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ADOPTION OF PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT AND DISTRICT DIRECTOR 
ARGUMENTS BY LINDSEY SPRINGER, AND MOTION FOR PARTIAL STAY, 

ALTERNATIVELY, RENEWED MOTION FOR STAY/RELEASE PENDING APPEAL

Comes now Oscar Amos Stilley, (“Stilley”), and for his adoption of the Paperwork 

Reduction Act, (“PRA”), and District Director arguments in the brief filed, or to be filed, 

by Lindsey Kent Springer, (“Springer”), and for Stilley's Separate Motion for Partial Stay, 

Alternatively, Renewed Motion for Stay/Release Pending Appeal, and states:

Stilley hereby adopts the PRA and District Director arguments of Springer, as if 

set forth herein, word for word, to be considered and decided with respect to Stilley in 

light of the matters set forth herein.

Stilley has already moved this  Court  for  reasonable access to the courts.   The 

essence of the request is that Stilley be given access to his computers, computer files,  

internet access,  printers,  peripherals,  etc.,  all  of  which are necessary for the effective 
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prosecution of Stilley's pro se appeal.

The  Court,  without  waiting  for  any  response  from the  government,  ruled  that 

Stilley would be relegated to the tender mercies of the US Department of Justice and 

Bureau of Prisons, (“DOJ-BOP”), by way of administrative process.  Stilley made his 

administrative claim, which incorporated the denied motion as if set forth word for word.

Stilley  continues  to  diligently  pursue such administrative  claims and remedies. 

The DOJ-BOP stubbornly refuses to so much as formally acknowledge receipt of this 

claim, despite service by multiple and undeniable means.  Thus, Stilley is relegated to the 

status of a mendicant, a beggar who must ask someone else for appellate arguments to 

plagiarize.  No matter the outcome of these proceedings, such denial of due process will  

NEVER be acceptable to Stilley.

This is NOT Stilley's opening brief!

This  is,  first  and  foremost,  the  adoption  of  certain  of  Springer's  arguments, 

augmented with the matter presented herein.  It matters not whether those arguments may 

be submitted over the signature of Stilley, or over the signature of Springer's attorney. 

Stilley respectfully requests the understanding of the reader with respect to an adoption 

that might well, absent further facts, appear to be unnecessary.

Stilley is denied the subtlety and nuance of footnotes, italic, bold, and underline. 

Emphasis  is  ALL CAPITALS (the literary equivalent of screaming) or nothing at  all.  

There is no "tab" code; no copy and paste function; and a maximum of 13,000 characters 

per document, which requires one to string documents together in order to make anything 
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longer.  The farce that passes for a research tool is clearly the product of devious minds, 

lacking authorities pertinent to this appeal, throwing recent cases into a jumbled pile, and 

rendering SHEPARDIZATION a joke.  Naturally, the better to protect the fraud upon 

which the Department of Justice, (“DOJ”), relies as a matter of course.

A document prepared on this wretched system is necessarily no more than a mere 

shadow of what it ought to be.

Stilley reserves the right to file an opening brief within a reasonable time after the 

aforementioned process has been fully and finally exhausted.  This Court  by its own 

words says that such process is in fact due.  The fundamental essence of due process is  

the  right  to  be  heard  in  a  reasonable  time  and  reasonable  manner.   A hearing  on  a 

fundamental constitutional right, after the expiration of a briefing deadline, can't possibly 

be at a “reasonable time.”

To the extent that these arguments may not yet be filed, remember this:

The government, by very public proceedings and orders, confiscated some $1.2 

million from Springer, on grounds that it was a mere gift, lacking consideration.1  Stilley 

was apparently expected to have the prescience to know that the DOJ would take the 

opposite position a decade later, with no notice, and with no intervening change in law. 

IF THE DOJ CLAIMS ENTITLEMENT TO SEE THE ADOPTED ARGUMENTS A 

REASONABLE TIME BEFORE HAVING TO RESPOND TO THEM, WHY WON'T 

THE DOJ CONCEDE THE SAME RIGHT TO STILLEY???!!!  This is more than a 

1 United States v. The Infinity Group et al., 212 F.3d 180 (3rd Cir. 2000) at 185
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rhetorical question when an explanation is in order.

