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NENCINI ON THE KNIFE (EXHIBIT 36) 
 

 

by Julia Smith 

English translation of excerpted pages of Nencini motivations specifically discussing Exhibit 36 (the 

knife sequestered from Raffaele’s apartment) 

 

 

(Page 73) 

(omitted) 

The outcome of this digression on the evidence examined and on the biological traces found, is that 

now coming to light are the results of the technical verifications on exhibit 36 (knife, presumed murder 

weapon) and 165B) (clasp of the bra worn by Meredith Kercher the night of the murder). 

For the peculiarities of both pieces of evidence and for the specificity of the objections made by the 

defense and by official experts appointed by the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia, into the 

investigation carried out by the police, the Court wishes to treat each piece of evidence separately, 

even if a preliminary reasoning on the topic of contamination could be carried out with an aspect of 

generality since significant to both pieces of evidence in question. 

Preliminarily, it’s necessary, to point out that as a result of the protests put forth by the defense 

towards the actions of the Polizia Scientifica in the act of opposition to the sentence of the first degree, 

the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia decided to renew the preliminary hearing inquiry organizing 

the renewal “rinnovazione” of the investigations of a genetic nature, and entrusting this task to an 

expert constituency composed of Professor Carla Vecchiotti and Professor Stefano Conti, conferring 

on them the following task: “Having examined at the proceedings and carried out the technical 

investigations deemed necessary, the group of experts must ascertain: 

-if it’s possible, by means of new technical verification, the attribution and the degree of reliability of 

the eventual attribution of the DNA present on items 165 B (bra clasp) and 36 (knife); 

-if it is not possible to proceed with new technical verification, evaluation, on the basis of events, the 

degree of reliability of the genetic verifications undertaken by the Polizia Scientifica on the 

aforementioned items, with reference as well to possible contaminations.” 

The court entrusted therefore the group of experts a full mandate, which consisted of the carrying out 

of new laboratory tests and, in case that were not possible, in a critical reinterpretation of the work of 

the Polizia Scientifica, and laid out in the consultancy submitted in June 2008 by Doctor Patrizia 

Stefanoni. 

The appointed experts submitted their report on June 29 2011, with which, given the fact of 

impossibility of the repetition of the laboratory analysis, and operating the only activity of 

“supervision” of the procedures of analysis utilized by the Polizia Scientifica ax art 360 c.p.p., they 

concluded in the complete unreliability of the results of the genetic exams carried out by the Polizia 

Scientifica, also due to the circumstance that it was not possible to exclude a possible contamination of 

both items in one of any phases of evidence-gathering, or rather the analysis. 

The Court maintains useful, for the undeniable significance that they take on in the proceedings, to 

report exhaustively the conclusions of the official experts laid out in the technical report submitted on 

June 29th 2011:” (omission) The tests that we conducted to determine the presence of blood on item 36 

(knife) and item 165B (bra clasps) yielded a negative result. 

The cytomorphological tests on the items did not reveal the presence of cellular material. Some 

samples of item 36 (knife), in particular sample “H”, present granules with a circular/hexagonal 

characteristic morphology with a central radial structure. A more detailed microscopic study, together 
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with the consultation of data in the literature, allowed us to ascertain that the structures in question 

are attributable to granules of starch, thus matter of a vegetable nature. 

The quantification of the extracts obtained from the samples obtained from item 36 (knife) and item 

165B (bra clasps), conducted via Real Time PCR, did not reveal the presence of DNA. 

In view of the absence of DNA in the extracts that we obtained, with the agreement of the consultants 

for the parties, we did not proceed to the subsequent  amplification step. 

 

PAGE 194 

(Omission) Having examined the record and the relevant documents, we are able to report the 

following conclusions regarding the laboratory analyses performed on Item 36 (knife) and Item 165B 

(bra clasps): 

ITEM 36 (KNIFE) 

Relative to the genetic analysis performed on trace A (handle of the knife), we agree with the 

conclusion reached by the Technical Consultant regarding the attribution of the genetic profile 

obtained from these samples to Amanda Marie Knox. 

Relative to trace B (blade of the knife) we find that the technical analyses performed are not 

reliable for the following reasons: 

1. There does not exist evidence which scientifically confirms that trace B (blade of knife) is the 

product of blood. 

2. The electrophoretic profiles exhibited reveal that the sample indicated by the letter B (blade of 

knife) was a Low Copy Number (LCN) sample, and, as such, all of the precautions indicated by the 

international scientific community should have been applied. 

3. Taking into account that none of the recommendations of the international scientific community 

relative to the treatment of Low Copy Number (LCN) samples were followed, we do not accept the 

conclusions regarding the certain attribution of the profile found on trace B (blade of knife) to the 

victim Meredith Susanna Cara Kercher, since the genetic profile, as obtained, appears unreliable 

insofar as it is not supported by scientifically validated analysis; 

4. International protocols of inspection, collection, and sampling were not followed; 

5. It cannot be ruled out that the result obtained from sample B (blade of knife) derives from 

contamination in some phase of the collection and/or handling and/or analyses performed. 

ITEM 165B (BRA CLASPS) 

Relative to Item 165B (bra clasps), we find that the technical analysis is not reliable for the following 

reasons: 
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1. There does not exist evidence which scientifically confirms the presence of supposed flaking cells on 

the item; 

2. There was an erroneous interpretation of the electrophoretic profile of the autosomic STRs; 

3. There was an erroneous interpretation of the electrophoretic profile relative to the Y chromosome; 

4. The international protocols for inspection, collection, and sampling of the item were not followed; 

5. It cannot be ruled out that the results obtained derive from environmental contamination and/or 

contamination in some phase of the collection and/or handling of the item." 
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Both experts were cross-examined in the preliminary hearings by the Appeal Court of Assizes of 

Perugia  allowing the articulation of witness depositions that must be evaluated integrating it with the 

submitted written report. 

In the analysis of the investigations of a technical nature, which were carried out on items 36) and 165 

B)  this Court must therefore evaluate in a preliminary way, the results of the Scientific Police, and 

successively the oppositions to them put forth by the Defense’s technical consultants, as well as by 

official consultants nominated by the Judicial of the Perugian Appeal. 

As much as permitted, it’s necessary to confront the problems, in common as they are to the defense as 

to the professors Carla Vecchiotti and Stefano Conti, of the possible contamination of the items. The 

argument assumes, as it is intuitive, prejudicial character, since in case they reached the conclusion of 

probable contamination of the items, every evaluation on the results of that analysis would be 

irrelevant to the goals of the trial. 

This Court would like to take the opportunity to speak about contamination of the items of evidence, in 

a general way, and abstractly keeping an open mind, just as it was repeated many times by the defense 

and the official experts, Professors Carla Vecchiotti and Stefano Conti, even in their written 

conclusions [points numbers 4) and 5) of the conclusions of the technical report cited by them multiple 

times], didn’t mean anything in the court of the penal process, and may be objectively misleading. 

In a general way and abstractly open-minded, any tool for formulating proof in court can contain in 

itself seeds of contamination and of unreliability; and this is true as well for the statements of the 

defendants, and the statements of the witnesses (who 
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can be corrupt as to render false declarations, or even intimidated); and also for any other verification 

of a technical nature or rather of an un-repeatable nature created by the judiciary police, that could 

have been sullied by conduct of falsification of the relative reports as to the work of these same 

functionaries of the police (like some proceedings of national significance have taught us). In the 

courtroom of the penal procedure, in front of a piece of probatory evidence, or rather circumstantial 

evidence, whether that may therefore be a document, a declarative proof, or even a verification of an 

un-repeatable, or technical nature, it’s necessary that the latter is always placed under the critical 

examination of the judiciary, that consists of the evaluation of the evidence of the fact ascertained, and 

of its significance in the overall context of the circumstantial and probatory discoveries. It’s necessary 

for the judge to also pose the problem of the authenticity and the resulting reliability of the proof and 

of the circumstance, but that authenticity and reliability, once the probatory or circumstantial evidence 

is formed, it can not be placed in doubt by mere conjecture, or rather by deductions of an open-minded 

nature; the unreliability of the proof or of the circumstance must be verified and anchored to specific 

facts, not to mention concrete probability, if not certainty. 

The methodological principal, procedurally specified, that this court maintains must be followed, must 

be kept in mind also in this case, when one is confronted with the court data, insisted on repeatedly, of 

the contamination of items of evidence which were subjected to scientific technical investigations. 

If one can with good reason affirm that it’s not the responsibility on the part of one who objects to it to 

demonstrate the contamination occurrence - creating for himself otherwise an inadmissible inversion 

of burden of proof - one must at the same time affirm that the party has moreover a precise 

responsibility of allegation of specific facts, which could have determined concretely the alleged 

contamination and on which to ask a verification of the Judge. 

Furthermore, even faced with the mere probabilistic hypothesizing that one party in court makes about 

the untrustworthiness of the result of a technical exam, it’s necessary that the Judge not stop in front of 

the mere allegation of a probabilistic nature or at conjecture, having the obligation to verify concretely, 

and in relation to every single item of evidence, if the same can be spoiled by the accidental contingent 
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elements, in other words, of the inconsiderate work of those who, with various titles, came into contact 

with them; in this way determining it the result of an error in an evaluative moment of the court data. 

And therefore carrying out a 
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concrete evaluation of that which is reasonable (and documentable) that could have happened in the 

space-time conditions given, and not what in abstract is possible to have happened. 

In substance, the obligation placed upon the judge in the penal process is to ascertain the historic truth 

of a fact, which the law connects to the indictment of a crime. He is instructed to shy away from 

considerations of a hypothetical nature, and instead to temper himself with the concrete procedural 

data, even of a possibly negative nature, with the goal of verifying if the pollution of the proof or of the 

circumstance is ascertained, or at least if it is reasonably imaginable. 

As much as allowed, in point and method, and coming to the merit of the trial subject matter 

introduced by the parties and by the above-named official experts involved, it’s possible to affirm that, 

in a general sense, one could have lost the probatory value of an item of evidence in the most varied 

time-space conditions, and for the most various causes. That loss of trial significance can manifest 

itself in a degradation of the item of evidence, or rather can consist in a true and proper contamination. 

One can say to oneself one has degradation of an item of evidence when the poor conservation of that 

same item, or its inconsiderate handling, determines the loss of the trace, in other words a level of 

modification of the same which does not usefully allow analysis: basically when the quantitative DNA 

useful to the analysis is lost, that determines its unemployability. 

One must rather ask oneself about contamination of the item of evidence when its poor conservation, 

or its inconsiderate handling, determines the transfer of traces from one item to another. In that case 

one doesn’t have any loss of useful quantitative DNA for analysis, but only a pollution ; that is a 

mixing of traces, coming from different subjects, making it so that the result of the analyses loses its 

trial significance. 

These two concepts, repeated and specified multiple times in court by Doctor Stefanoni in her trial 

depositions they had not found any negation and they can even be acquired in the fact-finding load of 

this Judge, and even constitute a believable judging criteria. 

Coming now in concrete to the two items of interest, it’s necessary to observe how both, both on 36) as 

on 165B) DNA came out which was useful for the identification of the person who left it there. This 

fact categorically excludes, and 
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without any need to elaborate in this court, the degradation of both items, which would have brought 

forth the loss of DNA useful for identification, not certainly the mutation of the DNA itself; the loss 

therefore of significant trial data, and not their mutation. 

