessed to him, is obviously accused of homicide. So, let's say, 

there are surely in this matter of difficulty from the point of view we just say to handle it. So when these 

difficulties arise, it is not that they are demonized, we would miss anything else. Respect for the 

consultant who may have taken these results in this case is obviously a respect that remains intact, on 

the personal plan and everything you want; but on a professional level I can not bind myself to these 

situations, and perhaps not take into account the result that already in 2008 the Scientific Police, which, 

I repeat, is not so, I mean, something that is standing by miracle, it is , together with RIS, today, and 

together with the University of Florence, the only certified laboratory. But certified according to 

international law, not certified by the Province, which means that it is the only laboratory, along with 

the other two, which is now able to produce elements that whenever these databases are to be 

implemented and made up, is the only organ that is able to increase these databases, has the scientific 

authority to say "that genetic profile has to be in the database". This is what scientifies do today, the RIS 

Carabinieri do, not both of them, the other is asking, and, say, the University of Florence. And in short, 

what do we mean? What was, as I said at the beginning, a crescendo for which he says "in 2008 was a 

gang of scalzacani and today have become professors"? No. Certainly there is, as it were, a 

professionalism that remains and which today makes this structure an excellence of the country. And do 

we want to be reasoned, in a way that even frankly seems out of place? Professor Vecchiotti was, in this 

consultancy at Olgiata, by another consultant. Why do I talk to you? Not to enlarge the scope, but to 

God's love, but it is a name that you find in the cause, so it is necessary that I ... I mean, you will find a 

writer of this professor, so you need this thing I, in fact, have the sights, precisely in the perspective I 

have said, in the very limited perspective of building a credible profile on credibility. That is, Professor 

Pascali, co-author of the well-known Professor Tagliabracci of the 2007 Guidelines Notes, has been a 

consultant in this case until the preliminary investigation, and I found one of his writings. Professor 

Pascali, let's say, shares, as we say, the responsibility of this counseling in the process of the Ogiyah, and 

thus incidentally the same person who had a similar problem had to endure in another very famous 

national affair, which is the murder of Elisa Claps, for the what are the procedural steps that have 

allowed me to acquire, judgments, at least the appeals judgments, in which you refer to uncommon 

issues, which concern what? The reliability of a certain result. To this I stop. Point. I just want to say ... 

she says: why do you have to entertain yourself so much? Because I want to put things in the right place, 

that is, to say I do not want to save a result, say, investigative because I want to. No. I also want to place 



people in the place they are supposed to be. And I believe that even in the light of Professor Novelli's 

considerations, let's say, the Scientific Police is well placed to be in a position of this hierarchy of this 

rank. I want this ranking, and I'd love to hear it in the sentence, because it is right that is so. We are 

talking about a 2008 achievement with the 2008 instruments and validated today by highly authoritative 

scientists in the industry, who are the ones who are quoted to say that Professor Vecchiotti is in good 

faith when he has not yet been able to feed from the point of view of the technique, the statistical 

method, because the statistical method is next. A few months later, not a hundred years. I would ask 

you ten minutes to suspend, President. and I would love to hear it read in the sentence, because it is 

right that is so. We are talking about a 2008 achievement with the 2008 instruments and validated today 

by highly authoritative scientists in the industry, who are the ones who are quoted to say that Professor 

Vecchiotti is in good faith when he has not yet been able to feed from the point of view of the 

technique, the statistical method, because the statistical method is next. A few months later, not a 

hundred years. I would ask you ten minutes to suspend, President. and I would love to hear it read in the 

sentence, because it is right that is so. We are talking about a 2008 achievement with the 2008 

instruments and validated today by highly authoritative scientists in the industry, who are the ones who 

are quoted to say that Professor Vecchiotti is in good faith when he has not yet been able to feed from 

the point of view of the technique, the statistical method, because the statistical method is next. A few 

months later, not a hundred years. I would ask you ten minutes to suspend, President. who are the ones 

who are quoted to say that Professor Vecchiotti is in good faith when he has not yet been able to feed 

from the point of view of the technique and the statistical method because the statistical method is 

next. A few months later, not a hundred years. I would ask you ten minutes to suspend, President. who 

are the ones who are quoted to say that Professor Vecchiotti is in good faith when he has not yet been 

able to feed from the point of view of the technique and the statistical method because the statistical 

method is next. A few months later, not a hundred years. I would ask you ten minutes to suspend, 

President. 

AN: 

Then, eleven and thirty, we resume at a quarter at exactly noon, a quarter of an hour ... 

(SUSPENSION) 

AN: 

Good. We can start then. 

B.C: 

Thank you, President. Here, in completing this excursus on the genetic part, then on this aspect of the 

process that is relevant, let's say, in the light of the considerations made, in relation to the possibility of 

attributing significance to two elements, that is to say the DNA of the victim on the blade of the knife, so 

that the same is described as the weapon of the crime, and the finding, in the context of the mixed DNA 

present on the hook, of Sollecito's profile. These two elements are undoubtedly elements that at the 

level of the test have their almost autoreferential, in the sense of their consistency almost, so to speak, 

autonomous, no? But we must never forget that we have arrived this morning to think about these 

issues as a result of those day-to-day insights, which have led to an overwhelming convergence - and I 

repeat, say so, only for convenience of exposure, not because they doubt that they have this evidence - 



an indicative convergence that points us towards the two defendants as subjects present at the crime 

scene , for the reasons we now know and that, let's say, they understand that the Attorney General 

strongly supports. This orientation capacity of the indispensable elements found yesterday in their 

overall convergence is matched by these findings, which are evidently important, very important in 

themselves, but you understand that even if they were for adventure considered partially - perhaps, as 

it were, we say so - less convincing, the same would have their cause-related efficiency from the point of 

view of the test, just because, let's say, we come to these not ex-abrupt, but we come to these by going 

to look at two aspects that lead us precisely to the victim's own personal story, however, starting from 

one of the defendants from the availability that he or she had of this knife, with which Knox seems to be 

particularly related, if true as it is true that there is DNA in even two parts of it; and the second of direct 

relevance to the Solicitude, in a very specific context, of which we will be in an instant. So you 

understand that - I want to say - again this need for correlated reading, combined reading, which is the 

prescriptive suggestion that the Supreme Court gives us, it is not that we are in some way inventing 

something for the use and consumption of this case story. No. We are trying to work in the perspective 

of the careful dosage that the evidence must be made in the light of the judgment that gave us the duty 

to judge you and the undersigned to make a request in this process. So even when I'm going to look at 

the profile of the fact, of course, as I said before, I will do it with regard to the ambiguity, let's say we do 

a photography of the story - I told it one by one and I repeat - because the photograph of the affair 

certainly does not belong to a process in which those who are supposed to be present, starting with 

Guede, tell other things, in the sense two do not tell anything, except that one - as we have seen - 

explains in short having dreamlike memories of this story, this is one. So we have a silent defendant, 

who says he was in his house smoking a cane in front of the computer; another who says he has dream 

memories and accuses a person of which he is well aware that he is innocent; and then the third one 

who tells the things you know, that is, to say "I came home" ... etc., and so on. But anyway, Guede will 

talk about the end of the requisition so it is useless to anticipate. And so the fact, the fact, and so the 

ways of the fact. I repeat, in this need to evaluate the presence of elements that to some extent 

constitute, as I have said, a framework of compatibility of this fact with respect to what I have deduced 

from what is present to this DNA I have found and what else. 

 

So, let's say, I introduce in a minimal way what I consider to be the objective context, as derived from 

the indications of the Central Criminal Offense Office, which is another very important structure of our 

Central Police Service, the one to which do you have to have these brilliant boards where you can 

understand everything in a nanosecond, which essentially tells us what? Two things, basically: the 

localization of this horrible crime, that is to say a horrible crime perpetrated in that tiny enough space ... 

tiny then ... in short, let's say, not big, that is between the bed of the poor Meredith room Kercher and 

the corner of the same, where there is, say so, on one side the wall and the other on the door of the 

closet. One would say in Florence "between the door and the wall". This is Kercher's murder, between 

the door and the wall. And, let's say, this situation, see Judges, I would not say that it is underestimated, 

because it is significant of a given, which seems to me quite clamorously emerging, that is, to say the 

idea of something that right from the beginning betrays, how to say , has the stigma, has the DNA, to 

use a term we are now using, physical aggression perpetrated by someone, because there is no kinship 

with another type of initiative, even for the localization of the same done criminally. They see, if we had 

to think that this story somehow - I mean - accompanies something that started and then degenerated, 



there is no sense in this place, but it does not make sense to a multitude of other elements, and all in all 

is also irrelevant, but I would say that in the respect of the truth of the facts there is no sense in this 

place because they see, for example, say so much to say, there is a totally intoned bed, and normally, in 

short, I say, why deny that this may be the place of choice for something? So here we are in this piece of 

space that lies between the bed itself, between the leaf and the wall. Here, at a point in this room of the 

girl is just the end point, the farther point than the door, and in some way, as Totò would say, I said 

everything, no? In the sense, where the room ends, you can not go anyway. And what do we find here? 

We find a significant figure I would say, a significant figure that is that of sketches of blood, the sketches 

of blood that are oriented in the direction of the wardrobe door and something even on the wall. And 

this is important, is it important because, say, sketches of blood what are they? Obviously I'm the snore 

of the big wound, right? Because a blood splits if it has that power that comes from the fact that the big 

wound touches an important vessel and the jar skirts. And so sketches are significant we say what? As 

the blood comes out of the neck, which was the position of the girl's cervix, the head of the girl. And the 

position of the girl's head is, in any case, raised above the ground, because we find sketches in a 

direction that shows us how this head was higher. Now, there we have a couple of plausible 

reconstructions, then there are others, how to say ... on others they have also increased other experts, 

but in short, I would say that it is extremely plausible that, in light of other emergencies, ie acupressure, 

the bruises on the outside and anything else, which obviously was the position of the upright head, that 

is, let's say, for the reasons that I will say, it is imaginable to be that, say so, four-legged against the wall. 

Because the alternative position that allows the erect head, say, suggests puffs that, say, it becomes 

difficult to imagine that they can go from the neck to the door, which would be tergale with the nape. 

So, in short, for what it can serve in the process, I'm going to set the fact, but we are not talking about 

elements in my decisive opinion, even if we say from this reconstruction then we can draw directions. 

Here, however, this position, which is the one advocated by the OACV, which in short makes these 

things work to her and hence a little 'understands it, is what seems to me most correctly referable. It 

certainly has nothing to do with the position that poor Meredith finds, because, as you know, Meredith 

is found supine, more on the side of the bed, but that is clearly a second position - no? - Because, as you 

have seen, there are two stains of blood, one that definitely determines at the moment when the stroke 

is taken, and what then comes from the overturning of the girl's body. That it was a rollover, it is quite 

easy to assume that virtually there is a bloody hand that runs through the inside of the door, so that is 

exactly the movement that is created at the moment of overturning. But besides, I mean, the stains are 

two, so let's say, is a given objective, here, that there are these two positions: the first one determined 

at the time of the stroke, at which time the head was still erect, and this objectively tells us the splint on 

the door; and the second puddle, determined at the time of overturning. Because this overthrow has its 

value, because we also know that the girl was afterwards, say, further undressed, right? And this we 

clearly deduce from the state of his bra and the state of the sweatshirt, because bra and bra were found 

not on Meredith's body, but they were definitely present at the cloisters because the sketches we find 

on the naked breasts of Meredith and on the bra cups are unique in showing that the splint from the 

neck struck both the breasts that the bra, and therefore obviously the bra at that time, also fell to the 

ends, so to say, of the preparation of this sexual violence, was certainly still on the girl's body. Then we 

will come to say that it was cut in several points, but this is a next issue. I go for the sweatshirt, which 

obviously, as it is not uncomfortable, in such a situation, maybe even remove, for the position, take 

away the low parts of the clothing, so much that we find the panties and pants a bit .. . in that small 

area, thrown there on one side. I have read of a consultant who, in the perspective of having - as it were 



- to reason on the possibility that Meredith was partially undressed, which would in some way facilitate 

the reconstruction of a fact that does not need a plurality of authors, because this is then the 

fundamental fact of history, here, I speak - if I do not remember badly - of diligently placed pants, found 

in a position ... etc. Here, the diligently found and positioned trousers would be here, thrown so badly 

from one side of the bed, obviously to categorically refute this reconstruction. Then pants and pants 

lifted up a bit like this, imprinted, and thrown on one hand. The rest, more difficult to take away, 

because it's about going from the neck, and so in short on the head, so this requires a collaboration that 

certainly the girl was not interested in giving, and then it is in a clear antithesis with that position we 

have said, which obviously excludes the possibility of parade. It is true that we find a broken bra - and 

then we will argue for a long time - that we have cut in many points, and then we also find a sweatshirt, 

along with the canvas, certainly pulled on, if true as it is true that even the sweatshirt, even though it is 

not found - as it is said - more on the girl, has that formidable blood intrusion on the side of the big 

wound, which surely can only derive from the spilled blood and held by the sweatshirt on that side. This 

is basically the context. But it is a prerequisite of reasoning, because then the reasoning we say moves 

on issues that are more intrinsic than what we say so is the problem of the process. Certainly, as I said 

before, it is a particular context in place, is not it? In short, it is - it seems - as I said, the final corner of 

this room, in short, the point where we are, as I said before, far from the door. And certainly, in all its 

ways, this is a context that is quite easily an explanation of aggressive behavior. Where can one get a 

hypothesis, albeit marginally ... which can be marginally hypothesized, of a sort of - albeit marginal, 

initial - sharing, this is difficult to explain, it is difficult to explain and in consideration of all the series of 

emergencies of the poor body of this disgrace, which we will now say, a series of serious emergencies, 

beginning with what is, in my opinion, more significant in terms of suggestion - but when I say 

"suggestion" I do not want to be accused of talking to a bitch; let's say, what kind of suggestion suggests, 

"suggestion" in the literal sense - that is to say the mouth and mouth, which is precisely the area where 

this murder is ultimately consumed. Here, that area, submachine and mouth, has bruises bilaterally. 

Now, Judges are all, let's say, how to say, they will all have their children, or they themselves will have 

had ... in short, the bruise is normally part of a fight, is not it? In short, the soccer match, says "I 

brought" ... "I have the bruise"; or maybe even beat like this, on a piece of ... in short, the bruise 

requires a bump. Then it is clear that to be able to suppose a pressure bruising obviously means that we 

must imagine a certain consistency. They have this figure, I imagine. But this figure combines with the 

presence of other emergencies inside the mouth, which is a strong containment because there are 

internal lacerations at Meredith's mouth - understand? - and these lacerations are not part of things 

that are derived from a knife. No. It is purely and simply the very intent to keep this girl in her mouth 

shut, to lock it in the neck and to stop it obviously from doing what? What then comes from a third party 

that he did, that is to explode in a formidable scream. So, let's say, the scream is not so much the 

evidence I draw from the witness; is the point I find reading the bruised body of this poor little daughter. 

That is to say, when I see that my mouth and neck are so fierce enough to leave even bruises and 

internal injuries, I mean, I suppose that really is at this moment a very strong pressure just to prevent 

that somehow it may give in exclamation and screaming. Then we can imagine that such a situation 

might possibly be accompanied, as it were, with a freedom of movement in the other parts of the body, 

all the more so in the face of physical aggression, which then ends up with violence, what is the 

perpetrator doing? That is, can we imagine that while on the mouth, neck, and the like, we say so, do 

you commit this fierce violent action, the rest of the parts of the body of Meredith being free to move in 

one way or the other? Or is it no longer reasonable to imagine obviously that there was a need for total 



containment? That I then read, I read on the body of the victim, because I find myself on the outside of 

my elbow here also bruised by acupressure, on the left bruise less pronounced, always on the outside, 

but existing, but that accompanies the fact that the pulse of Meredith is tight, the left wrist obviously, is 

tightened by Rudy's hand, so much so that Rudy's DNA is there; which Rudy then has his own haplotype, 

and it is not argued that he is in the vagina of the girl. So you already begin to identify, having to imagine 

... in short, to propose a total containment, which actually has its legitimation on the logical and 

historical level, if I think of how it is held back, let's say, the neck, mouth and quant 'other. Already this 

fact that Rudy has a hand engaged in sexually offending, certainly makes him the least likely to be armed 

with a knife. There are also injuries of the girl on her legs, and therefore certainly a position that 

obviously, to be compatible with this sexual assault, can only be back, it is badly married to the 

possibility that perhaps with the other hand this armor with a knife, that would be, say, in our 

reconstruction, of course, so to speak, in its own logical terms, the home-made knife Sollecito. So, I say, 

what does Rudy mean to us, then what will we say, how do we think it came and why, with that knife? 

Anything. So let's say in this dynamic we have to add at least two more significant elements, that is, to 

say when we say that it was detained because it did not urge, so that it would not give in escapism, so it 

is true that then the scream comes and looks at the case a fiery knife comes to the throat ... well, in 

short, losing kids ... so I say when we imagine this context, and from this we deduce the need for a total 

containment that ultimately can read on the body of the poor Meredith, here, when we say this we have 

two significant indicators: one generic and one specific. The specific indicator is that the girl does not 

present ... and here's knife, knives, in short, then we'll tell them what we think they were, but there 

were white weapons there anyway; and pretend, do not we find a defensive wound? This means that 

obviously ... do you know what the wounds are for defense? It is when a person obviously seeks to 

defend himself, having his hands free, compared to a knife that falls, does not it? If one sees a knife, the 

first thing he does is try to get him out of dangerous areas. And this was a dangerous area, obviously. 

Here there is no trace of defensive wounds, for then we will say that these are not the right hand 

weights between the two fingers, say index and medium, if I'm wrong, and then inside the palm of the 

right hand. Those are not wounds in defense, in our vision of things. And that is the specific data. 

Related to the fact that Meredith does not even have anything under her nails, so she did not even 

make time telling someone, she says "oh" ... scratching something. So, if I have to think that these 

elements are part of a sharing, I'm not okay, so why do bruises on the arms, legs, in the submissive 

area? That is, sharing that? No, that is the total containment that the absence of evidence of the 

possibility of reacting makes me comfortable and finds me. There are no injuries and there is nothing 

under your nails. And then why I have to speculate ... because I can reasonably hypothesize this speech 

of the curse, to do the wrath of God to try to get rid of this terrible situation in which this little girl came 

to find her? Because we are palating, in our reconstruction of the facts, for what has been said here, and 

I would also say that the talk of the hook has its own leadership, and has already been mentioned, of 

people you know. That is to say, if this stranger really came in, let's say that of Circo Orfei who maybe 

managed to climb up to the second floor of this ... up to the first floor of this apartment and then came 

in, he did all this she was drafted to pretend to steal and did not steal, and then she took it, she did ... 

here, perhaps in front of the stranger of the Circus Orpheus, who might have been a persuasive subject 

from the muscular point of view - no ? - to do all these things, maybe, let's say, is plausible ... no? 

Yesterday there was the day of feminism, etc., and so, let's say, on this topic we could make a reflection. 

