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I cannot recall.  It was a long time ago!  

I did not take note of this date and time passed by.   
It was so long ago and I’m afraid my memory is very poor now when I am aging. 

 
     – Witness Prak Yut   

I.   OVERVIEW 

In an effort to resolve the issues around admissibility of documents from hearings last week, 
the Trial Chamber called Mr. Vanthan Dara Peou, the Deputy Director of the Documentation 
Center of Cambodia (DC-Cam) to testify at the start of the week.  The Bench, the 
Prosecution, and the Civil Party lawyers sought clarification on DC-Cam’s mandate and 
methods of collecting and archiving documents, while the Defense Teams asked questions 
aimed at showing DC-Cam’s alleged bias against the Accused, and the unreliability of the 
documents in its collection.  At the end of the week, the Trial Chamber issued an oral ruling 
that documents cited in the Closing Order would be considered prima facie authentic, 
relevant and reliable, while other documents in the Case File would have to be assessed 
case-by-case as they are put before the Chamber. 
 
In the second half of the week, the Court continued with the reception of evidence for the first 
segment of the trial.  The Prosecution and the Civil Party Lawyers questioned Case 002’s 
first female witness, Ms. Prak Yut, about her experiences as a former mid-level cadre of the 
CPK.  Her testimony will resume next week when the Defense Teams will have the 
opportunity to question her further.   
 
II.   SUMMARY OF WITNESS TESTIMONIES 

Two witnesses testified this week, one to provide the Chamber information regarding 
documents in the Case File, the other to give factual testimony on the historical context and 
administrative structure of the DK regime.  
 
A. Vanthan Dara Peou’s Testimony 
 
Considering the volume of documents from DC-Cam in the Case File (approximately 500,000 
pages), the Chamber found it necessary to summon a representative from the organization 
to provide details that could help determine the admissibility of these documents.  
 
Vanthan Dara Peou’s testimony started on Monday with inquiries from Judge Ya Sokhan and 
Judge Jean-Marc Lavergne on DC-Cam’s background and projects, followed by questions on 
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its procedure for collecting documents, conducting interviews, and digitizing files for public 
access.  The OCP, through Messrs. Tarik Abdulhak and Chan Dararasmey, as well as the 
CPLCLs, Mr. Pich Ang and Ms. Elizabeth Simonneau-Fort, asked questions aimed to bolster 
the credibility of DC-Cam as an institution and to clarify the details on its system of collecting 
documents.  The Defense Teams, on the other hand, conducted examinations intended to 
establish bias and cast doubt on the reliability of the Witness, his organization, and the 
documents it provided to the Chamber.   
 
Vanthan Dara Peou’s testimony provided clarification on the general method used by DC-
Cam in gathering documents.  However, the Witness appeared to evade some questions that 
tended to show any form of “bias” against the Accused.  A number of his answers were not 
responsive to the questions asked, regardless of the accuracy of the translation of questions 
from English to Khmer.  On the second day of his testimony, the Witness repeatedly referred 
the national Prosecutor to the DC-Cam’s website instead of answering questions.  The 
Defense Teams also experienced difficulty in examining the Witness.  Frustrated with 
Vanthan Dara Peou’s responses to his questions, Pauw reiterated a request to have Mr. 
Chhang Youk, the DC-Cam Director, appear before the Chamber to provide definitive 
answers to questions that remained unresolved.  Karnavas, meanwhile, resorted to “yes or 
no” questions and very specific questions to oblige the Witness to answer directly.   
 
1. Professional Background 

 
Vanthan Dara Peou related that he started working at DC-Cam as a volunteer in 1995 while 
pursuing his bachelor’s degree in law.  He became a full-time staff member in 1997.  He 
received training on the compilation and management of documents from the University of 
New South Wales, Australia, as well as training and on the investigation of criminal cases in 
Ireland in 2000.  He received his Masters Degree in Human Rights and Humanitarian Law 
from Notre Dame University.  In 2005, he assumed the role of Deputy Director, in charge of 
general work and documentation.  He reviews all documents DC-Cam receives and he gives 
his subordinates guidance on how to store and maintain these documents in the archive.  He 
testified that he personally handled the request for documents from the ECCC sections and 
the Civil Party lawyers. 

 
2. DC-Cam 
 
DC-Cam, a non-government organization (NGO), started in 1995 as a field office for Yale 
University’s Cambodian Genocide Program.  In 1997, DC-Cam reportedly continued its work 
as an independent organization.1  Presently, it is funded by governments, private businesses, 
schools, universities and other NGOs, with Yale University remaining as a research partner.  
According to the Witness, donors provide funding without attached conditions.2  While the 
Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) does not provide monetary funding to the 
organization, Vanthan Dara Peou asserted, it allows and supports DC-Cam’s research 
activities.3   

 
a. Mission, Structure, and Projects 
 
According to Vanthan Dara Peou, DC-Cam’s mission is to collect, compile, and catalogue 
documents related to the DK regime.  It serves two main objectives: (i) to record the memory 
of the DK regime; and (ii) to serve the public and those who would like to seek justice for the 
victims of the regime.4  In furtherance of these objectives, it has provided documents to the 
ECCC and to all parties without any restrictions, testified the Witness.   

 
DC-Cam is led by its executive director, Mr. Chhang Youk, together with two deputy 
directors, an independent financial team, and team leaders responsible for managing 
projects.  A group of Cambodians serve on the DC-Cam board of directors, while a group of 
international advisors, consisting of both academic and legal professionals provide support to 
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the organization in Cambodia and from abroad.5  From 1995 to the present, there has always 
been between 15 to 55 staff members working in DC-Cam.  Almost all are involved in the 
processing of documents.  The staff reportedly receives training on the handling documents 
from different experts, as well as from the Witness. 
 