From these considerations, since DNA useful for identification was extracted in both items (even if 

with modalities and criticalities one will speak of), it follows that in the specificity of the case what we 

must evaluate is not the degradation of the items, since this would have only led to the loss of data, but 

if anything the concrete possibility that one might have verified a contamination of the items 

themselves for contact, which had determined the accidental transfer of DNA on the item itself; in the 

latest analysis, according to the partition mentioned above, the possible contamination of the items of 

evidence. 

Consequently one must now evaluate, in relation to both items, if due to the means of collection, or 

due to the means of conservation, or due to the manipulation of the items themselves if one may have 

been able to verify an accidental transfer of DNA on the object being examined; accidental transfer of 
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DNA which therefore would have brought forth a misleading result of the analyses for trial purposes in 

order to prove the crime. 

Such an investigation, for the reasons stated, would have to be carried out singularly for each item, 

departing from the exam objective of court-admissible documentation. 

Item number 36 (Exhibit 36) 

The Police inspector Armando Finzi, cross-examined as a witness in the first degree of judgement, 

referred to the search carried out at the residence of Raffaele Sollecito on the morning of November 6 

2007. The witness stated that the act of the judicial police was carried out jointly with other personnel 

of the State police, and that all of the personnel, before entering inside the residence, had put on gloves 

and shoe covers. The witness stated that he opened the first drawer in the kitchen containing 

silverware, and noticed a large knife that had attracted his attention in that, positioned on the summit 

of the other utensils, it was particularly lucid and clean if compared with the remaining utensils. The 

witness recognized item 36 during the hearing as the knife which he had individuated and which was 

then sequestered. The inspector stated that he lifted the knife wearing gloves, and placed it 

immediately in a new paper envelope, never used before, positioning the envelope closed within a file 

folder. All of it 
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was given to the superintendent of the State police Stefano Gubbiotti, who was cross-examined at the 

same hearing of February 28 2009. 

The superintendent Gubbiotti stated that he had received all of the materials sequestered from 

Raffaele’s residence from Inspector Finzi; material that included also the knife, but much more than 

only the knife in interest. 

First of all he had collected the knife, which then became exhibit number 36, transferring it from the 

paper envelope where it had been contained, into a cardboard box, which before-hand had contained a 

new agenda, gift from the Istituto di Credito, and kept just for the goals of the institute by the 

personnel of the police station. The operation was carried out by the superintendent with gloves taken 

from the office and never used before. The knife thus closed in a cardboard box was transmitted, 

together with other evidence, to the Polizia Scientifica in Rome for analyses. 

From the procedural facts it does not appear that the knife was ever extracted from the cardboard box 

where it was positioned by the Superintendent Gubbiotti following its insertion, and until the opening 

of the cardboard box containing it, which occurred at the laboratories of the Polizia Scientifica in 

Rome. 

The analysis of the work carried out at the laboratories of the Polizia Scientifica of Rome is derivable 

from the S.A.L. acquired during the proceedings (in terms of memos of documentation of the activity 

carried out in the laboratory). From the acquired documentation it appears that the operations began on 

November 5th 2007, to then continue on November 6th 2007. On November 5th 2007 samples were 

taken for reference to Meredith Kercher, while on the day of the 6th salivary samples were extracted 

from Raffaele Sollecito, Amanda Knox, and Diya Lumumba. There was then an interruption in the 

operation of the analyses from the 6th to the 12th of November, operations which were taken up again 

on the day of November 12th 2007 with the extraction of the items referable to Raffaele Sollecito and 

sequestered by the Perugian Flying Squad, just as documented in the memorandum of the sequester of 

November 6th, of November 7th and of November 16th 2007. 

It must be pointed out that the temporary interruption of the analyses was a consequence of restrictive 

precautions adopted towards the defendants, and due to which, at the re-start, the operations were 

carried out with the guarantees expected in article 360 of the procedural penal code. 
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(Page 200) 

From the documentation it emerges that  the last sample analyzed on the day of November 6th 2007 

which showed the profile of the victim Meredith Kercher was item 27 (transparent drinking glass taken 

from her bedroom nightstand, and sample of clear liquid contained within) defined with the sequence 

number 200047224. At the re-start of analyses on November 13th 2007 the following samples were 

proceedingly analyzed: 

-item number 32( Pair of Nike brown and yellow shoes, size 42 and a half) which showed a trace 

attributable to Raffaele Sollecito, and another trace of an unidentified male; 

-item number 33 (Black pocketknife CRKT brand with blade length of 8.5 centimeters) sequestered in 

the residence of Raffaele Sollecito which provided a trace attributable to a mix of Sollecito-Knox; 

-item number 34 (pair of blue men’s elastic-waist boxers “UOMO” brand bearing traces of presumed 

blood substance) sequestered in the residence of Raffaele Sollecito which provided a trace attributable 

to Amanda Knox; 

-item number 35 (pocketknife total length 18.5 centimeters with black handle with “SPAIDERCO 

D’ELICA” written on it) sequestered in the residence of Raffaele Sollecito which gave a negative 

result. 

-item number 36 ( knife total length 31 centimeters with a blade of 17 centimeters and a black handle) 

sequestered in the residence of Raffaele Sollecito which gave as a result a trace of the profile of 

Amanda Knox (Trace A), and as a result of the other trace the profile of Meredith Kercher (Trace B). 

How easy it is to reveal from the documentation to the causal proceedings, from the last item that 

provided a trace of Meredith Kercher, examined on the day of the 6th of November 3007, and the first 

item that provided a trace of Meredith Kercher, examined on the day of the 13th of November 2007, in 

fact exhibit number 36, seven days went by, during the course of which, 103 other items were tested 

by the Polizia Scientifica in the same laboratories, all part of other penal proceedings. One must in fact 

not forget that the laboratories of the Scientific Police in Rome, in November of 2007, were not 

occupied exclusively in the analyses relative to the murder of Meredith Kercher, but, as is anyway 

intuitive, they were contemporaneously interested in numerous 
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other analyses of evidence related to other criminal procedures, or anyway other investigations of the 

judiciary police. 

At the conclusion of the analytic reconstruction of the journey that exhibit number 36 took from the 

moment of removal from the interior of the kitchen drawer at Raffaele Sollecito’s residence to the 

work of State Police inspector Armando Finzi, until the moment in which the sample was extracted, 

which provided in successive analysis the trace attributable to Meredith Kercher, can reasonably affirm 

that the phenomenon technically defined as cross-contamination has no reason to be hypothesized; and 

surely does not appear objectively ascertained. 

And in fact none of the Police Officials who carried out the initial investigation at Raffaele Sollecito’s 

residence came from places contaminated with the DNA of Meredith Kercher, and anyway all of them 

wore new gloves and booties. It is therefore to be excluded that the DNA of Meredith Kercher could 

have accidentally fallen on the blade of exhibit number 36 in the course of the search operations. 

At a later stage, the knife was closed in a paper envelope never used before and then in a cardboard 

box taken from inside the offices of the Flying Squad of the Perugia police station that therefore, 

excluding any evaluations of the appropriateness of the container, certainly did not contain the DNA of 

Meredith Kercher. Later the box was opened at the laboratories of the Rome Scientific Police, seven 

days from the last analysis carried out which revealed a trace attributable to  Meredith Kercher, and 

when the same laboratories had carried out 103 analyses related to other court cases, without therefore 
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accidental transfer on Meredith Kercher’s DNA being possible from one item of evidence to another, 

or rather from an item to a lab worker, which then would have been accidentally deposited on the 

knife. 

The contamination of exhibit 36, from an analysis aware of the chronological succession of time and 

the modality of collection and storage of the body of evidence, and on the basis of criteria of 

reasonableness and concreteness previously shown, must therefore be radically excluded…. (Omitted) 
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In conclusion it must be affirmed that both in regards to exhibit 36, or rather the presumed murder 

weapon, as in regards to exhibit 165B, or rather the clasp of the bra worn by Meredith Kercher the 

night she was killed, no environmental contamination was ascertained, nor concretely hypothesizable. 

And such affirmation finds confirmation in the “negative and positive controls” (the topic of which we 

will later return to) carried out by Doctor Stefanoni and acquired in the court documents, which 

demonstrate absence of contamination of those items of evidence. 

One can in conclusion affirm how no allegations or signs to the contrary were presented during the 

trial, with the ability to put in doubt the genuineness of the emergent trial data of the laboratory 

analysis of the evidence described, if not mere conjecture of a hypothetical nature, which is based 

exclusively on the basis of the asserted violations on the part of the State Police lab workers of 

international protocols relative to the activity of evidence collection to be placed under analysis; if not, 

again, on a devaluation that appears objectively preconceived, by the scientific police lab workers in 

this trial. 

On the topic of the alleged violation of international protocols, given that it was an affirmation insisted 

upon during the course of the proceedings it’s necessary to expound some thoughts. 

In the first place one must observe how the staff of the State Police who work every day relative to the 

scientific police, together with that of the Corps of the Carabinieri, about which I will be able to touch 

upon briefly, had reached levels of professionalism of undisputed value in recent years, recognized at 

the national and international level, and recently even certified; professional levels - at least - of a level 

equal to the best scientific intelligence who have offered their contributions in this trial in the capacity 

of consultants to the parties. 
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In the second place the constant presence during the course of the laboratory activity of very valid 

professionals, in the role of trial consultants safeguarding the rights also of the defendants, which due 

to the adoption on the part of the Public Prosecutor of the procedure ex art. 360 c.p.p. which 

guarantees the correctness of the methods of analysis, (though certainly not the results, which are the 

object of each specific test); in the sense that surely rough errors of scientific protocol, if committed by 

Doctor Stefanoni, would have been immediately censured and recorded. The circumstance, therefore, 

that none of the parties’ consultants had censured the analyses in the course of their being carried out 

(but only the methodologies used and the consequential results) is reassuring on not just the overall 

reliability, but on the authenticity of the complex and circumstantial evidence that can be deduced 

from the genetic analyses. 

Finally, even wishing to keep in mind that in the course of evidence storage successively placed under 

analysis there may have been some “cadute di professionalità” (lit. “falls of professionalism”) (surely 

the late collection and storage of the clasp constitutes a significant one that was evidenced), the finality 

of the penal process, which aims at the rigorous certainty of criminally relevant behaviors which lead 

to the imposition of a criminal punishment, are the duty of the judge to verify, in concrete and not as a 

mere hypothesis, if that fall of professionalism had negatively influenced its acquisition by the court. 
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And such a negative affect in the case that concerns us is to be excluded for the reasons already 

expressed. 

In conclusion therefore, if a negative influence on the trial facts has not been ascertained, even the 

affirmed violation of international protocols in the matter of the search of the homes and of the 

collection of samples to be placed under analyses is a trial element lacking value; unsuitable in itself, 

to invalidate the results of the laboratory analyses conducted on the evidence. 

Uncluttered the field of the question of the eventual contamination of the items, it’s now necessary to 

examine the merit of the inspections carried out with respect to art. 360 c.p.p. in the location of the 

judicial police, and successively “supervised” critically by experts nominated at the appeal level by 

the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia 

Even regarding the technical findings of the two items, it is necessary to proceed in analyzing them 

separately, but then treat the conclusive observations unitarily, taking the cue from exhibit no. 36. 
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The Knife (exhibit number 36) 

The results of the genetic tests carried out on the knife sequestered by the court emerge from the 

technical report files in June 2008 by Doctor Patrizia Stefanoni : “(omission) amongst all the traces 

analyzed, belonging to exhibit 36, only the traces denominated A and B furnished a useful genetic 

profile and precisely from trace A it was possible to extrapolate the genetic profile of Amanda Marie 

Knox (comparison made with the genetic profile returned on page 69 table 31, referable exhibit 31, 

saliva swab taken from the same) while from trace B it was possible to extrapolate the genetic profile 

of Meredith Susanna Cara Kercher, already shown in table 12-i (comparison made with the genetic 

profile returned on page 49 referable exhibit 21, blood sample taken from the wound with the largest 

dimension present on the neck of the victim). The analysis of the remaining traces sampled from 

reperto 36 (denominated traces C,D,E,F,G) did not furnish any useful results.” 

