
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 

Stark Ligon, Executive Director of
the Supreme Court Committee on 
Professional Conduct                      

Petitioner

v. 08-73                                

Oscar Stilley   

Respondent

_____________________________________________________________________________

RENEWED MOTION FOR ACCESS TO THE COURTS, RENEWED MOTION FOR 
RECUSAL, WITH RESPECT TO PETITION FOR REHEARING, AND FOR 

EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE PETITION FOR REHEARING

Comes now Oscar Stilley and for his motion states:

1)   This Court entered an order of disbarment against Oscar Stilley on November 4,  

2010.

2)   Stilley is currently in Forrest City Low security federal prison.

3)   Stilley wishes to petition for rehearing.

4)   In order to file a meaningful petition for rehearing, Stilley must have access to his  

electronic files and internet research.  

5)    Stilley  is  denied  access  to  the  internet,  to  his  electronic  case  files,  computers, 

programs, peripherals, and other devices necessary to prepare a creditable petition for rehearing. 

Stilley is denied access to computers on the prison grounds for personal or legal matters.

6)   Stilley is denied access to Arkansas statutes, rules, and case law, which are necessary 

for effectively preparing a petition for rehearing.
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7)   To the extent proper, Stilley incorporates previous motions and briefs related to the 

same request for access to the courts.

8)   Stilley requests that the relief sought be ordered against Eric Holder, US Attorney 

General;  Department  of  Justice -  Federal  Bureau of  Prisons,  (DOJ-BOP) by and through its 

Director Harley Lappin; and Warden T. C. Outlaw.

9)   When Stilley's  wife tried to send some of Stilley's  hard copy files related to the 

disbarment  proceedings,  they were  summarily returned.   The prison will  not  allow Stilley's 

family or friends to bring his hard copy pleadings to him.

10)   Stilley requests that all members of this Court recuse from the consideration of this 

cause, with special justices to be appointed by the governor.

11)   To the extent proper, Stilley incorporates all previous motions and supporting briefs 

related to the recusal issue, into this pleading.

12)   Stilley incorporates herein his attached brief.

13)   Cumulatively, Stilley moves that this Court grant an extension of time to include the 

30th day from the day upon which he obtains the relief sought, which is necessary to effectively 

access the courts with respect to the petition for rehearing.  However, if Stilley is denied access 

to his electronic files, necessary programs, and internet access, he does not in that case request 

any extension of time to file the petition for rehearing, since it would be worthless.  No amount 

of time would be enough time without the basic tools for the job.

14)   Stilley has inquired of Mr. Ligon, who has stated that he takes "no position for or  

against" the relief sought related to the question of access to the courts.  Mr. Ligon states that this 

matter is strictly between Stilley and the Court.  Stilley made no inquiry with respect to the  

request for recusal.
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/s/ Oscar Stilley [contact information and certificate of service for this motion is at end of brief]

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF MOTION

This court has entered an order of disbarment.  Pursuant to the rules of the Court, Stilley 

is entitled to file a petition for rehearing within 18 days of the entry of said order.  This is process 

clearly due to Stilley, which Stilley does not waive. 

Stilley cannot effectively petition for rehearing without reasonable access to the courts. 

In this modern age, access to Arkansas case law is principally via the internet.  Stilley would do 

his research either online or through a program on his computer, or more likely with both, if he 

was  allowed  such  access.   Without  access  to  the  internet,  Stilley  cannot  research  and  cite 

Arkansas case law, statutes and rules.

This prison has computers with internet,  WordPerfect,  printers,  and other  peripherals, 

sufficient to allow Stilley to prepare a creditable brief.  Stilley just isn't allowed access to them 

for personal or legal purposes.

This  IS  NOT  Stilley's  petition  for  rehearing,  nor  should  it  be  construed  as  such. 

Furthermore, without sufficient tools to prepare a petition for rehearing, no petition for rehearing 

will be filed.

