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Mr. IENG Sary, through his Co-Lawyers (“the Defence”), hereby responds to the Co-

Prosecutors’ Request to Establish Procedure Regarding Admission of Documents not 

Translated in All ECCC Languages (“Request”).1  This Response is made necessary because 

the relief sought in the Request would violate Mr. IENG Sary’s fair trial rights to assist in his 

own defence and to effective assistance of counsel.  The OCP seeks to avoid its translation 

obligation and shift the burden to the Defence to object to untranslated documents by 

incorrectly asserting that: a. translation into all three official ECCC languages is not required; 

b. translation of trial documents should continue until the conclusion of the hearing of the 

evidence; and c. a procedure should be established where the Defence should be required to 

object to documents that have incomplete or missing translations and that the Defence 

submits should therefore be excluded.  The Request should be denied.  The Defence requests 

a public, oral hearing in order to more fully discuss all issues related to the Request.  

A. Procedural History 

1. On 19 April 2011, the OCP submitted its Rule 80(3) Trial Document List, as requested by 

the Trial Chamber.  In 21 attached annexes to this List, the OCP proposed the admission 

of 6,488 documents.2  

2. On 22 September 2011, the Trial Chamber severed the case.3  

3. On 27 July 2011, at the Initial Hearing, the Trial Chamber ordered the parties to file lists 

pertinent only to the first four segments of Case 002/01.4 

4. On 22 July 2011, the OCP filed its revised lists.5  The OCP submitted the same annexes it 

had originally filed, with the documents it considered relevant to the first four segments 

of Case 002/01 highlighted.  The OCP submitted that 4,768 documents were relevant to 

the first four segments of Case 002/01.6 

                                                
1 Co-Prosecutors’ Request to Establish Procedure Regarding Admission of Documents not Translated in All 
ECCC Languages, 28 February 2013, E223/2/6. 
2 Co-Prosecutors’ Rule 80(3) Trial Document List, 19 April 2011, E9/31 and attached annexes.  The total 
number of documents was determined by adding the number of documents in each annex, apart from Annex 21, 
which merely compiled documents already contained in the other annexes. 
3 Severance Order Pursuant to Internal Rule 89ter, 22 September 2011, E124. 
4 Transcript, 27 July 2011, E1/4.1, p. 25. 
5 Co-Prosecutors’ Response to the Trial Chamber’s Request for Documents Relating to the First Phase of Trial, 
22 July 2011, E109/4. 
6 Id., para. 3. 
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5. On 19 October 2012, the Trial Chamber issued a memorandum stating, inter alia, that the 

OCP had not significantly reduced the number of witness statements proposed for 

admission “despite being asked to do so.”  The Trial Chamber advised the OCP that “only 

those statements which can be made available in all official ECCC languages by Friday 

29 February 2013 [sic] may be proposed to be put before the Chamber as evidence.”  The 

Trial Chamber directed the OCP to liaise with the Interpretation and Translation Unit and 

to advise the Trial Chamber and the parties at the earliest opportunity if certain statements 

would no longer be tendered into evidence.7 

6. On 3 December 2012, the Trial Chamber issued a decision on the admissibility of several 

of the annexes of documents proposed by the OCP.  The Trial Chamber stated:   

Regarding the availability of translations of documents into all ECCC official 
languages, the Trial Chamber has previously indicated that parties seeking the 
introduction of documents at trial bear the burden of ensuring their timely 
availability in all three official languages.  Although the Chamber has previously 
granted some latitude where the parties are precluded from doing so due to 
workload constraints of the Interpretation and Translation Unit (“ITU”), it has 
recently directed parties, in consultation with the ITU, to adjust the quantity of 
material that they seek to tender into evidence to that which can be made 
available in all official ECCC languages by Monday, 4 March 2013.  The 
Chamber rejects the objections raised [in relation to documents not being 
available in all three official languages] but advises the parties that material for 
which translations are unavailable by this date cannot be considered to have been 
put before the Chamber.8 

7. On 7 December 2012, the OCP requested clarification as to whether the 4 March 2013 

deadline applied to all documents proposed for admission or only to witness statements.9 

8. On 13 February 2013, the Trial Chamber clarified: 

Due to the unavailability of some statements in all three ECCC official 
languages, the Chamber had at earlier stages of the trial permitted the parties to 
utilize material available in one or two ECCC official languages only.  The 
Chamber accorded the Co-Prosecutors and Civil Party Lead Co-Lawyers a 
deadline of 4 March 2013 to obtain translation into all three official languages of 