At the hearing of May 22 2009, examined by the court of the first degree on the specific point, the 

expert declared that Trace A had given a positive result for the genetic profile of Amanda Knox, while 

trace B gave a positive result for the genetic profile of Meredith Kercher. She also clarified that the 

samples taken on the whole knife, seven in total, were carried out at two different times. Initially the 

samples A, B, and C, and, successively, also on the basis of the positive results evidenced above, it 

was decided to increase the samples, carrying out four more, the last of which moreover yielded a 

negative result. 

It became shown, as well, that the trace attributable to the DNA of Amanda Knox had been taken from 

the end of the handle of the knife, or rather near the beginning of the blade; while the sample which 

gave a positive result for the DNA of Meredith Kercher was taken from the blade, inside some 

scratches which were visible to the naked eye only by placing the knife under intense illumination. 

Doctor Stefanoni expressed herself thusly: “(omission) trace B was taken in this spot. On the basis of 

no relevant trace from the biological point of view that was visible to the eye, however one could see, 

under consistent illumination, a series of scratches were visible, one of which was particularly 

“deeper”, they were scratches anyway, therefore rather superficial, however quite visible, these 

scratches went… 
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they basically ran parallel to the upper part of the knife, therefore more or less they were parallel to 

this side, toward the point let’s say they went a bit downwards, then they sort of followed the shape of 

the tip, but they were streaks, anomalies of the metal visible to the naked eye under intense 

illumination, while point A was sampled, on the handle naturally, just like D), F), with the intent to 

eventually find the DNA of the person who used that weapon. In particular point A) was made in a 
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particular point in which there is the end-of-stroke of the hand, that is if I point the knife and strike a 

blow “sferro un colpo” my hand will tend to go forward, in that point the knife is made so as not to 

allow this pathway, otherwise I’d put my hand on the blade, and so there’s a type of ‘codetta’ (little 

tail), basically this part sticking out that you can see here, the sample was done corresponding to this 

area and had a positive result for the profile of Amanda Knox.“ (Page 94-96 of the transcription of the 

trial recording of May 22 2009 in front of the Court of Assizes of Perugia of the first degree). 

On the basis of the laboratory analyses carried out by the scientific police, on the knife sequestered in 

the home of Raffaele Sollecito two positive DNA traces were therefore revealed: the first, attributable 

to Amanda Knox and marked with the letter A), which came from the end on the handle, in the vicinity 

of the beginning of the blade, while the second, attributed by Doctor Stefanoni to Meredith Kercher, is 

marked with the letter B), which came from some scratches present on the blade of the knife, and 

degrading towards the tip of the same. For both traces, the laboratory analysis did not show that it was 

a matter of blood traces. 

It’s necessary to observe up to now, and with the goal of restricting the test asked of this Court, like the 

attribution to Amanda Knox of trace A) may be a peaceful trail element, in the sense that on the point 

there is no objection, neither on the part of her defense, nor on the part of the official experts of the 

Perugian appellate degree (see page 144 of the conclusions of the expertise signed Vecchiotti-Conti). 

The objection is exclusively on trace B), with different reasoning. 

In the fist place the choice made by doctor Stefanoni to not proceed to an analysis which would have 

allowed the identification of the nature of the trace was contested. 
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The expert clarified in his test, both in the course of the preliminary hearing in front go GUP of the 

Court of Perugia, as well as in front of the judge of the first degree hearings, that the omission of the 

analysis relative to the identification of the nature of the trace was a choice determined by the scarce 

quantity of biological material with which to work. With regards to trace B) in fact it was of a quantity 

called low copy number in the literature, in relation to which the analysis aimed at the identification of 

the nature of the trace would have "consumed" the entire sample, not allowing then the continuation of 

the analysis targeted at identification, and therefore to the subjective attribution of DNA. Doctor 

Stefanoni declared that keeping in mind the purpose of the genetic investigation by the judicial police, 

that were not those of a scientific investigation per se, but rather in order to identify the genetic profile 

of the man or woman who had in fact held the knife, and in any case to give a name and a face to the 

likely perpetrators of a heinous murder, its priority was an investigation aimed at identifying the 

person who had left the DNA found rather than the identification of the nature of the trace, without 

then being able to identify the person who had left it on the knife (see pages 257/259 of the 

transcriptions of recording of the hearing of May 22 2009 in front of the Court of Assizes of the first 

degree) 

Once it is clear how this choice - the choice that is not to proceed with identification of the nature of 

the trace, in order not to hamper the investigation of personal identification - must be regarded as 

absolutely neutral in relation to the results which were obtained in the attribution of the trace itself, in 

the sense that the failure to identify the nature of the trace did not affect at all the analysis aimed at the 

attribution, as was also clearly stated by the experts named in the judgment of the Court of Assizes of 

Perugia, and specifically by Prof. Conti at the hearing on September  5th 2011, this Court considers 

itself in agreement with the assessment made by Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni, in the sense that, for the 

purposes of a survey targeted at the attribution of criminal liability in relation to a serious act of 

violence, and absolutely paramount, with respect to the knowledge of the nature of a biological trace, 

to know the man or woman who may have left this organic trace on the evidence. The preceding based 

on the assumption - but the data is not disputed - that, with the use of the small amount of "material" 

available, both may not be attainable. 
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Then there is a second point of dispute. 

The defense sustains, in what is also supported by the findings of expertise of the office of Conti-

Vecchietti, that the analysis performed on the sample was not repeated, it was only repeated in the 

sense that the electrophoresis, but not the analysis of the quantity of DNA extracted from the sample, 

and in particular the amplification. According to international protocols, mentioned several times in 

the technical report of Conti-Vecchietti, this methodology would not be correct, and would not allow 

the process to acquire a certain fact. 

The argument of the defense is certainly valuable, and therefore deserves deeper examination. 

In the first place it must be said that the analysis carried out on sample B) taken from the knife shows 

in effect a limited height of the peaks of fluorescence, around 50 of the average RFU (but with some 

peaks below), and if this data is indubitable because objectively reported in the pleadings, it must be 

stated with as much security how the negative control of the amplification may have low background 

noise, and therefore is of good quality; certifying the absence of contamination of the specimen. 

Moreover it must be said that in both the electrophoresis runs carried out on the same amplified sample 

only peaks of fluorescence attributable to Meredith Kercher are in evidence, and no one else. 

Finally it must be observed that Dr. Stefanoni showed, in a hearing in the courtroom, the absolute 

improbability, if not impossibility, to hypothesize that, by chance, in correspondence with each point 

constituting the genetic profile of DNA, 15 pairs of numbers appeared that coincide with those 

corresponding to the genetic profile of the victim. 

Professor Giuseppe Novelli, consultant of the Public Minister, in his report filed September 6th 2011 

before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia, on the point he says: "(omitted) the consultant has also 

conducted a statistical calculation aimed at determination of the probability that the profile can belong 

to a person other than the victim. The calculation of the Random Match Probability is equal to one in 

300 million billion. This value thus obtained makes it possible to unambiguously assign the trace 

analyzed to a single contributor that the consultant believed to be the victim Meredith Kercher. " 

(Page 11 of the report cited above). 

Prof. Giuseppe Novelli, examined on 6 September 2011 by the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia to a 

spefic question asked by the Public Prosecutor who asked him if, in his 
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judgement the profile attributed to Meredith Kercher in trace B) taken from exhibit number 36) was 

used for identification purposes, his verbatim reply: "(omitted). Hence the profile is used in the sense 

that it detects the full compatibility to all loci, because there is a profile, it exists, certainly in the 

conditions of ... some loci in some points scored, because obviously we are not in the condition of a 

simulated experimental laboratory, ie, in the sense that it takes ... When one establishes 

evidence… No, one can not know a priori what one will find, the amount is very small, and often we 

find ourselves working in these conditions, it is not always that we have the perfect amount of DNA 

about which there is absolutely no discussion. On this point, we know very well, you know better than 

me, Mr. President, that the discussions of paternity are practically finished in the courts because 

the amount of DNA is so much that there is absolutely no discussion, because all of us experts and 

technicians agree, because the profiles are perfect, the perfect amount, so for which no discussion 

exists. It is evident here that it is difficult to be in a position to always find a perfect profile, with all 

threshold values beyond normal, it is what we all wish for. This is not always possible. So, what to do 

in these cases? What rightly, you too Mr. President has put in his questioning, that is, asked the 

question: give a degree of reliability to what you have found. And to this in my opinion there is only 
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one answer: a biostatistical analysis of what was found. If this calculated value is little, or low, or 

however, then one can interpret, discuss, when appropriate, but on the presence of the profile there is 

little to discuss, because the profile is there, you can tell in some signals, as I said, there was some 

missing, not the first run, but in the second run this was so to speak, complied with, because one can, 

in as it is the same amplification, the same sample was made to run at two different times, and this is 

not absolutely absurd to do. So I supposed this and I tried to give a statistical value to this thing. That 

is, in the sense that if the profile is unique, I made this calculation to determine how likely this same 

profile could be attributed to a person other than the victim. I did, Mr. President, and then of course 

the technical details are in the report that I will deliver of course, because I do not want to be here to 

discuss calculations of thresholds of statistical calculations. (Omitted) 

Continuing the examination the prosecutor asked Prof. Novelli his judgment on the fact that the 

amplification had not been repeated at least twice. 
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Professor Novelli thus replied: "Look, there is also this ... As I said before, it is true that there are 

recommendations, protocols, standardizations, but there is also experience, common sense, the ability 

of the operator to be able to decide when he or she is facing a situation of this kind, what do I do? I 

have a small trace, I have a single hair. How many times has it happened to me and others to find a 

single hair, absolutely - I make an attempt ... If there's nothing, patience, I throw it out, but it's not that 

I can say a priori that I'll divide it into five portions to do five different amplifications, when I already 

know that the amount is so small that it is not enough for me. It is a hair, there are about less than 5 

picograms of DNA, so, I mean, it's not always so simple. And therefore, one finds oneself in an 

important condition that becomes, so to speak, described in a precise manner, curated, the operation 

carried out, and the result obtained. And then, from the result, then one has to infer, in my opinion, if a 

profile, in fact, is good, very good, or not so good, and of how statistically reliable it is. There is no 

other possibility, otherwise we put in question all the DNA analyses that we have made from 1986-

1987 to the present, at least in our country.” (Pages 57-60 of the transcripts of the minutes of the 

hearing on September 6, 2011 before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia). 

 

Professor Francesca Torricelli, a technical consultant for the civil plaintiff, in her report submitted at 

the hearing on September 6th 2011, in relation to trace B) taken from exhibit number 36) and analyzed 

by the polizia scientifica puts it this way: "(omitted) I would like to however, emphasize the fact that 

the analysis of the sample electropherogram B), despite the value of RFU being actually very low, 

identified the allele peaks that stand out clearly on the homogeneity of the background noise of the 

instrument and that these peaks may be due to the genetic profile of the victim. In the following table  

the genetic profile of Meredith Kercher is compared with the genetic profile which was extrapolated 

from the electropherogram of trace B) [ID 771-200047330]. 