Here, in such a case, in front of a stranger, it is also plausible that the offended person, who does not 

know how far this progression can go, at some point keeps a prudent situation, right? That is to say, let's 



say, because, as I mean, the last good is life, one this life tries to save it - as I say - accusing it of a 

stranger. But can you imagine what it is like to be the reaction of a scumbag who is in the middle of this 

misfortune, who was playing basketball with his boyfriend or with his boyfriend in the nearby camp, and 

- in our vision of things - from the two defendants, one of whom was the companion ... was the neighbor 

in the roomACan you imagine whether this situation would have been the subject of an attitude, how to 

say, cautious, or will not be the peak of the exclamation? Meredith Kercher, who was totally sober that 

evening, was also a very sporty girl, as it turns out; he even did a course like boxing, kick-boxing, 

something. So you can think that we did not have the very best of the explosion from a physical point of 

view when he realizes that the thing is degenerating into this somewhat manic prospect that leads to 

enormous risks? When do you see knife, knives, what is it? Then we get there. And then it is obvious, 

holy God, that there is a need. Or do we hypothesize sharing? But what? Or we must imagine that there 

is actually a containment requirement that is not, as we say, a hold, say so, occasionally, for later times, 

right? At some point it is obvious that then when there is this so-called penetration, we say, in that form 

that we have seen, it will become maximum at that moment. Here, there is a containment that must 

necessarily be total, otherwise something more significant in this poor, battered body we should find to 

imagine a reaction. So either there is a margin of sharing, or there must be a reaction. If there is neither 

one nor the other, there is total containment, which is what I really read, is not what I am - how to say - 

wandering in the mists of a possible reconstruction. No, that's what I read. So we have somehow, from 

this point of view, reported that there is an emergency in this situation that I have said, which is what a 

Rudy hand engaging in penetration already somewhat resizes a lot Rudy in the perspective of be a 

holder of some white weapon, because in short, I mean, penetrate with the right, to some extent it 

makes it quite plausible - or with the left, but let's say he was destrimane, so in short, the most plausible 

hand is that - here's , makes it plausible that in short the left was somewhat oriented in this 

containment work in the area. We do not find DNA on the cuff at all. Here's what Rudy has to somehow 

approach us to someone who's hard to have a knife in his hand. Very unlikely. And then the problem 

that this damn cause proposes is to distribute these knives, one or two that they are. Now, if the crime 

knife of the crime is the one on which we find the find 36B, that is, the one that gave rise to the shame 

that we are all unluckily acquainted with, because we have been fond of this dying girl by this terrible 

image; here, I say, if the knife is the one there, of course the knives are two, right? It's obvious. Because 

the second knife is the one that penetrates to the right, let's say the remainder there is, the fessurette 

on the right, which somehow speaks for itself that it is a small knife a knife. Let's say, the width is 

minimal, it goes on for four centimeters, so, in short, let's say, experience tells us that we are facing a 

small knife. The other one is certainly compatible with the big knife. There are no rivers of ink on this 

compatibility reasoning, it would be too much, but even authoritative opinions to actually argue that, or 

that you call it compatibility, or that you call it incompatibility, as you seem, it is, in fact, let's say, this 

one here is more compatible - even in the eye, I say - with a big knife compared to the bucket. If, then, I 

mean, the big knife is the one that has over the find 36B, then let's say the problem solves itself and it 

does not even stand. But, here, I would like to get rid of a matter that is important in the sense that, let's 

say, obviously it has worked hard on the ability to attribute the same weapon, to be able to return both 

wounds to the same weapon. It is understandable this, because the more knives grow, the more the 

defensive complications increase, it is natural, I would say automatic. So let's say if the knives are the 

only one, especially if it is a knife compatible with the small wound, then the knife that contains the 36B 

is already out of play. I repeat it, this reasoning, of course, no? It's just because that knife contains a 

genetic profile that directs me to this poor person who I think is the one that has penetrated here. But I 



have to take charge of objections, because this time, let's say ... this time ... not this time, even at other 

times, but in the specific circumstance, we are told by an important expertise, by an expert from 

Professor Torre, so, of course, certainly a person who has to be kept in mind when he makes any 

considerations. So what does Professor Tower really say? He tells us that the small wound certainly has 

no big knife, because at the time when the large four-centimeter wide automatic knife extends it will cut 

it to a much greater extent. So I have to do the opposite reasoning, that is, I have to move the small 

knife into the big wound. I already have a big knife that I think is - as it were - titled. Keep it in mind, I 

already have a knife on which I can reason. So I'm thinking of a hypothesis - how to say - alternative, 

possible, a little we say incongruous, if I have the photo you know well, a little bit incongruous, let's say 

so; however, anyway, I mean, I can not reject the sender as long as it is. And then I need to analyze the 

words of the consultant who exposes this possibility, this version, to see if in there, say, there are spaces 

to do a bit of criticism. Now, criticism not to Professor Torre, who is an eminent professor, but in short, 

in any case, it is the criticism in general that is always done to the legal doctors; not that we do, we, we, 

the Public Ministries are the most fervent enthusiasts of legal doctors, because they usually give us 

solutions and directions; the criticism that other doctors make to legal doctors is obviously to say "well, 

good strength, you control people when it is dead, you do all possible violence and then come up with 

solutions and you come to tell us that things have gone wrong before. " This criticism, which seems 

eccentric to the reasoning I'm doing, is actually a criticism that to some extent, let's say, has its own 

leadership, because a little this happens even when the legal practitioner wants to make an assessment 

of strict observance of his peritial skills, somehow somehow ends up to forget the context in which the 

story has come about, the scenario in which the story should be placed in the light of what? In the light 

of the other emergencies of the process, in the sense that perhaps the process offers some indications 

that may, to some extent, also deny. Then, Professor Torre, who is obviously well aware that a small 

knife to work within this wound must have worked so hard, he recovers this possibility that he has 

worked so much to identify certain results, but are, as they say, very plausible situations, It is 

inexcusable to suggest them as safe things, but, in short, gives an indication, gives an indication in which 

it says "since inside there are some soft parts that seem to have been the object of some movement, 

this may suggest that it was a small knife that goes on for eight centimeters, so narrow but long, which 

means that the other has entered for a smaller range of its length, which is deeper this time and that 

spruzzing gets these results internal injuries ". Good. But the premise, and I would also say the 

correctness of Professor Torre, gives us this information: the biggest wound, though it has net margins, 

in short, this, I say, I understand, how to say, the desire to somehow contain it in the adversary? - in the 

incidental adversary, that is to say "even if there are net margins" ... eh, sorry! "Although it has net 

margins" is not a given, as if to say, contingent; it is in my opinion a very important fact, in the sense that 

you understand that one thing is if I go through a knife that has the ability to do this, practically, that is, 

a bigger knife, that maybe when it enters, just in time which it enters is so big that it can create those 

situations that may be found in the soft parts. But if I do this service with a knife much shorter than that, 

which virtually comes to be something like half that, it becomes a little complicated that at a time when 

this little girl certainly you've seen it, it's all blocked, there's bruises below, up and in, what does he do? 

Of course, if I could have died, I got it easy, inside, trumpet, and I did the wound in the margin ... or give 

me a wound on a net edge by putting a small knife in it and making one come they cheat it twice the 

blade! It's not easy, gentlemen. We say that this can be achieved in rerum nature, but it seems to me a 

much less plausible passage than to think that this has happened with a knife ... with a knife ... with a big 

knife, which has a blade coherent to the bush. Then, if I have to say it is also ... which can be a blade that 



is half that, I can say - repeat - in abstract. But I find it difficult to connect it to the situation of a head 

that would have been difficult to hold at that moment, just when we say ... when will it happen, right? 

And then we get to talk about the dole and all the rest. This is obviously kept here, not for ... not for 

sexual libido, but why not go. And then, when a scream goes out, in short, obviously begins to become a 

fact that is no longer just about the interior of the ... but concerns the possibility that someone can hear, 

not that we are in open country. Certainly, Perugia, we are in a particular spot in the city, but - as we say 

- with houses facing, side by side. So, in short, a second berz is certainly not tolerable. And therefore 

that reactive comes this stab has its own why. Then in such a context, think that this knife, which is 

deeper than eight, has this one and a half slice, which is one that you must assume to imagine that it is 

the same as the other wound that can wound ... to have net margins? I repeat, there is everything, in 

nature rerum there is everything. Unfortunately, wounds are not bad, I do not find the evil triangle of 

the Rifle H22 of the so-called "Monster of Florence". The wounds, say, can be anything and nothing. But 

if I have to argue in terms of plausibility, the net margins give me meaning, tac, a knife, grip and date, 

not a wound, that having ... say, given it with a small knife, then makes it necessary displacement that 

certainly some sign on the margins leaves it a bit, because it is the most characteristic point where the 

weapon enters. But this is what I am doing because I am tempted to argue against a topic that comes 

from a consultant, which we say is appreciated the quality. It is not that Torre says "pretends that there 

are no net margins", or it says "almost net margins". No. It seems ... now we've copied here, but we've 

copied the expertise, right? 

IB: 

Yup. 

B.C: 

Here it is. No, as Boschi made this chart of expertise, I wanted to be sure these were the words. It's not 

just words that Professor Torre says, he says "net margins". And on the other hand, I mean, in short, or 

that you say it or do not tell it, here it is. So, let's say, the plausibility that a wound on such margins as 

this comes from that knife, which has exactly that genetic emergence, say we reach levels almost 

certainty, in this perspective. And so, let's say, this is in my opinion the fact that it gives us this situation, 

that is to say, a significant, very large overall containment of the girl's body, made necessary by this fact 

that it certainly can not be minimally - as it were said - doubtful and suspected of being remissive, and 

on the other hand has no kind of signal that he could, so to say, to hold any alternative behavior, any 

resistance behavior has been blocked, but it has signals instead of total containment. Or why do I have 

to bury my boss to say it was something progressive, when is it so clear that the speech went as it went? 

But what does it really matter to us? We are interested in putting the knives - for at this point we must 

obviously believe that the knives are two, because the wound on the net can not come from the same 

knife that made that punch on the other side - in someone's hand. And we have already seen how 

Rudy's penetration with the right makes it quite complicated to believe that he might have been the 

stabbing of something, because - let's say so - a hand engaged in that gesture, in short, it also points out 

the need to be operative, say, that the other is to some extent coherent. And these ... I repeat, these 

two knives work in the perspective I said, working in the perspective I said, in fact, one on one side and 

one on the other side of the girl's neck. Now if they belong to ... let's say, if they are different, and 

therefore necessarily belong to different hands, it is incongruous that they are both on the same side, 

right? Let's say, it is far more pertinent and logical to be one and the same here. I would say, it makes no 



sense to imagine an aggression with two different knives, in different hands, both of them on the same 

side. What speech is it? So obviously it is more reasonable to imagine that aggression is, as it were, 

twofold. And then there is the figure on which the speech is obviously going to be a bit directed, right? 

Because, let's say, this arrogating, justified, this trying to undermine the work of the Scientific Police at 

the genetic level, this reasoning of contamination, this hiccup which, as we have seen, now, as it is said, 

almost invokes internationally recognized, concludes the existence of Sollecito's DNA? Here, then, 

because obviously the hook is cut, it is not ripped off. On those straps on the right side there is another 

DNA from Rudy. Obviously, therefore, there has been a problem of disenchantment, obviously, from my 

point of view there has been a problem of disenchantment and this problem has been solved in what 

wayACutting the hook. The hooks, being a female head, the ladies know it, they overrun from right to 

left, then cutting the right side of the bra at the level of the hook, and then also, say, completing the 

service by cutting, say, the upper braces, with which the bra dropped, and so is the situation in which 

was at the time when the poor daughter was murdered. Here, then, I say, this operation, say, is well 

demonstrated by the presence of this DNA also on Rudy on the bra, on things, which then presents at 

the most significant point, which is the point where obviously the object is to be retained for cut it, 

because it's where the object goes ... let's say, if one wants to cut it right, a few inches away, making a 

sharp cut, it's where it is held, so it's significant that there is that DNA, because it is exactly where the 

hook is to be held. And there's this Kercher-Solicited DNA in reconstruction, that's not Rudy Guede's 

DNA at that point, there's Kercher-Solicited Mixed DNA. And so this is the cut, right? Then keep in mind 

that this cut, which certainly has a precision cutting character, if true as it is true that we are not at that 

specific point of the back - then they will control, I mean, the survey from this point of view is a lot 

precise - no signs of abrasion, injuries and anything else. So we're back naked at that point, so you want 

this thing to be done with a knife from ... with a roast beef knife who came in with a roast beef knife to 

cut this hook down ? It does not make sense. It will be made with a knife that certainly measures were 

able to do this kind of operation, which - they see - is, say, this type of operation, exactly compatible, on 

the plane of the outcome, with that small knife penetration four inches, on the right side always. And 

yet on the right side of Meredith's body we find two punches, on the hand, one in the palm and one in 

the fingers. So the right side of the poor Meredith Kercher has a trend that is substantially consistent 

with the use of a small knife, which in the reconstruction that handles Sollecito's DNA on that hook, 

obviously belongs to Sollecito's responsibility, that is to say, he is some way, in light of the genetic 

outcome, it raises a bit of the temperature of the story using a knife to do this, which certainly can only 

be carried away, right? It is not that you can go from a lying supine to put behind the knife to cut. 

Obviously it is something that goes backwards, and so it confirms us all and for all the position we 

initially imagined. But do I need, say, to make fantasy efforts, to make goads to imagine the presence in 

the hands of Soliciting a precision knife? When three witnesses tell me: indirectly his father speaks to 

him by phone - and this may be quite relative -; Knox tells her mother in that conversation that poses a 

knife problem and she says that as a DJ, even Sollecito was always turning constantly with a kind of knife 

at her side. So of that kind of object, which was what was then found or that it was not, on the other 

hand, to say, the DNA in the big one is found for those particular reasons that we know, that is, it was in 

the rhyme of the thing , it's not all that is automatically found. Anyway, we know that that cutlery there 

Sollecito was steadily armed, in the sense that it is a talk that is made by friends who say that he always 

had with him, kept him tied here to the ring, and that is a speech that he could have a generic character; 

it concretizes a bit in the words absolutely, as if to say, neutral of the poor father; and then takes vigor 

in the words of Amanda Knox, who speaking not in general, but speaking with reference to the question, 



saying that this obviously is a concern, he says well, he says "and then Raffaele always carries a knife 

with him" Knox tells her, so it's a matter that Knox is known in the house, and Knox says: "Yes ... ah, yes, 

okay ... I mean, it was DJ too" ... how to say "they do it yes, all these guys have the next knife. " And in 

short, then I have to say the cobwebs to give Sollecito Raffaele a knife suitable for doing exactly what it 

turns out he did in the light of the DNA I find on the hook when her coexistence, speaking with her 

mother, confirm to the mother that he was turning with a knife? It seems to me frankly that I have to 

face almost a point of direct evidence from this point of view, almost to a direct test. And then 

undoubtedly - undoubtedly - if this is the direction in which the cause in my opinion is to be put, so if 

this is the point that comes from the point of view - how to say - the paternity of this knife, which allows 

all that kind of operations, and if the big wound certainly does not have kinship with that kind of knife, if 

it certainly does not have kinship to that knife for the reasons that are said, because even there would 

also be a problem of depth because we are eight inches, I do not know if these knives reach that size, in 

short; then we keep in mind how this matter sometimes ... here, let's say, on the knife that may have 

caused the small wound, I even have a reconstruction made by the most valued and laborious Professor 

Vinci, who even poorer, justifying with a thousand explanations, must double twice to rebuild the 

question to move it from 1.3 at 1.5, just to say how about these - say so - marginal situations the speech 

becomes complicated by the experts as well. So in fact we have the genetic element that puts out the 

big knife ... that is, which gives a foundation to the hypothesis that the big knife is what caused this popo 

to crunch, to which we then join the modalities of the shred in the same reconstruction and the same 

signals that come to us not only by the experts but also, say, with this underlining of the presence of a 

wound on the net, the possibility, let's say, that I said, that it is the knife in question. On the other hand, 

I repeat, a left hand side of the dead that is all compatible with the use ... a right hand side of the dead, 

which is all compatible with a smaller knife than, I said, I do not have fantasies for to say that Solicitude 

was constantly endowed with it. He was somehow, I mean, armed, here, so to speak, of this knife, which 

in the circumstances works by the engine of a somewhat special situation. So then, let's say, somehow 

put the big knife, which is at Sollecito's home, but obviously this house may come out for reasons that 

may be the most trivial, right? In conclusion, at some point the need to use it from other parts, which I 

know; let's say, these guys, I mean, lived a few feet away, both students; as Knox talked of a jerk that 

had to move from one house to another ... let's say, it's not that we have to take care of finding a logical 

justification of why a knife that has these features and that has these implications genetic, has made this 

transit and then came home ... no, no, I do not need to go looking for this kind of proof because, let's 

say, it's a knife anyway, it's not a caliber 38 , in essence. And yet we are talking about a distance of three 

hundred yards from one house to another. So let's say that when Raffaele Sollecito has the knife with 

which he pacifically cut this hook, placing the other knife in the hand of Amanda Knox is not, simply, a 

consequence; it belongs to the logic of the necessity of a containment that certainly will have to be done 

also on the other side and that it marries with a further datum, no? That on the assumption that Rudy is 

there to do what we know, that is to say, to satisfy, say, so to speak, in this barbarous way, he marries a 

further content, that is to say that ... at a further step, that is to say that that this knife, a knife, however, 

which is not a knife, is for the very fact found ... it is found ... the footprint of this knife, the imprint, is 

found on this intoned bed, as if to say that there is someone there, who after using the knife, supports it 

precisely by that side. And this will be an immediate behavior. Do we want to think that the person who 

maybe, say, cuts with a small knife then gets armed by the other, who uses to do this blow we say to his 

throat, and then back it up? Way, it does not make sense. So there is certainly a big knife that is leaning 

back on the bed. Now, to determine how long it is and what measures it is, it is certainly a little 



complicated. Prudentially, the OACV reports, let's say, that this imprint has some measure, which is a 

few inches, three inches lower than the one that would be the weapon of the crime, of course, so let's 

say that we are in presence of compatibility. It is obvious that we are in the presence of a compatibility 

because, let's say, it is not that when we see - you look at this imprint - it's just that when we see the 

imprint we immediately have the reasoned and firm perimeter of the knife. We do not have it. It is true 

that, say, the difficulty of this reconstruction is also due to the difficulties faced by the exquisite 

Professor Vinci, who, to give a precise measure, his precise measure, has to reconsider twice to do this 

advice, is the double counseling on the reputable measures of this knife. Now, for God's sake, I will listen 

to these conclusions with the utmost interest, but how do I find a measure ... ? I can understand that 

this is once again a knife that has no kinship with a small knife of precision, and that it can have knife-

compatible measures that I consider a crime weapon. Yes, yes. But that is, how to say, the photograph 

of that, no. But it does not have to be because we are talking about a blood-typed footprint, not a line-

by-line plot and the team obviously. But this element because it interests me? I'm interested in why this 

stamp designs a knife that certainly has a different potency than the other, so we need to do more 

balance games to believe that this can be the only knife that must be compatible with the small wound 

in terms of which Professor Vinci identifies, obviously even pointing to its difficulty, because first it is 1.3 

and then becomes 1.5, or vice versa, I do not remember; and even with the big wound, because this 

time, retrieving the difficulties of Professor Torre's expertise, because such a knife obviously, if it is so 

tight, hardly leaves a wound on the net. All of this is far more natural - if I imagine the presence of a 

small knife, the kind of what Sollecito had, and of a knife of considerable size, as it is precisely what he 

had impressed 36B on the blade, encrusted in that particular spot. At that point, let's say, the positions 

have their greatest univocity. And so, I repeat, this second big knife, obviously in the hands of those who 

are laterally on the other side, so why not go to bed, here it is not that there is space, we are like here to 

here, I understand, so it is unthinkable that there has been a great deal of people, the position we say 

was that and that remained. So if on one side ... let's say so, if on one side of the person the person is 

holding and working a small knife, apparently from the other side the big knife is not that he is hanging 

there, what will it be used by somebody else. And I would say, from this point of view, he has his own - 

as saying - absolute and congenial plausibility that for the very fact that Knox is the detainer, also 

because - I repeat - we are adapting this reconstruction to what we know that, say, we can to come to 

terms, that is, to say all that subsequent activity of which we have spoken, and also say the 

responsibility of that slander, and therefore of those other elements, which obviously are already talking 

about a perception of co-responsibility, which at this point, as we say, the presence of a knife in the 

hands of the shroud, concretizes and evidently illuminates and sights even more. But there is also 

something else. Is there anything else in that form? In a form that is, I would say, deserves to be 

thorough. That is to say, first of all, on this murder knife, the presence of Knox is a very clear presence, 

precisely because of this, understand? not some other home-made knife. Whoever knows - he says - we 

have not even looked at them, maybe Knox was on everyone. But there is, and there is in a frankly very 

meaningful way. This is no suggestion, gentlemen, this is a given. That is to say, it is present with a nice 

profile, let's say the thing there, on the handle, in the part that approaches the handle ... in the part, say 

so, at the bottom of the handle and, as we know from the work of the two Officers of the Carabinieri, 

even at that very particular point, which I then reviewed a hundred times, is clearly shown by the 

expertise in photography, at that very particular point between grip and blade. Now, everything can be 

argued, of course, but there is no doubt that while the DNA presence on the handle, say, is a clearer 

presence, may have that meaning a little bit special, even though the first-degree judgment had said 



"look at where particular DNA was found"; but the discourse becomes even more significant if we look 

at the second presence, because there is no doubt that a knife like that, clean like that, because the test 

data is that it was very clean, and therefore obviously a washed knife, which just after washing holds this 

DNA in that minimal part, other in the part say of the committing. That is to say, the knife most certainly 

holds the DNA in the handle, and on this the consultants are pretty much all agreed, because it is a more 

porous point and maybe there is better, is not it? Because DNA, we never forget, is a living piece of us 

that remains attached to it. So or this live piece is a precarious presence, that is, I can tell you, a contact 

that obviously leaves a reflection from the point of view of your own sweat or anything else, and then 

you understand it, a wash makes it more of a sweat, No? So either a contact - okay - or a contact, or 

obviously something more meaningful, no? that in the face of a washing comes to think of it, no? 

Because we must not forget that - as I say - the negative feedback - this morning I made a phone call 

because I wanted to be sure of this point - the negative finding of the absence of ... the negative 

reaction to the blood reagent is not that Exclude the found DNA from the blood. This is peaceful. In the 

sense that the blood can have, once we say it is removed from the middle with accurate washing, it may 

not appear, but it may remain that part of DNA that I'm going to search, say, and through which I find it, 

as if to say ... let's say, there are other components of the blood that come into play when I analyze 

DNA. Then the blood reagent, that maybe it's even a bitterer, as if to say, of the initiative I have ... of the 

activity I have to play to control that DNA, and to quantify it and to extract it, of course, let's say it can 

be well compatible. And then that DNA position on the knife is quite significant and in some respects 

disquieting in the perspective of that normal use of that cooking use that is being argued, and that it 

must be obviously compatible with the use associated with the frequentation of this house, which has 

been attending a week or so, in short. So let us also lose this consideration, which in any case has 

meaning. But let's say that at the point where DNA is found, there in that particular position, in that 

particular commotion, certainly is a point that is much more significant at the level of improper use than 

the DNA found on the handle, because that is not a point of normal contact, is a point where DNA is 

hiding, so to speak, as well as Meredith's hiding is hidden in the rhythm, it's a place to hide after 

obviously there was a wash. And which DNA can be hiding there after washing? You have understood 

what I mean. That's why I say that this element, even the analysis - say so - of the knife compared to the 

Knox, is a significant analysis, because there Knox has a close relationship with this knife, very strong. 

And the different consistency - no? - the profiles found, unless you want to imagine that the knife has 

touched it, as you say, in different circumstances; leaving, as it were, a clean knife put in the cutlery, 

let's say that, denotes a different presence of genetic profiles, it's just what I said, right? a serious wash, 

but it leaves more DNA in the part that holds it and less DNA in the part that holds it down. Indeed, the 

blade was destined to have no point in it, if the DNA did not go to hide at the point where it was 

concealed, or in that rhyme that the knife, fortunately for us and maliciously for the defendants, had . 

 

But there is not only this, they see, because the famous pillowcase - famous because this sliver, let's say, 

became the element from which the identification of the Guede was made - on the famous pillowcase 

that contains the handprint and even the footprint of a shoe, the right, if not the wrong, of the Guede, 

so just - like say - a pillow that is right in the middle of the crime, is a bit like the center of gravity of the 

criminal affair, in short. The Bureau of Police Science, the Central Office of the Scientific Police, tells us 

the presence of a shoe and gives us this indication, as it were, of a foot shoe also here feminine, a bit 

like 'Exalted by Luminol yesterday. And this... "For such considerations the size of the shoe that 



produced the footprint could be varied from the number 36 to the number 38". It seems to me that the 

numbers of the pestata found with Luminol in those other areas of the house. Here, then there was a 

female foot that had - so to speak - pounded, which was imprinted, a female shoe that was imprinted on 

this pillowcase. Now, since it is to be excluded that the poor dead may have left this imprint, because at 

the moment when the blood already devastated the room, it was, if not dead, dying, and therefore 

totally unable to stand up and leave a ' such a footprint, which obviously does not belong to them. So 

who do I have to think, in such a context, if not the same Knox, that somehow she already tells us with 

her words that she has been there, but then does she have all that next pesticide, which demonstrates 

her absolutely camouflaging intent of the state of the places? However, while the second stage is 

barefoot, so you do it when you want to tame it, this is a shoe, as it say ... it's a shoe worn, and it is worn 

... and is present at a few inches from Rudy Guede's pest, Rudy Guede's hand, which will allow him to 

identify him. So what should I imagine, to hypothesize, as such, a kind of extraneousness of Knox, which 

uniquely remembers what others did? I have to imagine that maybe you defiled, you do not know why, 

from this affair, then it is present just about that element that is the figure of all this horrible crime, this 

bloody pillowcase that is basically a kind of center of gravity of this story? Here, in this context, but we 

say stranger. It does not make sense. In the sense that this patched thing on the pillow, a few inches 

from the Rudy pestate, is speaking from the point of view of Knox's membership of the crime flagrante. 