                                                
7 Forthcoming Document Hearings and Response to Lead Co-Lawyers’ Memorandum Concerning the Trial 
Chamber’s Request to Identify Civil Party Applications for use at Trial (E208/4) and KHIEU Samphan Defence 
Request to Revise Corroborative Evidence Lists (E223), 19 October 2012, E223/1, para. 9.  The Trial Chamber 
also gave the Civil Party Lead Co-Lawyers a deadline of 4 March 2013 to indicate which Civil Party 
applications they wished to tender into evidence. Id., para. 13. 
8 Decision on Objections to Documents Proposed to be put before the Chamber in Co-Prosecutors’ Annexes A6-
A11 and A14-A20 and by the other Parties, 3 December 2012, E185/1. 
9 Co-Prosecutors’ Request for Clarification Regarding the Trial Chamber’s “Decision on Objections to 
Documents Proposed to be put before the Chamber in Co-Prosecutors’ Annexes A6-A11 and A14-A20 and by 
the other Parties”, 7 December 2012, E185/1/1. 
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any written statements and Civil Party applications they wish to put before the 
Chamber (E223/2; see also E185/1).  The Co-Prosecutors request clarification on 
whether this deadline is limited to written statements or whether it instead 
applies to all documents sought to be put before the Chamber (E185/1/1).  The 
Chamber clarifies that the purpose of this deadline is to ensure the timely 
availability of all materials proposed for admission in all three official ECCC 
languages.  The Chamber consequently orders the parties, in consultation with 
ITU, to ensure that all material proffered can be made available before the 
Chamber in all three official ECCC languages prior to the conclusion of the 
hearing of the evidence in Case 002/01.  The Chamber further reminds the 
parties that unless material submitted into evidence can be so provided in a 
timely manner, it cannot be considered as having been put before the Chamber 
pursuant to Internal Rule 87.10 

9. On 28 February 2013, on the eve of the Trial Chamber’s 4 March 2013 deadline, the OCP 

submitted the Request. 

B. Law and Argument 

1. Mr. IENG Sary has a right to have all documents proposed by 

the OCP and all other documents admitted by the Trial 

Chamber made available in Khmer and English 

10. Mr. IENG Sary has the right to assist in his defence and as well as the right to effective 

assistance of counsel: fundamental fair trial rights guaranteed to him by the Cambodian 

Constitution,11 the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,12 the 

Agreement,13 the Establishment Law14 and the ECCC Internal Rules.15  Mr. IENG Sary 

cannot enjoy these rights (put differently, these rights would be violated) if neither he nor 

his Defence team members can read and understand the documents proposed to be used 

as evidence at trial by the OCP, the other parties or the Trial Chamber.  

11. Mr. IENG Sary is entitled to have all the evidence admitted at trial translated into Khmer, 

the language in which he is most fluent.  The fact that Mr. IENG Sary “has some fluency 

in French, having studied in France”16 does not mean that he is necessarily able to rely on 

                                                
10 Response to Motions E246 and E185/1/1 and Other Sundry Requests Concerning Documents and Deadlines, 
13 February 2013, E246/1, para. 3. 
11 Article 31 of the Cambodian Constitution provides: “The Kingdom of Cambodia shall recognize and respect 
human rights as stipulated in the United Nations Charter, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the 
covenants and conventions related to human rights, women’s and children’s rights.”   
12 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Art. 14(3). 
13 Agreement, Arts. 12(2), 13. 
14 Establishment Law, Arts. 33 new, 35 new. 
15 ECCC Internal Rules, Rule 21. 
16 Request, para. 10. 
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his French skills to fully comprehend documents that have not been translated into 

Khmer.17 

12. The Co-Lawyers cannot effectively represent Mr. IENG Sary if they cannot read and 

understand the evidence.  All Defence team members speak English.  English is an 

official language of the Court and has been designated as one of the Defence’s working 

languages.  While the Defence team members do collaborate and assist each other in 

understanding the evidence, they are not translators.  They cannot be expected to translate 

lengthy documents for each other, or to work alone with the documents that other team 

members cannot understand.  