 

Markers Kercher Neredith (sic) R.T.G.I.F. 

   

(Relazione Tecnica 

Indagini di Genetica 

Forense) 

    

(Forensic Genetics 

Technical Analysis 

Report) 

D 8S 1179 13, 16 13,16 

D 21SW 11 30, 332 30 
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D 7S 820 8, 11 8, 11 

CSF1PO di 12, 12 12 

D3S 1358 14, 18 14, 18 

TH 01 6, 8 6, 8 

D 13S 317 8, 13 8, 13 

D16S 539 10, 14 10, 14 

D2S1338 20, 23 20, 23 

D 19S 433 12, 16 12, 16 

VWA 14, 16 14, 16 

TPOX 8, 11 8, 11 

D18S51 14, 15 14, 15 

D5S 818 11, 12 11, 12 

FGA 20, 21 20, 21 

AMELOGENINA X,x X 

 

 

You may notice the coincidence of the two profiles shown in the table, which would be missing only 

one of the two alleles of trace B), the locus D21S11." (Pages 4 \ 5 of the technical report filed by 

Professor Torricelli at the hearing of September 6, 2011 before the Appeal Court of Assizes of 

Perugia). 

It can therefore be stated that, in the case of a trace with only one contributor, in relation to which, as 

has been repeatedly affirmed by all the experts and consultants, the issues around a correct 

identification of the contributor assume less importance compared with a mixed trace, the attribution 

of the genetic profile to that of Meredith Kercher, made by the scientific police, appears supported by a 

sound scientific basis and an accurate interpretation of the result obtained by laboratory analyzes. 

The fact remains that a single amplification was carried out and that, as properly pleaded by the 

defense, in order to have a certain attribution, international protocols require at least the repetition of 

amplification; which in this case has not been possible due to the scarce consistency of the sample. 
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Basically we have evidence acquired properly into the court process and of unique meaning, in the 

sense that the attribution of the trace to the genetic profile of Meredith Kercher is evident, but not 

reassuring in terms of probatory evidence, because it was not possible to perform a second 

amplification, which could give confirmation or not of the result acquired. 

 

This Court agrees that the ascribability of the trace taken on the blade of the knife seized in the home 

of Raffaele Sollecito to the biological profile of Meredith Kercher, although unambiguous, it is not a 

tranquilizing acquisition by the court or, to explain better, a certain proof of the court, precisely 

because of this inherent limitation of not having allowed at least a double amplification. And, however, 

it can not be inferred from this that the attribution of the trace to Meredith Kercher is an unusable case 

fact, supported as well not only by the defense team, and their technical advisers, but also by the 

experts Conti-Vecchietti  in their expert report. 
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Professor Tagliabracci, technical consultant for the defense of Raffaele Sollecito, examined by the 

Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia at the hearing on September 6 2011 expressed this:"(omitted) I 

think that probably the jurors, who are not forensic genetics experts in this hall might have also posed 

major problems as to the validity of this technique in the face of rather heated counter-position 

between the experts, the consultants of the public prosecutor, and now put down myself as well. A 

counter-position but mainly due to a different approach, I would say two philosophies, two schools in 

regards to the investigation of genetics. Two approaches and two different philosophies, the 

philosopher who wants a certain result, reliable, a solid and robust result that can be spent without 

any problems, even faced with proceedings of a certain complexity, of a certain duration; and on the 

other hand those who care to have a result. We need to bring home a result. Here are these two 

different philosophies ... In Italy, but there is an international debate on these issues which arise 

precisely from that case which professor Vecchiotti illustrated: in New York as a result of that trial in 

which for the first time a very low amount of DNA was used and used in the trial - a debate was born 

that has continued in several issues of the international journal of forensic genetics and that still has 

not concluded. But this debate hinges upon what the limits are, what reliability a test can have when 

carried out in such critical conditions regarding the amount of DNA, critical for 
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the amount and possibly also the quality- that it could be an altered DNA, degraded, which 

complicates things further. Well, as I will explain shortly, as has already been said by some, the 

International Society of Forensic Genetics took a position after all that was manifested in one of the 

most recent articles of this magazine, when it affirmed that it could be considered a trace below these 

levels of DNA, provided that it is repeated three times in such a way as to validate the result that it is a 

consensus of repeated amplification. I  support the classic Forensic genetics, let’s say, and I think that 

beyond a certain point we can not go. But, however, if you go below a certain limit, you need to take 

important precautions, you must adopt procedures and precautions to avoid the possibility of having 

false positive results, results that can fit someone who has left his biological material in very small 

amounts at different times. Then you need to proceed with caution to get a result that can be 

considered reliable even facing a low amount of DNA. (Omitted)." 

 

The Court believes that this approach, though undoubtedly correct on a generally scientific level which 

the judge is not entitled to contradict, does not adequately take into account the process of evidence 

formation in criminal proceedings, i.e. that set of procedures aimed at the overall assessment of the 

circumstantial evidence and evidence that must carry the criminal court to get as close as possible to 

the historical truth of a fact. Conceptually dividing the technical auxiliaries of the Judge among those 

who pursue a rigorous result and those who, for cultural and professional training, however, aim to 

"bring home a result" is excessive and misleading simplification of a much more complex case fact; as 

well as being an ungenerous judgment of the professionalism of others. 

There is no doubt in the opinion of this Court that the analytical result of the findings 36 B) would not 

be totally sufficient, in isolation, to reach the affirmation of the criminal responsibility of any in the 

murder of Meredith Kercher; and that is not because it is contaminated or altered DNA, a fact that we 

had previously already excluded, or rather of an ambiguous result. The reason is another, and resides 

in the fact that it was not possible to repeat the amplification, and therefore, even in the presence of a 

case fact which was successfully acquired and unambiguous, the same would not have that 
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probative force to constitute a unique element in the assessment of the affirmation of the penal 

responsibility to any person in relation to a particular crime. 
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And yet, in the present case, the result of the allocation of the DNA profile of the victim, as achieved 

by a correct method of analysis and interpretation, can and must be a circumstantial element assessable 

in the overall process, similarly to all other multiple circumstantial evidence that, if evaluated jointly, 

can rise to the dignity of proof. 

Moving along the channel of a process of circumstantial evidence, none of the available evidence is in 

itself reassuring, or at least capable of constituting certain proof of criminal responsibility of the 

defendants. All the acquisitions by proceedings that have been previously analyzed, evaluated, and 

interpreted by this Court are critically circumstantial evidence that examined individually in order to 

be aware of their possible eccentricity with respect to the facts of the process - Eccentricity which, if 

proved, would exclude them from the outset judgment - must then be evaluated jointly by checking 

whether each of them, interacting with others, is capable of forming an overall picture that rises to the 

dignity of proof. 

In this complex process the result of genetic testing carried out on exhibit number 36) by the polizia 

scientifica will have to be assessed by the Court then also - a forensic result that, for the reasons 

explained several times, does not constitute evidence of course, but is indeed an important procedural 

acquisition and drive behind any claim of criminal liability of the accused in the murder of Meredith 

Kercher. 

Except that regarding trace B) the results of the investigations of Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni were contested 

in their substance even by the experts appointed to office by the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia, 

and in particular by Prof. Carla Vecchiotti [Prof. Stefano Conti, examined before the Appeal Court of 

Assizes of Perugia at the hearing on September 5 2011, at the request of the defense to the plaintiff, 

stated that under the expert's report it only had to deal with "the technical investigations of inspection, 

therefore the investigative part, because that is my expertise (omitted)" while he was not specifically 

occupied with the  genetic testing "(omitted) there is a geneticist. On the other hand this is an expert 

team, and therefore, it is part of the division of tasks" (page 17 of the transcripts of the minutes of 

September 5, 2011 hearing before the Appeal Court of Assizes of 
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Perugia)]. The latter, in the conclusions of their expert report, stating the unreliability of the results of 

the genetic investigations made by the polizia scientifica on trace B) taken from the sequestered knife, 

put forth specific criticisms which this Court has an obligation to confront, exactly as in relation to any 

other fact emerged in court. 

 

And in fact when it is in the presence of discordant technical opinions, as in this case, the conclusions 

of the professional officiated by the judge in their findings does not have a privileged reliability in 

relation to (that of) other professionals, appointed as consultants by the parties to the proceedings, 

private or public, nevertheless provide the process a technical and scientific contribution of equal 

dignity. It is therefore necessary to verify whether the criticism by Professor Carla Vecchiotti of the 

work of Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni has a basis, and would it be suitable to invalidate the result. 

Proceeding therefore in the examination and regarding the order followed by the expert, it should be 

noted that the statement referred to in point 1) of the conclusions mentioned several times ["there is no 

convincing scientific evidence of the hematic nature of trace B (blade of the knife)"] is an entirely 

accurate statement, but for which one does not understand the relevance in terms of allocation of the 

trace to the victim. 

It has in fact been shown, and has been the subject of a specific objection already confronted and 

evaluated in the present case, how no analysis was performed on the specimen for the identification of 

the nature of the trace, much less with the use of an adequate amount of the sample taken on the blade 
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of the knife. The low amount of material subjected to analysis did not allow one to say with certainty 

that the substance is blood (although the presence of blood can not be ruled out in the sample, as stated 

by Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni in the hearing on May 22 2009 before the Court of Assizes of the first 

degree), but this does not remove the problem; Dr Stefanoni in fact affirmed in her expert report that 

the biological trace was attributable to the DNA of Meredith Kercher, and not that this trace was of 

blood. Therefore regardless of the hematic nature or not of the biological trace, DNA analysis 

identified, according to the polizia scientifica, the only contributor to be Meredith Kercher. And this 

Judge considers procedurally significant the fact that on the blade of a 
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knife seized in the house of Raffaele Sollecito DNA is present of the victim Meredith Kercher; 

irrespective of the hematic nature or not of the trace. 

Turning to the observations made by Professor Vecchiotti points 2) and 3)of his conclusions ("the 

electrophoretic patterns performed showed that the sample indicated with the letter B (knife blade) 

was a sample of low copy number and, as such, all the precautions indicated by the international 

scientific community would have to be applied; (Omitted) taking into account that none of the 

recommendations of the international scientific community concerning the processing of low copy 

number samples were followed, we do not share the conclusions about the certain attribution of the 

profile found on trace B (blade of knife) to the victim Meredith Kercher Cara Susanna because the 

genetic profile, such as was obtained, appears unreliable because it is not supported by scientifically 

validated analytical procedures") it is hereby affirmed that the results are not reliable because they 

were not obtained through scientifically validated analytical procedures. The affirmation is made 

simply on the assumption that it is a sample of low copy number, and therefore affirms the 

unreliability as a result of the failure of repetition of amplification. 

The issue had already been addressed previously, and therefore it is sufficient to make mention of the 

conclusions already expressed. Surely the sample on the knife and identified with the letter B), given 

its nature as a low copy number, can not produce a result of certain attribution; Nevertheless, the 

interpretation of the analysis is considered correct by this Court, for the reasons previously highlighted, 

since the trace in question shows the presence of only one contributor - which makes an error less 

likely in the analysis - and the positive and negative controls showed no contamination of the 

specimen. 