Such a failure,  if  it  occurs,  should not  be construed as  a  waiver.   A "waiver"  is  the 

voluntary relinquishment of a known legal right.  Stilley's tools are so manifestly inadequate to 

the job as to render any attempt at a petition for rehearing little more than a farce.  The statement 

in the previous paragraph is simply a statement of recognition that a petition for rehearing is 

hopeless without access to the law, to the complete hard and soft files related to this case, and the 

wherewithal to effectively use that information in preparing the petition.  I respectfully request 
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and  demand  the  wherewithal  to  effectively  brief  this  Court  USING  THE COURT'S  OWN 

WORDS, FROM PRIOR CASES, that show that the Court's ruling is altogether contrary to its  

own established practice.

This Court has acknowledged difficulty understanding Stilley's  argument,  but  has not 

asked for or received clarification.  This is fundamentally the core of the reason for allowing 

litigants to ask for rehearing.  Thus Stilley is providing this Court with a preview of the matters  

upon which he wishes to urge reversal, by petition for rehearing.

Mr. Ligon cited NO TESTIMONY and NO ADMITTED DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

with respect to ANY OF THE 32 COUNTS CHARGED!  He included a plethora of cites to all 

sorts  of  testimony and exhibits  with respect  to  matters  not  alleged in  any of the 32 counts. 

Stilley's complaint is that Mr. Ligon had not one snippet of admitted evidence, either testimony 

or documentary, TO CITE IN SUPPORT ANY OF HIS 32 COUNTS.  That's the rub, and that  

should satisfactorily explain to any reasonable person why Stilley objected for lack of evidence.

This Court in it's opinion in this very case stated that Stilley could not rely on any matters  

not raised and argued below.  Sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.  If Ligon relies on no 

ADMITTED  EVIDENCE,  DOCUMENTARY  OR  TESTIMONIAL,  before  Special  Master 

Lineberger, he is barred from relying on any evidence here.  It should be altogether elementary 

and beyond dispute that if Ligon is to rely on evidence, he is duty bound to do so in time for  

Stilley to OBJECT AND MAKE HIS RECORD BEFORE THE SPECIAL MASTER!

Nor did the Special Master do any better.  The Special Master made such comments as 

"there is evidence to support this count" or words to that effect.  This begs the question.  What 

specific evidence did the Special Master apply to what law in reaching his conclusions?

In Clyma v. Sonoco, Inc., 594 F.3d 777 (10th Cir. March 4, 2010) the Court said:
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By simply denying the application in a minute order without any substantive explanation, we 

cannot say the district court exercised any meaningful discretion.  And we have long held that a 

court's failure to exercise meaningful discretion constitutes an abuse of discretion.  For example, 

in Ohlander v. Larson, 114 F.3d 1531 (10th Cir. 1997) we recognized a "clear example of an 

abuse of discretion exists where the trial court fails to consider the applicable legal standard or 

the facts upon which the exercise of its discretionary judgment is based."  Id. at 1537.  This is a 

case where such failure occurred.

It's more than an abuse of discretion, it's a violation of US constitutional due process. 

Stilley  was  entitled  to  notice  and  an  opportunity  to  defend  AGAINST  THE  SPECIFIC 

CHARGES, IN LIGHT OF THE SPECIFIC EVIDENCE AGAINST HIM.  The fundamental 

essence of due process is the right to be heard in a reasonable time and in a reasonable manner. 

Such cannot be done if this Court fills in the gaps below with it's own generalized, non-specific  

conclusions that there is evidence with respect to the charges made.

The procedures have the same requirement, which this Court specifically recited, at page 

4  of  the  opinion.   Procedures,  Section  13(C)  "The  judge  shall  make  findings  of  fact  and 

conclusions  of  law  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  ALLEGED  MISCONDUCT  OF  THE 

RESPONDENT ATTORNEY."  (emphasis added)

This Court says that "Ligon chose to rely instead on documentary evidence, submitted to 

the special judge in the form of exhibits."  This is simply in error.  Ligon cited exhibits to the 

CHARGES, mere allegations.  He did not once cite to any exhibit admitted into evidence, WITH 

RESPECT TO ANY OF THE 32 COUNTS.

