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Question for written answer E-001796/2012
to the Commission
Rule 117
Salvatore Caronna (S&D), David-Maria Sassoli (S&D), Roberta Angelilli (PPE), Guido Milana 
(S&D), Roberto Gualtieri (S&D), Sergio Gaetano Cofferati (S&D), Vittorio Prodi (S&D), Andrea 
Zanoni (ALDE), Vincenzo Iovine (ALDE), Giommaria Uggias (ALDE), Debora Serracchiani 
(S&D), Silvia Costa (S&D), Rita Borsellino (S&D), Andrea Cozzolino (S&D), Mario Pirillo (S&D), 
Rosario Crocetta (S&D), Lorenzo Fontana (EFD), Claudio Morganti (EFD), Oreste Rossi (EFD), 
Gianni Vattimo (ALDE), Francesca Balzani (S&D), Antonio Cancian (PPE), Marco Scurria (PPE), 
Pino Arlacchi (S&D), Pier Antonio Panzeri (S&D), Paolo De Castro (S&D), Gianni Pittella (S&D), 
Sonia Alfano (ALDE), Leonardo Domenici (S&D), Lara Comi (PPE), Elisabetta Gardini (PPE), 
Luigi Berlinguer (S&D) and Francesco De Angelis (S&D)

Subject: Important letters rogatory for the 'Ustica massacre' trial

– In view of the events that occurred on 27 June 1980, when an Itavia DC 9 flying from Bologna to 
Palermo was brought down in circumstances which have not been fully established, causing the 
death of the 81 passengers on board;

– considering that the investigations conducted over the years by the Italian judicial authorities 
established the presence of military aircraft and vessels from both Member States and third 
countries in the area at the time of the crash and that the cooperation of the respective judicial 
authorities was, and remains, vital for determining responsibility for this very serious massacre;

– given that over the years this cooperation has been lacking and characterised by reticence and 
omissions, and that the families of the 81 victims are still waiting for justice 31 years after the 
event;

– given that even in 2010, the Italian judicial authorities that had been investigating the Ustica 
crash sent letters rogatory to the authorities of three Member States (France, Germany and 
Belgium) and two third countries (United States and Libya), which have not been dealt with, and 
some of which have not even received a formal reply;

– having regard to Article 4(3) of the Treaty on European Union (TEU), which obliges the Member 
States to adhere to the principle of sincere cooperation, (even more so in light of the entry into 
force of the Treaty of Lisbon), and also concerns judicial cooperation in criminal matters, both 
between the Member States and between the Union and third countries;

– having regard to the Convention of Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters of 2000, which 
supplements a similar convention of the Council of Europe, which all Member States are required 
to respect;

– having regard to the agreement on mutual legal assistance between the EU and the United 
States, in force since 2009;

can the Commission state:

1. whether it intends to check that the decision of the Member States concerned not to reply to or 
assist the Italian judicial authorities is compatible with the requirement to comply with Article 4(3) 
of the Treaty on European Union and with the above-mentioned agreements;

2. whether it does not agree that, based on the principle of sincere cooperation, the Italian 
authorities should be entitled to full cooperation, and in any case to a reasoned reply, whether it 
be positive or negative;

3. whether it does not believe that the agreement on mutual legal assistance between the EU and 
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the USA in criminal matters includes the duty of the parties to cooperate and, in particular, the 
duty of the US authorities to provide a reasoned reply to the Italian letters rogatory, whether it be 
negative or positive?