Second, this is a renewed motion for stay or release pending appeal.  Included in 

this  motion  is  the  adoption  of  other  motions,  TO  WHICH,  STILLEY  AGAIN 

RESPECTFULLY REQUESTS  AND  DEMANDS  A DETAILED  PARAGRAPH  BY 

PARAGRAPH RESPONSE, followed by a reasoned decision.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stilley is an attorney of almost 20 years experience.

For about the last ten years, a significant part of Stilley's practice involved the 

representation  of  persons  charged criminally  with  respect  to  federal  tax  matters,  and 

representation  of  persons  with  civil  disputes  with  the  IRS.   The  legal  provisions 

applicable to lawyers in Arkansas required Stilley to maintain at least one “Interest on 

Lawyers' Trust Account,” commonly referred to as an “IOLTA account.”

The rules applicable to IOLTA accounts require the lawyer to maintain client funds 

in one or more IOLTA accounts.  Depositing money into an account is easy and does not  

require the account holder's permission.  It merely requires that the depositor have the 

bank account and routing number, which may be obtained from the face of any check 

printed for use with that account.  Springer had obtained this information long before the 

transactions from which this indictment arose took place.  To the extent that Stilley's 

IOLTA information was sought at a later date, it was for convenience or comity only.

The facts with respect to which Stilley stands convicted are fairly simple.  On one 

occasion, Eddie Patterson directed Stilley to pay a sum of $90,000 from Stilley's IOLTA 
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account to Bondage Breakers Ministries or Lindsey Springer.  (For convenience, sake the 

symbol “$” is used to represent Federal Reserve Promises to Pay Nothing, the ersatz 

“legal tender” that Judge Stephen P. Friot bragged that the government could print.  (Sent. 

TR 448)  Both Patterson and Springer said the funds constituted a gift.

On the other occasion, one Pat Turner caused the deposit of $250,000 into Stilley's 

IOLTA account with the expressed intention of retaining the legal services of Stilley. 

Turner  was  under  criminal  investigation  related  to  federal  taxes,  which  was  later 

terminated.  Turner loaned the money to Springer, and directed that the money be paid 

out to Lindsey Springer or his order.  Stilley paid out all moneys to any “person entitled” 

to same, upon demand, without delay.

Stilley  filed a  motion December 8,  2009,  for  acquittal  or  new trial  before  the 

District Court, arguing that he was duty bound to pay over all the sums of money for 

which he stands convicted and imprisoned.  [docket # 261, 263]  Stilley incorporates said 

docket items herein as if set forth word for word.  On the following day, the District 

Court  sua sponte (on its  own motion) struck the documents  on a claim of  excessive 

length and refused to consider those arguments.

Stilley and Springer both asked for reconsideration.  Stilley argued that his brief, at 

12 pages, was not in excess of the 15 page limit for civil briefs.  Stilley also argued that 

the civil rules did not apply to criminal cases,  and furthermore that  Stephen P.  Friot, 

(“Friot”), who presided in district court, had no right to treat pages of the motion as brief, 

without  any  notice  or  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  an  adversary  proceeding.   Stilley 
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demands a fair response and reasoned opinion on all the arguments therein as well.

Based upon the  government's  theory of  the case,  Stilley was subject  to  felony 

conviction and incarceration no matter what he did.  Stilley, in the government's view, 

merely had a choice of which sword to fall upon.  Had he failed to promptly pay the  

money  over  to  the  “person  entitled,”  that  would  have  been  a  crime  for  which  the 

government could have prosecuted and imprisoned Stilley.

It  also would have constituted a violation of civil law, ethical rules,  and moral 

duty, as demonstrated by the foregoing pleadings.  Under the ethical rules applicable to 

Arkansas lawyers, Stilley, or any lawyer similarly situated, would have been duty bound 

to PROMPTLY pay over any money to the “person entitled” to the said money.  There is  

no provision in the ethical rules, or the civil law, or the criminal law, for Oscar Stilley or  

any other lawyer to refuse to pay out money to the “person entitled” to money held in 

trust by a lawyer for a client or third party.