In this regard it is appropriate to recall again what was written by Professor Francesca Torricelli, 

expert for the plaintiff, in her written report filed before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia on 

September 6, 2011, and previously transcribed in full. 

The same conclusions, fully transcribing the same table of interpretation already given by Professor 

Torricelli, was received by Professor Giuseppe Novelli, consultant of the Public Prosecutor (pages 11 

and 12 of the reports in the case files). 
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He therefore can not share the opinion expressed by the official expert in the conclusions of their own 

work, because that statement is not reflected in the objectivity of the investigation placed upon the 

scientific police. 

With regard to numbers 4) and 5) we have already had occasion to show the inconsistency at a 

procedural level. 

And in fact, as noted above, even if however the search and the collection of evidence was carried out 

without compliance with international protocols, nevertheless, it was for the expert to refer to the judge 

as to when and how contamination was likely, in such a way that the Judge could verify the 

foundation, and not be called to a purely faith-based operation. The phrase "it is not excluded that the 
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result obtained from sample B (knife blade) may derive from contamination phenomena occurring in 

any phase of collection and/or handling and/or 

analytical processes performed.” stated in closing, highlights, in its absolute generality, the 

inconsistency of the statement made by the expert; if not for the reasons already given, for the 

eccentricity of the concept with respect to the principles of the criminal process. 

Nothing in fact, in any criminal trial and an a priori sense, can be excluded. What matters in the trial is 

what is documentable, and therefor not in what can not be excluded in an abstract way, but what can 

be affirmed concretely. In our case, to examine police operations carried out by professionals, and 

biological analyzes performed inside of laboratories of certified reliability, was the task of the expert 

appointed by the court to deal with the methods and results of analysis, giving the Judges the 

contribution of knowledge that they explicitly had requested with the assignment of the expert. 

And it was the precise task of the experts, on the basis of the assignment received, to adopt all 

knowledge necessary to perform their duties, making due diligence in looking for anything that would 

be useful for the answer to the question. 

But it seems this was not done, if it is true that in the report submitted to the Appeal Court of Assizes 

of Perugia, the official experts stated that the negative controls and positive controls relating to the 

electropherograms would not be available to the trial; drawing, on the basis of this statement, 

conclusions on the unreliability of activities undertaken by the polizia scientifica, in terms of possible 

contamination of the exhibits. 
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However, the minutes of the preliminary hearing, produced from the court of first degree show that Dr. 

Patrizia Stefanoni, October 4, 2008, during the hearing before the G.U.P. of the Court of Perugia, in 

response to a specific question of one of the advisors of the accused Raffaele Sollecito, Professor 

Pascali, stated that the positive and negative controls existed, had been evaluated by her, and could be 

produced upon request [and were in fact filed at the same hearing those related to exhibit 165B), or 

rather the bra clasp] And the verity of this circumstance, of which a trace is found in the report filed by 

Dr. Stefanoni submitted as a consequence of the report signed and submitted by Vecchiotti-Conti, is 

shown by the fact that Professor Giuseppe Novelli continued to diligently request them and obtained 

them, so they could examine them, and were able to derive the absence of contamination of specimens 

analyzed. 

The Court considers the conduct of Professor Carla Vecchiotti objectionable, since, before asserting an 

imprecise case fact in an expert report, from which then to derive considerations which are also not 

accurate about the reliability or otherwise of laboratory analysis carried out by others, it would have 

been proper conduct of an expert to request to Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni, who had affirmed the existence 

in court, for the positive and negative controls; and just in case they had not been delivered, draw the 

necessary conclusions. 

This activity of initiative must be considered mandatory, since it is given expressly in provisions of 

criminal procedural law that art. 228 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, governing the activities of 

investigation that the expert can and should aim to provide a correct answer to the question posed to 

them by the Judge. In a criminal court one does not have to in fact be worth the limit, typical of the 

civil proceedings - in which operates on the principle of formation of evidence left to the discretion of 

the parties - that means that the expert can examine only what has been produced in the case, in 

accordance with the preclusions set by the law of the case. In criminal cases, the expert, due to its role 

as auxiliary Judge for the understanding of the facts of the case to the proper exercise of the power of 

judicial imposition of a criminal penalty, does not suffer from limitations in particular acquisition of 

factual knowledge on which to base his opinion, that he may acquire even directly from the accused 

himself. 
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This Court believes that the failure to capture positive and negative controls from the part of the 

experts appointed by the office of the Court of Assizes of Appeal of Perugia highlights 
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at least a lack of attention to the pleadings, resulting in relapse of reliability of the answer given in the 

technical report filed. 

But there is more. Professor Carla Vecchiotti, on page 143 of their report acknowledges how “the 

quantification of the extracts obtained from the samples and carried out on exhibit 36 (knife) and 

exhibit 165 B (bra clasp), performed by real time PCR showed no presence of DNA. Given the absence 

of DNA in the extracts we obtained, in agreement with the advisers of the parties we did not proceed to 

the next step of amplification." 

Basically the experts stated in the conclusions of the report that, with a decision taken jointly with 

consultants of the party, they also omitted the analysis of further sampling, sample H) and sample I), 

carried out by them at the point of contact between the blade and the handle, on opposite sides of the 

blade (see page 6 of the report filed on June 29, 2011). 

Except that the official experts, in the body of the explanation of that filed report, they provide a 

different articulation  of events. And in fact, on page 30 of the expert report it reads 

verbatim:"(omitted) Taking note that no DNA suitable for further laboratory investigations 

(amplification, electrophoresis) was present either on the swabs [tamponature] (A-B-C-D-E-F-G-H-I) 

taken from Exhibit 36 (knife) or on those (L-M) taken from Exhibit 165B (hooks of the bra), the experts 

verbally informed the consultants of the parties that they would proceed to a detailed examination of 

the Technical Report drawn up by the Scientific Police, as according to the task formulated during the 

assignment hearing." 

From a reading then of the entire expert's report, and not only the conclusions, one would deduce as 

the decision not to proceed with the analysis of more samples taken, and in particular the sampling I), 

was admittedly a choice made independently by the experts, and only communicated verbally to the 

advisers of the parties; not a choice shared with the consultants of the parties, as incomprehensibly 

written in the conclusions of the experts. 

This version of events appears to the Court more reliable. And in fact, both Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni, and 

Professor Giuseppe Novelli, consultant the Public Prosecutor, as well as Professor Patrizia Torricelli, a 

consultant for the plaintiff, 
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objected in reports filed in the case and subsequently in the course of examination in front of the 

Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia, the conclusions come to by the official experts, about the non-

viability of the examination of the sample "I"; so they challenged having participated or shared in any 

way the decision not to proceed with the analysis. 

Both Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni (on page 4 of the report submitted at the hearing of September 6 2011 and 

in statements made at the same hearing before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia), and Professor 

Giuseppe Novelli (in his examination by the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia at the hearing on 

September 6 201l), as well as Professor Patrizia Torricelli (pages 1 \ 4 of the report filed in the case) 

argued that using kits of a new generation on the market, the examination of sample “I" could be 

carried out). 

The statements of the consultants to the parties made in the respective reports filed were confirmed in 

evidence in the courtroom. Prof. Carla Vecchiotti, while examined at the hearing on September 6 2011 

by the lawyer of the civil party, confirmed with an articulated justification (page 18-23 of the 

transcripts attached to the minutes of the hearing) that in her opinion the amount of DNA found on the 
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tested samples from Exhibit 36), and in particular on those denominated H) and I) did not permit one 

to proceed with further laboratory investigations (amplification and electrophoresis). She basically 

confirmed what we already read in the conclusions set out in page 30 of the expert's report filed in the 

case. 

It became therefore an open discussion between the parties of the proceedings that produced a formal 

request of the Attorney General, at the hearing on September 7 2011, to extend the renewal 

investigation already decided by the Court, proceeding then in the genetic analysis also of sample "I", 

taken from the same official experts and partially “worked". Upon this request the Appeal Court of 

Assizes of Perugia emitted a measure which dismissed the preliminary motion, and then, returning to 

the issue in the grounds of the quashed judgment, expressed it this way "(omitted) This also explains 

why the group of experts did not proceed further with the analysis of the sample collected themselves 

from the blade of the knife; the quantity has been found to be totally inadequate, itself also LCN, to 

allow two amplifications, so that if they proceeded further, the official experts would have made the 

same mistake found in the investigations of the polizia scientifica. And 
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on the other hand it is clear from the above concepts that, since the need to divide the sample in 

portions pertaining to every single trace, aiming to guarantee the reliability of the results of the 

analysis of that trace, it is not that subjecting two different traces to analysis, both LCN, without 

subjecting each to the process that guarantees the result, that one can think about solving the failure of 

the replication process on each single trace; the sum of two unreliable results, not being subjected to 

proper scientific procedure, can not give a reliable result, regardless of the individual similarities. 

Professor Novelli has, indeed, argued that systems now exist, although still in a state of cutting edge, 

able to analyze such low quantities. 

The Court considers, however, that it is precisely their being at the forefront, practically in phase of 

experimentation, to exclude the possibility of basing on the results obtained with the application of 

such systems, a conviction of guilt, since the judge can not base their beliefs about scientific 

knowledge and technical systems consolidated in a certain historic period, the moment in which he or 

she is called to judge, and not on others still in the testing phase. This always in order to reach a 

decision of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. (Omitted)" (p. 85 of the judgment of the Appeal Court of 

Assizes of Perugia). 

In conclusion, the technical scientific claims of Professor Carla Vecchiotti about the insufficiency of 

the quantity of material contained in trace "I” in order to proceed with its analysis, stated both in the 

written report filed, and with lengthy argument at the hearing on September 6 2011, induced the Court 

of Assizes of Appeal of Perugia in the belief that the analysis of trace "I" taken from the knife referred 

to as Exhibit 36) was a process of "adventurism" on a scientific level, because they were not able to 

provide any results that were methodologically, and therefore scientifically, reliable; and hence was 

procedurally expendable. 

This statement of a technical scientific nature, made with conviction, and repeated several times by 

Prof. Carla Vecchiotti, however, was manifestly wrong. 

This is not because this Court affirms it irrefutably, but because it has been demonstrated as part of this 

process. 

At the urging of the Court of legitimacy this judge arranged to renew the preliminary hearing, 

entrusting the task of examining trace "I" to the R.I.S. of the arm 
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of the Carabinieri, with the following question: “having examined the pleadings and in particular the 

findings of the expert report filed in the appeal level on June 29, 201l by official experts  Professor 



 

 

https://www.evernote.com/shard/s241/sh/564a113b-8173-4f00-9d10-9c0d4422a90d/e406952b08623715b6420346a88e1aa1 

Carla Vecchiotti and Stefano Conti, together with the observations made of the advisers of the parties 

Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni and Prof. Giuseppe Novelli in their report deposited at the hearing on 6 

September 2011, and provided with the analysis of the sample previously worked, tell the experts 

about the attribution of the trace marked with the letter (I) detected on exhibit number 36) and if the 

same is identifiable as the victim Meredith Kercher's DNA, or rather to the convicted offender Hemann 

Rudi Guede.". 

Then the experts were authorized by the Court, the parties were made aware that nothing opposed a 

comparison of the genetic profile of the trace (I) with the genetic profiles of Raffaele Sollecito and 

Amanda Marie Knox. 