Vanthan Dara Peou indicated that, DC-Cam projects include documentation, forensics, 
genocide education, mapping of killing fields, legal training, and promotion of accountability.6  
DC-Cam also publishes a magazine entitled Searching for the Truth, along with other 
publications showcasing the organization’s research achievements.  Most of these projects 
provide the bulk of the evidence that will be placed before the Trial Chamber for 
consideration in this case. 

 
b.  Sources of Documents   
 
The Witness indicated that DC-Cam has collected documents from various sources: foreign 
governments (e.g. Vietnam, Sweden), state institutions (e.g. the RGC National Archives), 
government officials, private organizations, private archives (e.g. the Swedish Collection),7 
and individual donors (e.g. Laura Summers, David Hawk, Ben Kiernan, and David Chandler).  
DC-Cam collected Revolutionary Flag8 and Youth Flag magazines from the Toul Sleng 
Genocide Museum and from private individuals who found these magazines in houses in 
Phnom Penh after the collapse of the regime.  The distribution of its Searching for the Truth 
magazine throughout the country disseminates information about the organization to the 
population and also helped it receive more documents from individual donors.  Nevertheless, 
Vanthan Dara Peou stated that majority of the organization’s documents were obtained from 
research and state institutions rather than from individual donors.  He enumerated S-21, the 
National Archives, the Ministry of Interior, and the Cambodian Documentation Commission, 
as major sources for these documents.  Vanthan Dara Peou indicated that not all documents 
have been found as of this date, as documents were scattered everywhere after the fall of 
the regime.   
 
During his questioning, the Witness acknowledged that, in some cases, DC-Cam does not 
hold the originals of historical documents.  For instance, S-21 documents from the Tuol 
Sleng Genocide Museum consist largely of confessions from former prisoners and other 
prison documents, but Vanthan Dara Peou admitted that, “confessions at S-21 are not stored 
at DC-Cam.”  Likewise, documents collected from the National Archives are also 
photocopies.  Documents from this source have brackets below the DC-Cam entry number to 
indicate its National Archives code number.   
 
In other cases, DC-Cam was able to gather original DK documents from some of its sources, 
including the Ministry of Interior.  He believes that these documents, referred to as the 
Santebal Collection, were in the custody of Son Sen, the DK’s Minister of Defense.  The 
collection contains some S-21 confessions that may have been related to state security, as 
well as Lon Nol-related documents. 
 
Additionally, documents from the Cambodian Documentation Commission, sent by David 
Hawk, included KR documents, interviews with refugees with audio recordings, and some 
photos.  Vanthan Dara Peou disclosed that the collection consisted of 450 kilograms of 
documents sent by airmail.  These documents are now coded with the initial “H” in the 
archives.    
 
c.  Types of Documents 
 
According to the Witness, DC-Cam classifies documents under one of five categories: (i) 
paper documents (approximately 1 million pages); (ii) interviews; (iii) photographs; (iv) maps 
of grave pits; and (v) documentary films.  DC-Cam maintains several online databases that 
allow people to search the archival materials according to biographic, photographic, or 
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geographic categories.   The Witness explained that the biographic database aims to help 
persons who are searching for relatives who disappeared during DK.  The photographic 
database, as its name indicates, consists of photographs collected after the fall of the DK 
regime.  The public may access these photos and are encouraged to provide any information 
relevant to the photos.   
 
The documents collected are in several languages,9 but the majority of documents are in 
Khmer. Translations of documents from the Khmer language were done by DC-Cam’s 
translation team, with the identity of the translators indicated in the documents.  External 
researchers may also bring their own translators to translate documents for their own 
purposes. 
 
d.  Collection and Archiving of Documents 
 
DC-Cam accepts both original and non-original documents from donors, explained Vanthan 
Dara Peou.  Non-original documents are considered “primary” or “master” documents by DC-
Cam when originals are unavailable.  Documents are accepted based on its relevance to the 
DK regime.  According to the Witness, DC-Cam assesses a document based on its date, ink, 
paper, content, and the terminologies it contains.10   
 
Vanthan Dara Peou elaborated on the procedure DC-Cam follows when collecting 
documents.  First, the staff inquires from donors on the document’s provenance.  Staff 
records information as to its ‘historical custody”, when, how, and from whom the donors 
received the document (but there have been instances when donors did not know the source 
of the documents).  After receipt, the document is copied and the “original” or “master” 
document (according to DC-Cam’s definition) is stored in a secure place.  The duplicate is 
then assigned an “entry number” composed of letters and numbers, where the letter 
indicates the type of document or its source (e.g. “L” for Lon Nol, “J” for confessions, “TSL” 
for Toul Sleng, etc.) and a five digit number, given according to the order the document is 
obtained.  The document is subsequently logged into the computer database system,11 and 
then the duplicate document is placed in a file cabinet. This indexed duplicate document is 
the only version made available to researchers and the public, while the original remains 
stored and unaltered.  No annotations are made on any document other than its number 
code.   
 
DC-Cam also conducts interviews and research to corroborate the documents received from 
donors.  In connection with its accountability project, interviews are conducted with former 
KR soldiers, survivors, and relatives of victims.  The Witness explained that these interview 
subjects are assured of confidentiality, safety, and security, but no monetary incentives are 
provided.  The interview proceeds from a prepared questionnaire developed by DC-Cam’s 
legal experts.  The interview team records, transcribes, categorizes, and files the interview 
according to the procedure in place.  
 
e.  Requests for DC-Cam Documents 
 
Vanthan Dara Peou asserted that DC-Cam provided documents to different offices of the 
Court: the OCP, VSS, OCIJ, Civil Party lawyers, the Defense Support Section (DSS) and the 
Court Management Section.   He said that, upon receiving a request from any of the ECCC’s 
sections, he verified the request against the available documents at DC-Cam.  If the 
documents were available, DC-Cam copied or scanned the document in accordance with the 
request.  DC-Cam sent these copies to the ECCC with a confirmation receipt.  In order to 
dispel allegations of bias, the Witness emphasized that all Parties make use of and benefit 
from DC-Cam’s documents.   
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f.  Assessment of Documents  
 
In an attempt to allay the Defense Team’s assertions that DC-Cam purposefully collects 
documents that were prejudicial to the Accused, Vanthan Dara Peou repeatedly emphasized 
that DC-Cam only assesses documents on their relevance to the DK regime: “we do not 
analyze the documents we have collected!we do not provide judgment on the documents”    
By “analyzing” the Witness meant that the organization does not comment or pass judgment 
upon the value of any document.  The use, authenticity, and evidentiary value of documents 
are up to the users of the documents, he maintained.   
 
The Witness claimed that the authenticity of documents in DC-Cam’s collections are not 
challenged often, however in cases where doubts arise, the organization has DK experts 
who are asked to verify and explain the content and language of a document.  The Witness 
was so confident about the authenticity of the documents in the collection that, when Pich 
Ang asked him to confirm the authenticity of documents stored at DC-Cam, the Witness 
replied, “(y)es, all documents at the DC-Cam have been authenticated.”  This matter remains 
disputed by the Defense Teams and it is unsure if the Witness was completely forthright, 
considering his own admission that not all documents at DC-Cam are originals. Khieu 
Samphan’s national counsel, Mr. Kong Sam Onn, also questioned the Witness’ assertion that 
documents were not “analyzed” by DC-Cam, pointing to an article co-authored by Chhang 
Youk and legal adviser Mr. John Ciorciari, explaining that, “DC-Cam carries out ongoing 
research to compile and analyze primary documentary materials collected through various 
means.” 
 