But what other elements do we want us to say that it was there? We have to imagine it came, let's say, 

afterwards to see, "oh, oh, what did you do?" And meanwhile pesticide ...? In short, we are talking 

about something else, here it is. is speaking from the point of view of Knox's membership of the crime 

flagrante. But what other elements do we want us to say that it was there? We have to imagine it came, 

let's say, afterwards to see, "oh, oh, what did you do?" And meanwhile pesticide ...? In short, we are 

talking about something else, here it is. is speaking from the point of view of Knox's membership of the 

crime flagrante. But what other elements do we want us to say that it was there? We have to imagine it 

came, let's say, afterwards to see, "oh, oh, what did you do?" And meanwhile pesticide ...? In short, we 

are talking about something else, here it is. 

 

But then, let's just say, there is not only this, in the famous bath, in the famous bath where we find this 

pestate of naked male foot on the mat, the famous ... the famous forgotten pestate, there are also signs 

of blood, even of Knox's exclusive blood, a good drip on the sanitation of the sink, and then also a 

slightly flushed blood signal that is considered mixed by Scientology, here too with a strong critique that 

you can read, but in any case which brings us to the blood of Meredith and the blood of Knox. Now, the 

blood of Meredith is obviously easily explained - no? - In a context, in such a butchery, you know how 

much blood there is to be from which it was necessary to wash it, no? So, beyond the fact ... he says 

"but then where would he be ... where he washed his solace" ... but what interests us? If they have 

cleaned they cleaned up, so I'm in the evidence that I find, I'm thinking of those. I'm not interested in 

imagining what might have happened in a context where I find a single stroke and nothing around. But 

what do I have to do to prove how it may have come to an end that that fuss is there? But let me explain 

to others how it is possible that a footstep is there, in that situation. And then I say, this Amanda Knox 

blood in that bathtub, which, then, keep in mind, is that blood that gives her some reason to suspect 

when she goes in the morning. What Happens In Reality? It's a situation that maybe remains there, a bit 

forgotten, how the pest has been forgotten, and so it goes a bit of a fantasy over it, is it a little reasoned 

over it? And then he says, "Yes, I saw blood but I did not excuse myself. " But how, cabbage, is your drip! 



How do you "do not excuse me"? Explain how a drop of blood has fallen out of the sink sink, right? It's 

not what you say, "I saw blood, I did not excuse myself." No, you're talking about your blood, not the 

blood of Meredith or Romanelli. Your blood, because it turns out to be yours. So if you've got a spill, it's 

best to say. So, let's say, what does that mean? It means that we say in this context that I see the girl in 

possession of this knife, and I see a situation that maybe at the moment does not offer specific 

indications of injuries that it has suffered, but it is not that at that moment, let's say, there is a 

submission to which inquiries; the fact remains that Amanda Knox's blood is in this bath, we say so, 

mixed with that of Meredith, or still present alone, to a sufficiently large extent, which is not given ... do 

not be charged to give the slightest explanation. In the sense, she rightly overthrows the subject and 

says "well, I see blood but I do not impress". But how did "I did not impress"? And yours. Is absurd. 

However he says "it's okay" ... so. Then after the speech comes obviously, from Careful Defense, 

explained by saying "well, they are girls, the blood, you know, in girls, let's say, may come in more or less 

natural ways as well." Eh, but "can come" ... this is not the concept. The concept is that we are in a 

bloody, cruel, killing-killing person, in which anything else happens I have to give this blood to Knox, who 

runs into this bathtub, some explanation, otherwise I can not imagine it closely related to the bloody 

story that was consumed little by little. I can be happy to say "well, it's blood of Knox, but in short, let's 

say it will come from a cut of that"? Maybe. The fact is that this element, too, is also corroborating, so I 

would say so, and that is precisely what we say is integrating that which I said and which in my opinion 

indicates a clear presence of conscience in the place of the offender but not as a home , but as a cover, 

do you understand? which is different. That is, we are not talking about the house, we're talking about 

the pillowcase. say we will come from a cut of that "? Maybe. The fact is that this element, too, is also 

corroborating, so I would say so, and that is precisely what we say is integrating that which I said and 

that in my opinion it indicates a clear presence in the place of the offender but not as a home , but as a 

cover, do you understand? which is different. That is, we are not talking about the house, we're talking 

about the pillowcase. say we will come from a cut of that "? Maybe. The fact is that this element, too, is 

also corroborating, so I would say so, and that is precisely what we say is integrating that which I said 

and which in my opinion indicates a clear presence of conscience in the place of the offender but not as 

a home , but as a cover, do you understand? which is different. That is, we are not talking about the 

house, we're talking about the pillowcase. 

 

Here, I'm pretty much saying a little to end my reasoning, but the last argument certainly has an 

indifferent weight, at least in my consideration of the fact, because there is no doubt that what I have 

said so far is somehow correlated necessarily - necessarily - to a setting that sees Meredith Kercher 

undergoing this kind of aggression in a very fierce way, so it does not leave room for alternative guesses, 

in my opinion. And then, then, I have to take charge of it, once I find that it has offered a reconstruction 

that has its own leadership, for there is evidently that initial initial framework, corroborated by the 

reconstruction elements of the fact that, let's say, optics of full compatibility, here, in fact then the 

question remains that obviously any defender, how to say, that he knows how to do his job, and in this 

process there are really authoritative, that is, I say, any defender of that kind, in short, in the end says 

"gentlemen of the court , but why why, how is it possible, but how, two students here, what is 

graduating, that other "... well, in short, so a causal problem, a motive problem, obviously, in the murder 

volunteer, even in a murder such as this, which is shared by this company a bit '- say - questionable, 

must be identified, however, must be identified. Certainly, we must certainly start from a given, right? 



That the fact that there are knives, and in particular that with one of these knives do that cutting 

operation of the bra strap, to some extent it is already able to project itself in a context - say so - in a 

context of violence, in a context of violence. So, I said, this element already constitutes the premise of 

our reasoning. But in fact the significant step is precisely why, which leads us to the need that if we have 

to do this question, we must certainly make it relevant to the acts of the cause, that is, to say we can not 

reason why - how to say - abstract, once again built on hypothesis, on fantasies, on elements that do not 

have, from the point of view of the clerical picture, any dignity of presence in the cards, that is to say 

there is no signal that may have been something shamelessly shared and then - how to say - degenerate. 

Nothing tells us this, while everything is geared towards a different kind of situation, which is precisely a 

prodigious aggression that has given rise to this situation. And then the question certainly needs to be 

made, let's say, putting the problem of why this situation could be created as a total antithesis, because 

it was possible to have come to this imbalance, so at one point Meredith Kercher was in some way in 

this isolated situation, having to bear this overwhelming weight of this violence. Because there is no 

doubt that there is, of course, the sexual moment, which we get from what? From this deception, to 

which he contributes with this knife, which in short gives the whole most intended ensemble, but then 

resolves into a bruise and in this bare hand penetration, which we recognize to be the aggression by 

Rudy Guede. However, this data exists and is well present, and is clearly present. But considering this, 

we also say the highest level of responsiveness that the victim certainly has, this figure is still 

overwhelmed by the quantum of violence that, to achieve this modest outcome, must be perpetrated. 

So when we say "sexual violence" we know well that we have to ... say, we have to - how to say - 

percentate ... that is, violence can be a simple threat, right? So if we wanted to rate this violence, let's 

say, most of the time we find that maybe a violent at a certain percentage may be a much wider sexual 

outcome. Here no, here we have this plunder, made so fierce, and then we have to throw it on this girl, 

apparently armed, and this produces this violent result, that if we want it is really marginal, gentlemen, 

because there is no other sign that Rudy's finger was badly introduced into this vagina. And then I have 

to feel that it is - how to say - to make considerations of internal lacerations, in a context in which this 

poor person will have imagine you as much as in the moment of this penetration? And then, here, there 

is no doubt that here the moment of violence is surely overwhelming. So even from this point of view 

history has nothing to share with anything - let's say so - that can be born from who knows what ever 

impulse. It is a situation of contrast, which obviously, we say, creates the conditions for a clash, in which, 

of course, we say, Meredith is alone, alone against the antagonists. But why is not such a clash, no? 

which is obviously ... ie, why the three against one? What is the question that needs to be made at this 

point, is not it? To succumb to Rudy Guede's sexual appetite, to be, say, to be consistent with this thing? 

Or maybe there is a context in which such a story is linked in some way, to give it a sense, no? Because 

things have to make sense. The crimes, especially the most serious ones, gentlemen, must have a 

minimum base, and must also have a minimum of meaning in their ... Let's say, I can not invent 

scenarios that appear - as they say - suggestive but without anchoring simply because they do not I 

reason on the meaning of things. And from this point of view, also that at the moment - they see - I have 

this cutlery available, which I use in the way that is seen, that is, I begin to serve to undress the girl, and 

then that little knife, probably, but I would say with certainty. also used to make other services on the 

girl's body. Then certainly those conditions are created because then the girl, as we have said, smiles, 

screams, faces, and so, let's say, we're already in a phase - you understand it, do not you? - in which we 

say the criminal quantum that is being put into the field is already particularly consistent, that is to say, 

we are not talking about something that can thus be born out of the blue; if it is a disguise, that goes on 



... with penetration that maybe to get there it will take some time; so I say, I mean to say that the 

dynamic is such that a crime is formed, even a crime of sexual violence aggravated by the presence of a 

weapon, a seizure of a person, a situation arises that even if I do not know the criminal code, of course. 

.. maybe in the hypothesis that I cultivate know the American one, and so, in short, I mean, I'm also 

enough, say ... how to say, from this point of view quite worried, rightly. But I say, beyond this aspect, 

which can be - as saying - collateral and color, the point is that the conditions have already been created 

so that they can be transgressed in an illicit offense; so, let's say, the dole that leads to the murder has 

necessarily its progression, you know? That is to say, it is only then that the one that you want to free it 

is killed, "because I had the desire to kill him from the beginning." Absolutely no. That is why then I will 

ask you not to think, when I come to the conclusion, the presence of so-called futile reasons, because 

nothing but futile reasons, here the reasons are, say, the antithesis of futility, in the sense that it has 

already done so much you imagine it in this situation, where it is contained as if it were an animal, just 

because you obviously do not want to be caught, because you may not understand why you block your 

throat and even your mouth; the throat can be a fact, as saying, complement, but the mouth, why do I 

have to do the inside injuries and below? Obviously why I do not want you to scream. And then, in this 

situation start a scream, but it's not a scream that starts because the Capezzali listens to him, and then 

maybe he sends the American to do all the tests. No, part because it's reasonable to start in such a 

context, why do I keep my mouth shut? Because I'm afraid you're screaming, so I do not want you to 

scream. Then, in that context, certainly the shattering scream, breaking the glass of the window and 

splitting the evening, is the watershed of the moment when the situation obviously needs to be defined, 

in the sense that in reaction, almost as I say ... not instinctive, because the goddess does not have this ... 

it does not allow us to distinguish between instincts or anything but in absolutely reactive terms it is free 

of those who obviously have to be silenced, of those who can not ... of those who do not have to go in a 

second scream. And so obviously there is also somebody who has become a sort of - as if to say - person 

offended by facts that are of particular gravity up to that point. But it happens many times, it is not the 

first ... the first time a murder is born out of such a situation as a project to get rid of the person against 

whom serious things have already been done. That is, what had happened before the final knife, let's 

say, on that dance of ten years of jail. In short, Guede has taken sixteen in short, so in short, it is not that 

we are - as we say - to think of a bicycle stolen at the rack at the station rather than a massacre. No. We 

are thinking of things close to the point of view even of the outcome, you understand? So, let's say, this 

progression, once the knife is there, I would say quite rationally understandable from a strictly 

criminological point of view, do you understand? So, let's say, then it becomes the moment in which it is 

evident that the will to take away the offended person of something that is already ... which has already 

offended him a lot. Here, then, let's say, that is the reasoning ... why did I do this reasoning on the dole, 

say, at the premise of the last conclusive reasoning? Why is the question why, therefore, from this point 

of view is less relevant, in the sense that it obviously refers to a situation that needs to be explained 

from the point of view of why it is believed, let's say, to download all of its own the will to hurt this girl, 

what can be the motivation of such a thing, if there is, of course, motivation. But I think that if we, as we 

say, consider the data as a reactive one with regard to - as I have said - to a situation that certainly saw 

the affair somewhat out of the tracks of a manageability, the thing is less complicated, much less 

complicated. On the other hand, I mean, even if we, let's say, have to imagine in that paradoxical 

reconstruction of the acrobat thief that entering ... that it should be Rudy, and then all this alone makes 

this slaughter of slaughter, we would have found the same in the presence of a motive to be pointed 

out, except that we should also be able to put in the hands of the same person a varied and manifold 



cutlery. And so, let's say, here too, from this point of view, deepening is a bit of a challenge. And what is 

the premise, of this in-depth study? The premise of this in-depth study is that Meredith Kercher was 

certainly in the evening, let's just say ... unless we say something that was immediately clarified, but 

then obviously the relative Civil Parties will clarify even better, Meredith Kercher was certainly sober, to 

go to his evening rest, he had made the teen with the girlfriends, so in short, an intermediate day with 

respect to a party night, and then ... that then came on the evening in question. So this ... so Meredith 

does not ... let's say, his physical condition found, necroscopic expertise in his hand, does not give room 

for guesswork, like saying, drinking, smoking, cackling or anything else. He was going to give water to 

the girlfriend's plan, but, say, on that particular occasion nothing of all this came up. Then it's just that 

giving the water to say maybe even - how to say - to assume, but let us also load ... surely that night no. 

On the other hand, we have, say, the data, recognized by the defendants, that this light drug from them 

had been taken. This is what they say, so obviously it is necessary to keep this element in mind, because 

we can not say that we attribute normality to the assumption of hashish or marijuana, this smile drug 

which somehow has the effect of lightening the tones inhibitors, to let people say more people do, no? 

We can not say "well, all the boys do." No, here we are talking about a criminal act, so obviously the 

implications of the cane, rather than the reeds or whatever, must certainly be considered. Then, we say 

that this element, which is also introduced by the same Solicitude, and also confirmed by Knox, certainly 

somehow contributes to putting a different position on them by two of them. Here, in this situation we 

have Rudy's presence. Now that Rudy has happened, I mean, when they say we're coming home, 

moving from where they were ... because we have to reason, of course ... it's not that ... we are now in 

balance, budget , so I think on the assumption that things have gone as I'm trying to tell you from 

yesterday morning at ten, so let's say, at this point I build the hypothesis of work on what I think I've 

shown. Then there is a Rudy who is surely present, and of course, I mean, he has no jerk of reasoning to 

imagine that he is a Rudy who has been present with Meredith since then, right? Because if we were to 

think about this, we should say that Rudy is right when he represents that lunar situation, home access, 

a relationship with this little girl, who then completes with a bath in his bathroom , after which he finds 

the murder and sees the presence of Knox and also of a guy who then acknowledges in Solicitude, or 

which, however, gives the physical coordinates that call Sollecito. So, since this is something we say is 

unbelievable, I would say that it is unbelievable to all the Judges who have dealt with Guede, certainly 

Rudy was not ... Guede was not present before. So Guede has happened, or has arrived, he came with 

them. Now that there were the conditions for maybe he could somehow access, could somehow access, 

say, the data tell us what? She tells me that he was a strange person from the point of view of who he 

was, because it was still one of that group of Ivorians, say, or in any case of color, very dynamic, 

obviously too short, who played basketball in the square I'm close, just with the ones who live 

downstairs - however, one of those who was a friend of the Marcheans was well remembered, even 

though he was not there - and so there was Rudy's presence that was somehow already taken ... already 

considered, no? There was a presence of Rudy, because he was in that house under which he had 

already been, he had been seeing a machine, a stroke, etc, etc., and it also emerged that he had said 

that he was focused, identified ... he was confident that he had seen the two girls, had showed a certain 

interest in Knox, but had not mentioned Meredith. This gives us ... it's the truth that a witness gives us. 

So Guede certainly is not a stranger to this context. Let us figure out if in such a situation it can become 

the one that scales the window to steal in that house there, so, let's say, to return to a speech that was 

made yesterday. Rudy is this person, Rudy is this person and is certainly a kind of a little bit - as it say - 

annoying with the girls, this emerges, but more so, for the purposes that interest us, one is normally said 



at that hour of the day, which is not exactly sober, which - so to speak - in a specific circumstance has 

replicated a situation that had already been put in place. That is to say, the Guede, in a situation that a 

head tells us in the previous week, so we are really close to ours, had been in the house below, had gone 

to the cabinet, and the circumstance had made a lot of noise because, being a bit boiled of various 

agents, alcoholic, except if nothing else, it is not that people have checked it, but in short it said it was 

enough, so much so that he left the stool ... say, he left the cabinet and he did not even pull ... he had 

fallen asleep there and so did not even throw the flush. So Rudy's somewhat incongruous presence in 

the rest of the cabinets was already - as it were - available, of course, people. And so, look at the case, 

look at the case, we find, like a little navel of this crime happened there, in the girls' house, once again 

improper use of the bath by Rudy Guede, because those feces that are left there obviously it is not that 

they are left by Rudy because, let's say, then there is a design for which then then let's say "leave them 

there for" ... No. Certainly, let's say, I'm leaving there in respect - so to speak - of a 'absolutely disgusting 

and incongruous habit that he evidently had, for there is no doubt that if we find them next day, almost 

on the urgency of the Knox, who tells Sollecito to account for this circumstance, it is because at that 

moment there is an interest in accrediting the presence of a stranger at the crime scene and hence this 

use of the bath by a stranger has this function. But it's not that this is born, let's say ... he says, "Look, 

Rudy, before you get away, go to the bathroom like that" ... No. It's obvious that's not so, no? It is not 

that the use of the bath is born for a need for proof of who has sent it. The use of the bath is evidently 

the use of a rude and cowardly behavior, for an uncontainable requirement that evidently comes before 

the other, when this situation is determined. And this is not a little, in my opinion, is not short because, 

let's say, we must then imagine that Rudy, having done this thing ... should we think it was sober, that 

he was perfectly compus on? If you go to see what he did next, and of him he can say with certainty 

what he did after, certainly comes to think of no. So this loose use of the cabinet, in the way we find it, 

gets married with the next situation, right? So let's say, let's just say, if we have to consider the presence 

of people who somehow, on the level of the causal one, have to argue - how to say - this ... have to 

interfere in this situation, it's easy to imagine that a Meredith Kercher, of Puritan religion - but that 

means little, other things are important - having a natural reactive attitude towards an invasion we say 

in the field of these proportions, and it is easy so maybe even fit those who exactly , with the use of 

these drugs, whether they read, obviously give in some way, according to what happens next, obviously 

they give ... they can give, say support for this behavior. And so this may be a moment when, say, a 

conflict can arise. 

 

But that's not all, look, why ... because then, in the end, let's say, the speech is another, in the sense that 

this aspect does not have one ... let's say its extemporaneous genesis, because if so, at some point you 

could reason in the sense that he says "okay, it happened," and then he says, "It's strange to be 

pointless, in a situation where, say, things had their absolute consistency, could have been developed 

such a situation. " He says, "Certainly, Guede had done this thing already, he has rebuilt it today, he has 

triggered this." But why this solidarity? Why this situation? If not because obviously the interlocutors felt 

accused. But what interlocutor? Solicitous, who was a half-known in that house? I would say no. 

Reasonably, the apartment partner. And they look, it is not meaningless then a certain fact that the 

process handles us decisively enough, in the words of the Mezzetti first. That is to say, there was a 

cleaning problem in the house, there was a problem of cleansing, which the Mezzetti, say, certifies to be 

tied to the less comfortable habits - at least on what was emerged, then, true or False, that is the point - 



to the less confusing habits of Knox. On the other hand, they lived together for a few weeks, so 

obviously it is a speech that goes some way outlining. And so, I said, in this sense, such a problem is not 

that it remains so, simply on the mouth of the Mezzetti. No. He had such a, say, consistency, evidently, 

this problem, that we find it recounted in a different way. That is, the Mezzetti, with a lot of 

circumspection, with great caution, because perhaps he may realize, poverina, how much the data may 

have been somewhat significant in this slaughterhouse, here he reports that ... he says " these were not 

just organizing a distribution, so weekly housekeeping was organized "... or whatever, according to a 

kind of physiology of what happens in student homes. No. But precisely because there was such a 

problem, a five-euro penalty was imposed on those who had defaulted on this, to the need to keep the 

house clean. He understands that if the Mezzetti gives us the indication of the five euros, he obviously 

gives us the indication of a figure he must have ... let's say, which must be significant to constitute a 

deterrent, must have this figure a monitored content that certainly, let's say, transfers the issue of the 

problem of arranging the cleanings even in the pathological data of sanctioning the unpublished 

cleaning. So surely ... and as this comes, says Mezzetti himself, from a problem that was wrongly or 

reasonably attributed to Knox, you imagine if the presence in a Guede apartment, which in fact goes to 

defecate in bathroom of the precise Mezzetti, who even put the penalty for those who dirty the house. 

Well, it does not seem to you that this can be an element that can make the premise, say so, to a 

conflict, which maybe obviously also needs to be comforted by the fact that Rudy is quite on the turn 

and obviously the other two think, in some ways, to have to support it from this point of view. Here is 

what I said, this is the context in which, in my opinion, this affair, purified by the obvious elements of 

suggestion that may arise from the consideration of situations that are not there, because clearly, if we 

have to imagine particular situations, we obviously have to think about it with I refer you to the 

defendants, or you want to talk to somebody, but we have to find something that is more important 

than ... looking at the person of Meredith, and finding some sharing, which is completely absent. So 

since it suffers and suffices, it suffers in a shameful and violent way, and it is enough, I must at the same 

time attribute it, contribute to giving it a chance to undergo it, in terms of building upon a project ... let's 

say it's not a project ... a hypothesis that is, as it were, confusing. So I have to find the reason for a clash. 

