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Summary of Supreme Court Judgment No. 119 (2013)

Keywords: Intentional violence, relevant witnesses, standard of evidence, reasoning of
facts and decisions.

Procedural History and Decision: The facts were previously summarized in Judgment
No. 09 (2011) and Appeal Decision No. 25 Kr (2012). The accused, S.R.N., dissatisfied with the
Appeal Court ruling, filed a cassation appeal in 2012 against the entire decision.

During the Supreme Court proceedings, the accused introduced two new witnesses and
photographs alleging that he was the one who was beaten. The prosecution representative
requested to uphold the Appeal Court's decision.

The Supreme Court noted that the new witnesses presented were related to a dispute
between the accused (S.R.N.) and the victim's husband.

Regarding the intentional violence charge, the court found that existing evidence was
consistent and met the burden of proof "beyond a reasonable doubt” which shows existence of
intentional injury as the court of first instance pronounced.

The Court found the lower court's conviction for "Public Insult" based on article 307
lacked sufficient reasoning and the court did not show incriminating evidence except basing
solely on the statement of the victim (S.P.), who claimed the accused called her "cheap" (thork).
A victim's statement alone cannot be considered sufficient incriminating evidence. The Court
challenged the order for the accused to pay 4 million Riel for medical treatment and mental
damages. The court found there was insufficient basis/reasoning to justify this amount. There
was no clear evidence or reasoning regarding the specific scale of the damages; insufficient
reasoning" is considered a "lack of reasoning". Pursuant to Article 419 (Point 8) of the Code of
Criminal Procedure, complainant has ground to appeal.

.. The Supreme Court decided to uphold parts of the previous decision and overturn
other parts, remanding the case back to the Court of Appeal for retrial on the points that lacked
clarity.

Notes: 1. Although the Criminal Code does not explicitly mention "beyond a reasonable
doubt,” the Supreme Court recognizes and applies this standard. 2. Incriminating evidence must
be substantial; a victim's testimony alone is insufficient for a conviction. 3. New evidence
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submitted must be directly relevant to the specific charges. 4. Courts are legally required to
provide clear and sufficient reasoning in their judgments so parties can understand the basis for
the decision and decide whether to appeal, and 5. As of the date of this judgment (May 2013),
the case had lasted approximately four years and was still not fully resolved.



