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Court Management Services 
 
Interpretation and Translation Unit 
 

  

Re: Errors in English versions of transcripts 
    
 
Dear Ms. Lamb, 
 
We have noted several instances in which there are errors in the final English versions of the 
trial transcripts.  These errors have been caused by the English interpreter omitting or 
incorrectly interpreting statements made by the witnesses in Khmer.  For example, Civil 
Party TCCP-123 stated in response to one question that he also wanted to be a leading cadre, 
but this statement was not interpreted into English and thus is not reflected in the English 
transcript.  In another example, witness TCW-281 stated in Khmer: “Bong Nuon talked about 
Bong Van but did not refer directly to him by name.  There is only one case.  It is about the 
arrest of Chau Seng.”  In English this was incorrectly interpreted (and recorded in the 
transcript) as: “Bong Nuon talked about Bong Van.  They talked about arresting Chau Seng.” 
 
When we have requested ITU and CMS correct these errors,1 we have been informed that the 
English transcripts must reflect what the interpreter stated in English, rather than what the 
witness actually said.  This does not result in an accurate record and is not what is done at the 
ICTY (which frequently faces similar issues involving discrepancies between different-
language transcripts).  While it may sometimes appear harmless if a witness’s statements are 
not recorded in English, or are inaccurately recorded, it is easy to imagine a situation where 
this would not be the case.  If, for example, a witness stated: “I never ordered those people to 
be killed,” but the interpreter stated instead: “I ordered those people to be killed” and this was 

                                                 
1 See Attachment for a timeline of the IENG Sary Defence attempts to address this issue. 
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thus recorded permanently in the transcript, this could create a myriad of problems – not least 
for the witness. 
 
We respectfully request that you bring this matter to the Trial Chamber’s attention.  We 
further respectfully request that the Trial Chamber order ITU/CMS to correct the English 
transcripts and to ensure in the future that what the witnesses actually state in their native 
language is what is reflected in the transcripts. 
  
 
Respectfully requested,  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANG Udom Michael G. KARNAVAS  

 Co-Lawyers for Mr. IENG Sary  
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Efforts taken by the IENG Sary Defence to address errors in English transcripts caused by failure 
to interpret or inaccurate interpretation 

 

 On 9 January 2012, Tanya Pettay emailed Seynabou Diop (copying So Mosseny and 
Neville Sorab) to request corrections to the English version of the 7 December 2011 
transcript (E1/18.1).  One of the errors in this transcript was the fact that the witness, 
speaking Khmer, stated that he also wanted to be a leading cadre.  This statement was not 
translated into English or French. 
 

 On 10 January 2012, Seynabou Diop replied by email (copied to Michelle Keating, Ly 
Sophal, So Mosseny, and Neville Sorab) that certain requested changes would be made, 
but that “Concerning the statement which was not interpreted (7 December 2011, 
E1/18.1, page 32, line 17), it is not possible to add it to the English and to the French 
transcripts because the transcripts must be a verbatim record of the interpretation (Khmer 
to English and English to French).” 
 

 On 2 April 2012, So Mosseny emailed Seynabou Diop (copied to Tanya Pettay, Sophy 
Kong, Michelle Keating, and Chanmony Korm) to request correction of the 29 March 
2012 transcript.  The witness, speaking Khmer, stated that “Bong Nuon talked about 
Bong Van but did not refer directly to him by name.  There is only one case.  It is about 
the arrest of Chau Seng.  Brother Nuon warned me…” In English, the interpreter 
erroneously stated: “Mr. President, Bong Nuon talked about Bong Van. They talked 
about arresting Chau Seng (phonetic).” 
 

 On 3 April 2012, Seynabou Diop emailed Michelle Keating (copying Sophy Kong, 
Chanmony Korm, Tanya Pettay, and Mosseny So) stating that the Transcription Unit 
checked the transcripts against the audio and that the interpretation may not be accurate, 
but the transcripts reflect what was audio recorded. 
 

 On 3 April 2012, Michelle Keating replied by email to Seynabou Diop (copying Sophy 
Kong, Chanmony Korm, Tanya Pettay, Mosseny So, and James Jennings), stating: 
“Noted, we will take it from here and inform the Trial Chamber accordingly.  Next time, 
I would ask everyone to please provide the document number, the ERN and the page 
numbers in addition to the date and line on the transcript.” 
 