THE DOJ UNLAWFULLY EVADED ITS RESPONSIBILITY TO ANSWER AT 

DISTRICT COURT; THIS COURT SHOULD COMMAND THE DOJ TO RESPOND 

TO STILLEY'S MOTION IF THE DOJ AGAIN SEEKS TO EVADE AN ANSWER

Stilley respectfully REQUESTS AND DEMANDS that the DOJ respond to EACH 

numbered  paragraph  in  the  foregoing  18  page  motion  [docket  261].   This  motion 

demonstrates beyond any doubt that the conviction of Stilley, on any and all counts, is 

utterly without basis in law and fact.  If the DOJ is ever forced to respond point by point,  

they will effectively admit that Stilley's conviction must be reversed.
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THE DOJ REFUSES TO COMMIT TO A UNIFIED THEORY OF THE CASE

Stilley is in prison on grounds that change whenever the government feels like it. 

This is, of course, a flagrant violation of due process.  Repeated attempts to “corner” the 

government into relying upon a single legal theory for each count have thus far been a 

miserable  failure.   Therefore,  Stilley  is  forced  to  “pick  his  own  poison.”   This  is  

inconsistent with the rule of law and orderly society.

ALL of the government's theories collapse if they are held accountable for their 

confiscation of $1.2 million from Springer on grounds that the transfer was a mere gift, 

lacking consideration.  The DOJ's conduct essentially tells the public that the DOJ has the 

right to characterize a single transfer of funds either, 1) as gratuitous or 2) as earned 

income,  after  the  fact,  without  notice,  and  in  an  altogether  arbitrary,  irrational,  and 

unknowable fashion.

The DOJ has thus, 1) created a common law crime, 2) denied citizens the most 

elementary  notice  of  what  conduct  might  expose  them to  criminal  sanctions  and  3) 

reserved to the DOJ the power to criminalize the conduct of virtually any citizen in the 

country based on ad hoc, after the fact, determinations.

As to Count 1, Brian Shern said that Stilley had helped Springer “bilk . . . clients  

and . . . hide it.” (Sent. TR 147)  Starting at line 1:

1   Ok, now based on your research, what did you determine would be the scope of 
the specific agreement that Oscar Stilley joined?

4   What do you mean by when you say "scope?"
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5   What did Oscar Stilley agree to do that was wrong, that was illegal?

7   To come in and help Lindsey Springer bilk money from all these clients and to 
hide it.

8   Anything else?

9   No.

Bilking clients wasn't mentioned in the indictment.   Any punishment of Stilley on 

these grounds violates the constitutional right to grand jury indictment.

Therefore, by Shern's admission, the only claim rests upon a claim of hiding the 

allegedly “bilked” money.  Stilley has demonstrated that he was prohibited by ethical 

rules from making disclosures not required by law.  The law required no disclosures other 

than to a "District Director" or his delegate.

Even if any wrong were done, there was no underlying statute that Stilley agreed 

to  violate  by  the  government's  own  admissions.   Therefore,  it  would  be  at  most  a 

misdemeanor since 18 USC 371 provides that where the conspiracy was not to commit a 

felony,  the  conspiracy  to  commit  the  offense  cannot  be  greater  than  a  misdemeanor. 

Stilley's 15 year sentence is AT LEAST 4 years more than the statutory maximum.

Furthermore, a common law crime (one made criminal by anything other than the 

express words of a statute) is “a beastie that cannot exist.”  U.S. v. Bloom, 149 F.3d 649 

(7th  Cir.  1998)  (observing  the  frightening  prospect  of  5  years  imprisonment  for  not 

having foreknowledge of future court rulings.)  How then can one “conspire” to commit 

an offense that is not recognized under federal law?  Persons incarcerated under such a 

“conspiracy” can be nothing other than political prisoners.
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The information disclosed on a Form 1040 is “testimony” within the meaning of 

the 5th Amendment.  [citation omitted]  Stilley had no power to administer an oath to 

Springer or to compel him to testify.  Furthermore, Stilley was prohibited from making 

such  disclosures,  inasmuch  as  such  would  constitute  a  volunteered  disclosure  of 

privileged  attorney-client  confidential  information,  without  any  court  order  or  other 

authority superior to the confidentiality obligations imposed upon lawyers.