Perhaps taking into consideration the Defense Team’s allegations of DC-Cam’s bias, Judge 
Jean-Marc Lavergne examined by the Witness’ capacity to assess DK documents.  On 
Monday, Judge Lavergne asked the Witness to “estimate” certain annotations to determine 
whether they were made contemporaneously with the creation of the documents.  He also 
asked Vanthan Dara Peou’s opinion as to the identity of annotation authors and the 
significance of the red ink color.  The Witness obliged, stating that he did not think the 
annotation was made recently, because it appeared to be written in old ink.  He then 
theorized, based on his experience, that the writings on the annotations he read belonged to 
Son Sen.   
 
g.   Questions on Neutrality in the Conduct of Research 
 
Nuon Chea’s international counsel Mr. Jasper Pauw challenged DC-Cam’s reliability as a 
neutral source of documents, suggesting that one of DC-Cam’s goals is in fact to have the 
Accused, Nuon Chea, prosecuted.  Pauw, justifying this line of questioning, stated: 
 

When assessing the authenticity, reliability, and probative value of 
evidence that stems from such a private organization, it simply matters 
whether such an organization is truly a neutral historical research 
organization or whether it has a certain specific agenda. 

 
If DC-Cam had a specific agenda, he asserted, “evidence that comes from such an 
organization must be considered with much more caution” since it will not search for 
exculpatory evidence.  The Chamber instructed the Witness not to answer this question, on 
the ground that, responding to the conclusion of counsel is not the role of the Witness.  
Nevertheless, Pauw continued to pose questions aimed at proving bias on the part of the 
organization, citing a stated goal in a DC-Cam document to “compile further evidence of 
genocide and crimes against humanity.”  Abdulhak countered that, DC-Cam’s activities do 
not make the documents it provided unreliable.   
 
Pauw asserted that DC-Cam’s project on promoting accountability was relevant to the cases 
in the ECCC, from its stated purpose12 to the way the interview questionnaire was laid out in 
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accordance with crimes.13   According to Pauw, the project was a “blueprint for a later 
prosecution” for certain individuals, rather than a tool for comprehensive and neutral 
historical research.  He also raised the issue of alleged meetings between the OCP and DC-
Cam and the existence of a category of documents denominated as the “Nuon Chea File,” 
The Witness denied both assertions.   
 
However, during Vanthan Dara Peou’s examination by Karnavas, the Witness admitted that 
he met Mr. Steve Heder when Mr. Heder scanned documents at DC-Cam during the 
investigative phase.  Mr. Heder worked with the OCP in preparing its introductory submission 
in Case 002, and subsequently transferred to the OCIJ.  He is currently one of the legal 
advisors of DC-Cam.  This appeared to suggest a link between the organization and the 
OCP and OCIJ, as alleged by the Nuon Chea Defense. 
 
Also during Karnavas’ examination of Vanthan Dara Peou, the latter was prompted to admit, 
contrary to his earlier assertion, that he created a “folder” on Ieng Sary for research 
purposes, and that he provided the DSS a copy of this folder.  Probed further on this matter, 
the Witness acceded that all the Accused have separate folders created prior to the 
establishment of the ECCC.  Vanthan Dara Peou clarified however that, these are not “files,” 
per se, because these documents do not have a separate classification (e.g. “L”, “D”, etc.). 
 
B.  Summary of Prak Yut’s Testimony 
 
After Vanthan Dara Peou concluded his testimony, the Chamber veered away from the topic 
of documentary authenticity, and returned to the ordinary witness list.  On Wednesday, the 
Trial Chamber called in Ms. Prak Yut, alias “Yeay Mlou” or “Yeay Yut,”14 a 67-year old widow 
born in Tram Kak District, Takeo Province.  She currently resides in Battambang Province.  
From Wednesday afternoon, through Thursday, Prosecutors Seng Bunkheang and Dale 
Lysak, and Civil Party lawyers Sam Sokong and Philippine Sutz questioned Prak Yut on 
matters related to the DK historical background, administrative structure, communication 
lines and forced evacuation.   
 
In general, the Witness appeared confident during her testimony.  On some occasions, 
however, she was unable to recall certain events.  There were at least four instances when 
her testimony was inconsistent with the statements she gave the OCIJ. When Parties 
refereshed her memory by referring to her earlier assertions, she retracted her answers and 
affirmed her statements to the OCIJ.  Her failing memory, as well as inconsistencies in her 
statements may be attributed to the 40 years that had passed since the occurrence of the 
events she was being asked about, as well as the time that had lapsed from her interview 
with the OCIJ and her appearance before the Chamber.  This is a challenge that the 
Chamber will continue to grapple with in this case.     
 
1.  Role of the Witness in the CPK and the DK Regime 
 
Prak Yut recalled that she joined the revolutionary movement sometime in 1970 after she 
saw other people joining the movement.  Later, she added that her cousin, Um Hem, a 
village chief, introduced her to the movement, although she was too young to know what the 
revolution was back then.  She began her work with the movement by tending to cattle and 
pigs.  Subsequently,  she sewed clothes for Khmer Rouge soldiers with 150 other people.  
Between 1973 to 1974, a certain Ta Phan transferred her to Kampot Province, where she 
headed a mobile unit in Chhuk District overseeing 200 to 300 people dig canals and build 
dams.  At this time, Kampot was already under the control of the Khmer Rouge.  She then 
assisted the secretary of Kampot District and concurrently became a member of Sector 35 
(Kampot Province) Committee in the Southwest Zone.  In 1975, she was responsible for 
educating women and children in villages about culture and how women can be teachers.  
She related that she served in Kampot for three to four years. 
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Sometime between February and April of 1977, she was transferred to Sector 41 (Kampong 
Cham), where she became the district secretary of Kampong Siem District, as well as the 
fourth member of the sector committee.  As secretary, she was in charge of the district’s 
affairs, including the education of commune chiefs on matters such as sluice building.  While 
she stated that she stayed in Sector 41 only for two months, it was later clarified that she was 
there until August 1978.  After her husband was arrested by the Khmer Rouge, she said she 
was “no longer trusted” by the regime.  She was transferred to Battambang Province in the 
Northwest Zone in October 1978 to work in the state cotton plantation in Chi Pan, Rotanak 
Mondol District.  The work in the plantation stopped after two months from bombardments all 
over the area, the Witness revealed. 
 