And a clash in such a context, let's say, the most natural clash is precisely what concerns the only thing 

we share at that time, that is, the responsibility of managing the shared apartment. So I would say that 

as far as it may appear to be transmutating, we do not forget that the objective fact of the presence of a 

soliciting cutscale exists, and therefore it is obviously a transmodera, which however feeds on the fact 

that, say, the discourse then he takes this cadence. So this progression, of which it was said at a time, it 

may well have at first a conflict that arises precisely because of the management of an apartment, 

where obviously there is some element of contrast. Now I do not want to go here to refer to me, but I 

will use the preter, I do not want to go but meanwhile I have to say, because I find, in the motives of 

appeal of my colleagues in Perugia, reasons why I will have to say two words to the conclusion, whether 

you support or not support them. Here, in these appellate motives, when referring to generics, 

reference is made to two specific facts, that is to say to a situation of Solicitude behavior noted by the 

educators of the college, in which we say emerges, in a particular circumstance emerges the vision from 

part of that of a strong-tinted film, in which there were pairs of people .. . then this data is used in that 

context; as it appears to the proceedings of the trial, then that other information, which comes from the 

US FBI, and which tells us an episode in which Knox has become the protagonist - you have the acts you 

have and know what I mean - in which, a situation regarding the greeting party before arriving in Italy, 

created conditions that, beyond the details we can not know, then led to the sanction of a fine, which 



we say, if I understood it well, but then Defenders will explain me better, it is, however, something that, 

or at first sight, or, if you do not agree, to rebound, leads you to the Tribunal; then a story that obviously 

- we say so - has its meaning from a strictly personological point of view. So these personological 

evaluations in some way also allow a minimum of space in the direction of evaluating the protagonists 

of this affair. And then there is this relationship, this different subjective condition that sees on one side 

a person who simply waits to rest, so maybe he can only have a moment of great defaillance when he 

sees a guy coming into the house and that maybe open the door to the bathroom, does what he needs 

to do, fills the house with sting, and maybe she, of course, obviously raises the question of why this 

should have happened and who can be the responsibility and the sharing of this done. So, let's say, I 

respect a rather far-off position of the two defendants, which also stems from the fact that, as they have 

said and admitted, 

 

This reasoning ends with the fact that we have previously stated that, with regard to the Guede and its 

statements, certainly the use that must be made is almost null, because the Court of Justice rightly 

pointed out that Rudy Guede did not loses its credibility over what it might have said when it was 

summoned to the Court by referring to a letter in which it attributed responsibility to the defendants of 

these facts or indicated their presence. It can not be said that this speech lacks credibility because Rudy 

Guede never responded, because certainly - says the Court of Cassation - he did not respond when he 

had the right not to do so. So I can not - let's say - transform an accused's right into prejudice to his 

trustworthiness when he reports different things he is required to answer, such as the presence of this 

letter. The fact is that a letter or not a letter, of course - we say so - Guede's trustworthiness is that 

which obviously binds to the absolutely unreliable things that he says about his relationship with the 

victim, and hence on this in some way I'm afraid of a reason that can be made on the credibility of this 

person. He also - somehow he senses the insidia of this passage from the bathroom, that is, let's say, 

offers perception, gives the perception that this is a significant step because he even builds that 

moment as his alibi with respect to the murder . And this is, say, in quotation marks, I would say typical. 

Only, here's a remark. Let's say who has a crunch of homicidal experience somehow knows that a word 

of the accused, of the correo, although it is an unreliable and unreliable word for the reasons that he has 

said but may still contain some Utility segment, right? I would also say for the purposes of this 

differentiated use of its statements, but in short, without even venturing into this scheme - we say so - 

that jurisprudence offers us, we say that in general there may be some affirmation of context that may 

have its own interest . And in fact I must say that Rudy Guede, as she reports in that conversation, with 

respect to which he has information that they can be rediscovered by the spotting that he may have 

done from Germany and with which he has been kept up to date. Here, let's say, it is quite unlikely that 

this information can be pushed to a context statement such as the one that has been a discussion 

between the girls, a discussion between the girls whom he bases behind this. Of course, maybe it can 

have its plausibility, but there is no doubt that this data actually answers ... is a context statement that 

has its full likelihood. But you say "well, it's a discussion ... it's clear he must be a murder in which he 

wants to put that in the middle" ... but, the discussion is related to the fact that he was smoking too 

much, and so obviously he was smoking too much, probably maybe it was also a bit stingy, so maybe, 

let's say, this talk of smoking too much, let's say, somehow can look at the appearance of poor 

housekeeping. So then ... and then for a problem of money. He apparently from the thief puts the 

money problem on the fact that Knox had stolen them from Meredith. There is no emergency in this 



matter, though there were some money Meredith had already prepared for, because he had to pay for 

the rent, and in short, as a little girl, it seemed to be diligent, had already been taken into account ... he 

had already put money for the day 05. So ... and when she declares this to the Mezzetti, Knox is present. 

But there are no specific emergencies in the absence of these sums. But the problem remains that a 

problem of money actually, in some way, it is related to the fact that the cleanliness in any case had this 

implication, because, say, it was so - as it were said - it was problematic to manage the cleaning in the 

apartment, which not only had the days set, a week to you, to you, to you , to you. No. He had said "who 

does not respect this thing, whoever finds the dirty house, pays five euros." Then obviously ... let's lose, 

we did not know who was responsible this week, maybe Meredith, so he says "how, I have to pay ... I 

have to clean it, I risk the five euros for this made of "... we do not know. However, it is a fact that the 

management of the apartment had moved from the strictly physiological plan to distribute the tasks to 

the pathological plan of having to deal with the problem of insufficient cleaning that the Mezzetti, the 

Mezzetti, that is, that the bath is then dirty by Rudy, attributes to the failure of Amanda Knox. So, here I 

think, from this point of view, let's say that this part, perhaps, to say, that it has certainly the ambition to 

be a concluding part of the story, of course, fills with sufficient evidence that why such a thing may have 

happened, in the perspective obviously of having to question not why this poor daughter was killed, as if 

we were to think of something that based on a de ending strategy was put into place within a homicidal 

context, thought who knows for what purpose. No. It is a situation that obviously, in a context of barely 

known people, who may also have, of course, they have to live together now, in short they are in the 

problem of managing this smelly ivorian at home, of course we may have determined that kind of 

conflict that may be the basis ... which can be ... which was obviously at the base of such a kind of 

initiative. Other we can not say but not because ... and this we should not consider a problem of the 

process because obviously ... because obviously, let's say, if we were to imagine a different scenario, 

which is certainly a scenario that in some even marginally, it should imply some kind of condescension, 

sharing, to some level, poor Kercher, obviously going to a scenario that does not exist in the process 

papers. That is, we must - in my opinion, and I will conclude in this sense - let us consider assessing the 

responsibility of those who have contributed to this affair, and the facts in their turn give this 

demonstration, from my point of view, in the context of a conflict that has arisen, triggered by a specific 

event that then gave rise to this whole scenario. The other thing does not deliver us, that is, it is not that 

it offers us special elements to believe that this child could - we say so - have had a few things in their 

day a little particular, which, in short, may have been somehow subject to some specific case. The story 

is this and in the process economy these elements say we should be evaluated in this way. and given 

their burden, give this demonstration, from my point of view, in the context of a conflict that has arisen, 

triggered by a specific event that then gave rise to this whole scenario. The other thing does not deliver 

us, that is, it is not that it offers us special elements to believe that this child could - we say so - have had 

a few things in their day a little particular, which, in short, may have been somehow subject to some 

specific case. The story is this and in the process economy these elements say we should be evaluated in 

this way. and given their burden, give this demonstration, from my point of view, in the context of a 

conflict that has arisen, triggered by a specific event that then gave rise to this whole scenario. The 

other thing does not deliver us, that is, it is not that it offers us special elements to believe that this child 

could - we say so - have had a few things in their day a little particular, which, in short, may have been 

somehow subject to some specific case. The story is this and in the process economy these elements say 

we should be evaluated in this way. The other thing does not deliver us, that is, it is not that it offers us 

special elements to believe that this child could - we say so - have had a few things in their day a little 



particular, which, in short, may have been somehow subject to some specific case. The story is this and 

in the process economy these elements say we should be evaluated in this way. The other thing does 

not deliver us, that is, it is not that it offers us special elements to believe that this child could - we say 

so - have had a few things in their day a little particular, which, in short, may have been somehow 

subject to some specific case. The story is this and in the process economy these elements say we 

should be evaluated in this way. 

 

And so I think that from this point of view the Procurator General's conclusions, which are not ... as you 

have seen, were the moments of the requisition in which perhaps it was the case to be stronger in the 

elements ... in handling the elements. Let's say, when you think of a motive in such a case, you certainly 

have to deal with the data that the story proposes and so you have to go and take into account the fact 

that, say, these situations are still situations of violence, which can legitimately arise from the context I 

have pointed out to you. 

 

So, from this point of view, I conclude in the sense that, let's say, I ask the Court two things essentially: 

that Knox Amanda's slander is certainly reworded into punishment by bringing it to the measure of four 

years of imprisonment , because I mean that we certainly take into account the character of this slander, 

certainly not extemporaneous, and the fruit of who knows what time of celebration, but evidently 

calibrated precisely on the need to create the occasion for a depreciation. And then I ask you to affirm 

the criminal responsibility for both defendants, with reference to which, here, I believe that the very 

unmanageable management of post-factum, all this architecture particular behaviors and anything else, 

let us say, apart from those assessments of the inconsistency and good personality of the defendants, so 

in this sense it seems to me that the affirmation of the Court of First Instance of Perugia to grant the 

attenuating generic is a point to be reformed, and hence from this point From the point of view I ask 

that the generic attenuating ones are not granted, because they do not seem compatible with the kind 

of behavior that, with regard to the offense, they then cultivated and held. While it seems to me that 

feeling the existence of the aggravation of the futile motives is not consistent with the type of 

reconstruction, in the sense that, of course, the futile motives, we say, marry with the need to provide 

for the gratuitousness of criminal action, unbalance of criminal action, So from this point of view I think 

that at that moment the futile reason has no citizenship in such a case because because of futile reason, 

let's say, we should reason with the offense when it started and not in when we were said to end up 

with those fierce ways we know. So, excluding the futile reason, I ask you to assert the criminal liability 

of both defendants, condemning each one to the death of twenty-six years of imprisonment. Thank you 

for your attention and I have finished. Excluding the futile reason, I ask you to assert the criminal liability 

of both defendants, condemning each one to the death penalty of twenty-six years of imprisonment. 

Thank you for your attention and I have finished. Excluding the futile reason, I ask you to assert the 

criminal liability of both defendants, condemning each one to the death penalty of twenty-six years of 

imprisonment. Thank you for your attention and I have finished. 

AN: 



Good. So let's make a suspension. It's 14:15. Let's say at three and a quarter we share with the 

conclusions of the Civil Parties we had predicted yesterday. An hour is absolutely indispensable to 

survive. Then we will continue at three and a quarter. 

(SUSPENSION) 

AN: 

Take a seat. The hearing resumes. So now we can give the floor to Patrick Lumumba's Civil Defense 

Defense. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF THE CIVIL PARTY - ADV. C. PACELLI 

CP: 

Thank you, Mr President. 

AN: 

You are welcome. 

CP: 

Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, a few words cleverly and cleverly spoken by the wretched and 

astute Amanda Knox during the statements made to the Mobile Team in the morning of 06/11/2007 at 

1:45 am: "I remember confusingly that he killed him ", They succeeded in a flash and the roar of a roar 

to destroy the defamatory Patrick Diya Lumumba as a man, as husband, as a father, totally rescinding 

the esteem he enjoyed in the community and giving him honor, dignity and reputation. For Patrick Diya 

Lumumba, therefore, no beginnings of rite and custom, but a question that everything overwhelms and 

goes right to the heart of the whole cause: because on November 6, 2007 Amanda Knox blamed Patrick 

Diya Lumumba for the murder of the young man unlucky student Meredith Kercher, knowing it 

innocent? To decide this process then it is absolutely inevitable to answer this question: why Amanda 

Knox slandered Patrick Lumumba? Because - and here I invoke all your attention - slander is never 

without one because, and is indeed the exasperation of applied logic to an interest. I will show you that 

Amanda's slander was directed at one end: to turn away from the investigators and the strict inquiries, 

to shield, to mislead, to cover what she knew, to hide what she had done, for a single purpose: to obtain 

'impunity for himself and the rage by Meredith Kercher's murder. And you see it, you understand it very 

well after the illustration with great legal wisdom made since yesterday in the requisition by the 

Guardian General Prosecutor. I repeat, you see it because this includes the solution to the whole cause, 

since recognizing the existence of the aggression of the teleological connection is what establishes the 

correlation between slander and the most serious murder crime, is the key to the understanding of the 

whole process, is the solving point, the solution to this dramatic homicidal affair. And of course, from 

our point of view. And in this business, as it is necessary, I will land on the sharp and incisive teachings of 

the Supreme Court of Legitimacy. In reviewing the probative summary in the light of the judgment of 

annulment, I will set the deadlines set by the referral ruling as insoluble Hercules columns by operating a 

global and unitary examination of the clues, in the light of all the relevant information contained in the 

acts, in accordance with the principles of completeness, non-contradiction and logical linearity of 



reasoning. Not only will I give you the evidence, but I will stand trial, standing as a runner in a stormy 

sea, anchored to one purpose: to serve the truth. But before dealing with that hard work, this Civilian 

Party intends to express and re-engage its own feeling of deep emotion and sincere pity on the unlucky 

Meredith Kercher, and its solidarity with its family members for the inexorably irreversible loss suffered. 

Moreover, the injury suffered by Mr Diya Lumumba, falsely accused by Knox of the murder of poor 

Meredith and for this reason imprisoned and deprived of liberty for weeks, kept away from his family 

and affections, immediately indicated by the world's mass media as the author of the abhorrent and 

fierce assassination, branded in the local, national and international collective imagery such as the 

monster, the orc of Via della Pergola, although incomparable to that resulting from the killing of dear 

and yet of a moral, psychologically and economically devastating nature. In this case, after Meredith 

Kercher, the second victim has a name and name only: Patrick Diya Lumumba. 

 

That being said, a question arises with a banging potency: who is Amanda Knox? Knox, unkempt in lying 

and slandering, beautiful, charming, clever, clever, smart, is first and foremost looks and has been 

photographed in a multitude of newspapers and magazines, immortalized in the most diverse television 

talk shows and microphone in countless television interviews, that is, very feminine, cute, white face, 

blue eyes, simple, sweet, with soft spots, face water and soap, with her naughty doll poses. This 

Defender tells you that Amanda is exactly the same as today in the mass media appears, that's exactly 

all this. But not only this. And then, to understand and evaluate the statements made by Amanda on 

November 6, 2007, his conduct, his behavior, the question that is born spontaneous and mighty is: who 

was and how did Amanda Knox live at the time of the murder at the time of November 1, 2007? In 

defensive memory, September 10, 2013, the excellent defendant's College, two luminaries, each with a 

praise and praise on each page, on pages 87 and 88, defining Amanda's personality describes her as a 

girl - literally - "punctual, a really good student, diligent, participatory, quiet, outgoing, sympathetic; a 

girl who loved music, sports, yoga and languages, so definitely a girl who had many interests; worker, 

cheerful and smiling; that with the victim they sent kisses until the evening before sms; firmly intent on 

staying in Perugia. " But, in brushstrokes and painting Amanda's personality with that portrait, Defense 

has proved to be remarkable inventive resources when it began to pack a zealous, solemn amateur, 

engaged in an ordered and constant study activity, then dressing it as cheerful and smiling and then 

embodying it in the relationship with the victim in a a relationship made of great harmony, full 

understanding, complete agreement, even intimate affection: "they sent kisses until the evening 

before," and thus coming without hindrance, with the usual method of taking from the test the little and 

fragmentary it offers, and neglecting the much emerging as a denial. Now, ladies and gentlemen of the 

Court, I will not talk about her now. I will not read it in her heart and in her soul. And I tell you that you 

will acknowledge it only if you snatch the mask of the instinct, the poster and the comedian from the 

face. Amanda Knox has been lying a hundred times lying, telling lies, telling lies, stacking lying, altered 

the truth on unsustainable circumstances, he kept silent knowing. In describing Amanda's personality I 

will not mention the depictions of famous criminologists, I will not count on the analysis of eminent 

psychiatrists, I will not rely on renowned psychologists, but I will only deal with the acts of the case and 

especially by the many witnesses escorted to the Court of Assise of First Instance, beginning with what 

was at the time witnessed by the group of British compatriots of Poor Meredith, his most intimate 

friends, tracing the stages of their depositions. The time goes by. has altered the truth on circumstances 

that do not allow any doubts, he kept silent knowing. In describing Amanda's personality I will not 



mention the depictions of famous criminologists, I will not count on the analysis of eminent 

psychiatrists, I will not rely on renowned psychologists, but I will only deal with the acts of the case and 

especially by the many witnesses escorted to the Court of Assise of First Instance, beginning with what 

was at the time witnessed by the group of British compatriots of Poor Meredith, his most intimate 

friends, tracing the stages of their depositions. The time goes by. has altered the truth on circumstances 

that do not allow any doubts, he kept silent knowing. In describing Amanda's personality I will not 

mention the depictions of famous criminologists, I will not count on the analysis of eminent 

psychiatrists, I will not rely on renowned psychologists, but I will only deal with the acts of the case and 

especially by the many witnesses escorted to the Court of Assise of First Instance, beginning with what 

was at the time witnessed by the group of British compatriots of Poor Meredith, his most intimate 

friends, tracing the stages of their depositions. The time goes by. I will not rely on renowned 

psychologists, but I will only deal with the acts of the case and, in particular, by the numerous witnesses 

escorted to the Court of Assise of First Instance, beginning with what was at the time witnessed by the 

group of British compatriots of poor Meredith, his most intimate friends, retracing the steps of their 

depositions. The time goes by. I will not rely on renowned psychologists, but I will only deal with the acts 

of the case and, in particular, by the numerous witnesses escorted to the Court of Assise of First 

Instance, beginning with what was at the time witnessed by the group of British compatriots of poor 

Meredith, his most intimate friends, retracing the steps of their depositions. The time goes by. 

 

At the hearing of 13 February 2009, Robyn Carmen Butterworth - I apologize for diction in English not 

perfect - so it was expressed, at the request of the Public Ministry: "Here, in particular, what did 

Amanda say?" Heads: "Meredith was a bit ... it was a bit embarrassing, because Amanda did not clean 

the bathroom and then asked us what ... Meredith asked us what he could do to tell Amanda to keep 

the bathroom cleaner , to discharge the flush, "affliction 9." Do you remember if Meredith told her that 

Amanda had left objects in the bathroom? " "Yes, Meredith had spoken to me" - afflicted 10 - "when I 

went to her home. In the bathroom there was a beauty case with objects, condoms and a vibrator, and 

Amanda had put them in the bathroom. Meredith had told us that it was a bit strange. He felt 

uncomfortable, because Amanda had put them there and they could see it. Yes, Meredith told us, he 

told us, he told all of us, and I and Amy also talked to him. " Asked by the president why the witness felt 

the need to go to the police back to England, the head replied: "I spoke about the report, which did not 

agree much. I remember Meredith - it's always the head that speaks, of course - "she told me that 

Amanda had brought kids home. I remember a guy in particular, who we nicknamed Internet Man, so I 

wanted to let this thing know to the police. " At the request of this Civilian Patron: "Meredith told her 

that Amanda on several occasions had brought men to their apartment in Via della Pergola"? The head 

answers: "Yes" (Affectionary 34). At the request of the Public Ministry (page 19): "Well, what did they 

do? What did they say? How was the behavior when they were in Questura Amanda and Solicited "? 

And we are on November 2nd, just a few hours after discovering the corpse of Meredith. Heads: 

"Amanda's behavior seemed strange to me. Everyone was very upset, while she did not show any 

emotions. We all weep, I did not see Amanda crying. " At the request of the Public Ministry: "Another 

thing, before going on to Amanda's account. The two, Raffaele and Amanda, kissed, had effusions, here, 

in the presence of the Questura "? Heads: "Yes, I remember kissing, joking. I remember Amanda doing it 

like a tongue, she pulled out her tongue to Raffaele. I remember that Amanda had put her feet on 

Raffaele. I remember having affection, kissed. " At the President's request: "About Meredith's death 



Amanda added details about the way, the causes of death itself"? Heads: "I remember the thing because 

it disturbed me. I was sitting, Nathalie was on the ground, and Nathalie said "well, at least I hope I have 

not suffered." Nathalie is a further English friend. At the request of the Public Ministry: "Behold, did you 

know at that time how Meredith had died, you and the present?" Heads: "No, nobody told us anything." 

So not just Robyn Carmen, all of them. and Nathalie said "well, at least I hope I have not suffered." 

Nathalie is a further English friend. At the request of the Public Ministry: "Behold, did you know at that 

time how Meredith had died, you and the present?" Heads: "No, nobody told us anything." So not just 

Robyn Carmen, all of them. and Nathalie said "well, at least I hope I have not suffered." Nathalie is a 

further English friend. At the request of the Public Ministry: "Behold, did you know at that time how 

Meredith had died, you and the present?" Heads: "No, nobody told us anything." So not just Robyn 

Carmen, all of them. 