THE HISTORY OF PAPERWORK REDUCTION ACT LITIGATION IS A HISTORY 

OF THE GOVERNMENT'S EVASION OF A CITIZEN'S RIGHT TO JUDICIAL 

REVIEW OF LEGITIMATE LEGAL QUESTIONS THAT REMAIN UNRESOLVED

A brief summary of PRA highlights is set forth below:

1)  In 2004 the DOJ conspires with at least one judicial officer to prevent the PRA 

questions raised by Judy Patterson's appeal from being decided by a competent court. 

Stilley prepared a draft of a brief for Judy Patterson, at the direction of his client Eddy 

Patterson, raising the PRA issue.  The DOJ deceitfully bribed the Pattersons into dropping 

the appeal in exchange for the release of Judy Patterson.  Two extensions of time for a  

response brief were filed, although the true purpose was not to prepare a brief but rather 

to buy time in which to extort an unlawful “deal” from the Pattersons.  NO RULE OR 

LAW AUTHORIZED THE GOVERNMENT TO REDUCE THE SENTENCE OF JUDY 

PATTERSON IN EXCHANGE FOR DROPPING HER APPEAL!!!  The DOJ was thus 

able to continue the lawless practice of incarcerating numerous political prisoners.

2)  In 2005 the General Accounting Office concludes that the IRS is violating the 
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Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 in various ways, which it details in an extensive report. 

The IRS' customarily evasive and vapid response is included within the report.

3)  In 2006 the DOJ obtains the indictment of Robert Lawrence of Peoria, IL, on 

three counts of tax evasion and three counts of willful failure to file federal income tax 

returns.  When it becomes apparent that Lawrence has a clean and well-prepared PRA 

claim against penalty, the government dismisses the indictment with prejudice to refiling. 

4)  In 2006 through 2009, Lindsey Springer files several cases seeking to obtain a 

ruling on PRA issues.  In the last case, in 2009, the Tenth Circuit acknowledges that it has 

not yet made a substantive ruling on the same.

INCARCERATION OF STILLEY IS THE PRODUCT OF A SYSTEMATIC ASSAULT 

ON THE RIGHTS OF CITIZENS TO DEFEND THEIR LEGAL RIGHTS IN COURT

The government sent a letter to the undersigned, Oscar Stilley, asking for Stilley's 

acquiescence to an extension of up to 60 days additional time to file the government's 

response brief.  Ordinarily Stilley would happily acquiesce, but not this time.  Stilley 

objects for the following reasons, which this Court and the world ought to know.

A friend of Stilley once opined that almost anything is possible with sufficient 

Time, Talent, Tools, and Tender of the legal kind.  Said friend is fond of saying that a 

shortage of one can almost always be overcome by a surfeit of the others.

Stilley is in the custody of the Bureau of Prisons.  The DOJ-BOP systematically 

trashes the ability of it's inmates to effectively defend themselves.

For example, Stilley recently asked permission to receive plastic comb binders, 
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cloth tabs,  and sticky notes,  all  of which are legal and in fact fairly common in this 

prison.  The counselor laughed uproariously, and came back later in the day with the 

word, "Denied," written across the request.

Why?  From the very top in Washington, DC, the DOJ corruptly interferes with the 

right of inmates to access the courts.  The prison will,  in fact, hand out plastic comb 

binders – if the inmate can prove that he needs the combs to bind a document for court 

filing.  Such comb binders are no threat to the corrupt and fraudulent convictions that 

now overflow federal prisons, because they promptly go out in the prison mail.

Comb binders for organizing an inmate's legal papers to permit the inmate access 

to the courts?  That falls under the category of “Tools” and does threaten the false and 

fraudulent imprisonment of innocent persons, or the excessive imprisonment of persons 

legitimately subject to some time in prison.  The U.S. DOJ demands a limitless supply of 

the very finest organizational supplies and equipment from U.S. taxpayers and gets the 

same for itself.  Yet, it prohibits inmates from receiving them either directly or indirectly. 