13. The OCP relies on two related Pre-Trial Chamber Decisions, two cases from the 

International Criminal Court (“ICC”) and one case from the International Criminal 

Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (“ICTY”)18 to assert that “the Trial Chamber may not 

simply exclude all evidence that has not been translated into the three official languages 

of the ECCC.”19  Though excluding non-translated evidence is not the issue, nowhere in 

the law20 or jurisprudence cited by the OCP is there support for the proposition that a 

party is excused from having documents translated which it believes are necessary for its 

case, particularly when the procedure adopted by the Trial Chamber so requires.  

Moreover, the law and jurisprudence cited by the OCP do not support the proposition that 

the OCP can shirk its translation responsibilities by saddling the Defence with them. As 

discussed below, the jurisprudence cited by the OCP concerning translation rights is 

inapposite.  

                                                
17 Mr. IENG Sary studied in France 60 years ago.  While he does retain some knowledge of French, this does 
not mean that he can effectively assist in his defence by reviewing documents in this language.  He cannot even 
hold documents to read them on his own, since his hands are numb. See, e.g., Transcript, 21 September 2012, 
E1/125.1, p. 15-16. The Defence team members do not speak or read French and, therefore, cannot read French 
documents to Mr. IENG Sary. 
18 Request, paras. 8-11. 
19 Id., para. 16. 
20 The law cited by the OCP is Article 35 new of the Establishment Law, which confirms that the Accused have, 
inter alia, the following minimum fair trial rights: the right to be informed promptly and in detail in a language 
they understand of the nature and cause of the charges against them, the right to examine evidence against them 
and to obtain the presentation and examination of evidence on their behalf under the same conditions as 
evidence against them and the right to have the free assistance of an interpreter if the Accused cannot 
understand or does not speak the language used in court. See id., para. 7.  The OCP also refers to the 
International Criminal Court’s Statute (“ICC Statute”), which states that an Accused enjoys the right to 
translations necessary to meet the requirements of fairness. Id., para. 11. 
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14. The OCP first refers to two Pre-Trial Chamber Decisions in which the Pre-Trial Chamber 

found that the Charged Persons did not have a right to have all documents in the Case File 

translated into their languages, considering that the Charged Persons’ understanding of 

the three official languages and the multilingual composition of the Defence teams must 

be taken into account.21  These Decisions are neither relevant to the present stage of the 

proceedings, nor relevant to the documents the OCP seeks to have admitted without 

translation.  The Pre-Trial Chamber Decisions cited were made with explicit reference to 

the pre-trial stage of the proceedings.22  Furthermore, the Pre-Trial Chamber simply found 

that there was no right to have all documents on the Case File translated.23  The Pre-Trial 

Chamber did not find that documents tending to prove the guilt or innocence of an 

Accused need not be translated. 

15. The OCP next refers to two ICC decisions, Lubanga and Ngudjolo.24  Lubanga and 

Ngudjolo were issued during the pre-trial stage of proceedings by a single judge of the 

ICC Pre-Trial Chamber (and the same Judge in each decision).  They concerned, inter 

alia, whether all documents the Prosecution intended to rely on at the confirmation of 

charges hearings must be translated into a language the Accused can understand in 

advance of the hearing.  In Lubanga, the Pre-Trial Chamber considered that Lubanga’s 

right to translation does not go so far as to require written translation of all items of 

written evidence or procedural documents.  The Pre-Trial Chamber found that what was 

required was that Lubanga have knowledge of the case against him so that he can defend 

himself by putting forward his own version of events.25  The Pre-Trial Chamber found 

that a detailed description of charges and a list of evidence would adequately inform 

Lubanga of the nature, cause and content of the charges against him.26 The Pre-Trial 

Chamber ordered the Registrar to provide Lubanga with a French interpreter to assist him 

                                                
21 Id., paras. 8-10, referring to Decision on IENG Sary’s Appeal against the OCIJ’s Order on Translation Rights 
and Obligations of the Parties, 20 February 2009, A190/II/9 and Decision on KHIEU Samphan’s Appeal 
Against the Order on Translation Rights and Obligations of the Parties, 20 February 2009, A190/I/20. 
22 See Decision on IENG Sary’s Appeal against the OCIJ’s Order on Translation Rights and Obligations of the 
Parties, 20 February 2009, A190/II/9, para. 36; Decision on KHIEU Samphan’s Appeal against the Order on 
Translation Rights and Obligations of the Parties, 20 February 2009, A190/I/20, para. 43. 
23 See Decision on IENG Sary’s Appeal against the OCIJ’s Order on Translation Rights and Obligations of the 
Parties, 20 February 2009, A190/II/9, paras. 34-35. 
24 Request, para. 11, referring to Prosecutor v. Lubanga Dyilo, ICC-01/04-01/06, Decision on Requests of the 
Defence of 3 and 4 July 2006, 4 August 2006 (“Lubanga Decision”) and Prosecutor v. Ngudjolo Chui, ICC-
01/04-02/07, Decision on Defence Requests Concerning Time Limits, 27 February 2008 (“Ngudjolo Decision”). 
25 Lubanga Decision, p. 5-6. 
26 Id., p. 6. 
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with documents that are only available in English for purposes of the confirmation of 