 

Amy Frost, afflicted 69: "Meredith told us things about Amanda who irritated her, saying that Amanda 

left the dirty water." Public Ministry: Do you remember anything else? Heads: "I remember Amanda as 

soon as she arrived, and immediately put in a bath a beauty-case, and inside there were some condoms 

and a vibrator." At the request of this Patron: "Amanda told her to have a boyfriend in America"? Heads: 

"Yes. The night I met her, she said she had a boy, but she would have an open relationship for the time 

she was in Italy. " Lawyer: "What does" open relationship "mean? Heads: "I think it means that you can 

have relationships with other people." At the invitation of the Civilian Party, who invited her to recall 

Amanda's telephone conversation with her American boyfriend, that having gone to China had an 

adventure with a Chinese, the head reported: "Yes, he had met a Chinese girl and Amanda had asked 

him," Ah, how is this girl? " And I think, "Amanda said," she was happy with this. I remember thinking 

that: strange, if my boyfriend had met another girl, I would not be happy. " At the question of colleague 

Maresca: "Do you remember an episode where Knox was asked for a herpes that he had at that moment 

on his lip? If so by whom and with whom did the interview "? Heads: "Meredith told me that the guys 

downstairs ..." I make a small engraving: this villa in Via della Pergola is on two floors, on the top floor, I 

say to myself, Mr President, hoping to do useful work, if in the meantime as it is needed, on the upper 

floor lived poor Meredith with Amanda and two Italian friends, and downstairs there were four Italian 

students. Heads: "Meredith told me that the boys below had a party and a boy had told Amanda:" I like 

this herpes. " Amanda said, "No, no, it's not a herpes, it's a pimple." And he said, "No, it's a herpes, it 

means you like to have sex." I remember that I then saw Amanda kiss this guy at the Red Zone. " 

Attorney: "Do you remember the name of the boy"? Heads: "Daniel Di Luna". Public Ministry: "Listen" - 

Affliction 71 - "Listen, in the Police Station, on the evening of November 02" - so a few hours after the 

corpse's discovery - "how did Amanda and Raffaele behave?" Heads: "Amanda held her feet on her legs, 

grimaced and kissed." Public minister: "Did he grimacing?" Heads: "It was out of tongue, rounding it. I 

remember grinning. " President: "Compared to the others present, someone weeping for you present"? 

"I've all watched, except for Amanda and Raffaele." President: "Except what it means, who did not cry or 

did not see them"? "I never saw them crying." 

 

Sophie Purton. Public Ministry: "Look, what were the relationships between Meredith and Amanda?" 

Heads: "One thing I particularly remember is Amanda's habits in the bathroom. Meredith said that 

Amanda did not discharge the flush. The reason he talked to us is that the thing bothered him and 



wanted to do something about it, but he did not know what to do to make embarrassing situations. " 

"There were other situations that created a certain tension between them"? insists the Public Ministry. 

Heads: "Meredith told us that Amanda had men at home, and that was something we did not do. 

Amanda was fairly open about her sex life, and left a beauty in the bathroom, with a vibrator and 

condoms. " At the request of Maresca's attorney for Meredith's complaints about the presence of men 

in the house brought by Amanda, afflicted 119, the head says: "Yes, I think he felt uncomfortable 

because they were at home men she did not know. " Public Ministry: "Look, when she arrived at the 

Questura" - affiliate 103-104 - "met Amanda on the evening of 02"? I'll add: November, of course. "I 

asked Amanda what she knew, because the police did not say anything. And Amanda said, "What do you 

want to know? Because I know everything. " He also said that his throat had been cut off. " At the 

request of the lawyer From Widow, affliction 111: "Do you remember that among the other guys who 

were with you there was someone particularly shocked and weeping, for example? Was there anyone 

crying "? Heads: "Everyone, except Amanda." Attorney: "So also Solicitous"? Heads: "No, Soliciting was 

not crying." 

 

Nathalie Hayword. "When she entered the Questura on the evening of November 2nd," the Public 

Affairs Ministry asked 124 "how was the atmosphere? What did you do there? There was disturbance, 

the boys crying, did not cry "? Heads: "Amanda was not crying." Public Ministry: "Look, and then during 

all this wait as Amanda and Raffaele acted among themselves"? "Raffaele was very quiet, sometimes 

playing games with his hands." "Play with your hands"? Heads: "Yes, with your hands." Public Ministry: 

"But is it true that on that occasion, always in the Questura, you wondered how it was dead?" Heads: 

"Yes. I told Amanda: "I hope she has not died with great pain." Public Ministry: "And what did Amanda 

say?" Heads: "She said," They cut her throat, Nathalie, she will die slowly, with great pain. " 

 

Last but not least, after mentioning these as the most representative of the group of British companions, 

I will limit myself to a brief flash of the remaining English friends, who basically all confirmed the facts 

and circumstances so far referred. 

 

Jade Bidwell. "In the Police Station on the evening of November 2nd," the Public Prosecutor's Office 

asked 133 - "what attitudes did those who were present"? Heads: "Most people were upset and 

weeping. Most people were upset. But personally I noticed that Amanda did not seem very upset. " "So, 

let's say, was impassive"? Heads: "Yes". Public Ministry: "The question is this: Amanda said" I saw her 

"and she heard her because she spoke aloud"? "I heard Amanda say she had found her." Samantha 

Rodenhurst. Public Ministry: "Amanda in Questura with Raffaele what she did during the waiting"? 

"Sometimes they were sitting together, sometimes they were armed, he seemed very affectionate with 

him." Public Ministry ... "Amanda was as affectionate as she was flirting." Public minister: "With 

Raphael"? Heads: "Yes". At the request of Defense Brusco Lawyer: "I only heard Amanda say that she 

was found in the closet, wrapped in a blanket, with her foot coming out. Only Amanda said, "I've found 

it, I've seen it," "afflicting." 151. So affirmative statement by Amanda Knox demonstrates her knowledge 

of details of the murder revealed as coincident with what the investigators subsequently asserted. At 

the same hearing on 13 February 2009, in spontaneous statements, Amanda Knox, wanting to make a 



brief explanation on beauty affirmed, afflicted 60: "There is this vibrator I had, it was a gift of my friend 

before I came to Italy. It's a small pink rabbit of this size. " President: "Ten inches"? Amanda: "That's it." 

 

Filomena Romanelli, hearing February 07, 2009, synthetically, afflicting 10. "How did you do for the 

cleaning"? Heads: "We had shifts." Public Ministry: "Are there any problems"? Heads: "Not always the 

shifts were being respected". Public Ministry: "Who Did not Respect them"? "Amanda". Maresca lawyer: 

"Here, you said that home cleaning shifts have been causing problems, because Knox did not cleanse. 

It's right"? "It's right," she answers. Public Ministry: "There were also other issues that came up? They 

were strangers in the house "? Heads: "Yes, strangers were coming home. I have never seen boys bring 

home, because I spent the weekends away from home, so practically almost every weekend I was not 

there. But when I came home I knew, or anyway I came to know, maybe there was someone. " Public 

Ministry: "And who did it"? Heads: "Amanda". Lawyer connects Ghirga: "Then I ask: when Amanda 

brought the men home, then reduced to an episode, such Daniel or Daniel, by whom did he know?" 

Heads: "From Laura". It would be Laura Mezzetti. 

 

At the hearing of 14 February 2009 Laura Mezzetti, the other roommate. Public Ministry: "The neighbors 

of the floor below ... hear, among you there was someone who used drugs"? He states: "Sometimes it 

happened that we smoked all the hashish in the house." Public Ministry: "Everyone"? Answer: 

"Everyone". Insists the Public Ministry: "You four and the kids below"? Laura Mezzetti: "Yes". "In which 

time"? "In October, always in October." At the request of the Public Prosecutor, regarding the behavior 

held by the people in the Police Station on the evening of November 2, a very long evening, he reports: 

"At the time I came home, there was nobody, already taken to the Questura and I arrived last. Clearly 

we were all under shock. I saw Amanda and Raffaele get pampered, give hugs and many kisses. " Public 

Ministry: "Look, on date ... I have this context, if you do not remember it: on 05 December 2007 she 

says:" Amanda sometimes complained that with her the Police was pretty abrupt that she was lying. " 

Remember"? Heads: "Yes, I remember it." Public Ministry: "Is that so"? Heads: "That's it." Insists the 

Public Ministry: "Try to remember again". Laura Mezzetti: "Well, I was struck by Amanda knowing some 

details, which told us details we did not know." Insists the Public Ministry: "Try to remember again". 

Laura Mezzetti: "Well, I was struck by Amanda knowing some details, which told us details we did not 

know." Insists the Public Ministry: "Try to remember again". Laura Mezzetti: "Well, I was struck by 

Amanda knowing some details, which told us details we did not know." 

 

At the hearing of 06 February 2009, the boyfriend of Filomena Romanelli, Zaroli Marco, escaped on 

02/11/2008 in Via della Pergola, describing the behavior of Amanda and Raffaele at the tragic, tragic and 

dramatic moments following the discovery of Meredith's lifeless body. Public Ministry: "When did you 

find the corpse what you did"? Heads: "We went out of the house." Public Ministry: "On the pitch in 

front"? Heads: "Yes". "And what did Amanda and Raphael do?" "They were all together, caressed and 

kissed." 

 



How do the tenants of the other apartment in Via della Pergola see it and what do they say? At the 

hearing of July 3, 2009 Luciani Riccardo, one of the roommates in the downstairs - the other tenants are, 

I remember him myself, Marco Marzan, Stefano Bonassi and Giacomo Silenzi - says: "The Romanelli, the 

Mezzetti, Amanda and Meredith they smoked both hashish and marijuana. We four, we and them, all of 

us. And this has happened both in our apartment and in their, in both apartments. " You insist the 

President of the Court, Affliction 98: "You said that this thing has happened many times with the use of 

drugs, both in your own and in the girls' apartment. When did that happen "? Heads: "In the evening". 

At the request of Lawyer Del Grosso, who was part of the College of Defenses: "Do you meet with these 

girls"? Heads: "Yes". Lawyer Del Grosso: "How did you spend time on these occasions"? "Drinking, 

drinking some beer". 

 

At the hearing of 14 February 2009, Silence James, in confirming these circumstances, states: "Do you 

use amazing drugs?" Heads: "He was smoking cigar." "Where"? urges the Public Ministry. "Always home, 

between us." Public Ministry: "Even Amanda"? Heads: "Even Amanda, yes." He stated that they had five 

marijuana seedlings in the apartment, in the middle of October in the center, in front of an affluent pub 

- while they were all there, including Meredith and Amanda, Rudy Guede asked him if Amanda was 

engaged with some guy or not. And finally confirms that on the evening they went to the Red Zone, 

returning from the disco Amanda came to the room Daniel De Luna with whom she spent the night 

making love. 

 

Circumstances all confirmed by Bonassi Stefano, in particular Amanda's sexual relationship with Daniel 

De Luna, and the fact that Rudy liked Amanda. Tactually: "So Amanda and Rudy knew each other"? 

"Yup". Question: "Do you find that Rudy has asked any of you something related to Amanda?" Answer: 

"Yes, he has exposed his concern." "Or"? "That's what he said was ... well, he liked it." Bonassi finally 

confirms the intake of narcotics. On the verbatim point: Public Ministry, afflicted 135: "Did you take 

amazingly"? "Yup". "What type"? Heads: "Spinelli". "And when did you have been together with the 

girls"? "It happened". Public Ministry: "Who remembers with certainty"? "Of Amanda". 

 

Complete the picture Marco Marzan, the other roommate and cousin of Stefano Bonassi. At the hearing 

on June 23, 2009, in relation to the episode in which Rudy fell asleep drunk on the water in their home, 

the following passage was to be noted. 41. Dalla Vedova's lawyer: "How does he say that Rudy was 

under the effect of alcohol "? Heads: "Because we came to the center who were drinking everyone. It 

seemed to me that he did not drink much. " At the President's request, affliction 43: "She said she made 

use of amazing substance in the house with the other guys. Did it happen that even the upstairs girls 

came under and you've made use of amazing drugs? " "Yup". From Widow: "Do you know that there is a 

small plantation in the house?" Heads: "Sure." 

 

But after seeing the picture of the most intimate friends, the British, his Italian roommates, Mezzetti and 

Filomena Romanelli, and the roommates downstairs, we see what the childhood friend, the first friend 

of studies by Amanda Knox: Paxton Madison, the one who knows Amanda since the first year of college, 



school friend, heart and confidant. At the hearing on June 27, 2009, this Patron asked: "Does America 

show that Amanda is taking drugs?" Answer: "Yes, I was smoking cannabis." Question: "Do you find 

Amanda taking alcohol, alcohol"? Answer: "Yes". The Honorable Mr President of the Court insists: "First, 

the Civil Defender asked if the witness was aware of Amanda's use of drugs and alcohol, and the witness 

replied yes. Do you know why he has seen it use it or why this circumstance has been referred to it? " 

Answer: "I've seen it, I've seen it." 

 

And we hear what Amanda's mother, Edda Mellas, at the hearing of June 19, 2009, on her daughter's 

habits, affliction 50: "Does Seattle Amanda Use Alcohol?" Answer: "Every now and then, with his 

friends." Question: "Does Seattle Amanda Use Amazing Substances"? Answer: "What I know is that he 

had tried marijuana." "Does Seattle Amanda ever have any problems with the police"? Answer: "No, 

apart from that little fine, which was not criminal, they had taken for noises." 

 

And what does Amanda say? As Amanda had already been heard on 02, 03 and 04 November, it should 

be noted that Head of State Police Inspector Rita Ficarra, in the report of 06 November 2007, produced 

by this Defender at the hearing of 16 January 2009 as document number 2, notes that in the 

investigation of the murder of British citizen Meredith Kercher on the evening of November 5, at 22:00 

"- which is a fundamental date I will return - while staying with the the offices of the Questura of Perugia 

together with Amanda, the same affirmatively stated that, contrary to what previously stated, "makes 

use of drugs of the hashish type together with the boyfriend Raffaele; of this latter asserted that he 

knew, because trusting him by himself, who in the past would also use cocaine and acid-like substances, 

but which would currently only be limited to smoking. " Circumstances all that Amanda will confirm in 

the memorial of November 07, 2007, written in English, she was delivered to the deputy inspector of the 

Perugia Circondral House Raffaele Argirò, and produced by Knox Defense with translation at the hearing 

of 16 January 2009. In the incipit of this document Amanda hand writes the following: "Raffaele told me 

that he had a terrible experience with drugs and alcohol. He told me about when he went with some 

friends to a concert and on that occasion had made use of cocaine, marijuana, that he had been drinking 

rum, and how his friends were completely out of date. " but which would currently only be limited to 

smoking. " Circumstances all that Amanda will confirm in the memorial of November 07, 2007, written 

in English, she was delivered to the deputy inspector of the Perugia Circondral House Raffaele Argirò, 

and produced by Knox Defense with translation at the hearing of 16 January 2009. In the incipit of this 

document Amanda hand writes the following: "Raffaele told me that he had a terrible experience with 

drugs and alcohol. He told me about when he went with some friends to a concert and on that occasion 

had made use of cocaine, marijuana, that he had been drinking rum, and how his friends were 

completely out of date. " but which would currently only be limited to smoking. " Circumstances all that 

Amanda will confirm in the memorial of November 07, 2007, written in English, she was delivered to the 

deputy inspector of the Perugia Circondral House Raffaele Argirò, and produced by Knox Defense with 

translation at the hearing of 16 January 2009. In the incipit of this document Amanda hand writes the 

following: "Raffaele told me that he had a terrible experience with drugs and alcohol. He told me about 

when he went with some friends to a concert and on that occasion had made use of cocaine, marijuana, 

that he had been drinking rum, and how his friends were completely out of date. " she was delivered to 

the deputy inspector of the Perugia Circondral House Raffaele Argirò and produced by Knox Defense 



with a translation at the hearing of 16 January 2009. In the beginning of this document, Amanda mano 

writes the following: "Raffaele told me that he has had a terrible experience with drugs and alcohol. He 

told me about when he went with some friends to a concert and on that occasion had made use of 

cocaine, marijuana, that he had been drinking rum, and how his friends were completely out of date. " 

she was delivered to the deputy inspector of the Perugia Circondral House Raffaele Argirò and produced 

by Knox Defense with a translation at the hearing of 16 January 2009. In the beginning of this document, 

Amanda mano writes the following: "Raffaele told me that he has had a terrible experience with drugs 

and alcohol. He told me about when he went with some friends to a concert and on that occasion had 

made use of cocaine, marijuana, that he had been drinking rum, and how his friends were completely 

out of date. " "Raffaele told me that he had a terrible experience with drugs and alcohol. He told me 

about when he went with some friends to a concert and on that occasion had made use of cocaine, 

marijuana, that he had been drinking rum, and how his friends were completely out of date. " "Raffaele 

told me that he had a terrible experience with drugs and alcohol. He told me about when he went with 

some friends to a concert and on that occasion had made use of cocaine, marijuana, that he had been 

drinking rum, and how his friends were completely out of date. " 

 

So, Mr President, Ladies and Gentlemen, nothing more than a couple of lovers to be embedded in a 

romantic picture of the end of the nineteenth century, other than poetically adolescent infatuation. 

Amanda Knox loved the strong emotions and did not dislike extreme experiences, dangerous 

adventures, borderline behaviors. However, on the use and taking of narcotic substances until 23:00 on 

November 5, those who conducted the investigation have always lied to Amanda. But if Amanda had no 

reason to lie, why did he lie? The reason that begins to be seen is that Amanda immediately intends to 

remove suspicions from her own. But let's continue in Amanda's psychological identity. The defendant, 

during the examination, on 12/06/2009, at the request of Civil Civilian's lawyer: "Do you use drugs at the 

time of the matter?" He answers: "Every now and then, with friends." "What substances did you take?" 

"Marijuana". "Fumava hashish"? "Yup". Lawyer From Widow, Affliction 121: "Your relationship with 

Meredith has changed over time"? Answer: "It's I'm going to work and so I did not find the time nor 

even the energy to go around drinking." In the interception of the November 17, 2007 in prison between 

Amanda, her father and mother, in the final part, Amanda retraces the episode of the arrival of the 

Police in Seattle, and basically says that when Police arrived she was in the room of a friend of her name, 

Stephanie, to console her, because the words "was horribly drunk." You talk to the police, in this 

situation that has already been widely described, where there is more and more, and he says, "I took the 

fine. I came back and said "all out of the house". I settled a bit below for people who were too drunk to 

go home. " 

 

John Kercher, the father of the unfortunate Meredith, at the hearing of 06/06/2009, at the request of 

his colleague Maresca: "Do you remember Meredith if he told you some episode related to Amanda 

Knox?" Heads: "Two weeks ago he told me that Amanda was bothering her for not using her flush. He 

talked about hygiene, he did not care, did not clean the bath after using it. " 

 



Last but not least, on November 5, Amanda meets Patrick Diya Lumumba in Grimana Square, in front of 

the University for Foreigners. He kisses him and says, "You're a good person." And the next day, with a 

full and incontrovertible recognition, Patrick identifies with the killer of the unfortunate Meredith and 

sends it to the galley patriots. And Amanda, the behavior right after the Barbarian Murder? As correctly 

pointed out by the Review Tribunal on 30 November 2007, affliction 21, Amanda has never met any real 

pain for the tragic death of Meredith, rather indulging in effusive effusions with Raffaele, until the 

paradoxical purchase of a strictly functional underwear wild sex. 

 

At the hearing of April 3, 2009, the head of Scotto Di Rinaldi, head of the commercial business "Botol" in 

Via Calderini, reports that around 18 o'clock on Saturday, November 03, he entered his Amanda and 

Solicit store, and inside the store, there were several people, the two behaved disinhibited, hugging and 

kissing. At the President's request, "They kissed on cheeks"? The Heads respond, "They kissed even on 

their lips". In the circumstance, after Amanda had taken a thong, a slip, Raffaele told her they would 

have sex hot, verbatim "hot sex", hot sex, wild sex. The essence of love for Amanda Knox, this lover who 

is sensitive to occasional and ephemeral loves, is a senseless sensuality. Literally, "It's a bitch, sexually 

disinhibited" so to paraphrase the judgment of the Court of Appeal in Perugia of Rudy Guede's 

condemnation, page 28. So, Mr President and Members of the Court, who is Amanda Knox? It's that 

sweet, sweet, water-soaked face that you see in TV talk shows today, or is it that I, but not me, the 

lyrics, her most intimate English friends, Italian coinquilines, Italian roommates, your school friend, 

described you as lazy and drug-addicted and alcoholic? So, as I repeat, it is from court proceedings. I tell 

you, Amanda is one and the other. In her she lives a double soul: the angelic, good, compassionate, I 

have already had on other occasions to define the Santa Maria Goretti, tender, naive; and that luciferin, 

demonic, satanic, diabolical, which leads her to live extremist, borderline conduct and adopt disordered 

behaviors. And Amanda was the one on November 1, 2007. Amanda was a concentrate, an explosive 

mixture of sex, drugs and alcohol, at the time of the crime, not unmodified by a marked lack of hygiene. 

And it must be said in clear letters, Ladies of the Court: Amanda was a muddy girl out because she was 

black inside. And it can not be candid outside unless it is born and pure in the folds of soul and spirit. 

And this is Amanda Knox at the time of the facts. And this is the Amanda Knox you will judge. This is the 

sorrowful truth, this is the sad genesis of horrendous facts that does not allow doubt. Amanda at the 

time of the crime was a concentrate, an explosive mixture made of sex, drugs and alcohol, not unmoved 

by a marked lack of hygiene. And it must be said in clear letters, Ladies of the Court: Amanda was a 

muddy girl out because she was black inside. And it can not be candid outside unless it is born and pure 

in the folds of soul and spirit. And this is Amanda Knox at the time of the facts. And this is the Amanda 

Knox you will judge. This is the sorrowful truth, this is the sad genesis of horrendous facts that does not 

allow doubt. Amanda at the time of the crime was a concentrate, an explosive mixture of sex, drugs and 

alcohol, not unmoved by a marked lack of hygiene. And it must be said in clear letters, Ladies of the 

Court: Amanda was a muddy girl out because she was black inside. And it can not be candid outside 

unless it is born and pure in the folds of soul and spirit. And this is Amanda Knox at the time of the facts. 

And this is the Amanda Knox you will judge. This is the sorrowful truth, this is the sad genesis of 

horrendous facts that does not allow doubt. And it can not be candid outside unless it is born and pure 

in the folds of soul and spirit. And this is Amanda Knox at the time of the facts. And this is the Amanda 

Knox you will judge. This is the sorrowful truth, this is the sad genesis of horrendous facts that does not 

allow doubt. And it can not be candid outside unless it is born and pure in the folds of soul and spirit. 



And this is Amanda Knox at the time of the facts. And this is the Amanda Knox you will judge. This is the 

sorrowful truth, this is the sad genesis of horrendous facts that does not allow doubt. 

