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Summary of Appeal Court Judgment No. 25, March 07, 2012

Keywords: Application of new law, intentional injury and insult, suspended sentence,
reasoning.

Facts and Decision: The facts were already summarized from Verdict No. 09 of the
Phnom Penh Municipal Court (2011). The defendant, S.R.N., who lost the case at the first
instance court, appealed against the entirety of Verdict No. 09, claiming they did not commit the
alleged acts. The accused was not present during the hearing. The representative of the Appeal
Court Prosecution requested to uphold the original verdict.

The Court of Appeal found that the defendant’s claim of being attacked lacked
supporting evidence. Consequently, there was sufficient evidence of guilt against S.R.N..

The Court of Appeal agreed with the reasoning of the Phnom Penh Municipal Court,
noting that the investigation and the legal reasoning provided were accurate according to the law.
Therefore, there was no need to re-state the reasoning. The court decided to uphold Verdict No.
09 (2011).
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Notes: From the time of the incident in August 2009 to the date of the judgment in March
2012, the duration was 2 years and 7 months.