charges hearing.27  In Ngudjolo, the Pre-Trial Chamber addressed the same issue.  It 

referred to its earlier Lubanga Decision, and ordered the appointment of a French 

interpreter to assist Ngudjolo for purposes of the confirmation of charges hearing.28 

16. Lubanga and Ngudjolo are not relevant to the present situation because: a. the ICC 

procedural system and b. the stage of the proceedings at issue differ.  At the ICC, the Pre-

Trial Chamber requires the Prosecution to meet a lower burden of proof at a confirmation 

of charges hearing than it must meet for a conviction, where proof of guilt beyond a 

reasonable doubt must be established.29  The confirmation of charges hearing takes place 

early in the proceedings,30 when there may not have been sufficient time to have all 

documents translated.  There is a radical difference between pre-trial and trial 

proceedings.  

17. In the present case, the OCP has had approximately five and a half years to request the 

translation of documents it considered necessary for its case.  Presumably, the OCP 

would have known even as early as the drafting of the Introductory Submission which 

documents it intended to rely on in meeting its burden.  Presumably, any additional 

relevant documents gathered during the investigative stage by the OCIJ requiring 

translation would have also been noted prior to the issuance of the Closing Order.  

                                                
27 Id., p. 8. 
28 Ngudjolo Decision, p. 3-4. 
29 ICC Statute, Art. 66(3).  See Prosecutor v. Bemba Gombo, ICC-01/05-01/08-1386, Appeals Chamber, 
Judgement on the Appeals of Mr. Jean-Pierre Bemba Gombo and the Prosecutor against the Decision of Trial 
Chamber III entitled “Decision on the admission into evidence of materials contained in the prosecution’s list of 
evidence”, 3 May 2011, para. 72: “In the view of the Appeals Chamber, the burden of proof referred to in article 
67 (1) (i) of the Statute refers to the burden on the Prosecutor to prove the case against the accused beyond 
reasonable doubt (see article 66 (2) of the Statute)”; Prosecutor v. Al Bashir, ICC-02/05-01/09-73, Appeals 
Chamber, Judgement on the Appeal of the Prosecutor against the “Decision on the Prosecution’s Application for 
a Warrant of Arrest against Omar Hassan Ahmad Al Bashir”, 3 February 2010, para. 31: “[A]t this preliminary 
stage, it does not have to be certain that [the] person committed the alleged offense. Certainty as to the 
commission of the crime is required only at the trial stage of the proceedings (see article 66 (3) of the Statute), 
when the Prosecutor has had a chance to submit more evidence.” 
30 At a confirmation of charges hearing, the Prosecution seeks to confirm the indictment against a charged 
person by submitting evidence in support of the indictment. The confirmation of charges hearing must take 
place within a “reasonable time after the person’s surrender or voluntary appearance before the Court.” Article 
61(1), ICC Statute.  Hearings have been held, for example, approximately eight months, nine months and five 
months respectively after the initial appearance before the ICC. Prosecutor v. Lubanga, ICC-01/04/01/06. The 
initial appearance of Thomas Lubanga was held on 17 March 2006. The Confirmation Hearing commenced on 9 
November 2006.  Prosecutor v. Katanga & Ngudjolo, ICC-01/04-01/07. The initial appearance of Germain 
Katanga was held on 22 October 2007. The Confirmation Hearing commenced on 27 June 2008. The initial 
appearance of Matthew Ngudjolo Chui was held on 11 February 2008. The Confirmation Hearing commenced 
on 27 June 2008. 
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Nothing prevented the OCP from – at a minimum – timely alerting the Trial Chamber of 

the logistical quagmire in which it now finds itself.  Strangely, the OCP not only failed to 

ensure the timely translation of all documents it deemed relevant and necessary, but also 

failed to timely raise any concerns.  