This Court says at page 18 of its opinion, that "It is clear that there was evidence on 

which  the  judge based his  findings."   Yet  this  Court  makes  no  attempt  to  put  any specific 
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evidence together with any specific charge.  This Court is simply repeating the error of Special 

Judge Lineberger.

CONSIDERATION OF CONSTITUTIONAL ARGUMENTS

The Court at page 23 says that Stilley "clearly received consideration of his constitutional 

and other legal arguments."  However, as the court in Browder v. City of Moab, 427 F.3d 717, 

721 (10th Cir. 2005) said, "Our cases, of course, require the court to explain its reasoning on the 

record for purposes of appellate review."

It is this legal reasoning that is conspicuous by its absence.  Judge Lineberger repeatedly 

denied motions summarily, without giving the reason, or explanation of his legal authority or 

factual support.  This denies Stilley of the process to which he is undeniably entitled.  In so 

doing, Judge Lineberger rendered the task of appellate briefing altogether unmanageable.  When 

Stilley attempted to incorporate his arguments, seeking rulings that might at least on some level 

comport with due process, this Court rejected them, saying that they would amongst other things 

gut the Court's rules regarding brief length.

By refusing  to  address  the  constitutional  challenges  with  the  specificity  required  by 

Browder,  the  Special  Judge  rendered  it  impossible  for  Stilley  to  effectively  argue  his 

constitutional and legal issues, in the manner demanded by this Court.  This constitutes a denial 

of due process.

RECUSAL

Numerous members of this Court have served as accusers and deciders of charges against 

Stilley, accusing him of strident language directed toward said members.  Over objection said 

members considered and decided the appeal of those charges, upholding a suspension.  In the 

present case, one might reasonably conclude that the thrust of the disbarment complaint is the 
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allegation that Stilley has criticized certain government officials.

Furthermore,  the Court  is  well  aware that  it's  own precedents  render  part  of  its  own 

compensation an illegal exaction.  Challenged by Stilley to either change its precedents, or pay 

up,  the  members  of  this  Court  suggested  that  a  later  constitutional  amendment  "probably" 

overruled the older one.  However, that was the very issue, whether or not a later amendment 

could in fact overrule a prior amendment.  This Court ruled against that basic premise, in order to 

strike from the ballot an amendment to abolish the tax on used cars.

Challenged to reconcile its precedents, this Court has instead pursued a course toward the 

disbarment of Oscar Stilley.   If this Court honestly thinks that a disinterested tribunal would 

come to the same conclusion that it did, why not simply recuse and let disinterested jurists decide 

the case?

WHEREFORE, Stilley prays  that  the Court  order  Eric  Holder,  US Attorney General; 

Harley Lappin, Director of the DOJ-BOP; and Warden Timothy Outlaw to grant Stilley access to 

the  courts,  by  permitting  him  the  right  to  access  his  computers,  computer  files,  computer 

programs,  printers  and  peripheral  devices,  internet  service,  internet  legal  research  services 

whether free or available pursuant to contract with Stilley or a benefactor, and all hard copy files 

directly or indirectly relevant to this cause, securely and without substantial interference; that 

such access and rights be accorded to DOJ-BOP inmates as a matter of policy; that the current 

members  of  the  Court  recuse  from  the  decision  of  this  motion,  and  from  any  further 

decisionmaking in this case; that Stilley be granted an extension of 30 days from the date of 

return of proof that Stilley has been granted full access to the legal resources ordered by this 

Court, for the filing of his petition for rehearing; and such other and further relief as may be 

appropriate whether or not specifically prayed.
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/s/ Oscar Stilley

Oscar Stilley, Inmate 10579-062
FCI Forrest City Low
PO 9000
Forrest City, AR 72336

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I Oscar Stilley certify this 19th day of November, 2010 that I caused to be served Stark Ligon 
with a copy of this pleading by email, read receipt requested, to stark.ligon@arkansas.gov.  I also 
caused to be served Eric Holder, US Attorney General, Harley Lappin, Director, DOJ-BOP; and 
T. C. Outlaw, by 1st class mail or by fax at their customary fax number.
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