 

It's time to look at the information released by Amanda Knox in the early morning of November 6, 2007, 

starting at 1:45 pm. And this is why to understand and come to the most reckless moment that the 

Seattle student has to answer here today must first tackle a theme. What was the climate, the 

atmosphere, the environment of the Questura of Perugia on 05 November 2007 at 23:00? Because here 

is a point, Mr President, fundamental. The indicators of the existence of the aggression of the 

teleological connection, in terms of environmental and circumstantial factors, correspond exactly and to 

a large extent to the material element of the calumnial offense; so we must retrace - and here I ask for a 

minimum of tolerance and patience - this thread. So, we are at 05 November 2007 at 23:00. Inspector 

Rita Ficarra feels Amanda on November 2nd, using on that occasion Fabio D'Astolto's interpreter. 

Amanda has always been heard with an interpreter. It suffers then on 03/11 with the interpreter 

Bellanca Mario. And then Amanda is resented on 04/11 by Monica Napoleoni, in the presence of the 

Colantuono interpreter, but Ficarra is not there. Then Inspector Ficarra suffers it on 05 and 06 

November. So we come to the evening of 05, as described in detail at the hearing on February 28, 2009. 

Inspector Ficarra returns to the Questura around 23:00, after an exhausting day and engaged in 

investigations of this whole affair, and in opening the elevator door, which gives the headquarter of the 

Questura, before entering the offices of the Mobile Team, Amanda finds amazement, and sees her close 

to her other colleagues, who was demonstrating her gymnastic qualities by making a wheel, a bridge 

and a splash. She genuinely looks like a stoned attitude, both for the moment and for the place, and 

very bonariously somehow resumes it, some scolds her and says, "But Amanda, sorry, what are you 

doing? What did you come to do? - Affliction 64 - "You have not been called, come home." Amanda tells 

her that she had come there because Raffaele had been invited tonight to make more brief information. 

Continuing to speak, Amanda adds that she was somewhat embarrassed and annoyed of being called 

and recalled by the police, and she was just tired. To which Inspector Ficarra replies, to affliction 65: 

"You are tired ... while you came tonight, who did not invite you; you could go and rest. " And in essence 

she says to her: "See a little then, if you want to rest here" ... because, I repeat, Amanda in the Questura 

on the evening of 05 goes there spontaneously and not because of the call, and especially Amanda at 

the Questura volunteers and not because it is held back. Very well. Ficarra says: "Eh, we're talking about 

a murder, help us, we're talking about a person living in your house, we need information; make some 

names of people who used to go to the house of Via della Pergola, bring to mind who may have known 

her; be able to get news. " And then Amanda in that context, realizing the situation, begins to give 

telephone numbers and domiciles, and makes the names Peter, Patrick, Aldo, Yuri ... and reports of an 

African boy playing basketball in the square of Grimana Square. He claims to make use of hashish, he 

tells the confidences that he has been cautious about cocaine use, statements then detailed in the 

November 16th annotation of 20:00. And at that moment Inspector Ficarra says, "Very well. It will be 

fine then that all these things will be verbalized for good, because there may be some details for us 

absolutely important. We call the interpreter. " They call the interpreter Donnino, who readily calls it 

"yes, come on." And we're around 23:00, at 23:30. We are going to the full night, but they are operators 

that at that moment with much lewdness no longer have hours, they have no more shifts of work, they 

work night and day, fatigued, and everyone is generously lending. Again, Donnie does not hesitate and 

says, "All right, I'm coming." Get in the car and go to the Questura. Then, here I would like to emphasize 



a circumstance, a fact: when the Donkey arrives in the room where Amanda's comprehensive 

information is taken, there are Inspector Ficarra, Assistant Zugarini, a certain Raffi who is from SCO in 

Rome and the interpreter Anna Donnino. There are then other operators who go and go, but basically 

the people are the ones I have just mentioned. In the other room there was Raffaele Sollecito, heard by 

Commissar Substitute Monica Napoleoni and the manager of the Mobile Profession Team, and other 

people who are here now, however, is irrelevant to recall and emphasize. The point is that at one point 

to the Inspector Ficarra, who was verbalizing the brief information that Amanda had just briefly told her, 

comes the news from the other room that Sollecito had changed version of the first statements; who no 

longer offered the alibi to Amanda, who had said in a summary that Amanda had not been with him that 

night but had come out and had come back after one, and that Amanda had basically had to lie to him. 

That's where Amanda is in trouble. In other words, the beginning of the process leading Amanda to 

accuse Patrick starts from the fact that Sollecito changes version and accuses Amanda of having forced 

him to lie. And then I would like to re-read this initial moment with the words of Inspector Ficarra, 

Afflection 93 and 94: "I wanted to specify that she had made that series of names of people mentioned 

in the annotation. I was starting to write and I started by Patrick because he was the owner of where she 

worked, when then ... that is, I did not have time to write, because otherwise you would have found all 

the subjects that I wrote in the annotation. It was at that moment that news came to me that there 

were contradictions, which no longer had the alibi. " "In other words, Raffaele had changed version." 

"Yes, from the other office where they were listening to Solicitude:" Ask Amanda what he did that night. 

" And then in this context, as they ask her questions, Amanda is invited to deliver the phone. And here 

comes the central problem. In Amanda's mobile phone, Amanda had canceled Patrick's message at 8pm: 

18 had sent her but had kept the reply message she had returned at 8:32 pm in Italian to Patrick, who 

expressly recited: "Of course. See you later. Good evening". Then Amanda first denied she ever sent this 

mess, but when this messenger was shown to her, she was suggested to tell the truth, "Amanda, tell the 

truth," Amanda goes into escapism and creates a situation - that then I'll explain - absolutely dramatic. 

Let's recall those moments with the voice of the people present. Inspector Ficarra: "She did Patrick's 

name," said the inspector, "he immediately put his hands on his head, burst into tears and said" he is he, 

he is he, he was he 'he killed him.' And again: "He put his hands on his head, began to shake his head, 

started on his legs, he crouched on a chair, put his hands around his head and ears, and began to say, "It 

was him, he was he, he was him." Amanda says, "Patrick's name has been suggested to me by the 

police." But this huge dance, this huge lie, this lie is absolutely denied by what I shall say. Patrick. Patrick 

is like saying Robert, it's like saying John, it's like saying John, Charles, Francis. Amanda goes to the 

Questura spontaneously, she has not been called, and she voluntarily remains. Inspector Ficarra was 

quietly hearing about reports that could be entirely collaborative, seeking information, news. Patrick 

was not known, Patrick was not in the investigation, he was not in the Questura's thoughts, he was not 

in investigations. But who was Patrick? The Police Station did not know him. And moreover, Mr 

President-in-Office of the Court, what does Patrick mean? An account, to the limit, is to say "Patrick Diya 

Lumumba", the other is to say "Patrick". So the Questura, when he sees this message and this kind of 

messenger begins to say, "But who is this Patrick? First name, last name, phone number, what do you 

do, where is he? He begins to stir, puts legitimate questions, because he is the police, is investigating a 

murder, is not investigating a theft of candy. And in the face of the lies she had in the meantime spread 

Amanda, she became increasingly urgent because she wanted to know, knowing nothing. And those 

who do not know anything can not suggest anything. If one does not know, what can he suggest? And 

yet, a suggestion not even organized, not even programmed, even budgeted. Indeed Inspector Ficarra 



says to her, "But go and rest, go home, you'll be tired. What are you still doing here in the Questura? " 

And the point is pointed out by Inspector Ficarra when asked by Patron, if Patrick's name in that 

circumstance was suggested by someone, he states: "But Lawyer, but who knew Mr. Patrick? We did not 

know him "- affliction 82 -" We asked who this was Patrick ". And the President urges: "There were 

statements suggestions"? Answer: "Absolutely not, absolutely not. They are testimonials that she makes 

spontaneously. " And on this point, the issue is definitively, as well as logically, clarified when, when 

examining the defendant on June 13, 2009, to a presidential, afflicted question 38: "Have you said" say it 

was him "? Amanda replies: "No, they did not tell me it was him." In essence, Inspector Ficarra makes 

legitimate questions, makes inquiries, tries to understand a situation that Amanda deliberately abhorred 

and made ambiguous, unclear, and never clarified, as we will see. And he did it deliberately, for a very 

simple reason and I'm going to illustrate. But before arriving at this remarkable passage, I want to close 

this chapter with the testimony of the interpreter Anna Donnino, who, since he arrived, around 

midnight and a half, never left the room where Amanda was, and to describe this atmosphere and 

outlining this framework, I will only re-read what Mrs Mommy said at the hearing on 13 March 2009, at 

the request of the President of the Court, who, referring to Amanda, asks: "What is the change in what 

time is it going to happen and what is it like?" Donnino: "The change was just following this message, in 

the sense that Miss said she had not responded to Patrick's message," in essence, Patrick told her not to 

go to work. "When she was shown the response message, she had a real emotional shock. This is 

something that has remained very impressive. "I apologize, President, I will respect the planned terms 

anyway." This is something that has remained very impressed because the first thing he did was 

immediately put his hands on his ears, he did this gesture shaking his head, shrugging his shoulders and 

saying, "He is he, he is he." But it is what it adds immediately after of fundamental importance: "Besides, 

I wanted to add that everything happened with an extreme emotional involvement, something I will 

never forget. She cried as she made these statements. It was visibly shaken and scared. And just because 

of this tremendous emotional involvement, all of us, for the first time, we believed. " And again: "From 

that moment on, you have just begun to tell in a way, I repeat, rather participated, very anguished, very 

credible," afflicting 138. At the specific request of the lawyer Dalla Vedova, who urges the head with this 

question: No, no, wait, I did not finish the question. Wanting to understand, this emotional shock was 

caused by the message or some other element of fact "? The Donkey says so: "I tell him immediately, 

because I remember him distinctly. She said she did not respond to the message. But once the message 

was shown to her, of course that was a clear lie. " So what are the suggestions? It's Amanda who says, 

Amanda is reporting, Amanda is indicating a killer who was not even in the Questura's forecast, in the 

minds of the investigators. It is Amanda pointing to a path, meeting at Piazza Grimana, at the basketball 

court, being together at Via della Pergola, the next entry into the apartment where Amanda held the 

keys. It is Amanda, who is, Mr President and Lord of the Court, on the scene of the crime, telling details 

that - as we will see - only she knew. And with the remarkable data of Rudy Guede's replacement with 

Patrick, what he says is all true. Because what Amanda confessed is what really happened, because only 

those who saw him and lived could know, and no investigator at that moment could suggest anything, 

no way and particular situations he knew absolutely nothing! In other words, Amanda was not the echo 

of someone else's voice, but anticipates what others say and things will be said. And he can anticipate it 

because he repeats a fact he lived. And the circumstance that dictates this in circumstances that only 

those who saw it can know and report exactly, is absolutely indestructible. Referring to the ruling of the 

Court of Appeal of Appeal, which condemned Rudy Guede, literally, to affliction 38: "To see, where it is 

superimposed on the figure of Lumumba Patrick, in the slanderous reconstruction of the event made by 



Amanda at the PG on 06 November, the figure of the Guede, that tale has a sense of accomplishment. " 

And be careful, Amanda, before signing, reading and rereading the report. At the hearing of March 13, 

2009, affliction 169, at the request of the Public Prosecutor: "When did you attend Amanda as an 

interpreter, in the end Amanda re-read the record?" The Donkey says, "Yes." Public Ministry: "Has 

somehow challenged the content of the verbalization"? Heads: "Absolutely not. I also remember that 

she wanted to see and read the verb in Italian, to follow word by word what was written and asked for 

integrations if she did not understand. " Request that in the examination of June 13, 2009 will also 

repost Amanda the lawyer Bongiorno, which Amanda will have the same answer. Audience on June 13, 

Affliction 119, Bongiorno Attorney: "But when did you sign the minutes you did not explicitly ask them 

to read them and change something"? Imputed: "They gave me a reread, honestly, and then I signed." 

So Knox releases her statements at 1:45 pm and of course Inspector Ficarra, once Amanda accuses 

Patrick of being the author of the murder, confesses to being there in the house of the crime that night 

with the assassin , before, during and after the murder, terminates the minutes and calls the Judicial 

Authority. Described in this picture, in the light of these summative information, I would like to point out 

some indicators that are absolutely fundamental in demonstrating the existence of the purpose of 

impunity. I would like to start - and I will try to be very short - by the reception of Amanda on November 

1, at 8:18 pm, of the messenger sent by Patrick telling her she did not have to go to work. Amanda says 

on the question, "Why did not she go to the pub that night?" Amanda says, "Because Patrick sent me a 

message saying I did not have to go to work." "When did you receive the message"? Amanda: "Eight and 

a quarter." "She at that moment where she was"? "In the Raffaele apartment", that is, in Via Garibaldi. 

Amanda mind. And start with this lieutenant cherry. Now, in order to explain an act, I take ten seconds 

in fact, he has already brilliantly painted Piazza Grimana illustrated in his requisition by the Chief 

Procurator General and so I do not return. But compared to Piazza Grimana, where there is Via della 

Pergola and the little house where Amanda, Meredith and the other roommates lived, there are two 

opposing ways, one is via Garibaldi and the other is the road that leads to the center of Perugia. When 

the mobile communications expert was heard, Engineer Pellero, Maori Lawyer made a consideration 

that I do mine. At the hearing of 17 July 2009, affiliation 132, it says: "It is now clear that if a phone is in 

operation, then receives or sends, one can argue and understand on the basis of the cells where the 

person actually holding the phone is located ". Ditto. What does the Latelle Letter State Police Chief 

Inspector tell us at the hearing on March 20, 2009, who analyzes Amanda 2484673590 phone traffic? 

"Amanda at 20:18 receives the message from Patrick. At 20:32 he answers. " Question: "When did 

Amanda receive the message"? "At 20:18. And it was hooked up to the cell of Via dell'Aquila number 5, 

Aqueduct, Sector 3 ", affinities 77 and 78. This cell covers a whole series of areas that describes 

Cavallotti Square, Majesty of the Times, extending to Via Ulisse Rocchi and comes to the limit of the 

University for Foreigners in Piazza Grimana, and then at the border of Via della Pergola. It is the cell that 

looks in the opposite direction to Corso Garibaldi, that is to the Sollecito home. When Amanda sends the 

message to Patrick, at 20:32, the catch cell is that of Via Berardi, Sector 7, which is the cell that covers 

Corso Garibaldi. Defense Question: "The message of 20:18, which Patrick sent to Amanda, may have 

been received while Amanda was in Corso Garibaldi"? Latella: "No, no," she says and reiterates. The 

assistant chief Schifani (?) At the same hearing, hearing about the same circumstances, confirms 

affinities 150 and 151. So, summary: when Amanda at 20:18 receives the message from Patrick is not in 

Via Garibaldi, home of Sollecito, but is located in an area that goes from the center of Perugia to Piazza 

Grimana. We do not know - and it is not the case, it does not turn out - where exactly Amanda was in 

this area, where he was and who he met. But it is logical to assume that Amanda was returning home, in 



Via Garibaldi, to Corso Garibaldi, because when he sends the message at 20:32 he is in Sollecito's home. 

And I say this because this is demonstrated both by the hooking cell testified by Latella, and by the 

episode Popovic, that is, of a foreign girl who goes to 20: 40 at home Solicited, because he had to solicit 

a commission, which then, as it had been a less committed commitment, went to get away from this 

affair and spoke on occasion with Amanda. So, when Amanda receives at 20:18, Patrick's message is not 

at Raffaele's home, but in this place he goes to Piazza (Corso? Ndt) Garibaldi from the center of Perugia. 

And on this fundamental passage Amanda feels the need to lie, mind, and mind in a shameless way. His 

saying is unmistakable. Amanda is not credible because it is denied by testing - clamping cells - 

unbreakable. And his insistence on lying on that aspect is just one act, in my opinion, of despair, aimed 

at covering and silent those who met in the street that she traveled to return to Corso Garibaldi, 

Raffaele's home. Anyway, as given, after 20:32 on November 1, Amanda turns off the mobile phone and 

there are no more phone and sms registrations, until November 2nd, 2007, when the first call is at 

12:07. Once again the flame truth becomes fire. At the hearing of 12 June 2009, during the examination 

of the defendant, and always with reference to the summary information of 1:45 pm, this Defender 

addresses to Amanda a precise question: "Meredith before being killed has sex"? Answer: "I do not 

know." Question: "Then why did you say that Meredith had sex before he died in the report of 

06/11/2007 at 1:45 am?" Answer: "During the days when I was heard by the police, they suggested that 

you had been raped." Attorney Pacelli: "Did you then tell the police to say this"? Amanda: "Yes." 

Attorney Pacelli: "And to say this they beat her"? Amanda: "Yes." Then, Amanda again minds, mind so I 

would dare say plain, but certainly in a shameless way. In a telephone conversation on November 3, 

2007 - and we remember that on 02, after the discovery of the poor body, was transferred to all 

roommates, roommates, and British girlfriends in the Questura - then, November 3 at 16 : 54, so it is the 

day after 02, at the hearing on June 12, 2009, together with all the eavesdropping on 10, 13, November 

17, 2007 between Amanda and an interlocutor, which I believe is German cousin Dorothy Craft , 

affliction 7, call that intervenes immediately after all the time, I repeat, passed to the Questure on 

November 2nd, her cousin asks for news of this murder, and in particular asks her, speaking to poor 

Meredith, literally: "The cops have said what happened to her, if she was raped or something like that" ? 

Amanda: "They said nothing to us, no one told us that she was raped." This Defender to all British 

friends and all those present on the 2nd of November at the Questura, asked a monotonous, obsessive 

question: "While you were at the Questura office, you have heard from some of the attendees if your 

poor Meredith before being killed had sex or had any relationship with him yet? " "No, no one said, no 

one ever said that," Robyn Carmen's statement. This Defender, I repeat, she addressed this same 

question to all the ladies present - Amy Frost, Sophie Purton - and the unanimous and indisputable 

chorus was "no." At this point this Patron asked repeatedly: "But in the Questura" ... and we are talking 

about the day 02 November, a rather long evening, so it is true that at three o'clock in the morning 03 

even the British and Amanda are taken the imprints, so there are hours and hours that are in the 

Questura and are together; I repeat, in the Questura there are the Englishmen, the roommates, so it is 

an intimate environment, intimate friends and close friends of the poor Meredith; and in any case there 

were also the roommates Laura and Filomena, the boyfriends, and so on, all of them in essence had 

attended Via della Pergola and were in particular intimacy with Meredith. And no one, I repeat, nobody 

talks about this story. And all, I repeat: "No," dry, concise, clear, firm, precise. Moreover, Maresca's 

lawyer asks Amanda: "But at least when you were at home you talked about it"? Amanda: "No, we 

never talked about it." Then the question that zampilla clear is: "But how did Amanda know that 

Meredith had sex before he was assassinated?" But the question before is: "But how did the police 



know"? Because here is an absolutely crucial hub. The Science Office, Mr President, comes to the crime 

scene on November 2nd. Dr. Lalli, the lawyer, who is called, intervenes immediately. But due to the fact 

that the Scientology performs the necessary reliefs, it is prevented from carrying out its tasks, in the 

immediacy, so it is true that Dr. Lalli on page 3 of April 2009 tells us that he has to wait for 00:30 on Day 

03 to see the corpse completely, so in the first minutes of 03 morning he can see the corpse . And just 

around 2:00 pm on the morning of 03, the corpse is transported to the morgue. And he adds that the 

next day - so we are already at 04 - with the help of Dr. Epicoco, a well-known gynecologist, proceeds to 

reliefs of gynecological nature. And so it does not detail all the findings, but only those that concern the 

vulva, the vagina and so on, swabs and so on. Then he continues in the further activity and asks for this 

Defender: "Who was with you, Dr. Lalli?" "It was me, my assistants and a couple of people in the 

Science. Only on November 7th, "says Dr. Lalli," I filed the medical report on the Attorney's Table. " So, 

until November 07, with medical-legal inquiries underway, no one could know and no one knew that 

poor Meredith before being assassinated, whether or not we would see, had sexual intercourse. So the 

question that this Defender makes clear is the following: "If the Scientific Police is doing its verifications, 

if Dr. Lalli is performing legal medical checks until all day 06 November, why the legal medical report 

deposited on 07, 07 deposited it with great speed, because I remember that 08 was the question for 

validation, the question that arises spontaneous is: but as it did on the 05 evening, why Amanda goes to 

the Questura on the 5th night, knowing that Meredith had had a sexual relationship? Only if there was, 

says this Patron, because only those who have seen can know and report exactly and with details of 

what happened. Amanda, I repeat, confesses the facts she has lived. This, unfortunately, is the sad truth. 

And it is so wicked Amanda, who in the summary information of 1:45 pm, referring to Patrick, "what he 

was invaded". This "of which it was invaded" is a gloss, it is a corollary of a unique refinement, because it 

makes a fact already credible, of course. Amanda expresses her with a perfect image, and this is a sign of 

such truthfulness that the presence of Patrick, to whom the image belongs, ripples the belief in 

certainty. So you can not see how the police may have suggested a circumstantial circumstance, which 

will be true, without being aware of it. He did not know why, because of this, I repeat, if there is news, 

science and knowledge, only on November 07, when Dr. Lalli, after completing all legal medical 

examinations conducted with Dr. Epicoco, deposited his paper. But if no one knew it, neither the English 

girlfriends, the roommates nor the roommates downstairs, nor the same police, how could Amanda 

know that poor Meredith had sex just before she was killed, if not because Amanda was in the house of 

Via della Pergola on the crime scene at the time of the crime? Amanda, I repeat and insist, confesses the 

facts that have come to life. after completing all the legal medical examinations conducted with Dr. 

Epicoco, he deposited his paper. But if no one knew it, neither the English girlfriends, the roommates 

nor the roommates downstairs, nor the same police, how could Amanda know that poor Meredith had 

sex just before she was killed, if not because Amanda was in the house of Via della Pergola on the crime 

scene at the time of the crime? Amanda, I repeat and insist, confesses the facts that have come to life. 

after completing all the legal medical examinations conducted with Dr. Epicoco, he deposited his paper. 

But if no one knew it, neither the English girlfriends, the roommates nor the roommates downstairs, nor 

the same police, how could Amanda know that poor Meredith had sex just before she was killed, if not 

because Amanda was in the house of Via della Pergola on the crime scene at the time of the crime? 