18. Finally, the OCP refers to the ICTY Naletilić & Martinović decision, asserting, 

incorrectly, that the Naletilić & Martinović Trial Chamber “found that it could not apply a 

bright-line rule to exclude evidence….”31  On the contrary, this Decision is a good 

example of a Trial Chamber setting a date by which translations must be made available 

or evidence will not be admitted.  The Trial Chamber: 

DECIDE[D] that, all exhibits which the parties intend to submit for admission 
shall be available in a language the accused understands, as well as in at least 
one of the official languages of the Tribunal at the time of it being submitted to 
the Chamber for admission and that it is the responsibility of the party, intending 
to submit the document, to ensure that such translations are available;  
STATE[D] that this decision shall enter into effect on 12 November 2001 and 
that, in the meantime, both parties shall strive to provide appropriate translations 
as soon as practicable; 
DECIDE[D] that from 12 November 2001 onwards, a document, which is not in a 
language the accused understands as well as at least one of the official languages 
of the Tribunal, as ordered above, may not be submitted to the Chamber for 
admission. 
DECIDE[D] that the documents already submitted to the Chamber for admission 
which does not exists in a language the accused understands shall be translated as 
soon as practicable.32 

19. The OCP asserts that “entire categories of evidence” need not be translated, such as 

photographs, videos, diagrams, drawings, maps, S-21 confessions, S-21 prisoner lists, S-

21 interrogation lists and S-21 execution lists.33  The Defence disagrees: 

a. Photographs require translation if there is a caption indicating the date, subject 

matter or other information about the photograph, or if the photograph depicts 

something in writing.  In such cases, translations are necessary to properly 

evaluate the photographs.   

b. Videos require translation.  They cannot be assessed properly based on sight 

alone.  For example, a video could depict a certain scene while a narrator 
                                                
31 Request, para. 14. 
32 Prosecutor v. Naletilić & Martinović, IT-98-34, Decision on Defence’s Motion Concerning Translations of 
All Documents, 18 October 2001, p. 3 (emphasis added). 
33 Request, paras. 17-20. 
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states “this is not what actually happened.”  Without having a transcript in 

Khmer and English, the Defence, not to mention the Trial Chamber, would not 

be able to properly understand the video. 

c. Diagrams, drawings and maps require translation.  It is unclear why the OCP 

suggests that these types of documents need not be translated.  Such 

documents may very well be incomprehensible without translation, since they 

usually give names of places or provide explanatory information.   

d. S-21 confessions require translation.  The OCP asserts that S-21 confessions 

do not require translation because “one of the purposes” for proposing these 

confessions was to prove the identity of prisoners detained and interrogated at 

S-21.34  According to the OCP, this evidence can be adequately understood by 

the title and description of the confession prepared by the OCP itself.  The 

Trial Chamber and the parties cannot be expected to rely upon the OCP’s titles 

and description of evidence.  The OCP is not an impartial source of evidence. 

Moreover, the OCP is often incorrect in its descriptions of documents, 

claiming, for example, that certain documents are confessions, when they are 

actually analyses of confessions prepared by the Documentation Center of 

Cambodia (“DC-Cam”).  A specific example of this is E190.1.25.  This 

document has been titled by the OCP as “S-21 Confession of LANG Pring 

alias LANG Phat,” but it is actually a summary and analysis of a confession 

prepared by DC-Cam.  This is obvious from statements made in the document, 

such as: “We have already seen such a style of notes on many documents…”35 

e. S-21 prisoner lists, interrogation lists and execution lists require translation.  

The OCP asserts that these types of documents do not require translation 

because Mr. IENG Sary and his National Co-Lawyer can understand the 

original Khmer versions.  As explained above, Mr. IENG Sary’s National Co-

Lawyer cannot be expected to act as a translator for the English speaking 

members of the Defence of these often very lengthy documents. 