Prak Yut testified that she heard the names of the three Accused, but she had never met 
them.  Interestingly, when she was asked about the name of the party she joined, the CPK’s 
policy, the role of the Standing Committee or the Central Committee, and the party statute, 
she either did not comprehend or she said she did not recall.  She explained that she did not 
pay attention during study sessions. 
 
3. Administrative Structure  
 
Prak Yut’s testimony affirmed that the DK administrative structure consisted of the zone, 
sector, and district levels, with villages and communes under the district level.  However, she 
was largely unfamiliar with the structure of the zone in her locations.15 
 
a. Kampot District   
 
Kampot District was headed by the district secretary, Ta Noy, and a district committee with 
four members, including the Witness, who was the assistant to the secretary.  It has an office 
separate from Sector 35. 
 
b. Sector 35 (Kampot Province)   
 
According to the Witness, Sector 35 was under the Southwest Zone.  It has its offices in the 
provincial hall in Kampot.  She recalled that Kang Chap was the sector secretary during her 
time in Sector 35.  Prak Yut was a sixth member of the sector committee representing 
Kampot District, along with four others, who headed their own districts: Ta Phan (Tuk Meas 
District), Ta Sean, Ta Ti, and Ta Kat.  Aside from Kampot and Tuk Meas, she also mentioned 
the following districts under Sector 35: Kampong Trach, Chhuk, and Kaoh Sla.  She said it 
was the sector committee who had the decision-making power with regards to moral 
offenses.  The district refers this matter to the sector, which decided whether a person should 
be re-educated or not.  However, the Witness asserted that even though she was the sixth 
member of the sector committee, she never took part in a decision to execute anyone; she 
did not know who decided on orders for a person’s execution. 
 
c. Kampong Siem District and Sector 41   
 
Prak Yut indicated that Kampong Siem was located West of Phnom Proe Mountain. The 
district was headed by a secretary, together with a five-member district committee, 
composed of commune chiefs.  As district secretary, the Witness said that she was also a 
member of the sector committee of Sector 41.  Sector 41 was part of the Central Zone, 
headed by zone secretary Ke Pork.   
 
d. People’s Representatives Assembly (PRA)   
 
The Witness stated that she and her husband, Sam Dam alias “Am,” were named as 
people’s representatives in the PRA.  However, she was not aware of the conduct of any 
election, and had learned only of her post from Ta Noy.  She moreover said that she did not 
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understand her role as a representative.  When she was shown a document and a picture of 
a PRA conference, she recalled that she heard of the conference, but she stated that she did 
not attend any PRA meeting.  She was neither notified of any proposed legislation that was 
under the PRA’s consideration, nor did she vote on any legislation.  Prak Yut further testified 
that she was unaware of Nuon Chea’s alleged role as the chairman of PRA, and she did not 
attend any meeting that discussed the retirement of then Prince Sihanouk. 
 
e. Re-education Centers  
 
According to Prak Yut, she knew there was a re-education center in Kampot District, but she 
was unaware if there was one at sector level.  The center was established to re-educate “bad 
people,” and was under the responsibility of a chief whose name she could not recall.16   
 
Additionally, the Witness indicated that there was a security center in Kampong Siem District, 
located next to the district office, under the control of the district. Since she was the district 
secretary, she admitted that “it was I who was re-educating those people at that place.” She 
reaffirmed her OCIJ statement that she received an order by Kang Chap for the re-education 
of former officials or soldiers from the Lon Nol government but she did not know where they 
were sent to afterwards. 
 
4.  Communication Structure 
 
The Witness testified that DK units communicated during meetings and through regular 
reporting from the lower levels to the upper echelon.   
 
a.  Meetings  
 
District Level (Kampot District).  District meetings in Kampot mostly discussed the work 
plans and their progress, such as in building dams, irrigation, and water supplies. Meetings 
were held once every three months, except when there were urgent matters that needed to 
be addressed; in which case, they met once every month.17 Any plan discussed in the district 
level must be endorsed and approved by members of the sector.  Prak Yut said that she 
attended very meeting, as she was the secretary’s assistant.   
 
Sector Level (Sector 35).  According to the Witness, district secretaries reported to the 
sector secretary in a meeting every two or three months, depending on the situation.  She 
agreed that topics of the meetings included issues on “immoral conduct” (e.g. womanizing) 
and other bad behavior, with the view of preventing such transgressions from happening 
again.  
 
Zone Level.  Prak Yut admitted that she had attended zone meetings on several occasions.  
She participated in Southwest Zone meetings occasionally with Kang Chap when she was in 
Sector 35.  She further recalled that when she was the district secretary of Kampong Siem, 
she attended meetings headed by zone secretary Ke Pork at Kampong Cham town, together 
with different sector committee members.  She said discussions were limited to work plans 
and living conditions of the people, so the zone committee could devise solutions for 
problems.  
 
b. Reports and Instructions 
 
Reports from the lower levels to the upper echelon.  Based on Prak Yut’s experience as 
a member of Sector 35, communes had to submit written reports to the district committee 
every month. The reports discussed matters such as the cultivation of crops, progress of 
projects (e.g. dams), wrongdoing, the conditions in worksites, the number of sick and dead 
people, and particularly to request that the upper level address food shortages. 
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The Witness stated that district secretaries were required to submit written reports to sector 
secretaries. These reports were drafted with the consensus of district committee members.18  
The reports for this level were similar to reports from communes, since they covered the 
same issues.  According to Prak Yut, moreover, messengers delivered district reports to the 
upper level, which had the authority to address the concerns contained in the reports.  In 
turn, the sector reported to upper echelon. The reports from the district were sent once in two 
to three months but it was not done regularly. Some sector members received reports from 
the lower level while some did not.  
 
Instruction from the zone to sector and district.  When Prak Yut was a member of Sector 
35, instructions from the zone were reportedly provided to Kang Chap, the sector secretary, 
who then held meetings at district level to relay the instructions. When she became district 
secretary, she received instructions regarding the construction of dams and canals for the 
zone or the sector.  
 