The appointed experts  Major CC Dr. Andrea Berti, and Captain CC Dr. Filippo Barni, carried out the 

laboratory analysis, on October 31, 2013 they deposited in the Registry of the Court of Assizes of 

Appeal the answer to the questions in writing. On page 84 of the technical report filed  the answer to 

the question was provided: "In light of analyzes and evaluations conducted extensively expressed in 

this report it is possible to respond to the questions put to experts in the following way: 

1. sample (I) deriving from  trace (I) detected on Exhibit 36 (knife) by experts of the Court of Assizes 

of Appeal of Perugia, Professors Carla Vecchiotti and Stefano Conti, was found inside a freezer in the 

laboratory of Forensic Genetics of the Department of Forensic Medicine and Insurance at the 

University of Rome 'La Sapienza'. 

2. The controlled conditions for storage of the sample (I), despite not having direct evidence of what 

happened in the period prior to the expert appraisals, are considered to conform with the provisions of 

this type of biological samples (DNA extracts) . 

3. Genetic analyzes conducted on sample (I) have demonstrated the presence of an extremely small 

amount of genetic material resulting from the contribution of one or more female subjects which led to 

the consideration of the sample in analysis in complex analytical conditions (Low Template DNA or 

Low Copy Number). 
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4. The procedure of genotyping conducted in duplicate on  sample (I) has allowed the obtainment of a 

few genetic profiles, in conditions of LT DNA (probable stochastic phenomena) and of genetic 

mixture (presence, in different loci STRs, of more than two alleles), largely overlapping between them 

and, on the whole, suitable for comparisons. 

5. For each subject indicated in his expert role a comparison has been carried out with the results 

obtained from sample (I) using the biological model and the statistical model of interpretation, in 

accordance with the provisions of more vigorous interpretive protocols and updated from international 

literature. 

6. The outcome of this comparison has allowed us to exclude the hypothesis that genetic material from 

Meredith Susanna Cara Kercher, Rudi Hermann Guede, and Raffaele Sollecito is present in trace (I) 

and that, therefore, these subjects may have contributed their biological material, to the trace (I). 

7. Moreover the overall assessment of the results of interpretation put in place can be support in a very 

significant way the hypothesis that genetic material of Amanda Marie Knox is present on the trace (I) 

and that, therefore, Amanda Marie Knox has contributed with her own biological material, to the trace 

(I)." 

The technical scientific report filed by the Officers of the R.I.S. arm of the Carabinieri was discussed 

later in front of this Court, in full cross-examination, 

at the hearing on November 6, 2013 , when the Major CC Dr. Andrea Berti reported about their 

activities: “(omitted) Technical operations began on October 10 
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at 14:00 at the headquarters of R.I.S. Rome. Present were the advisers to the parties, as verbal acts, 

and together we went to the Laboratory of Forensic Genetics 

of the Department of Forensic Medicine & Insurance, at the University of Rome 'La Sapienza’, 

directed by Prof. Vecchiotti to where sample “I” was kept. In fact we could verify directly on the 

recommendation of Professor that a sample "I” existed, and in particular, there was a cardboard box 

contained within a freezer, which we clearly identified. This box contains a series of test tubes 

amongst these - also subject to direct verification of Prof. Vecchiotti who was present - there was a 

tube shown bearing an inscription "I" and therefore that has been identified as "sample I”. 
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In the short term we could only verify that it represents a certain amount of transparent liquid and so 

we could then pick it up and carry it to our laboratories for subsequent analysis. In order to check how 

the sample was preserved we initially asked the Professor if, as a practice, there was a record of past 

temperatures of the refrigerator - freezer. The Professor basically told us that they were not available, 

they did not have this system of recording temperatures. What we have done is, with a certified system, 

a certified thermometer, we have verified that the storage temperature at the time was around -20 

degrees, so in compliance with the specific requirements for the conservation of that type of sample. So 

this is what we were able to verify . Then, once "sample I” was identified, we went to our laboratory 

and in the presence of the parties started operations. (omitted) . We went to our laboratories and in the 

same day, the 10th, we began the technical operations of the laboratory. First we have established the 

measurement of volume inside the tube and in the quantification of the DNA present within. The 

measurement of this specimen volume obtained through  the typical instruments of a molecular biology 

lab, therefore a pipette, a direct measuring system, which led us to estimate a residual volume in the 

tube of about 16-17 micro-liters, so an extremely small quantity, anyway, of volume. Because of this 

small volume we decided to quantify the sample and determine what the concentration of the sample 

was inside the tube, and we did it with one of the systems currently available, in particular a system, 

the Real Time PCR, using a Qiagen kit, which is called Quantiplex Hyres Kit that - in our opinion - is 

one of the top performers currently available to determine the concentration of a forensic sample. This 

activity allowed us to estimate the concentration of the sample - stated in the attached report - 2.14 

picograms \ microliter , which is an extremely small quantity, in line overall with those that were the 

previous evaluations of the previous experts. The previous expert Vecchiotti had estimated a 

concentration of 5 picograms / microliter. Then reading the documents actually 5 picograms is the 

result of an average of several measurements. Let's say they are comparable amounts. In any case, it is 

an extremely small quantity. The smallness of this concentration - how to say- brings with it that the 

sample that 
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we would have had to analyze was in a complex analysis situation, so we had no availability of such a 

standard sample to conduct a standard analysis. This complex situation, let's say, for a number of 

aspects, also based on the quantity, is called a Low Copy Number sample, Low Template DNA, 

anyway a complex sample to analyze. And therefore, in consideration of this first evaluation, we 

decided on a strategy in which somehow we would ensure at least a certain reliability of any results 

produced. This strategy essentially was realized in the use of very high performance systems analysis 

then very high performance test kits, and the other hand, another requirement that we have imposed on 

ourselves is to at least duplicate the analyses on the same sample, therefore to repeat the analysis on 

the same sample at least twice. These were the first aspects of our working plan, essentially shared by 

the consultants present. Then we carried out the analysis, substantially amplifying the sample twice, in 

the same conditions, and then using the same thermal cycle temperature, the same sequencer, and we 

got two genetic profiles, then the two repetitions, two genetic profiles ascribable precisely to "sample 

I". At this point the purely analytical phase ended. (omitted)." 
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The expert then gave account of the details of the analysis procedures, all carried out in cross-

examination of the parties, and that they had substantiated in the repetition of the amplification twice, 

and in the evaluation of the results obtained; and subsequently in the submission of the results of the 

analysis to controls characteristic of a statistical method."(Omitted) At this point, clearly we have made 

progress in carrying out our investigation and we have - how to say -  begun the interpretation of the 

results obtained from this first phase. The approach we have followed is a combined approach , which 

in our judgment is - how to say - more conservative than all the parties, towards all problems 

connected to this type of analysis. We have a distinct biological approach, which essentially is to mean 

an approach that, starting from this table with these numbers, compares these numbers with 

corresponding genetic profiles of individuals for comparison - so the victim, the condemned person 

and the defendants - and substantially goes on to highlight the presence or absence of the same 

numerical value. This approach clearly has been possible by combining and interpreting the results 

obtained in the analysis of this trace. Let me explain. Why did we repeat the analysis? Because 
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we know that repeating the analysis in the end means getting a more reliable result. How do we come 

to a more reliable result? Basically - again I apologize if too technical, but it is necessary - searching 

for the similarities between the two repetitions. This system of comparison and interpretation is called 

a "consensus profile". That is, if we have a value assigned in the first amplification that is repeated 

also in the second, the profle consensus will report only that signal which is repeated in both analyzes. 

Let's make an even clearer example. If the first amplification gave a value of 15, the second of 15 and 

16, the consensus will be 15 and not 16, because it wasn't repeated in the two amplifcations. But we 

did not only stay with this type of analysis, because in the literature there is also another kind of 

interpretation, always of the biological model, which instead has the opposite approach, in some ways, 

rather than just take what is confirmed in the two analysis takes everything that was analyzed, 

therefore, in our case; 15, 15-16; the composite profile will be the composition of the two profiles, then 

15 and 16. And in the report - clearly then if necessary we can explain in detail - we explained why we 

still wanted to approach the analysis of these traces with both profiles Let's say, the immediate 

explanation is that approach with two alternative methods allows us to - again - to be extremely 

conservative, that is, to take into account all the possibilities of interpretation and not neglect any. So 

in the end we got a composite profile and a consensus profile. These were compared with the genetic 

profiles of the people that we saw earlier in the task. The comparison gave an immediate outcome, 

either positive / negative, which we have translated as the presence or absence of the same allele. And 

scrolling through the various subjects, if we start on page 56 of our report, we see that for the victim, 

Meredith Susanna Cara Kercher, if we compare the alleles of the profile of the victim with the 

consensus of the profile, we find that only five alleles, five values out of twenty available were 

concordant. If we make this comparison with the composite profile then considering all alleles, 

however, the correlation increases up to ten alleles out of twenty available. There are also  

percentages. Clearly, on the other hand, the discrepancy is clearly complementary, so we found a 

discrepancy between the alleles of the victim and the profiles of  "trace I", fifteen out of twenty for the 

consensus profile  and ten out of twenty. So a respective percentage of 75% and 50%, therefore 
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clearly - slightly ahead of our conclusions - a clear discrepancy between the profile of the victim and 

the profiles obtained from the trace. We did the same thing with the profile of Rudi Hermann Guede. 

Also in this case the discordance was remarkable, the discrepancy that we found is that fourteen out of 

eighteen values were different for the consensus profile, and eleven out of eighteen were different for 

the composite profile, with a percentage of about 78% and 61% in the two cases; therefore also in this 

case a considerable discordance between the two profiles. Going forward, on page 60, we arrived at 

the comparison with the genetic profile of Raffaele Sollecito. In this case the discrepancies were 
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eighteen discordant alleles out of twenty available, therefore a discrepancy of 90 % compared to the 

consensus profile, and fourteen of twenty alleles compared to the composite profile, with a percentage 

of 70%. 

So these three subjects show a significant discrepancy when put in comparison with the results 

obtained by “ Sample I”. We come to the comparison with the genetic profile of Amanda Marie Knox. 

In this case , the correlation of the alleles has been, for the consensus profile, fifteen out of eighteen 

values available, so a concordance of 83%. If we compare the profile of Amanda Marie Knox with the 

composite profile we obtain a correlation of 100%, eighteen out of eighteen values match. And clearly 

the discrepancy is complementary. If we look at what  the three values are that do not match the 

comparison with the profile consensus , we realize that there are three alleles, in the region of D16, in 

the region of D8 and D18 , where in one of the two repetitions they’re lost, while in another repetition 

they are present. This is a fairly well known phenomenon in the literature , precisely for these complex 

samples, so the possibility that in a complex profile one can lose values - this phenomenon is called 

allelic drop-out , allelic loss of value - is a known phenomenon and so we - how to say - for a number 

of reasons which we will see later, we have attributed it to this phenomenon. So the whole sample in 

one of the two replicas has lost these three values, these three alleles, which, moreover, in the 

composite profile are instead 100% compatible. So these are the results. So it appears evident from 

this initial analysis three subjects show large differences, one subject shows remarkable similarities. 

