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_This article summarizes the media guidelines and the laws of the USA that are explicitly purported
to protect the fairness of criminal trials and discusses from the psychological point of view whecher

similar laws and guidelines would be effectively implemented in the Kosean system of justice.
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Judge disqualifies himself from Fortier case

Copyright 1997 Nando.net
Copyright 1997 The Associated Press

OKLAHOMA CITY (September 23, 1997 01:27 am. EDT) - A federal judge on Monday
withdrew from the sentencing of Michael Fortier, a witness in the Oklahoma City bombing trials,
because he thoughe his impartiality could be questioned. Chief U.S. District Judge David L. Russell
has held on to the case since Fortier pleaded guilty in August 1995 to four felonies tied to the
bombing of the Oklahoma City federal building. But Russell stepped down after reviewing a 1995
federal appeals court ruling barring Oklahoma judges from handling the case against Timothy
McVeigh, who was sentenced to death for the 1995 bombing. He apparently thought the ruling
also applied to him. He recused himself "on the grounds that my impartiality might reasonably be
questioned.” Fortier, a former Army buddy of McVeigh's from Kingman, Ariz., became a
government witness after reaching a plea agreement with prosecutors. He testified against McVeigh
and will testify against Terry Nichols, who goes on trial Monday. In the agreement, Fortier, who
will not be sentenced until after Nichols' trial, pleaded guilty to conspiring with McVeigh t rtake
stolen guns from Kansas to Arizona in December 1994. He also pleaded guilty to lying to FBI
agents when he told them McVeigh was innocent and to failing to warn anyone of the bomb plot.
The maximum punishment Fortier faces is 23 years but he is expected to get only two to three
because of his cooperation. Russell stepped down without being formally asked to do so. His

replacement will be chosen by Chief Judge Stephanie Seymour.

Copyright 1997 Nando.net
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