Amanda, I repeat and insist, confesses the facts that have come to life. if not because Amanda was in 

the house of Via della Pergola, on the scene of the crime at the time of the crime? Amanda, I repeat and 

insist, confesses the facts that have come to life. if not because Amanda was in the house of Via della 



Pergola, on the scene of the crime at the time of the crime? Amanda, I repeat and insist, confesses the 

facts that have come to life. 

 

And we're in the beating. Here too is Dr. Lalli's help. Dr. Lalli immediately makes the inspection ... 

AN: 

We come...? Excuse me, Lawyer. 

CP: 

Yup. 

AN: 

I do not understand. We come...? 

CP: 

To the beatings. 

AN: 

To the beatings. 

CP: 

More circumstantial, because Amanda had said it had been - no? - beat. And we're in the beating. On 

the beatings, here too is Dr. Lalli's help. Dr. Lalli immediately makes the corporal inspections of Sollecito, 

Amanda and Lumumba, and he does so in the immediate stop. She does it in the Questura, in the 

presence of Dr. Ceccarelli and a female police officer, and does not detect and show no external and 

visual sign of any trap or any mistreatment, there are no injuries, and especially does not receive from 

Amanda any complaint , no complaints about such circumstances. This is what Dr. Lalli expressly says, at 

45, at the hearing of 28 February 2009. This Defender addressed the following Ficarra question series: "I 

refer to the summary information at 1:45 pm. Amanda was beaten "? "Absolutely not". "Was struck with 

punches and slaps"? "No, absolutely no". "Made of ore"? "No". "Was it threatened"? "No". In essence, 

all this series of questions, this Defender, with absolute monotony, even in cadence and repetition, has 

reposted it to all the operators who were present at the Questura on the evening of November 5th, so I 

dare say a unanimous chorus of "no "The answer was absolutely unmistakable. And I would like to 

conclude on this point with the testimony of Dr. Profazio, manager at the estimated time of the Mobile 

Team in Perugia: "Do you remember how Amanda was treated by the staff"? "Amanda was treated 

well." "There have been acts of violence"? "Absolutely not. Amanda was given to drink several times, 

was brought hot chamomile, brought to the cafeteria bar to have breakfast and were given some 

brioches. It's been treated well. " "It was handled well" - he adds shortly afterwards - "obviously firmly, 

because we were not, in short, at the cinema or the circus, even though someone could think so, no 

firmly but with courtesy." So Amanda minds when he charges Patrick, mind when he charges the police. 

 



And we are, Mr President, to the statements of 5:45, 6 November. Then I have to examine the memoirs 

and the intercepts, so I practically closed my speech. We are always in the morning of November 06. So 

on this morning, Knox's terrible and nasty indole broke out, and the slaughter mortar began to work 

unharmed. 5:45. We will go into the analysis of these statements starting from defining some absolutely 

fundamental aspects. The first is about Amanda and her fear of Patrick. During the examination of June 

12, 2009, afflictions 31 and 32, at the request of this Defender comes out the following portrait: "What 

were your relations with Patrick?" Amanda: "I really like Patrick, I really liked it." "Patrick has ever 

treated her badly"? "No". "Have you ever insulted"? "No". "Have you ever eaten it"? "No". "Have you 

ever threatened him"? "No". "So Patrick has always treated her well"? "Yup". "He always treated him 

with respect"? "Yup". "So you agree that with Patrick you got along well"? "Yup". "So she was not afraid 

of Patrick Lumumba." "No". "Then why did you say that he was very afraid of Patrick in the minutes of 

November 6, 2007, at 5:45 pm? Imputed: "Because capable of killing a person." And this Patron says: 

"And why did not he tell the police in the 01:45 am that he was very afraid of Patrick?" "Because they 

did not ask" (voice off microphone). Amanda remembered again, mind shamelessly and with ridiculous 

lies. The point is: but why Amanda only at 05: 45 says and makes you realize that you are very afraid of 

Patrick? Amanda is a natural talent in lying because she can mix truth and lie. In this he has innate stage 

scenarios. Amanda needs to solve a problem. "But how" - in my opinion he would soon have told him 

the Inspector Ficarra - "I heard you the 02, I reviewed you 03, you came back on 04, you know the killer, 

the whole police is busy with a Overworked work, we do not know anymore about schedule, lunches 

and dinners are available, we are all available at any time of day and night and you, you name and 

surname of the killer, and do not you tell us "? "I was very scared of Patrick." This obviously solves and 

closes the objection. "I did not speak before because I was terrified by this fierce assassin." But what is 

Amanda's real concern? Because Amanda, when she goes to the Questura spontaneously on the evening 

of 05 and leaves us voluntarily, goes without being called and there, even though she is invited to go 

home. And he also confesses to GUP, Dr. Micheli, in spontaneous statements at the preliminary hearing 

of 18/10, literally: "On November 5 I accompanied Raffaele to the Questura because I was afraid" 

(document 14 produced by this Defender at the hearing of January 16, 2009). I go again, why are you 

afraid? But what is Amanda Knox afraid of? In the environmental interception carried out at the 

Questura on November 04, 2007, produced by Knox Defense at the hearing of 16 January 2009, before 

the Court of Assise of First Instance, intercepting from 16:30 to 18:00 room where Amanda was an 

officer of P. S. enters two Italian girls. One of the two girls begins to say, "How are you, Amanda?" And 

Amanda: "Not good. They treat me like a criminal ... not to lie. " And now we hear Amanda's words in 

the aforementioned telephone conversation with her cousin Dorothy Craft on November 3, at 16:54, 

about nine minutes, where, speaking to her roommates, her cousin Amanda says, "My neighbors are 

arrive after Meredith was killed. They are agitated and wonder, "What's going on?" Now they accuse us 

of murder or stuff like that, or shit "! And shortly afterward, in affliction 3 and 4, her cousin asks: "Did 

you ask if you can go"? Amanda: "Yes, I asked him if I could go away and have said no. They said I can 

not leave. " And insists her cousin Dorothy: "Did you tell him you wanted to come to Germany"? "I told 

him I wanted to come to Germany, and they say," Do not leave Italy, you can not leave Italy. " Other 

than Amanda amicus curiae, who voluntarily resold in Italy to collaborate. On 05 November at 08:39 the 

following phone call is intercepted: Amanda: "I'm fine during the day, but at night I'm scared to death 

and go head-to-head for anything and I feel paranoid." Interlocutor: "Already. But this Raffaele does not 

spend a bit of time with you "? Amanda: "For the last three days he has always been with me, alongside 

me, but I'm scared, it's like an irrational fear, I still have a fear of the Madonna. And people say, "Why 



are you afraid?" When I got home I was terrified, not that it was dark out, the sun was just beginning to 

fall, but I was out of the p aura, I tremble all I could and did not do it "(page 31). In telephone 

interception on November 5, 2007, at 18:19, between Amanda and Anny Fuller, we find the following 

statement: Amanda: "I spent all day in the Questura". Interlocutor: "Holy Sky! How did they treat you "? 

Amanda: "It was very difficult yesterday, because when I went to the Questura they asked me questions 

and when they answered they said," Are you lying? Are you sure you are not lying? Because if you're 

lying you'll get in trouble. " Here it is. They brought me back to the house and wanted me to examine all 

the knives to see if anyone was missing. And the mere fact of being in the house scared me to death, not 

to mention the need to browse the knives. " Here is the fear. A storm, a cyclonic wind. When we are 

afraid it seems like a thousand shadows come out of the earth and rise to scream a terrible and 

incomprehensible threat to attack us. Under the assy, fear becomes a terror, a fear, a prodigious word 

that blinds, disrupts, that everything, eyes, mind, and heart get full. No one really is really wrecked of 

those who are nailing in fear. So what was Amanda afraid of 02, 03, 04, 05 November 2007? Amanda 

was afraid to be discovered, heard the inquisitor's breath on her neck, warned the detectives. The 05 

goes spontaneously to the Questura to control Raffaele. It is a prerequisite for her to put her away from 

the suspects. And then Amanda uses, the 06 morning, uses a classic scheme of this situation: in order 

not to be discovered, the safest thing is to give justice to a fake guilty one, and in this case it is 

absolutely good to incase Patrick Lumumba. Elementary watson. A typical case of school. By the way - 

and I will not be back, but I want to emphasize it now - it is very well done because Amanda knows, 

according to the phone call she had received at 8:18 pm, that the room that evening Patrick would not 

open it, so he thinks that Patrick, having closed the room, sums up information at 11:45, he says, the 

room is closed and Patrick is without any alibi. Elementary watson. A typical case of school. By the way - 

and I will not be back, but I want to emphasize it now - it is very well done because Amanda knows, 

according to the phone call she had received at 8:18 pm, that the room that evening Patrick would not 

open it, so he thinks that Patrick, having closed the room, sums up information at 11:45, he says, the 

room is closed and Patrick is without any alibi. Elementary watson. A typical case of school. By the way - 

and I will not be back, but I want to emphasize it now - it is very good for her too because Amanda 

knows, on the phone call she received at 8:18 pm, that the room that evening Patrick would not open it 

he thinks that Patrick, having closed the room, sums up information at 11:45, he says, the room is closed 

and Patrick is without any alibi. 

 

And we come to another very important detail: Meredith's screams. In spontaneous statements, at 5:45 

am, before Mignini's Procurator Substitute, Amanda states, "What I can say is that Patrick and Meredith 

are part of the Meredith Chamber. At some point I heard Meredith's cry and I, scared, I plugged my ears. 

" At the hearing on February 28, 2009, this Defender addressed Miss Amy Frost the following question: 

"On the evening of November 2, while in the Questura office, she heard from some of those present 

that Meredith before she died had shouted" ? Heads: "No". The Democrat's request, with an absolute 

monotony, has also appealed to all the English friends of Meredith, the roommates, in other words to all 

those who were present at the Questura office that afternoon of November 2nd, and the univocal 

response was always "No". A unanimous chorus of "no". So this is a factually proven fact, and it is 

uncroversedly established. Moreover, Mrs Maresca, at the hearing of the defendant at the hearing of 13 

June 2009, afflining 110, asks Amanda: "Did he speak to someone immediately after, when he was at 

home? Someone told her she screamed and screamed "? Amanda: "No. Of this thing no. " So not just in 



the Questura, but not even from the Questura, not even at home. However, this condition of screams is 

the exact equivalent, as a force of impact also from the logical, deductive, rational point of view of the 

circumstance referred to Amanda at 1:45 in relation to sex. But what does the Prosecutor know about 

the fact that poor Meredith had yelled before he died? On November 06, 2007, at 05:45, none of the 

police, nobody in the prosecution, no roommate, no Meredith friend, no English friend knows that poor 

Meredith before being barbarously murdered had shouted. But the data is true. But before I get to that I 

step back. It is so true that the police knew nothing at all, that when he acquired this data from 

Amanda's statements, on the morning of 06 morning he sent the deputy inspector Gubbiotti 

immediately to make an investigation in the area near Via della Pergola, precisely if I did not go wrong , 

it seems to me at Via del Melo. Anyway, he learns the data and immediately tells the inspector 

Gubbiotti: "Go and investigate, check it out." What does the Gubbiotti say at the hearing on 28 February 

2009? She tells us: "Yes, actually I went 06am at 9:30 am, 10am, I do not exactly remember the time, I 

asked there on Apple's Way to about a dozen families, but many were out, many residents were not 

there. " Obviously it is a working morning, there are people who work, who has gone shopping; In short, 

the street is cleared of reference families, so the Gubbiotti sends an annotation at 11 am saying that the 

finding had failed. But the data is real, Amanda's report is true, and will be confirmed when, on 

November 27, there will be the testimony of Mrs Capezzali Nara, who will speak of a woman cry, of a 

sharp, screaming cry, it was not a normal cry, a chilling cry, who came from the house of Via della 

Pergola, so much so that he could make his skin crack, a screaming scream that had paralyzed and 

terrorized her. And Nara Capezzali is a head of trust and credibility, because Capezzali Nara is a family 

mother, a good person, honest, a widow who lives there for over twenty years, and knows how to 

distinguish between the " other, for these reasons, the typical noises that can be produced near his 

home; and has no reason to lie. At the hearing of 27 March 2009, at the request of the valentine 

colleague, attorney Ghirga: "When are you convinced to report this circumstance to the police"? The 

head says, "Every day I go, because in my life I never had such a thing and I did not even know how to 

behave. Now I'm going. I did it with my heart. " Beautiful. Ethically high civilization. Affinities 57 and 58. 

But beware, what Capezzali Nara says is confirmed by Monacchia Antonella, when for civic reasons, for 

moral reasons, for ethical reasons, then it goes to the Questura, some time later, if I do not remember 

bad about one year. I repeat, it goes after ... At the hearing on March 27, 2009 testifies that tonight, 

literally, "I heard a scream of strong and dry woman, coming from the house of Via della Pergola, a 

woman cry." And of course, Mr President and Mrs of the Court, the late awareness of the usefulness of 

the information does not in itself affect the goodness and truthfulness of the information itself. This is 

the central point of the speech. Monacchia realizes, after a long time, that this was a useful information, 

and she goes to make it. Perfect. Very well. We may feel that it would have been better if he had 

reported it before, but it can not affect the data: true or not true. Surely it is a true fact, it is a veritable 

information. Moreover, Monacchia Antonella is a thirty-year-old asylum-seeker, who lives in Via 

Pinturicchio at number 58, in a house that, in a sophomore position, discovers entirely and sees that of 

Via della Pergola. Therefore, the fact that Meredith before being assassinated shouted, shouted, is 

historically true and processively proven and demonstrated. And Amanda is so clever and clever that in 

the spontaneous statements at 5:45 am, she immediately notes, literally: "And I'm frightened, I plugged 

my ears." This is an engraving, a postal of a diabolical subtlety, because it makes a fact, in itself credible, 

certain. Turns the certainty into certainty. But the question I pose for the purposes I have set is as 

follows: But how could Amanda know that poor Meredith had yelled, if this was not yet public domain? 

In other words, how could Amanda know that poor Meredith had shouted if this given on November 6 



was not in anyone's knowledge and wealth? And when - Mr President and Lords of the Court - too many 

data that no one knows about, and they are later proved to be true, means that whoever tells them tells 

them why he knew them. Ed Amanda already knew them on November 5, when no one knew anything, 

just because he was there, he was in the house of Via della Pergola on the scene of the crime before, 

during and after the crime. The circumstantial data that Amanda reports are the pure reality. Amanda 

tells them and told them because she knew them. And he knew them because he was there. Amanda is 

not the boom, the echo of others' words, but anticipates what others will later testify. And it can only 

anticipate it because it repeats the facts you have experienced! 

 

In this constellation of details, more than enough details to shake Knox into the unbreakable circle of 

guilt, finally last pearl shines. Before the end of the report, Amanda issued the following statement: "I'm 

not sure if Raffaele was there that evening, too." Is it an inculcated or spontaneous message? Study it in 

its core and decide. The only logical, rational answer is that Amanda could have been silent; then he lied 

and blamed an innocent; it covers Rudy because he fears that if Rudy finds out, he can ruin everyone 

and tell Raffaele: "Beware, your version change will expose you to possible ruthless statements." In 

other words, he leaves Raffaele in suspense and binds him to all of his future defense. 

 

And that Amanda the night when the poor Meredith was slain, at the time of the fierce murder she was 

in the house of Via della Pergola, she found a last - albeit not the strongest - seal. During the 

proceedings before the Court of Assise of First Instance for technical-procedural reasons, all the 

investigative activity was carried out with a stone connoisseur: Rudy Hermann Guede. Well, at the 

appeal, that conversation materialized and pronounced the last sentence, frustrating. Rudy Guede 

speaks and says the truest word, that Amanda's Defense has tried in vain to traverse and suffocate. At 

the hearing on June 27, 2011, Rudy Guede was asked to answer whether she had made certain 

confidences to the Alexi, 

 

I conclude and finish on the point. Amanda Knox at 1:45 hrs released her statements to the agents and 

at 5:45 hrs confirmed her to the Public Ministry with details and details that only those who saw could 

know and report exactly. Amanda repeats the facts she has lived and repeats - I add - in emotional 

terms, in terms of emotion, in tears, in terms of tears, in terms of stage, exactly identical to those of 

01:45. In other words, Amanda, a consummate actress, replies at 5:45 the same dramatic scene as at 

1:45 pm. The final test. 

 

The textual words of the investigator, the Procurator Substitute of the Republic of Perugia, Dr. Giuliano 

Mignini. During the validation hearing, November 08, 2007, before the GIP, Dr. Matteini, when a 

precautionary measure is being discussed, a lively confrontation between this Defender and the 

Investigator of Investigation arises, because in the meantime this Defender had already managed to 

acquire , attesting and demonstrating that Patrick Lumumba's pub had not been closed but that night 

had been opened, beaten tickets. 



AN: 

Lawyer... 

CP: 

I'm going ... I'm gonna hang up, President. 

AN: 

No, no, no, no, I did not mean this, absolutely. I meant that it is not that you can do everything in the 

process. 

CP: 

No, no, but ... 

AN: 

What does not enter the door does not even enter the window. 

CP: 

Yes, yes... 

AN: 

Then I emphasize that talking about ... 

CP: 

But I have produced it, Mr President, this is my ... this is my ... 

AN: 

Yes, I see... 

CP: 

This ... that is, I mean in this ... 

AN: 

No, I understand, but the fact that she has produced it does not take away the nature of a procedural 

act. That is, if you are discussing procedural acts and acts relating to the phase of preliminary 

investigations that do not find entry in the file, I listen to it, but, I mean ... 

CP: 

It was ... it was ... 

AN: 

...It's all useless. 

CP: 



I know. However... 

AN: 

No, if he does, then consider it, Lawyer. 

CP: 

Okay, okay, okay, President. 

AN: 

It's all useless. 

CP: 

I can safely ... I can safely overcome this fact because it seems to me that the data have been sufficiently 

illustrated from this point of view. 

 

I therefore go, Mr President - and I welcome her notation - to the memorials. So all this we say is 

attended to those elements that we say are circumstantial, which of course Amanda could not know, 

except to the extent that she had been present that night, obviously in Via della Pergola, on the scene of 

the crime. And this is at night. In the meantime, you get to the morning of the next day. And we come to 

the memorials, because of memorials, Mr President, there are two. And here I think the questions are 

even more ... more relevant. There is the memorial of 06 and the memorial of November 07. And then 

let's examine the documentary evidence, Amanda's memoirs, beginning with that of November 06. The 

night is over, we are around the late morning of 06, and Amanda writes a memorial both in the 

translation and the English text, along with the annotation - I, again, produced it as document number 3 

at the hearing of January 16, 2009 - is a document that the Colantuono interpreter in the meantime he 

had been replaced by Donnino, in the hall confirmed as that made by Miss Amanda. And what's written 

on page 2? Tactically: "I see Patrick, I saw him near the basketball court, I saw him near the front door, I 

was curled up in the kitchen with his hands over my ears because in my head I heard Meredith cry." And 

the next page literally manuscripts: "I confirm the statements made last night about the events that may 

have happened to my home with Patrick." Again: "I see Patrick as the assassin." This memorial, Mr 

President, it was drafted in English. First of all, Amanda asks for pen and paper, asks Ficarra, and draws 

up this document, which is a very meditated document, is a well-documented document in writing, is a 

document which, however, indisputably comes spontaneously from the accused , who voluntarily 

transfers it to Inspector Ficarra telling her that she intends to make her a gift, a gift, so that it can be 

used ... to be used for her defense, and it must be used precisely because by handing it over to Ficarra 

the same in turn deliver it to all 'Judicial authority. And of this memorial, 06/11/2007, we hear what the 

accused Amanda asks during the exam, affliction 56, June 12, 2009. "She, in the late morning of 

November 06, he would have to ask law enforcement agents to write sheets "? Imputed: "Yes". "He also 

spontaneously asked a pen"? "Yup". "In what language would it be written"? "In English". "When did 

you write this memo the content was suggested to you by the police"? insists this Patron. "No". "Was it 

malmen"? "No". "Did you copy this memorial freely?" "Yup". "Voluntarily"? "Yup". At the note, 

November 6, 2007, at 8 pm, Ficarra writes - this is also produced at the hearing of 16/01/2009: 

"Following the notification of the decree of custody, waiting to be transferred at the Capanne Prison, 



asked for blank sheets in order to produce a letter that he intended to deliver to the undersigned before 

his transfer to prison, requesting it to be read by all the cops. The undersigned therefore received the 

enclosed manuscript in English from Knox and informed her that the text, after its translation into 

Italian, would be sent to the relevant Judicial Authority. " History that Ficarra confirms as witness at the 

hearing of February 28, 2009, affliction 70. 

 

And we come to the memorial of 07 November 2007, produced by Amanda Knox's Defensive College, 

always at the hearing of January 16, 2009. What manuscripts then in this additional memorial, which 

also here spontaneously draws and voluntarily handed over to the deputy chief inspector of the House 

Circumstantial, Mr. Raffaele Argirò, so that his defense was delivered to the Judicial Authority? Later, 

with the translation of the Pennoni interpreter, he literally writes a kind of post-scriptum format, 

detached from the text and the tenor of the script, and says, "I did not lie when I said I thought the killer 

was Patrick." And he adds, immediately afterwards: "I really thought the assassin was him." After that, 

to say and not to say, to make and to dump, to admit and deny, Amanda does not completely clear the 

picture, the situation. Therefore, the question that this Defender poses in cubitali characters is the 

following: but had it been an extemporaneous slander, had it been a mere misunderstanding, of a 

normal misunderstanding, of a banal quagmire, but because Amanda - I repeat, memories are on 06 and 

07 November - on 08, when validating before GIP Dr Matteini, does not clarify the situation? In other 

words, the most specific question is the following: but if all this was an insignificant misunderstanding, a 

gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, in interrogation before the GIP, avails itself - however 

legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because the situation is much 

more complex, much more articulate. the question that this Defender poses in cubitali characters is the 

following: but if it had been a slander of an extemporaneous, if it had been a mere misunderstanding, of 

a normal misunderstanding, of a banal quarrel, but because Amanda - and, I repeat, memories are on 06 

and 07 November - on 08, when validating before GIP Dr Matteini, does not clarify the situation? In 

other words, the most specific question is the following: but if all this was an insignificant 

misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, in interrogation before the GIP, 

avails itself - however legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because 

the situation is much more complex, much more articulate. the question that this Defender poses in 

cubitali characters is the following: but if it had been a slander of an extemporaneous, if it had been a 

mere misunderstanding, of a normal misunderstanding, of a banal quarrel, but because Amanda - and, I 

repeat, memories are on 06 and 07 November - on 08, when validating before GIP Dr Matteini, does not 

clarify the situation? In other words, the most specific question is the following: but if all this was an 

insignificant misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, when interrogating 

before the GIP, it avails itself - however legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not 

answering? Because the situation is much more complex, much more articulate. if it was a mere 

misunderstanding, of a normal misunderstanding, of a banal quagmire, but because Amanda - and, I 

repeat, the memorials are 06 and 07 November - on 08, when validating before GIP Dr Matteini , does 

not clarify the situation? In other words, the most specific question is the following: but if all this was an 

insignificant misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, in interrogation before 

the GIP, avails itself - however legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? 