This is, let's say, as you have seen, a typically computational model present/not present, so it is - how 

to say - a scoring , a numeric value, that value is present, that value is not present. We did not stop at 

this type of approach and we went ahead. We also - as the scientific literature 
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reports - conducted a statistical approach, so we tried to understand, even in cases where there was 

disagreement which was more or less elevated, if this discrepancy was… how to explain, what was the 

degree of probability that this discrepancy was real, or due to some phenomena. And this was only 

possible thanks to the application of a statistical method, then confirmed by analyzing a software at 

our disposal. This statistical software with respect to the present/not present also probabilizes 

absence, that is, it gives us an indication of the fact: what is the probability that the actual value was 

present but I do not see it because it was lost; then it probabilizes these phenomena. This software that 

we applied is called LRmix. It 's very ... how to say, it is definitely an innovative software, even if 

numerous works are already in the scientific literature, developed with Peter Gill, who I believe is the 

foremost expert, or one of the top experts in forensic statistics at present - how to say - currently on the 

international scene, and together with him, along with the NFI, which is the Dutch Forensic Institute 

with whom we are in close collaboration, we have been for some time - how to say - collaborated in 

the development and validation of this software that we applied also in this case. Again, now quickly 

I’d like to provide a framework, then if there are any specific questions about the application and the 

parameters used in this software we can go into detail. What I think we need to understand is that this 

software - I repeat - is going to estimate the likelihood, or rather, will estimate what is called the 

'weight of evidence' then it compares two hypotheses. Hypothesis A: given the evidence, what is the 

probability that the person who I actually want to compare contributed his or her DNA to the 

formation of the trace; the hypothesis classically defined as a defensive hypothesis is that instead; that 

the subject did not contribute to the formation of the trace. So we have two hypotheses: the subject has 

contributed; the subject has not contributed. The value that we obtain, which is called LR, is a value 

that weighs the two hypotheses. Clearly a very high value, and superior - we’ll look at it after - to 104, 

therefore a very high value, indicates that the accusatory hypothesis is much more reasonable than the 

defensive; on the contrary, a very low value, indicates that instead the so-called 

defensive hypothesis be preferred. So the calculation of the LR is the result of the analysis with this 

software and it gives us an estimate of what the weight is of the two hypotheses that we want to 

explore: the subject is present in the trace or the subject is not present. For understanding I think it 

may be helpful to see a table that was developed - here too - by the whole 
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scientific community and which is a conversion table, corresponding to a numerical value, of a verbal 

expression, and therefore it also helps in the trial to understand and translate verbally. So on page 43 of 

our report we include the table of verbal equivalence, which compares the LR value, which, again, is 

the result of our statistical analysis - the value that we get from the statistical analysis is a LR that 

weighs the two hypotheses - and the verbal correspondence. As you can see, the indication that comes 

to us when the value of LR is much, much smaller than 0.001, so 10-4, more or less, the verbal 

equivalence that the literature suggests is " extremely strong support to the hypothesis of exclusion." 

So the first line tells us: if the value of LR that you get from this analysis statistic is very low, so much 

less than 1, the expression in the interpretation of profile is " very strong indication for exclusion." 

Conversely, if the value of LR is very high, higher than 104, the expression that we must use in our 

conclusion is an ”extremely strong support for identification." So if the value is very low, much less 

than 1, exclusion; very high, large support for identification. And this explains then all the results that 

we have obtained with the second part of our interpretation, which deals with the estimation of the 

value of LR between the various subjects and the trace. Briefly, this analysis starts on page 68 of our 

report, which lists in detail for each marker the two hypotheses and the value of LR; on page 68 the 

value of LR is highlighted. So, again, the value of LR is a dimensional value that weighs two 

hypotheses: the subject is present, or the subject is not present. They are, let’s say, synthetic, for 

understanding. If you look at the third column, the last line, where it is written, ' product ', see that the 

total value of LR, in the case of the comparison between the victim and the trace is 1.8x10-5 , so an 

extremely low value. Extremely low, if you remember the table that we saw , "great support for 

hypothesis of exclusion ." We did the same thing  for Rudy Hermann Guede. The value in this case is 

1x10-10 , but we are not interested in the value in itself, but the order of magnitude, then 1x10-10 is an 

extremely low value again "great support to the hypothesis of exclusion." Then, in the case of Rudy 

Hermann Guede of course, being the only non-Caucasian subject, we also made corrections based on 

the reference population, which, I repeat, is a detail which we can discuss later. In the case of Raffaele 

Sollecito, also in this case the  overall LR value is 9x10-13 , thus also here an extremely low value, 

“great 
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support for the hypothesis of exclusion." In the case of Amanda Marie Knox, the overall LR value is in 

one case , 8x108 , therefore 108, an extremely high value also here we have made a number of - how 

to say - alternative hypotheses that we can then explain, however, the value of LR is much greater than 

1, therefore, with respect to that table conversion report, "great support to the hypothesis of inclusion 

of the subject in the trace.” So in essence, we have tried to interpret the results that we have 

obtained from "sample I" with two approaches. The first, as you have seen, purely 

binary computational presence / non- presence, how many there are, how many are missing. 

The second is statistical: what is between the two hypotheses - the subject is present in the 

sample, subject is not present - and which, according to these calculations, is the most favorable 

hypothesis. We have put together this information, then - how to say - our final response is the result 

of the combination of these two approaches. And then we come to the final part, in which we have 

summarized the findings. It should be noted that, regarding the victim, Rudy Hermann Guede and 

Raffaele Sollecito, we have revealed a number of discrepancies between the genetic profile of the trace 

and the profiles of these people; also to be noted however that, in the case of Amanda Knox, we have 

highlighted a number of agreements between the profile of "sample I" and the one related to the 

subject; note, as well that statistical evaluation strongly supports the exclusion of these three subjects, I 

repeat , the victim, Rudy Hermann Guede and Raffaele Sollecito, the exclusion of these individuals 

from having contributed to this trace; from the other - how to say - we strongly support the hypothesis 

that instead of Amanda Marie Knox is present as a contributor in the formation of the trace and so her 

genetic profile is present in the genetic profile that we got from "sample I". These are our results let’s 
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say, with a general overview. (Pages 6 \ 18 of the transcripts of the minutes of the hearing on 

November 6, 2013 before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Florence). 

The precise and complete reconstruction carried out by Major Andrea Berti in the courtroom about the 

methods of analysis, and interpretation of the result of the same, allowed the Court to make a judgment 

of reliability and therefore the sharing of the response to the question raised ab initio; in the sense that 

it was confirmed by the expertise performed within the renewal of the debate, according to an analysis 

methodology shared by the consultants of the parties, who opposed nothing in cross-examination in 

court, that the trace detected on 
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Exhibit No. 36), [knife], and named by the experts Conti- Vecchiotti as trace "I” is attributable to DNA 

from Amanda Marie Knox. 

The result obtained is of great interest to the reconstruction of the events during which Meredith 

Kercher met her death, for reasons which will be explained below, but I right now the results of 

laboratory tests carried out by R.I.S. Rome of the Carabinieri will allow some feedback of a more 

general nature. The experts appointed by this Court have done an assessment of a technical scientific 

nature immune from censure, proceeding in two distinct amplifications of the trace, on an amount of 

material identical to that in relation to which the Prof. Carla Vecchiotti had estimated the analysis not 

feasible. 

This is a first indisputable fact, and constitutes a confirmation per tabulas of what they claimed until 

September of 2011, Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni, geneticist of the State Police, as well as the technical 

consultants of the Public Prosecutor and from the civil parties Professors Giuseppe Novelli and 

Francesca Torricelli; which was that trace "I” was testable by the use of test kits available on the 

market since 2011. 

The trace should have therefore been examined examined by Professors Stefano Conti and Carla 

Vechiotti in the context of the proceedings before the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia. 

So as a result a misjudgment expressed by the Appeal Judges of Perugia in the judgement then 

quashed, according to which the analysis of trace "I" could not be performed, as the analysis methods 

available were not reliable. This judgement, which evidently had been induced by false technical and 

scientific allegations carried out in the study and in the courtroom by Professor Carla Vecchiotti, was 

proven wrong in the assessment carried out in front of this Judge. 

In fact, a specific request made to Major Andrea Berti during his examination at the hearing on  

November 6, 2013 , the expert verbatim: 

" (omitted) 

PRESIDENT - Listen, the second question is this: the kit that you used to make this analysis, it is of 

recent manufacture, or introduction? When were you equipped with it, in what period? 
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EXPERT Berti - Well, the amplification kit we used is a so-called new generation kit, which then in 

reality the last year has been supplanted by other kits. The first 

evidence that we have in literature is dating back to 2009 of this kit, NGM Select for technicians; 

marketed around 2010, fully available in 2011. These are the timetables. 

PRESIDENT - The timetables. 

EXPERT BERTI - So the first results in 2009, because there was a whole change of standard in the 

scientific community. Marketed... 
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PRESIDENT - Then in 2010 it was already on the market in 2011 and was usable, basically... 

EXPERT BERTI- Yes, yes, definitely. 

PRESIDENT - ...by anyone who had knowledge, say, of its existence. 

EXPERT BERTI- Yes." 

(page 49 of the transcripts of the minutes of the hearing on November 6, 2013 before the Appeal Court 

of Assizes of of Florence). 

It can therefore be concluded that in 2011 the international scientific community 

had at its disposal the same kit used for analysis by the Police of the R.I.S. Rome in October of 2013, 

and that therefore the quantity of material then sampled on trace "I" was perfectly analyzable by 

performing a double amplification, and therefore in conditions to provide a certain result on the basis 

of international standards mentioned several times, by professionals who had had the intention, or had 

had the awareness of the availability of the kit that allowed it. 

This circumstance can not be established in relation to the year 2007, the year in which Dr. Patrizia 

Stefanoni performed the analysis of trace "B" of exhibit No. 36); an era in which one clearly could 

only choose whether to make an analysis of the quantity of Low Copy Number material with the 

methods then available, and much less high-performance, or give it up and lose case evidence, even if 

not certain, it could have still had a meaning, if evaluated together with all the circumstantial evidence. 

Secondly, one can now assert that the conduct of the official experts of the judgement in the second 

Perugian degree, namely having extracted the sample from trace "I" on the 
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knife and then not provided for its timely analysis, produced the result of the loss of some procedural 

data that would have been of certain importance. 

In particular, reference is made to the possibility of determining the nature of the trace, a circumstance 

which was not possible to determine due to the loss of potentiality of the sample extracted and diluted 

by the experts Conti-Vecchiotli, but not analyzed. On the specific point Major Andrea Berti, examined 

by the defense lawyer Della Vedova, attorney of Amanda Marie Knox, so clarified: "(omitted) So, I 

think it is indicated very clearly in our report, being the object of our analysis a product of halfway 

processing, so it was already previously worked; we did not depart from the trace, from the 

withdrawals made with the cotton-swab, but rather we started from an extraction of DNA, which is a 

halfway-point of the process. This process of extraction of DNA - as we have explained - necessarily 

distances some of the components which may be present on the trace, which are used for the diagnosis 

of blood, saliva or whatever else. So having extracted the sample itself precluded this possibility. We 

have shown that there are also other molecular methods in development, but also in this case the 

extraction should have taken place with a protocol other than what has been implemented. So, when 

the DNA extraction was available, we could not, on that extraction, make a diagnosis on the nature of 

the biological fluid which "trace I” came from.” (page 42 of transcripts in the minutes of the 

November 6, 2013 hearing before the Appeal Court of Assizes of  Florence). 