5. Forced Evacuations 
 
Prak Yut appeared confused when she was asked to testify about evacuations.  Initially, she 
stated that she did not see the “17 April People” in her area, but she heard of the term 
sometime in 1976.  She recalled that there were some “new people” in her mobile unit 
around 1976, but she did not know from which village they came.   On further prodding, she 
admitted that she heard that people were evacuated from cities, and she saw people walking 
on the streets.  She surmised that these people endured hardships, as they were made to 
walk with children during the peak of summer.  However, she did not inquire further, because 
she felt the evacuation “was none of my business.”  Despite her position in the CPK, she 
denied involvement in the plan for evacuation, stating, “I did not know whether these matters 
were discussed at the upper echelon or not.”  Later she added, “I was not engaged in this 
process; I worked at the paddy fields all the time.”  She asserted that at the time of the 
evacuation from Kampot City, she was living far from the city, so she did not know when it 
took place.   
 
Taking her testimony as a whole, this may mean that Prak Yut did not witness the evacuation 
out of the city, but she saw people when they arrived at the village where she was located at 
that time.   
 
6. Cooperatives and Worksites 
 
The Witness testified that a cooperative was created in Kampot during her time in the area. 
Cooperatives were under the supervision of communes and villages, while district chiefs 
directed the execution of the “cooperative establishment plan.”  Prak Yut described the 
situation in the Kampot cooperative thus: “it was rare that there was any food shortage 
because people had enough food to eat.”   
 
According to Prak Yut, when she headed a mobile unit in Chhuk District to build a dam, 
sufficient food was provided to the workers by the commune.  As there were no machines, 
manpower was used to build dams.  She clarified that in Kampot, the Kaoh Sla dam was a 
sector project, with which she was not involved.  Similarly, in Kampong Siem, a dam was 
built at the sector level in another district (Prey Chhor), so she had no knowledge of the 
situation in this worksite.  
 
7. Arrest of Khmer Rouge Cadres 
 
The Witness said that her superiors did not apprise her of arrests that were effected in the 
area. In her husband’s case, Ta Mok and Ta Noy informed her three days before the arrest 
of her husband, a clerk at Kang Chap’s office.  Notwithstanding knowledge of her husband’s 
impending arrest, Prak Yut revealed that she did not dare alert him, because Ta Mok warned 
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her that the information must be kept between them, otherwise she “would be in trouble.”  
She feared that she would also be re-educated if she did not follow his order. 
 
III.   LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES 
 
This week, the Trial Chamber gave an oral ruling on admissibility of documentary evidence in 
the Case File.  The Chamber also clarified the scope of examination in accordance with the 
Severance Order, as well as procedural issues on the use of witness statements.    
 
A. Ruling on Admissibility of Evidence under Rule 87 

Towards the end of this week’s hearings, the Trial Chamber issued a ruling to resolve 
ongoing questions on the application of Internal Rule 87 in relation to the relevance, 
reliability, and authenticity of documentary evidence put before the Chamber, which was the 
subject of heated debates last week. 

The Trial Chamber declared that Internal Rule 87(3) requires documents intended to be put 
before the Chamber to satisfy prima facie standards of relevance, reliability and authenticity.  
According to the Chamber, it will consider the document to have been “put before it” when a 
document does not appear to be a forgery or unrepresentative of the original.  Additionally, 
objections to the document must be raised at the time a Party proposes its use in the 
proceedings (i.e., before it is put before the Chamber); otherwise, further submissions shall 
go to the evidentiary weight that the Chamber will attach to the document.   

Notably, the Chamber declared that, since the OCIJ had already assessed all the documents 
in the Case File and conferred probative value to the evidence it cited in the Closing Order, 
these documents enjoy a presumption of relevance, reliability and authenticity. In contrast, 
documents not in the Closing Order are not afforded this presumption.   

Further, the Chamber explained that it prefers the use of original documents, which will be 
given more weight than photocopies.  This pronouncement indicates that copies are likewise 
admissible as evidence.  While there is also no requirement for witnesses with personal 
knowledge to authenticate documents, testimony as to provenance and chain of custody will 
assist in the weight to be attributed to documents.  The Chamber also clarified the ECCC 
legal framework does not adhere to the practice of international tribunals allowing judges to 
exclude evidence if its probative value is substantially outweighed by the need to ensure a 
fair trial.  According to the Chamber, this practice is unnecessary because the Bench is 
composed of professional judges, who “have the ability to disregard unduly prejudicial 
evidence.” 

The present ruling emphasizes the greater flexibility in the admission of evidence before the 
ECCC, and reflects prudence on the part of the Chamber, considering the considerable 
volume of documents in the Case File and the long period of time that has elapsed since the 
DK period, making it extremely difficult, if not impossible to track down originals documents, 
chains of custody or even provenance of many crucial pieces of evidence.  It is hoped that 
the guidance provided by this ruling will stem, or at least minimize, objections and arguments 
on the admissibility of documents that have weighed down proceedings in the past weeks.   

B. Authenticity and Chain of Custody of Documents in the Case File  

Prior to the oral ruling of the Chamber last Thursday, Pauw emphasized the lack of sufficient 
information on the provenance of DC-Cam documents: the chain of custody, earlier 
custodians, and where and when they were found.   He submitted that, while the testimony of 
Vanthan Dara Peou intended to shed light on these questions, “this clarity has not been 
provided in the slightest.”  
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The OCP argued that the evidence offers sufficient indicia of relevance and reliability for its 
admission.  Citing the Chamber’s decisions in Case 00119 and similar decisions before the 
ICTY in the cases of Hadzihasanovic,20 Tadic,21 Delalic,22 and Bla"kic,23 Abdulhak asserted 
that there is no requirement under international law for authenticity or chain of custody to be 
established.  He concluded by emphasizing that it is incumbent on the Chamber to determine 
the weight it will accord to individual documents.  
 
C. Scope of Questions 

During the Defense Teams’ examination of Vanthan Dara Peou, the Witness refused to 
answer questions on certain topics which he interpreted as irrelevant to the purpose of his 
testimony.  This occurred when the Defense Teams asked him about DC-Cam’s strategic 
plan, and the organization’s reported intent to aid in the prosecution of the Accused.  Often 
agreeing with the Witness, the President reminded the Parties to limit questions to the 
collection of DC-Cam documents, despite Pauw’s assertion that these questions go to the 
heart of whether or not DC-Cam is biased against the Accused.  