The DOJ intentionally secured the incarceration of Stilley, because it knew that it 

could not prevail if Stilley had access to his own Tools, which he already possessed.  The 

DOJ is thoroughly practiced at the art of providing the pretense but not the reality of due 

process.  The prison where Stilley is held has WordPerfect on its computers – for prison 

employees.  Inmates formerly had access to NotePad, but that was taken away because 

when they discovered how to use this most basic of computer programs with some degree 

of effectiveness in the preservation and presentation of their legal rights and claims.
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Lawyers  agree  to  extensions  of  time  for  reasons  not  altogether  altruistic. 

Agreement to an extension is often a tacit concession that the requesting lawyer is fair-

minded and honest, seeking at least some approximation of a just result and courteous 

enough to return the favor.  The non-opposition to an extension of time speaks to the 

commitment of both lawyers to the integrity of the legal profession.

The very purpose of having a legal profession is  to minimize disputes,  and to 

resolve disputes that do arise in the most just, speedy and economical manner possible. 

The legal profession cannot effectively serve these noble purposes without the confidence 

of the people.  The confidence of the people cannot be maintained as long as the DOJ 

corruptly interferes with the right of the people to be heard in a reasonable time and a 

reasonable manner, the same being the very essence of due process.

Let these facts be submitted to a candid world.  Stilley does not and will not agree 

to additional Time for the DOJ while the DOJ corruptly denies Tools to the prisoners 

within its custody.  A grant of access to Tools for Stilley is not enough.  The DOJ can and 

should promulgate policies that ensure that every inmate in DOJ custody has full access 

to all the Tools necessary to effectively advocate their own legal causes, to the extent of  

their own Talent, and the Talent that may be accessible to them, absent DOJ interference.

Until that happy day, the DOJ is and remains the instrument of tyranny.  Stilley 

will  so state and advocate against such tyranny until  and unless official,  written DOJ 

policy changes.  Stilley's refusal to agree to the extension sought is mounted SOLELY 

because of the DOJ's intentional, malicious, unconstitutional sabotage of the due process 
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rights of persons within its custody.  Whether the objection is effective with respect to the 

grant of the extension is beside the point.  Whether the government has in the past agreed 

to Stilley's requested extensions of time, or might in the future, is likewise irrelevant.

Stilley  does  not  and  will  not  expressly  or  impliedly  state  that  the  DOJ  is  a 

courteous and honest advocate for its clients when such a representation is so far from the 

truth.  The people of these United States need to know the devious purposes for which 

their tax dollars are expended.

INCARCERATION OF STILLEY ON THE ETHEREAL CHARGES STATED ARE 

THE PRODUCT OF A CAMPAIGN OF TERROR AGAINST STILLEY'S FAMILY

If  Stilley  dies,  his  family  will  receive  a  substantial  sum from a life  insurance 

company.  If divorce invades the peace of the Stilley home, the non-custodial parent will 

send a portion of their paycheck to the custodial parent as child support.

Incarceration,  on the  other  hand,  deprives  Stilley  of  any meaningful  economic 

opportunities.  Stilley earns 12 cents an hour.  Soap and toiletries are mostly twice the 

“real world” price, enriching a few politically well connected private individuals.  Phone 

time costs 23 cents a minute, another racket to enrich the few.  Printing and copy costs are 

outrageous.   The wretched email  program upon which this  is  written costs  5 cents  a 

minute to keep open, which might sound cheap until you consider the fact that a mere 8 

hours per day for 50 weeks per year costs $6,000.  As is explained elsewhere in this  

pleading, most of this miserly pay is confiscated by the DOJ, because Stilley refuses to 

consent to the theft of $25 per quarter.
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There is a 7 year old girl who calls Stilley, “Daddy.”  Due to the rules of the court, 

she will be referred to by her initials, “SS.”  SS doesn't understand why Daddy doesn't 

have fresh, homemade, hard-white,  whole-wheat bread ready for her in the mornings, 

made with flour from FarmerDirectFoods.com because that's the best quality flour that 

Daddy can find.  SS doesn't understand why Daddy doesn't come to the bus stop to give 

her a ride home in a wagon anymore.  SS doesn't understand why Daddy doesn't have a 

big plate of sliced fruit and vegetables for her to eat after school.