 On 3 April 2012, Mosseny So emailed Michelle Keating (copying Seynabou Diop, Sophy 
Kong, Chanmony Korm, Tanya Pettay, Mosseny So, and James Jennings) and explained 
that he had not included ERNs as these were draft transcripts (which do not have ERNs). 
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 On 3 April 2012, Seynabou Diop emailed Mosseny So (copying Sophy Kong, Chanmony 
Korm, Michelle Keating, and Tanya Pettay) and stated that “In my answer to you this 
morning, I forgot to add that the transcritps themselves can’t be changed.  They must 
always reflect what was actually said by the speaker himself or by the interpreter.  If you 
have any question concerning transcription, I will be happy to answer them. 
 

 On 3 April 2012, Tanya Pettay emailed Seynabou Diop (copying Mosseny So, Sophy 
Kong, Chanmony Korm, and Michelle Keating), stating: “I believe that this practice is 
not correct and should be changed. The answer the witness actually gave in his own 
language must be what is controlling. This is the practice at the ICTY when this issue 
arises. At the ICTY, if there were a discrepancy they would go back to the original 
language the witness was using and compare it with what was translated. If some parts 
were not translated or were translated incorrectly, they would do the translation and 
correction of the transcript. The head of the translation unit would issue a special decision 
re correction, with reasoning, and then the transcript would be changed and a corrected 
version would be sent to the parties.  I have an example of a decision on correcting a 
transcript from the ICTY, but it was issued as confidential. I may be able to show you a 
portion of the hard copy, though, if you would like to see how it is done.  If this were not 
the case, we could encounter serious problems if the interpreters accidentally leave out 
words (for example, what would happen if the interpreter accidentally quoted a witness as 
saying ‘I ordered these people to be killed’ instead of ‘I never ordered these people to be 
killed’?)  Could you please reconsider this practice and change the English transcript to 
what the witness actually said in Khmer?” 
 

  On 3 April 2012, Seynabou Diop replied by email to Tanya Pettay: “Thank you for your 
comments. With your permission, I will forward your email to Krystal Thompson, the 
new Legal Officer for Court Management Section (CMS).”  Tanya Pettay responded the 
same date: “Thank you! I would appreciate that.”  Seynabou Diop replied: “Thank you, 
Tanya. I will do that, and we'll get back to you on this issue.  Have a good day.” 
 

  On 5 April 2012, Sophy Kong emailed Tanya Pettay (copying Seynabou Diop, Mosseny 
So, Chanmony Korm, and Michelle Keating), stating: “Dear Tanya, TU and ITU will 
review and correct them.”  Tanya Pettay replied, thanking Sophy Kong and providing the 
ERN of the English page that needed corrected, as the final version of the transcript had 
just been notified. 
 

 On 20 April 2012, Tanya Pettay emailed Sophy Kong (copying Seynabou Diop, Mosseny 
So, Chanmony Korm, and Michelle Keating), stating “I just wanted to check - I do not 
think the transcript has been corrected yet. It is E1/56.1, ERN 00796977. Will it still be 
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corrected? Thank you!”  Sophy Kong replied: “Seynabou, TU head, will response to you 
on this matter. Thanks.”  Seynabou Diop did not respond concerning this matter. 
 

 On 16 May 2012, Mosseny So emailed Seynabou Diop with a new translation error 
(copying Sophy Kong, Michelle Keating, Chanmony Korm, Tanya Pettay, and Neville 
Sorab).  He stated: “Reference is made to an English version of a transcript dated 3 May 
2012 on page 27 line 15 (10:21:25 - 10:23:38) where K-1 was mentioned. However the 
witness mentioned originally in Khmer as K-3. You can find the Khmer transcript at the 
same date on page 23 line 4 (10:21:43 - 10:24:03)” and provided the relevant portions of 
the English and Khmer transcripts. 
 

 On 23 May 2012, Seynabou Diop emailed Mosseny So (copying Sophy Kong and 
Krystal Thompson), and stated: “Transcription Unit has reviewed the transcripts to verify 
their accuracy. The transcripts reflect what was said in the courtroom. I forwarded the 
information to ITU, who will take the appropriate action. Thank you.” 
 

 To date, none of the 3 transcript errors listed above have been corrected. 
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