Because the situation is much more complex, much more articulate. if it was a mere misunderstanding, 

of a normal misunderstanding, of a banal quagmire, but because Amanda - and, I repeat, the memorials 



are 06 and 07 November - on 08, when validating before GIP Dr Matteini , does not clarify the situation? 

In other words, the most specific question is the following: but if all this was an insignificant 

misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, when interrogating before the GIP, it 

avails itself - however legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because 

the situation is much more complex, much more articulate. during validation before the GIP, Dr. 

Matteini, does not clarify the situation? In other words, the most specific question is the following: but if 

all this was an insignificant misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, because on 08 November, when 

interrogating before the GIP, it avails itself - however legitimately, be it clear, Mr President - of the 

faculty of not answering? Because the situation is much more complex, much more articulate. during 

validation before the GIP, Dr. Matteini, does not clarify the situation? In other words, the most specific 

question is the following: but if all this was an insignificant misunderstanding, a gigantic quiproquo, 

because on 08 November, when interrogating before the GIP, it avails itself - however legitimately, be it 

clear, Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because the situation is much more complex, 

much more articulate. Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because the situation is much 

more complex, much more articulate. Mr President - of the faculty of not answering? Because the 

situation is much more complex, much more articulate. 

 

And then, to properly answer this question, you absolutely have to analyze a topic. Why neither Amanda 

nor her mother, nor her lawyers, go to the Attorney's Office or to the police to say that Patrick is 

innocent? This is the last question we have to answer and the cause is over. 

 

So let's see what happens in the next few days, when Amanda in her jails interview with her mother, 

speaking in English, in the belief that she is not heard, feels the irrepressible need to shake the weight of 

lies and the intolerable burden of her sobbing consumed, and under the feeling of iniquity committed 

against Patrick hastens, yes, she hastens to tell the truth to her mother. In the environmental 

interception of November 10, 2007, between Amanda and her mother, November 10, Edda Mellas, on 

page 4, is the following interview: "Have you told everything about your lawyers?" Amanda: "I told him 

everything that happened." Always in this environmental interception in jail between Amanda and her 

mother, on November 10, 2007, Amanda states: "I feel bad because I put Patrick in a horrible situation, 

now he is in jail and it's my fault, it's my fault that he is here, I feel bad, "29 and adds," I feel bad for 

Patrick, I do not know if I can look at him later this after all because I have to apologize. Here's what I 

have to do. I have to go to him and tell him "I'm really sorry" ", page 33. Environmental interception in 

jail between Amanda and her mother, November 13, 2007:" I'm so sorry for Patrick, I'm so sorry I ruined 

her life. I want to kneel every time I see it and tell him that I'm so sorry. I talked to him before he was 

arrested, he came to ask me if I wanted to be interviewed. I said no. And then he said, "Okay, good 

luck." And I: "Thanks." He's a good guy. He does not frighten me. " Amanda Review, June 12, 2009, 

Affliction 59. Attorney Pacelli: "Did you, in the November 10 interview, tell your mother in prison that he 

was horrible because Patrick was embarrassed for his fault?" "Yes, many times." Attorney Pacelli: "But 

beyond her mother did she do that with those who spoke to her"? "I told my lawyers. I remember 

explaining to my Defenders the situation and so I told them what I knew. " Maresca lawyer, June 13, 

2009: "Did you know who Patrick was innocent?" Amanda: "When I could talk to my mom, I talked to my 

Defenders." And he adds, "I told them all the legal things, so I was talking to my lawyers." The question 



that is born powerful, imperious, is the following, I say to myself, Mr President: if it had been a giant 

misunderstanding, a colossal misunderstanding, of a banal quiproquo, why do not his Defenders go to 

the Prosecutor's Office and clarify the situation? Because Amanda, who in her jails in prison with her 

mother perfectly demonstrates that she understood all the severity of her conduct she did not tell the 

investigators, "I brought you on a false track, I accused an innocent person," and instead silence and 

choose the way of silence? At the hearing on December 02, 2009, in the replies, the valentine and good 

colleague, attorney Ghirga, with great wisdom and refined intelligence, afflicting 27 transcripts, 

answering these questions, says literally: "Why these two good lawyers from widow and Ghirga did not 

bring Amanda on the 9th morning from Dr. Mignini to say "I have accused an innocent"? But you think, 

Mr President, but think that on the 09th morning the Lawyer Ghirga takes Amanda, goes to Dr. Mignini, 

Napoleon and Zugarini and says, "Look, this is a liar, Lumumba is an innocent." They would have 

interned me, the 118 they called for us. " Prodigious, astonishing, unbelievable ballistic forensics. Good. 

Justifying is fun, the eye-catching explanation, but not convincing. Yes, because the point, Mr President 

and gentlemen of the Court, is that the liar Amanda does not say it not only on day 09, but does not say 

it at question day 08, does not say it on day 10, it does not say day 11, do not say it on day 12, do not 

say it on day 13, do not tell it 14, 15, 16 ... never say that! She does not say so, her lawyers do not say it, 

her mother does not say it. And then, again, because there is this need to be silent, silent, not to be 

afraid, not to mention, not to open your mouth, by Amanda? Simply because this is the defensive 

strategy chosen and wanted by Amanda because Amanda falsely accused Patrick of leaving his suspects 

and getting impunity from the murder murder in himself for Rudy and all his runners. Amanda, I have 

insisted, has made use of a classic to mislead the investigations: in order to be uncovered, a false culprit 

is given to justice. Amanda Knox confesses the truth, simply replacing Patrick with Rudy Guede. Take this 

into account and you will judge. Illuminating the rest is the ruling of the Court of Appeal of Appeal of 

Perugia, which condemned Rudy Guede. Testimonially, afflicted 38: "To see, where it is superimposed 

on the figure of Lumumba Patrick, in the slanderous reconstruction of the event made by Amanda at the 

PG on 06 November, the figure of the Guede, that tale has a meaningful way. " And attention, on 

November 10, Rudy Guede has not yet entered the universe of this investigation. So getting impunity for 

himself, for Rudy and for all, implies and necessarily implies that an innocent is rotting in jail. For 

Amanda, this is a cause of great inner suffering, but it can not be a cause for judicial clarification. The 

kitchen of the intrigue works. I have ten minutes, Mr President, I have tried to hold me tight in my 

saying. What is the most subtle counterattack of this diabolical defensive design, anyway? In the 

environmental interception of 10/11/2007, on page 42 the mother tells Amanda: "For Patrick's question, 

they will prove that she is innocent." Patrick is innocent, sooner or later, after months, maybe years, 

succeeding in proving his innocence. But then, after all these months, if not even years, after all this long 

time, Patrick the monster, the orc, the rapist of Via della Pergola, will prove his innocence. And what 

about investigation? A collapse of rubble, and above all the impunity of the culprits. So, to accomplish 

this perverse design, unfortunately, Patrick must remain in prison. Obviously, this design is gone - and 

I'm telling you about the history of court proceedings - because a double consideration is to be 

emphasized. The first is that luckily Patrick does not close the room, thanks to a Swiss professor that 

night, so the room that remains open is frequented by other guests, well fifteen, among others, all of 

Northern Europe, who will testify, and especially the second, who contributes vividly to deciding 

Patrick's fate and also the investigation, meritoriously and meritoriously of the Scientific Police. And in 

fact, the director of Mobile of Perugia tells us that the Science Police had found a handprint that he then 

identified with that of Rudy Guede. Obviously, with this attribution, on November 16 or 17, I do not 



remember well by the science, it comes to Rudy Guede, and from that moment the Ivorian officially 

enters the investigation and therefore from that moment begins to clarify also definitely Patrick 

Lumumba's procedural position. In a forest that the hurricane has upset, the same branches dripple at 

the same time and the sun begins to glow. 

 

Last but not least, I feel the duty of a concluding and final exam: Marco Quintavalle. At the hearing of 

March 21, 2009, Conad's shopkeeper is excited - I like this home image, which is exactly the same as the 

factual reality of this Conad - Quintavalle Marco, a man who is appreciated and appreciated in the 

community in which he works, a honest worker , a righteous husband, a disinterested person. In the 

classroom I am now facing the accused and the witness. Amanda, who finds himself in the eyes of those 

who saw him. Not a noise, not a breath in the classroom, not even from the lips of the two. You have to 

recite that scene. The moments happen, as eternity each of these moments. And one after the other 

weigh on the attendants' hearts like a cliff of anguish. "And she"? It was necessary for the Public 

Prosecutor to ask him. And the head answered, Affliction 72: "This girl, when she came in, I looked at 

her to greet her. She looked at me. I saw it at a distance of one meter, seventy-eighty centimeters. " 

Public Ministry: "Have you seen more details than the blue eyes"? Affliction 73. Heads: "Yes, she had a 

white face, had a white face with these blue eyes." Public Ministry: "Can you specify age"? Heads: 

"Twenty-Twenty-One Years." Speaks to the Illustrious President of the Court of Assise, Affliction 80: "Do 

you recognize the girl you saw on that occasion in this classroom"? Heads: "Yes. I saw him this morning 

at the entrance. " President: "Do you now recognize her? Here there is"? Heads: "Yes". The President 

urges: "Are you sure"? Heads: "Yes". "And she? Are you sure he is the girl he saw? " Quintavalle Marco: 

"I'm sure, yes." The President insists: "The girl she saw in the morning of November 2, said what time"? 

Answer: "The seven and forty-five, because I open at seven and forty-five." President: "At seven and 

forty-five, in the first circumstance, she recognizes that girl who is present in this classroom in Amanda 

Knox. Is that so? Quintavalle Marco, granitic: "Yes". Here the recognition is full and unseen, the woman 

seen and the eyes that she has seen, and in recognizing the eye identifies what she observes with what 

she has seen. There is no doubt anymore: Amanda lied. Here recognition is the flame of truth, which 

first drains in the darkness, then opens a gap and then sheds its light, draws, stops, occupies the field. 

But the Knox, which is caught in flagrante of contradiction in a circumstance of such vital importance, 

offers the best proof of his guesswork. His alibi is false and falls miserably. Amanda Knox did not sleep at 

Raffaele Sollecito's home that night until noon at ten o'clock in the morning. Moreover, every building, if 

it has a crevasse in the master wall, will collapse. It may take time, but the building will fall. Amanda 

Knox's alibi revealed that she is ungulates, crumbles, crumbles, and miserably landslides. 

 

Now is the time to close, but in ending this struggle with which I, the modest militia of that, hope to 

have made my contribution to truth and justice in this affair, throwing your heart beyond all obstacles, 

to you they swore screaming: not shaken. There is the aggravation of the purpose of impunity, there is 

the aggravating of the teleological connection, inconfutably proven by the evidence of the evidence, the 

rigidity of the documentary evidence, the insuperability of the logical test. And with a plainest word I say 

to you: the recognition of the existence of such an aggravating I can not doubt it, as an indispensable 

passage from the darkness of a pronounced impersonal and disconnected from a pronounced limpid 

that reacts and proves. I feel I have to be certain, 



 

I feel the obligation and the need to add a last, very short reflection, a last word. After all, this Civilian 

Party has persisted not today, not from yesterday, but for all time, in a single persuasion: to obtain 

justice, that righteousness sitting in the most sacred sanctuary, in the temple of human consciousness; 

that righteousness that is the brightest reverb of truth, that righteousness that is and remains one and 

immutable as the immobile engine of the world. In you now, gentlemen of the Court, this justice to 

Amanda Knox has its word, pronounce her: guilty. And here it is really OK for me to close. By taking 

away from you, I ceased all magniloquent preciousness, from every liveliness and vividness of images, 

from every quotation, because I represent private accusation and the accuser's word must be simple 

and austere. Looking at the intensity of all the suffering suffered, of all suffering pain, Patrick Diya 

Lumumba, with her arm outstretched toward Amanda's stairs, adds to the devilish slanderer and shouts: 

make justice, condemn Amanda and punish exemplarily. And you will do justice, and you will be casting 

it implacably, because implacably Amanda Knox has slandered Patrick Diya Lumumba to gain impunity 

for herself and the raiders of the murder murder perpetrated by the poor and unhappy Meredith 

Kercher. 

 

I have finished, Mr President, and that, of course, coming back to my duties, I shall endorse the 

conclusions. 

AN: 

Good. 

CP: 

Very short, though. 

AN: 

All right, you can hand it over. 

CP: 

If I can give it to you for reading. 

AN: 

Yup. 

CP: 

Yes thanks. 

AN: 

Sheets for beds. 

CP: 

It allows me... 



AN: 

There is also its ... 

CP: 

The notepad. 

AN: 

The notepad, huh, yes. 

CP: 

Thank you, Mr President. 

AN: 

You are welcome. Was there an Attorney's intervention? 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF THE CIVIL PARTY - ADV. L. MAGNINI 

LM: 

Sì. Presidente, pochissime parole, ne avevo preparate poche e ne dico ancora meno, vista l’ora tarda e 

sicuramente la stanchezza che incombe. Solamente per spiegare ai Giudici Popolari chi è la signora 

Tattanelli e perché si trova dentro questo processo. La signora Tattanelli è la proprietaria della villetta 

dove è stata uccisa Meredith. Come ho già detto in tutte le precedenti fasi, io ho ritegno quasi a 

introdurre questo aspetto puramente economico, perché la signora Tattanelli non è una persona offesa 

dal reato commesso, ma è solamente una persona danneggiata. Pur tuttavia ha diritto che questi danni 

vengano ristorati e per questo ha esercitato l’azione civile. Questa casetta, che poi non è una casetta, 

ormai è diventata a Perugia “il villino degli orrori”, “la casa del delitto” e nella migliore delle ipotesi “la 

casa di Meredith”, in realtà era una bellissima casetta, perché è posizionata vicinissima all’università, 

vicinissima al centro, pur tuttavia ha il giardino; era la stampella per la vecchiaia della signora Tattanelli, 

che oggi ha circa novant’anni, perché si aggiungeva alla sua pensione. La signora è vedova, casalinga e 

ha una pensione di reversibilità, e gli dava questa entrata in più, che all’epoca, nel 2007, era un’entrata 

soddisfacente, due appartamenti, si prendeva sui duemila euro al mese. Da un giorno all’altro questa 

entrata è venuta meno. Il giorno 02 novembre la casa è stata sequestrata ed è rimasta sotto sequestro 

per un anno e mezzo. Peraltro anche circostanze fortunate hanno permesso un dissequestro tutto 

sommato veloce, perché erano entrati... delle intrusioni, dei curiosi, dei fanatici, e avevano alterato la 

scena del delitto. Il danno per la signora è la mancata percezione degli affitti per questo anno e mezzo, 

tutti i danni che sono stati creati all’interno della casa, le porte sfondate, i vetri sfondati, le macchie, i 

reagenti; la necessità di mettere le grate alle finestre perché poi curiosi e feticisti arrivavano a frotte 

dentro la casa, volevano entrare dentro la casa di Meredith, e soprattutto il danno che si configura quasi 

come un danno permanente, perché la casa, come ho detto in apertura, è “il villino degli orrori”, è “la 

casa del delitto”. Non è stato più possibile affittarla a studenti, gli studenti la riconoscono tutti, la 

vicenda ha avuto un’eco mediatico a livello mondiale, la casa è una casa che fa parte ormai 

dell’immaginario dei luoghi macabri, dei luoghi dei delitti, e quindi è un bene che ha perso del tutto la 



sua valenza economica. La legittimazione deriva dall’articolo 185 e riteniamo che sia responsabilità degli 

imputati anche il risarcimento di questi danni, che sono conseguenza immediata e diretta della loro 

azione, perché se non fosse stato commesso il delitto l’immobile non sarebbe stato sequestrato. Non è 

necessario il requisito della prevedibilità dell’evento perché la responsabilità risponde a criteri civilistici. 

Mi riporto quindi alle conclusioni scritte che adesso consegnerò. La liquidazione del danno ovviamente 

richiede degli approfondimenti che non era certo questa la sede per fare, quindi verrà eventualmente 

fatto in separata sede. Avevamo richiesto, e ci era stata anche riconosciuta dalla Corte di Assise di 

Perugia, una provvisionale immediatamente esecutiva, di cui chiedo la conferma. E quindi mi riporto alle 

conclusioni scritte e alla nota spese. 

AN: 

Good. Thank you. 

ORGANIZATIONAL QUESTIONS 

AN: 

This was the program for today, which we believe is out of stock. So at this point we return to the next 

hearing, which is 16, I think, December and December 16 will be the other Civil Parties that will 

conclude. 

LG: 

Sorry... 

AN: 

Yes, please. 

LG: 

If I can, a word on the program. 

AN: 

Yes, say. 

LG: 

There should also be 17. 

AN: 

Yes sure. 

LG: 

Is it too much to ask for a deferment even at the hearing of 17 to 9 and 10? Defensive Defense and 

Defense Knox, which I represent. 

AN: 

So the 17th would jump? 



LG: 

Is it too much to ask for it? Because... 

AN: 

No, this is not too much. The problem is getting caught ... 

LG: 

No, but I say it with kindness, I say ... 

AN: 

No, no, but the problem ... 

LG: 

I say it without irony and kindness. 

AN: 

No, no, Lawyer would miss us any more. 

LG: 

He will first speak for Defense Solicitude, then we will talk about it, but it would be the most appropriate 

thing for all four if it could be postponed to 9 and 10 January, I say because they are already mentioned, 

defendants of the defendants. 

AN: 

Yes, we then have a problem, a problem that is January, because January is a month a little special for so 

many reasons. It is difficult to find other hearings, because you see, we have already sneaked. 

Experience tells me that we may still slip, so if we start abandoning the already-established hearings ... 

January starts another session of the Court of Assise, but this concerns the President only, but in short, it 

is something that I have to keep in mind because we have other processes. This, as you know, we are 

dragging him from last session. Then there is a problem: in the second half of January the classroom will 

not be available because this is the classroom that is being used for the inauguration of the Judicial Year, 

so if they jump we should go to February, and it becomes a really hard-to-manage discourse. So I would 

ask you an effort, if possible, to keep the calendar we have - what we did, so the 16 Civil Parties and 17 

one of the two Defenses, I do not know what it will be ... 

AC: 

If I can, in exchange for the Bongiorno Attorney I must point out that on December 17 unfortunately the 

Bongiorno lawyer has a commitment in another trial with detainees, so we were also said to be 

regulated for that. I have already spoken with my colleagues, but I also anticipate that the lawyer 

Bongiorno on December 17th will not be able to discuss it. Here, I have to report it, here it is. 

AN: 



Yes, but it's just that December 17 came down like a rock in the stream, it's a date we agreed with the 

Bongiorno lawyer. 

AC: 

Yes, the lawyer ... 

AN: 

If the lawyer Bongiorno ... 

AC: 

The lawyer on 16 December should have spoken and so ... 

AN: 

Ah, the 16th? 

AC: 

... because of this calendarization obviously ... 

AN: 

Well, he'll talk on January 9th. Talk to them first. 

AC: 

Okay, yes, but I just ... 

AN: 

But it's not the Giro d'Italia this, huh, it's not that one has to arrive sooner or later. Dear lords, there are 

two procedural positions, you alternate. It is not that there is a logical consequentiality between defense 

and the other. I am available to any order, but order must have a sense even with the expedition of the 

process. 

AC: 

Absolutely. It was not... 

AN: 

So if the Advocate Bongiorno can not ... if he can not speak on the 16th, he will talk on January 9th. 

AC: 

That's fine, President. Thank you. 

LG: 

It was out of the question for me, for Defense Knox, that we would have spoken to us on the 17th. 

AN: 



Here it is. So for you it is not a problem. 

LG: 

My question... 

AN: 

Of course, it was if it was possible, but it is not ... 

LG: 

(overlapping voices) she answered me, the speech ended. 

AN: 

It is not possible, indeed, we have difficulty finding a date beyond 10 to be able to do the Council Room. 

LG: 

It was out of the question. 

AN: 

In fact, I already propose you from now, so think a little bit about it, then we'll talk about the 16th 

safely, we will find the date of January 15 for the Council, assuming a slip of just one day of hearing . 

Keep it here, because it might be the right date. Then we talk about the 16th. So we keep the calendar. 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

AN: 

Yes, in fact, in short ... 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

AN: 

I said, for the 16th it depends a little on the commitment of time that the Civil Parties will have. Are you 

able to make a prediction? 

?: 

(voice out of microphone) exhaust the discussion within three to four hours, here it is. 

AN: 

Here it is. So then we can keep ... 

?: 

(voice off microphone) 

AN: 

You for the 16th ... someone comes out, no, do you imagine? 



?: 

Yup. 

AN: 

Eh. So ... then we keep at ten o'clock. No, the idea was to anticipate, if there was a need for many hours. 

If we are in the four or five hours, we can do ten. 

?: 

(voice off microphone) 

AN: 

Well, then we can keep the ten o'clock ... 

LM: 

(voice off microphone) I will nominate a substitute. Are you coming on the 16th? 

CP: 

I would like to come on the 16th. 

LM: 

All right. 

?: 

(voice off microphone) 

AN: 

But I think Knox Defenders will be on the 16th. 

(multiple voices outside the microphone) 

AN: 

And so the ten keep them because ... 

CP: 

- For them. 

AN: 

... is a time of civilization, to avoid difficulties. So then, December 16, ten o'clock. And we keep the 17th 

for Defense. Good. The hearing is postponed to 16 December. 