When the OCP posed questions to Prak Yut, Nuon Chea’s international defense counsel, Mr. 
Michiel Pestman, repeatedly objected and asked for the timeframe during which the alleged 
events occurred, in order to determine whether the questions were relevant to the first trial 
segment.  The President sustained these objections and advised the OCP to clearly indicate 
the time relevant to the question.  The OCP tried to comply with the order by asking for the 
time period, but Prak Yut could not remember or be certain of the time when the events she 
related occurred.  

On Thursday morning, Karnavas alleged that the OCP’s questions to the witness Prak Yut 
the day before on some topics, such as dams, fell outside the parameters of the first trial.  He 
cited various Trial Chamber memoranda stating that the examination of a witness must be 
limited to the facts relevant to the first trial, except when prior leave is sought for good cause 
and is granted by the Trial Camber.  He then proposed that a Party who presents a witness 
“make an offer of proof as to the paragraphs (in the Closing Order) they intend to elicit 
testimony from and give the other parties an opportunity to respond and this would avoid the 
constant interruptions that come with objections.”  The Nuon Chea and Khieu Samphan 
Defense Teams expressed their full support to this submission.  

The OCP, supported by the CPLCL, responded that they merely wanted to prove the CPK 
administrative structure, and determine how the reporting of information and instructions 
worked.  To cover these topics, they “need to get into some details,” such as those on dams 
and the conditions of people.  The OCP emphasized that they did not discuss the specific 
details of crimes, except insofar as it provides context.  The Parties further argued that it is 
also important to get some background information about the witness, to “have a context to 
understand their testimony.” 

After deliberation, the Trial Chamber ruled that questions that are not strictly within the 
historical segment may be asked if these related to the CPK administrative structure and 
communication lines, and as long as they do not delve into the substance of matters to be 
tried in later trials.  The Chamber further reminded the parties that questions should be 
straightforward and within the parameters of the first trial.  The Bench, through Judge 
Cartwright, conceded that the Defense may be granted more latitude in their questions 
because of their role in the trial.  Judge Cartwright then instructed the Parties not to put 
questions that encourage the witness to go into the substance of matters outside the scope 
of the present trial segment.  

D. Statements made before the OCIJ Considered  Witness Testimony  

During the OCP’s examination of Prak Yut, the OCP referred to her OCIJ statements, which 
they called “testimony.”  Karnavas took issue with this classification, opining that testimony is 
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one made in court when a witness is under oath.  The OCP clarified that the witness was 
under an oath in the OCIJ interviews, which was supported by CPLCL Simonneau-Fort, who 
added that the statement made by a witness before the OCIJ is valid since it is a part of the 
Case File.   

The Trial Chamber overruled the objection, declaring that a witness’ statement made under 
oath during the investigation phase is considered “testimony.” Judge Cartwright pointed out 
that the objection stemmed from fundamental procedural differences between the civil and 
common law systems. 

E. Questions Referencing OCIJ Statements as Leading Questions 

To introduce their questions and provide context, the OCP frequently referenced Prak Yut’s 
OCIJ statements. Karnavas repeatedly objected to this manner of questioning on the ground 
that the questions were leading.  He argued that the OCP first needed to lay the foundation 
for their questions by independently eliciting the witness’ statement before the OCIJ during 
the examination.  On Wednesday, he suggested that the OCP should ask Prak Yut open-
ended questions, and only if the Witness could not recall should the OCP then refer to her 
OCIJ statements. Otherwise, the OCP should simply submit the statement as evidence 
instead of questioning the Witness. The Chamber sustained the objection, and the OCP was 
advised to rephrase the question.  

On Thursday, Karnavas raised similar objections, and argued that the OCP cannot simply 
assume that the OCIJ statements are facts.  He explained:   

Yesterday, there was a series of leading questions where the question 
assumes facts that have not been elicited from the witness.  Perhaps 
they are in the statement and perhaps there is this misguided notion that 
if it’s in a statement, you can use the statement as facts from which to 
build a question even though those facts have not come from the 
witness’s mouth.  We object to any leading questions, especially when 
the questions are quite suggestive to the witnesses.  

The Chamber overruled Karnavas’ objections to the OCP’s use of OCIJ statements.  This 
ruling is consistent with the Chamber’s pronouncement that OCIJ statements are considered 
as witness testimony (see Discussion III.D. above).   

F. Confronting the Witness with Statements of another Witness 

In examining Vanthan Dara Peou, the defense counsels for Nuon Chea attempted to refer to 
statements made by DC-Cam Director Chhang Youk.  They argued that they should be able 
to use these statements because: (i) Chhang Youk made these statements on behalf of the 
DC-Cam and the Witness is its representative; (ii) these statements are the only detailed 
information the Chamber has on the functions of DC-Cam; (iii) these statements are relevant 
to the proceedings; and (iv) the task of the Defense is to confront a witness with statements 
of another witness to see if these statements may be corroborated or disproved.  The 
Chamber ruled that it is inappropriate to ask a witness questions based on statements of a 
potential witness.  

Later, when Sutz attempted to read out a statement of another potential witness interviewed 
by the OCIJ, Pestman objected, requesting the Chamber to make a similar ruling.  The 
Chamber sustained Pestman’s objection and disallowed Sutz from using the statement in her 
examination. 

G. Documents Not in the Case File Not Allowed to be Introduced in Court 

In order to prove that Vanthan Dara Peou was not exactly forthright in denying that DC-Cam 
has files under the names of the Accused, Karnavas produced emails purportedly sent by 
third parties to DC-Cam Director Chhang Yuok referring to existing files on the four Accused.  
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When the OCP inquired after the ERN number for these documents, Karnavas claimed that 
he only received the documents the day before, so he could not include them in the Case 
File in time for the hearing. Consistent with its prior rulings, the Trial Chamber did not allow 
the use of these documents that are not in the Case File to examine the Witness. 

IV.  TRIAL MANAGEMENT 

The Trial Chamber provided sufficient time for each Party to examine DC-Cam’s 
representative.  It also exhibited flexibility when it asked the Parties for indications for the 
amount of time they would require for the examination of the scheduled witnesses next week.  
Acquiescing to Nuon Chea’s request, the Chamber scheduled the Accused to testify only in 
the morning during the next two hearing days next week, with the afternoons slated for the 
continuation of Prak Yut’s testimony.   
 
While the trial proceeded as scheduled, there were some delays on Wednesday, when the 
Chamber resumed its second session after 40 minutes instead of the usual 20-minute break. 
The Chamber also announced the adjournment of the hearing after the third session, as it 
needed to convene a meeting to discuss internal matters.   
 