                                                
34 Id., para. 18. 
35 For more examples of these types of mischaracterizations, see IENG Sary’s Objections to the Admission of 
Documents Contained in E190.1 and E190/2.1, 22 February 2013, E223/2/2/1.1.  
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2. Translation must be completed well in advance of the close of 

trial 

20. Mr. IENG Sary’s right to have documents translated into Khmer and English cannot be 

meaningfully fulfilled if the translations are filed so late that he cannot make use of 

them.36  The purpose of translating documents into languages Mr. IENG Sary and his Co-

Lawyers can understand is so that these documents may be used during trial and when 

preparing the Defence’s Final Trial Brief.  If a document is not translated until the close 

of trial, the Defence will not have had the opportunity to make use of the document in 

court. Requiring the OCP to ensure that all translations are completed by a certain 

deadline respects the rights of the Defence.  No real prejudice will be caused to the OCP, 

since the OCP claims that all but five percent of its documents have been translated37 and 

that it has prioritized its translation requests to ensure that its most significant documents 

were translated.38 

3. The procedure proposed by the OCP unfairly shifts the burden 

to the Defence and would result un undue delay 

21. The OCP was aware of the need for translation at the time it proposed its documents.   It 

could have submitted more manageable lists.  Instead, the OCP proposed 4,768 

documents, most of which appear to have required translation when they were proposed.39 

Now, the OCP seeks to shift the burden to the Defence to object to documents with 

missing or incomplete translations.  This task is nearly impossible, since a document may 

appear on the Case File to have a translation when, in fact, that translation is only partial.  

Each translation would need to be checked.   

22. While the OCP acknowledges “a Trial Chamber’s dual responsibility to uphold 

international standards of fairness in implementing translation rights whilst safeguarding 

against undue delay,”40 it proposes modalities that fall short of safeguarding against 

                                                
36 As the European Court of Human Rights (“ECHR”) has repeatedly found regarding fair trial guarantees: “The 
[ECHR] is intended to guarantee not rights that are theoretical or illusory but rights that are practical and 
effective.” Airey v. Ireland, Appl. No. 6289/73, Judgement, 9 October 1979, para. 24 (emphasis added). See also 
Kutić v. Croatia, Appl. No. 48778/99, Judgement, 1 March 2002, para. 25; Sukhorubchenko v. Russia, Appl. 
No. 69315/01, Judgement, 10 February 2005, para. 43; Galstyan v. Armenia, Appl. No. 26986/03, Judgement, 
15 November 2007, para. 81. 
37 Request, para. 5. 
38 Id., para. 6. 
39 See supra paras. 1, 4.  
40 Request, para. 13. 
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undue delay.  The OCP’s proposal would actually cause a significant delay in the 

proceedings.  It would require the Defence to review all of the documents proposed or 

admitted into evidence to check whether they have translations and then to prepare 

objections to those that do not.  The OCP then requests four weeks to respond to the 

Defence’s objections.41  This could potentially mean a delay in the proceedings of several 

months.  Thus, not only is the OCP attempting to unfairly shift the burden to the Defence, 

it proposes modalities that would violate Mr. IENG Sary’s right to expeditious 

proceedings. 

C. Conclusion and Relief Sought 

23. Respect for Mr. IENG Sary’s fundamental fair trial rights to assist in his own defence and 

to effective assistance of counsel requires translation into Khmer and English of all 

documents put before the Trial Chamber and admitted into evidence.  These documents 

must be made available in Khmer and English well before the close of trial in order for 

Mr. IENG Sary to be able to exercise his rights meaningfully.  The procedure proposed 

by the OCP would violate Mr. IENG Sary’s fair trial rights and place an undue burden 

upon the Defence.  The burden of ensuring that OCP documents are timely translated 

should rest with the OCP since it is the party that has proposed these thousands of 

documents.  

24. The Trial Chamber is mandated to protect Mr. IENG Sary’s fundamental fair trial rights 

and is tasked with managing the ongoing trial effectively.  The Trial Chamber is not 

required to admit evidence that is not translated; nor would it even assist the Trial 

Chamber to do so, since the Judges themselves will require translations of the documents 

into all official languages in order for them to be able to carry out their functions 

effectively. 

25. While the Defence is sympathetic to the limited translation resources available, it is 

regrettable that the OCP waited until this late stage to request that a procedure be 

implemented and that, recognizing translation constraints, it did not simply reduce its 

document lists to a more manageable number.  Had the issue been raised earlier, a more 

elegant solution may have been identified to the satisfaction of all parties concerned. 

                                                
41 Id., para. 28. 
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WHEREFORE, for all the reasons stated herein, the Defence respectfully requests the Trial 

Chamber to DENY the Request. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

 

  ________________      ______________________ 
  ANG Udom                          Michael G. KARNAVAS 

 
Co-Lawyers for Mr. IENG Sary 

 

Signed in Phnom Penh, Kingdom of Cambodia on this 11th day of March, 2013 


