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Summary of Appellate Judgment No. 73 (2008)

Keywords: Causing injury, defamation, grounds of reasoning

Facts and Decision: For the factual background, please refer to the summary of
Judgment No. 43(C) of 2006 (Causing injury). In this case, one of the victims—who was also
accused of defamation and causing injury—appealed against the entirety of Judgment No. 43(C).
She claimed that he did not defame anyone nor cause injury, and requested the Court of Appeal
to acquit her of all charges. The Court of Appeal judge stated that the criminal judgment issued
by the Kampong Cham Provincial Court had already provided full reasoning, and the Criminal
Chamber unanimously agreed with those grounds. Therefore, the Criminal Chamber did not
need to restate the same reasoning again. The Court of Appeal decided to uphold Judgment No.
43(C).

Notes: 1. in this case, the Prosecutor used the phrase “sufficient evidence” rather than
“reasonable evidence.” 2. The time between the incident in 2005 and this judgment is
approximately three years.
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