SS doesn't understand why Daddy has to have the money that Momma needs to 

provide  for  the  family.   SS  doesn't  understand  why  Daddy  no  longer  contributes 

economically.  SS doesn't understand the scorched earth tactics of the US DOJ-BOP.

The  DOJ-BOP  uses  prison  as  an  instrument  of  terror  not  only  against  the 

individual but also against the inmate's family.  The DOJ-BOP prohibits and denounces 

meaningful economic activity as “running a business,” and punishes inmates caught in 

such activities.  The DOJ-BOP does this to ensure that families must choose between 

taking bread off their own table or depriving their loved ones of due process.  The DOJ-

BOP does this to deliberately and maliciously deprive innocent persons of “Tender, of the 

legal kind,” because such is useful for the defense of liberty.

The DOJ-BOP has effectively abandoned its correctional function in favor of an 

orgy of influence peddling, graft, corruption and naked theft.  The health of inmates, the 

interests of the public and basic honesty are all sacrificed on the altar of self interest and 

political expediency.  The DOJ-BOP appears altogether unconcerned about its recidivism 
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rate of as much as 70% versus rates as low as 20% in places such as Norway, which does, 

in fact, concern itself with the correction of antisocial behavior.

The DOJ-BOP's conduct is, in fact, altogether contrary to the law of this circuit.  

“Persons are sent to prison as punishment, not for punishment.”  Battle v. Anderson, 564 

F.2d 388 (10th Cir. 1977)  The words, “as” and “for” are the italicized for emphasis.

The DOJ dehumanizes and depersonalizes its victims.  To the DOJ, SS is not a 

human being with feelings.  She is a statistic, an abstraction.  It is important to the DOJ 

that  she  and  tens  or  hundreds  of  thousands  of  others  like  her  suffer  arbitrarily  and 

unnecessarily, because this is necessary for their reign of terror.

The  DOJ's  program  for  destroying  its  enemies  includes,  1)  labeling,  2) 

dehumanization,  depersonalization  and  defamation  of  its  intended  victims  through  a 

propaganda barrage, 3) scorched earth tactics designed to bring financial ruin and 4) theft 

of property and incarceration.  The DOJ's modus operandi is remarkably similar to that of 

Adolph Hitler's Nazi Germany.

When one sees an Anne Frank or a Corrie Ten Boom as an individual with hopes 

and  dreams,  who  feels  pain  and  experiences  the  full  range  of  emotions,  it  is  nearly 

impossible to bludgeon such a person to death or get anyone else to do it either.  When 

such a person is reduced to a statistic or an abstraction, no cruelty can be ruled out.  Child  

abuse becomes a worthy endeavor.  The evil of the day will simply be commensurate 

with the needs of the regime.  The Holy Writ speaks truly when it says that, “A lying 

tongue hates those who are crushed by it.”  Proverbs 26:28
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If this motion for stay is denied, please explain to SS why she can't see Daddy 

NOW.  Stilley has until December 6, 2010 to file his brief.  This court has declared that 

Stilley is entitled to due process with respect to his claim of right to access to the courts, 

but that such must be pursued through the DOJ-BOP.  The DOJ-BOP has not, as of yet,  

admitted the receipt of the administrative claim made for that purpose.  The DOJ-BOP 

resorts to stonewalling simply because it has no honest answer with which it might reply.

FEDERAL INCOME TAX IS AN EXTORTION RACKET; MULTIPLE FLAGRANT 

VIOLATIONS OF LAW ARE MERELY SYMPTOMATIC OF UNDERLYING FRAUD

The  PRA was  passed  by  Congress  for,  among  other  reasons,  the  purpose  of 

controlling  “bootleg”  forms  and  requiring  that  information  gathering  be  specifically 

authorized by law and requiring that citizens be provided with specific information about 

the information collections with which they must comply.  Violations of the PRA are not 

an aberration but rather the rule.