A. Attendance 
 
The three Accused were present in the courtroom at the start of each day’s proceedings this 
week.  However, Ieng Sary, through his counsel, waived his presence in the courtroom and 
participated in the proceedings remotely from the holding cell at the end of every first 
session. At the start of the second session on Monday, Nuon Chea personally asked to view 
the proceedings from his holding cell, claiming that his “health is not good.”  On subsequent 
days, his counsel also asked that his client be excused to adjourn to the holding cell after a 
few hours in the courtroom. 
 
B. Court Etiquette 

This week, the propriety of repeatedly raising matters already brought before the Chamber 
was briefly put in issue, as well as the proper etiquette for counsels when being addressed 
by the Chamber.   
 
At the start of the week’s proceedings, Pestman asked about the Chamber’s ruling on the 
Nuon Chea Defense’s motion requesting that the Chamber hold Prime Minister Hun Sen in 
contempt for his alleged statements that Nuon Chea was “a killer and a perpetrator of 
genocide.”  The Chamber, speaking through Judge Cartwright, reminded the counsel that the 
Chamber had already informed him that it had taken note of the matter.  She added that he 
does not need to raise this issue repeatedly, as “the matter will be taken into consideration in 
due course,” and since “there has been a clear indication from the Bench.”      
 
Pestman was still seated when the Chamber began addressing him, prompting Judge 
Cartwright to sternly instruct the counsel to “please stand when I’m speaking to you.”  While 
Pestman complied, he subsequently asked for clarification regarding the proper decorum 
required by the Chamber.  He argued that in a previous hearing, Karnavas was asked to sit 
down after he addressed the Chamber, and his Cambodian colleagues told him that it is not 
common in local Cambodian courts to stand up when addressed by a judge.  When the 
hearing resumed in the afternoon, the President informed the Parties that when a party 
addresses the Bench, and when the Bench speaks to any particular party or lawyer, “counsel 
is advised to be on his or her feet to show his respect to the Chamber and to preserve good 
code of ethics.” Dispelling Pestman’s earlier assertion, the President maintained that in local 
courts, the person being addressed by a judge remains standing.  The President proceeded 
to cite exceptions to this required comportment:  an accused or any other person may remain 
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seated when addressing the Court due to old age or other physical condition, with the prior 
permission of the Chamber.  
 
C. Translation and Technical Issues 

The usual challenges in translation were observed this week, with some questions or 
answers not translated because of the speed of the exchanges between the Parties.  Errors 
in translation observed related to the rendering of dates (e.g. year of DC-Cam’s 
establishment was rendered as “1955” instead of “1995”), which resulted a slight confusion 
between the Chamber and Vanthan Dara Peou.  There were also some questions that the 
Witness from DC-Cam appeared unable to comprehend, although it is uncertain if this may 
be attributed to translation.   
 
D. Time Table 

DATE START MORNING 
BREAK LUNCH AFTERNOON 

BREAK RECESS 
TOTAL 

HOURS IN 
SESSION 

Monday   
23/01/12 

9.00 10.30 -10.52 12.05-13.32 14.39-15.00 16.00  4 hours and 
50 minutes 

Tuesday  
24/01/12 

9.02 10.23 -10.42 12.07-13.32 14.58-15.20 16.00 4 hours and 
52 minutes 

Wednesday    
25/01/12 

9.00 10.41 -11.21 12.05-13.40 - 14.48 3 hours and 
33 minutes 

Thursday 
26/01/12 

9.08 10.42- 11.07 12.02-13.35 14.43-15.05 16.16 4 hours and 
48 minutes 

Average number of hours in session:                      4 hours and 31 minutes 
Total number of hours this week:                            18 hours and 03 minutes 
Total number of hours, days, and weeks at trial:   93 hours and 12 minutes 

21 TRIAL DAYS OVER 6 WEEKS 
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* This issue of KRT Trial Monitor was authored by Mary Kristerie A. Baleva, Vidjia Phun, Princess B. Principe, 
Chayanich Thamparipattra, and Penelope Van Tuyl as part of AIJI’s KRT Trial Monitoring and Community 
Outreach Program. KRT Trial Monitor reports on Case 002 are available at <www.krtmonitor.org>, 
<http://forum.eastwestcenter.org/Khmer-Rouge-Trials/> and <http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~warcrime/>. AIJI is a 
collaborative project between the East-West Center, in Honolulu, and the University of California, Berkeley War 
Crimes Studies Center. Since 2003, the two Centers have been collaborating on projects relating to the 
establishment of justice initiatives and capacity-building programs in the human rights sector in South-East Asia. 
The Program is funded by the Open Society Foundation, the Foreign Commonwealth Office of the British 
Embassy in Phnom Penh, and the Embassy of Switzerland in Bangkok. 

 
1  See DC-Cam. “History.” Available at <http://www.dccam.org/#/theorganization/history>. A more 
comprehensive account of DC-Cam’s history and mission can be found at  
<http://www.d.dccam.org/Abouts/History/Histories.htm>, last accessed on 30 January 2012.  Note however, that 
Yale University’s Cambodian Genocide Program continues to exist.  According to its own account of the history, 
the Program’s website states that they converted their field office into an independent organization in 1997, but 
continued to provide funding and personnel support until 2001.  See  <http://www.yale.edu/cgp/dccam.html>. 
2  The Witness refused to divulge the identity of its funders or details about its funding, stating that he is not in 
charge of this aspect of the organization.  During questioning by Khieu Samphan counsel Jacques Verges that 
 

Unless specified otherwise, 
 

• the documents cited in this report pertain to The Case of Nuon Chea, Ieng Sary, Ieng Thirith and Khieu 
Samphan (Case No. 002/19-09-2007-ECCC) before the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia; 

• the quotes are based on the personal notes of the trial monitors during the proceedings; and 
• photos are courtesy of the ECCC. 

 
Glossary of Terms 
 
Case 001  The Case of Kaing Guek Eav alias “Duch” (Case No. 001/18-07-2007-ECCC)  
Case 002  The Case of Nuon Chea, Ieng Sary, Ieng Thirith and Khieu Samphan (Case No. 