In the end, the survey carried out by R.I.S. Rome of the Carabinieri gives us more relevant case data of 

certain importance; appreciation, in the analysis, of the statistical method, a fact highlighted in a timely 

manner by Prof. Giuseppe Novelli, since September 2011, both in his written report, as in his 

deposition in the courtroom in front of the Appeal Court of Assizes of Perugia. From what was 

reported during the trial by Major Andrea Berti it emerges how, precisely in the cases of samples of 

Low Copy Number, it proves crucial to analyze the data coming from the laboratory analysis also 

through a methodology of statistical analysis; and also that the statistical method used by Professor 

Giuseppe Novelli, and from the latter indicated in his expert's report, appears to be a statistical 
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method perfectly fit for purpose ["(omitted) AVV. BONGIORNO - I understand. You have applied, as 

far as the statistical calculation is concerned, the Likelihood Ratio method. The method 

 

(Page 237) 

'Random Man Not Excluded' is a method that would be ... that is applicable, that you consider useful 

or not? This method is that method ? 

EXPERT BERTI- Yes, let's say that it would have been possible to apply also this methodology. Let's 

say that also other methods could have been applied; we have clearly favored the most informative 

methodology and the most recommended by international guidelines, in particular encoded in two 

publications, one in 2006 and one of 2012, however, the reference method for the biostatistical 

analysis of the data usually should be that of the analysis… of the evaluation of the relationship of 

plausability, that is, the LR index.” (page 32 of transcripts in the record of the hearing of 6 November 

2013 onwards the Assize Court of Appeal of Florence).]. 
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As already pointed out at the time of the analysis of injuries sustained by the victim, the 

circumstance that she had been stabbed on symmetrical parts of the neck, 

both left and right, lead us to believe that she was hit by two distinct cutting weapons. One of them, 

reasonably smaller, caused the wound on the right of the neck, the one with the smallest pathway. 

The Court retains that a reconstruction adherent to what emerged procedurally about the aggression 

leads to the conclusion that the weapon which produced the wound on the right side of the neck was 

brandished by Raffaele Sollecito. It appears that the DNA of Raffaele Sollecito was found on the clasp 

of the bra worn by Meredith Kercher. This is DNA from likely epithelial exfoliation, left by the 

accused at the time when the latter pulled the bra clasp in order to move it away from the back of the 

girl and allow the introduction of a blade that cut the fabric closure of the bra. It was certainly of a 

blade of small dimensions, perfectly compatible with the lesion found on the right side of the neck of 

the victim, and the kind that the defendant usually carried with him. 

The latter circumstance was confirmed by a plurality of elements of the case: the intercepted phone 

call recorded at 15:00 on November 5th 2007 in which the father of the defendant, Francesco Sollecito, 

urged his son not to go around in those days with the small knife in his pocket; from the testimonies of 

Mariano De Martino, who, cross-examined at the hearing on July 4, 2009 before the Assize Court of 

First degree stated that Raffaele Sollecito usually carried a boxcutter blade of about 4 cm; from 

deposition testimony of Corrado De Candia who reported that Raffaele Sollecito had always carried a 

boxcutter blade about 6 \ 7 cm, but still very sharp. 

The Court considers that the other blade, the one that produced the wound extended on the left side of 

the neck from which most of the blood loss that caused the death of Meredith Kercher came out was 

brandished by Amanda Marie Knox. It is of the knife seized in the home of Raffaele Sollecito by the 

judicial police and marked as Exhibit number 36), about which it is appropriate to illustrate some 

considerations. 

The knife, with a blade length of about 31 cm, was seized by police in the apartment of Raffaele 

Sollecito during the first raid carried out there. 
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The police officer who actually withdrew it from the cutlery drawer stated during the trial of first 

degree that his attention had been attracted by the fact that the knife, and not others present in the same 

drawer, was much cleaner than the rest of the cutlery, allowing one to imagine that it had been washed 
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with care and recently. This circumstance, which might appear a matter of personal perception and 

irrelevant, led to important conclusions in the trial. Examining the knife with forensic science, its 

blade, in a series of scratches barely perceptible to the naked eye, a DNA mixture of two 

contributors was discovered: Meredith Kercher and Raffaele Sollecito (sic). 

The case fact, strongly challenged by the defense, was analyzed by this Court in the part related to 

genetic testing and there’s no reason to return to the same arguments. Surely it is an attribution that can 

not constitute certain proof, for the reasons indicated herein and on the failure to repeat the findings of 

the analysis, but anyway is a strong indication of the fact that the weapon constitutes the second 

weapon used in the murder of Meredith Kercher. 

On the knife, a different trace containing DNA useful for testing was also found, a trace that was 

analyzed by Dr. Patrizia Stefanoni, who attributed the trace to DNA of Amanda Marie Knox. This 

attribution was not subject to complaints from the attorneys of the defendants, and the case fact can be 

considered as common ground. 

In addition, tasked in the course of proceedings with the analysis on trace "I"  extracted during the 

execution of their expert report conducted on behalf of the Judges of the Appeal Court of Assizes of 

Perugia, the Carabinieri of R.I.S. of Rome showed DNA susceptible to analysis, and also attributed to 

Amanda Marie Knox, without any substantial dispute. 

Both traces attributed to Amanda Marie Knox were found on the handle of knife on the end next to the 

blade. 

The evaluation of the totality of these elements derivable from the knife in seizure brings this Court to 

hold that it was one of two weapons used in the murder, and that it was brandished by Amanda Marie 

Knox, who would have then hit Meredith Kercher on the left side of the neck, bringing about in this 

way the only mortal wound to her. 
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There was much discussion during the assessment of the appropriateness or not of the knife being 

identified as the weapon which produced the wound inflicted on the left side of the neck of Meredith 

Kercher, technical investigations of the parties supported the incompatibility of the weapon with the 

wound in question on account of the size of the blade. In fact, the knife in seizure could be 

incompatible with the lesion produced, the pathway of which is about 8 cm, only in the case where one 

wanted to argue that the hand-held weapon with which the injury was inflicted has penetrated for its 

entire length in the victim's neck, stopping the handle. It would be evidence, in that case, of the 

incompatibility of the weapon in seizure, having a blade length of a lot more than 8 cm. 

Nobody, however, during the investigation, was able to highlight the reasons for which, in striking a 

blow with the knife, one must necessarily sink the blade in the soft parts of the neck up to the handle. 

Nor, moreover, may the bruising present along one of the edges of the wound in interest be indicative 

of doing this, since attributing such bruising on the impact of the handle of the knife with the epithelial 

surface of the neck is an assertion devoid of certainty. 

The expert witnesses who argued the incompatibility of the weapon, affirmed that the wound was 

inflicted by a knife which, penetrating for the entire length of the blade, could not have had a blade 

longer than 8 cm. After that, however, driven by the need to explain the particular conformation of the 

wound for its entire pathway and especially the fact that the internal soft tissues were mangled, the 

consultants of the parties also stated that whoever stabbed in the left region the victim’s neck, had done 

it with a weapon having a blade length of 8 cm, but had reiterated the stabbing a second time, in the 

same pathway and causing the “mangling” of soft tissue inside the wound. 

This statement does not appear compelling to the Court for a very simple reason. Whoever stabbed 

Meredith Kercher on the left side of the neck with a stab that was penetrated by 8 cm (or for the whole 

length of the pathway) would have caused a hemorrhage of blood so copious and violent, as the 



 

 

https://www.evernote.com/shard/s241/sh/564a113b-8173-4f00-9d10-9c0d4422a90d/e406952b08623715b6420346a88e1aa1 

amount of blood spilling and the splatters on the bedroom furniture room show, to hide completely the 

input surface of the blade; thereby making it virtually 
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impossible to reintroduce the weapon in the same pathway where it was introduced by the first stab. 

It must be said, therefore, that whoever stabbed Meredith Kercher on the left side of the neck stabbed 

her one time, causing a devastating wound from which came out, pushed by blood pressure, a copious 

stream of blood, as is detectable by the splatters on the furniture in the vicinity of the point where the 

girl was hit. 

It must therefore be concluded that the weapon in judicial seizure is not incompatible with the wound 

received from Meredith Kercher on the left side of the neck,  a surely mortal wound, and that therefore 

the discovery of the DNA of Meredith Kercher on the blade of the knife is a case fact fully compatible 

with the nature of the weapon, as well as with its use. 

The Judges of first degree, challenged with the task of explaining the reason why a large kitchen knife 

had been transported from the house of Raffaele Sollecito to the cottage in Via della Pergola 

speculated that the knife had been placed in the large bag that Amanda Marie Knox had used the night 

of the murder, and that it was there because the girl had taken from the house of Raffaele Sollecito and 

placed in the bag to eventually use it for personal defense in her night-time journeys. The circumstance 

has been strongly criticized by the defenses of the accused; the defenses of the defendants have argued 

that, if the knife in question had actually been the weapon of the crime, the defendants would have 

definitely gotten rid of it. 

With regard to the first question, the Court considers that the explanation provided by the first Judges 

also has reasonableness in it ; and in any case must not be forgotten that Via Garibaldi nr 130 is a few 

hundred meters from the house on Via della Pergola and that Amanda Marie Knox had in fact chosen 

the home of Sollecito as her second home, dividing her time between the house of her boyfriend and 

the house on Via della Pergola. Having thus the full availability of the two houses, the reasons for 

which a kitchen knife from one of them has been found in the other on a given evening can be 

multiple, and all reasonable. 

In this case, what matters is the availability of the weapon by the accused, its actual portability from 

one house to the other, its compatibility with the harmful event and the presence of DNA of Meredith 

Kercher on the blade of the knife. All these elements of established facts in the judgment thus lead to 

the conclusion that the knife marked exhibit nr 36) constitutes 
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one of the weapons used in the assault; and the weapon with which Amanda Marie Knox lashed the 

fatal blow to the throat of Meredith Kercher. 

In relation to the fact that the defendants did not get rid of the knife, observe that the knife appeared 

precisely inventoried among the furnishings of the apartment leased to Sollecito. In the case where it 

had not been found, in the presence of a murder carried out through the use of a large cutting weapon, 

suspicion could have been pointed towards Raffaele Sollecito. It was preferred then to thoroughly 

wash the knife, with a particularly meticulous cleaning operation that only for a fortuitous occurrence 

(streaking not immediately perceptible to the eye) did not eliminate every trace of Meredith Kercher 

from the blade of the knife. 

The fact that on the handle of the knife has been detected exclusively DNA attributable to Amanda 

Marie Knox leads us to believe that the weapon was brandished by the latter; and even that statement 

is entirely consistent with the other procedural facts relating to the means of aggression. We have 

already mentioned the fact that Rudi Hermann Guede at the time of the attack had his hands free, one 
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of which was used to carry out the sexual violence, and the other, grasping the wrist of the victim, to 

immobilize her. Just as it is reasonable to believe that Raffaele Sollecito, in the moment in which he 

severed the fabric of a bra that had moved away from the victim's back by him pulling the hook 

closure, had both hands engaged in the act described. 
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(omitted)  

Finally, there is one final observation to be made. The homicidal will of the aggressors is evident from 

the weapons used to carry out the attack, and in particular by the knife exhibit nr 36), certainly a 

deadly weapon and which can be appreciated as such by anyone; it is evident from the place the mortal 

blow of the knife was made, the neck, vital part of the body, as can be seen by anyone, and especially 

by two young people with certainly above average culture. Moreover, it appears fitting, only reflecting 

on the fact that Meredith Kercher knew her assailants; once the choice was made of attacking the girl, 

to stab her in the neck with a knife of modest size for the purpose of coercion, but still producing a 

wound that was surely painful, and once the assault was brought into the sexual sphere, facing the 

resistance of the girl leaving her alive would have constituted for the aggressors the certainty of 

punishment. At some point in the aggression had gone too far. Meredith Kercher had to be put in 

conditions as to not denounce the attack suffered. 

 