Congress'  sole,  and  exclusive,  delegation  to  the  IRS  of  power  to  act  outside 

Washington, DC, is the instrumentality of District Directors within Revenue Districts. 

The abolition of said Districts, and the elimination of all District Directors, is likewise 

anything  but  an  aberration.   Rather,  it  is  one  more  manifestation  of  a  system  that 

categorically rejects the very rule of law.  This behavior is consistent with an extortion 

racket and organized crime, and nothing else.

Think not?  Persons of Amish faith are excluded from Social Security taxation.  In 

effect  this  amounts to a tax of 15.3% UPON THE PRACTICE OF EVERY OTHER 
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RELIGION!   No  one  honestly  believes  that  such  a  tax  is  consistent  with  the  First 

Amendment  of  the  U.S.  Constitution.   Yet,  the  “restitution”  ordered  at  district  court 

includes such a “religion tax” without proof of the religious beliefs of Stilley.

A landowner who buys a property for $100,000, and sells the same for $200,000 

after inflation has reduced the value of the “dollar” by half, must pay tax upon the alleged 

50% gain, despite the fact that such “gains” do not meet any rational person's definition 

of income, nor even any court's definition of income in the constitutional sense.  Such a 

tax is unquestionably an unconstitutional, nonapportioned, direct tax on property.  Yet, 

despite  the  huge  economic  incentive  to  challenge  the  taxation  of  fictitious  gains,  no 

lawyer or law firm has been able to prevail upon this issue.  The federal government 

steals billions annually through this deceptive “inflation tax.”

During a raid on Lindsey Springer's home, one or more government agents stole 

$2,000  from  Springer.   This  court,  just  weeks  ago,  declared  that  this  “theft”  by  a 

government agent, denominated specifically in those terms, was not a well-established 

violation of the Fourth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.  This court first spoke in 

terms of “constitution and laws,” then narrowed the matter to the U.S. Constitution, then 

narrowed the matter to the Fourth Amendment, and then declared that an outright theft of 

money didn't infringe upon the right of the people to be “secure” in their persons, papers, 

houses, and effects.

Such a ruling was necessary to squeeze out just  a bit  more time for a corrupt 

system.  Theft is not an aberration.  Theft of property from dissidents and loudmouths is 
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de  facto official  policy.   It  is  official  policy  for  the  same  reason  that  Stilley  now 

languishes  in  prison.   Terror  is  essential  to  the  maintenance  of  the  Ponzi  schemes 

operated by the United States government.  Theft, with no remedy at law, is effective – 

and necessary – for the terrorizing of the citizenry.

Do you question this analysis?   I  can show you a man who provided the IRS 

everything  that  was  requested  from him,  at  my  behest.   The  IRS  refused  to  refund 

$129,0000 that it admitted was taken from him and to which he was clearly due.  At first, 

he was promised the money back.  Later, he was told he would not be allowed to get it  

back.  Repeated efforts through virtually every conceivable avenue have been unfruitful.

I can show you another man who paid part of his prison wages toward his alleged 

tax debt.  There is no dispute that the money was taken.  The money was never credited 

against the tax due.  In other words, the money was stolen by the government.

The DOJ-BOP ordered me to work at a job in prison Food Service at 12 cents per  

hour.  I took my job on the AM shift in the dish-room without complaint, giving the best  

service I could give.  I was told that I must surrender $25 per quarter on the restitution 

ordered by Friot.  I asked for assurances that the money would be returned in the event of 

a successful appeal and reasonable assurances that my money would not be stolen in the  

same fashion as it was in the cases identified above.

My request for these assurances was rejected.  As punishment, my pay was cut to 

$5.25 per month.  I will now receive $15.75 per quarter, whereas had I bowed the knee to  

their extortion,  my net quarterly pay could have been as much as $29.   In effect,  an 
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additional $13.25 per quarter is stolen from me, because I don't agree to the theft.  My 

commissary spending limit was cut from $320 per month to $25 per month, and other 

punishments were inflicted as well.