002/19-09-2007-ECCC)  
CPC  Code of Criminal Procedure of the Kingdom of Cambodia (2007) 
CPK   Communist Party of Kampuchea 
CPLCL   Civil Party Lead Co-Lawyer 
DK  Democratic Kampuchea 
ECCC  Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (also referred to as the Khmer  

Rouge Tribunal or “KRT”)  
ECCC Law  Law on the Establishment of the ECCC, as amended (2004) 
FUNK  National United Front of Kampuchea 
GRUNK  Royal Government of National Union of Kampuchea 
ICC   International Criminal Court 
ICCPR  International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights  
ICTR   International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda 
ICTY  International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia 
IR  Internal Rules of the ECCC Rev. 8 (2011)  
KR  Khmer Rouge 
OCIJ  Office of the Co-Investigating Judges 
OCP  Office of the Co-Prosecutors of the ECCC 
RAK  Revolutionary Army of Kampuchea  
VSS   Victims Support Section 
WESU  Witness and Expert Support Unit 
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focused on funding, the Prosecution volunteered that the information on DC-Cam donors is actually available in 
the DC-Cam website.   
3  DC-Cam has both permission and support from the Royal Government of Cambodia in conducting its work.  
While the government’s permission, Mr. Vanthan Dara Peou said, enabled DC-Cam to conduct its research 
anywhere in the country and to access government archives, its support is manifested by its provision of security 
to staff who conducted their work in areas where KR troops remained active. 
4  DC-Cam is described, in the front page of its website, as “an independent Cambodian research institute. 
Since 1995, we have built a reputation as an international leader in the quest for memory and justice.”  See DC-
Cam.  Available at <http://www.dccam.org/>, last accessed on 30 January 2012.    
5  When he testified, Mr. Vanthan Dara Peou stated that there are two deputy directors. The information is 
supported by an organizational chart at DC-Cam. “Core Staff 2011 Organization Chart.”  Available at 
<http://d.dccam.org/Abouts/Staff/pdf/DC-Cam_Organizational_Chart.pdf>, at accessed on 30 January 2012. Note 
however, a DC-Cam webpage that indicates that the organization has three deputy directors.  See 
“Management.” Available at <http://www.dccam.org/#/theorganization/organizationandleadership>, last accessed 
on 30 January 2012.  
6  A complete list of DC-Cam’s projects can be found at DC-Cam. “Projects.” Available at 
<http://www.d.dccam.org/Projects/index.htm>, last accessed on 30 January 2012. 
7  This collection of copied DK documents was given to DC-Cam in 2007 but according to Vanthan Dara Peou, 
the collection is mainly in Swedish so they do not know its contents.  
8  Vanthan Dara Peou described the Revolutionary Flag as typed, not handwritten, with five red flags on the 
cover of the magazine. 
9  According to the Witness, the documents are in Khmer, English, Swedish, German, and several other 
languages. 
10  Asked if DC-Cam has rejected any document, he only remembered one document relating a kidnapping for 
ransom incident involving two foreigners in Phnom Voar Mountain.  He related that the language used in the 
document was not consistent with the terms used during DK.  
11  The Witness further stated that DC-Cam has a manual for inputting documents in the database.  He 
explained that there is a worksheet form with more than 100 fields to be filled, such as dates, names of persons 
identified, summary of content, etc.   
12  Mr. Pauw read out the Promoting Accountability Fact-Sheet as follows: “The project is directly relevant to the 
cases against senior surviving Khmer Rouge leaders at the ECCC.  It provides a way to illuminate chains of 
command, reporting practices, and other institutional features of the DK regime that can help to hold leaders 
accountable for atrocities committed in the field.  The ECCC has already drawn extensively on our findings to that 
end.” 
13  Mr. Pauw showed that the  questionnaire for the project entitled “Guide for Historical Interviews” had  the 
following subheadings: Homicide, Torture, Religious Persecution, Destruction of Cultural Property, Genocide- 
Prevention of Births, Genocide – Conditions of Life, Genocide – Forced Transfer of Children, Crimes against 
Humanity- Enslavement, Crimes against Humanity-Deportation, Crimes against Humanity-Imprisonment, Crimes 
against Humanity-Rape; "Crimes Against Humanity - Political or Racial Prosecution;" "War Crimes - Taking of 
Civilian Hostages;" "War Crimes - Forcing Prisoners of War to Fight;" "War Crimes - Denying Trials to Prisoners of 
War or Civilians;" and "War Crimes-Wanton Destruction of Property.” 
14  Prak Yut’s pseudonym is TCW 542.  She said she was called Yey Yut or Yeay Mlou, or “Betel Leaf” because 
of her fondness for chewing the plant.   
15  She knew three provinces under the Southwest Zone: Kampot, Takeo, and Kampong Speu.  
16  The Witness cannot recall the name of the re-education center’s chief, but stated that he headed the 
Education Department and was Ta Noy’s successor.   
17  The Witness varied in her answer to the frequency of sector meetings.   
18  As an example, Ta Noy, the secretary of Kampot District, reported to Kang Chap (but this was done through 
Prak Yut as Ta Noy was not literate).  Similarly, when Prak Yut was the secretary of Kampong Siem District, she 
prepared a written report to the sector once a month about the implementation of the plans and the situation in 
her district 
19  In support of his argument, Prosecutor Abdulhak cited two Trial Chamber decisions in Case 001.  See Case 
001. Trial Chamber. “Decision on Admissibility of Material on the Case File as Evidence ” (26 May 2009). E43/4.; 
Case 001. Trial Chamber.  “Decision on Parties Requests to Put Certain Documents before the Chamber 
Pursuant to Rule 87(2)” (28 October 2009). E176. 
20  See Prosecutor v. Hadzihasanovic and Kubura. IT-01-47-T.  ICTY Trial Chamber II. “Decision to Unseal 
Confidential Decision on the Admissibility of Certain Challenged Documents and Documents for Identification” (2 
August 2004). 
21  See Prosecutor v. Tadic. IT-94-1.  ICTY Appeals Chamber.  “Decision on Appellant’s Motion for the 
Extension of the Time-Limit and Admission of Additional Evidence” (15 October 1998).  par. 71. 
22  See Prosecutor v. Delalic et al. IT-96-21-Y. ICTY Trial Chamber. “Decision on the Motion of the Prosecution 
for the Admission of Evidence” (19 January 1998). par. 20. 
23  See Prosecutor v. Blaskic.  IT-95-14. ICTY Trial Chamber. “Decision on the Defence Motion for 
Reconsideration of the Ruling to Exclude from Evidence Authentic and Exculpatory Documentary Evidence (30 
January 1998). par. 10. 