There is an article in the current issue of the Smithsonian about the Sicilian Mafia. 

The author discussed the negotiations and payments.  The article pointed out the key to 

their extortion racket.  HOW MUCH a business paid was not nearly so important as THE 

FACT that they paid.  Acknowledgment of the supremacy of the crime family was the 

paramount consideration.  The rates could be changed according to the times.

If I am even slightly wrong in my conclusion that theft of money and property of 

dissidents is the de facto official policy of both the DOJ and the IRS, the DOJ should in 

its responsive pleading promise to provide each of the two aforementioned individuals 

the remedy provided by law for the taking of their property, promptly upon identification 

of the individuals and proof of the facts.  But they won't do that.  They'll offer pretended 

and ineffectual “administrative remedies” or “legal proceedings” to correct naked theft. 

They delay, deny, obfuscate and wear down those from whom they have stolen money. 

They used dilatory tactics to wear Springer down over a period of some 4 years before 

telling him, in essence, the promise of future justice was nothing more than a cruel joke.

The false promise of a remedy was almost as much a theft as the original taking. 

The regime demanded a substantial filing fee, and thereupon consumed vast amounts of 

Springer's  cash and energies  for  the  prosecution of  the  claim.   There  was never  any 

intention of giving him an honest chance or recourse to the law.  The false promise of due 
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process effectuated an additional penalty many times greater than the original theft.

Friot accused Stilley of being a thief.  (TR 450)  It takes an exquisite talent for 

irony to call Stilley a thief for refusing to steal money from “persons entitled” to the 

funds at the government's behest, while simultaneously declaring that theft, conceded to 

be such, is not a well-established offense against the constitutional rights of citizens.

HOLDING STILLEY A POLITICAL PRISONER DOES NOTHING MORE THAN 

GRANT THE EXTORTION RACKET A VERY SHORT REPRIEVE

It is an open secret that Social Security is a chain letter that has run out of chain. 

There is a difference between Bernie Madoff's racket and Social Security.  Specifically, 

Bernie Madoff obtained his funds by the confluence of his own lies with the gullibility 

and greed of his marks.  Social Security collects their “contributions” at the barrel of a 

gun, mostly from people who would never invest in such a scam except on the promise of 

financial ruin to dissidents.

Using the incarceration of Stilley to terrorize others into unquestioning payment 

provides only a very short extension on the federal extortion racket.  Here's why.

The federal government currently spends $3.5 trillion per year.  That's more than 

the entire Gross Domestic Product, (“GDP”), of all but two other countries, namely China 

and Japan.  Our most recent deficit of some $1.3 trillion is more than the GDP of all but  

13 other countries in the world.

The ratio of debt to GDP was about 30% in 1980.  By 1990 the debt had climbed 

to 50% of GDP for a 2% annual average increase.  By 2000 it was approximately 60%, 
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thus exhibiting a reduction to 1% per year growth.  Today it is at about 90%.

The current rate is nothing short of shocking.  The regime last year borrowed 8.9% 

of total GDP.  With a current growth rate of 3%, the ratio of debt to GDP is rising at some 

6% annually.  If the growth rate drops to negative 3%, a not implausible scenario, the 

increase in the ratio will hit 12%, or 1% per month.

If this continues, the collapse of the fraudulent Federal Reserve Promise to Pay 

Nothing is simply a matter of time.  No matter how gullible the rest of the world may be, 

there are two points upon the graph that stare any thinking person in the face:

1)  The point at which foreign and domestic investors wake up to the fact that the 
current regime in Washington, DC is morally, legally, and financially bankrupt, or;

2)   The  point  at  which  the  investors  of  the  world  are  no  longer  capable  of  
financing the irresponsibility of Washington, DC.

Despite these grim facts, the federal government continues to make promises it 

cannot keep.  Every time a “new investor” enters the job market and starts paying into 

Social Security, the $14 trillion of unfunded retirement payment obligations gets bigger. 

The medical parts of the program, which have some $90 trillion in unfunded liabilities, 

also suffers a deterioration of its financial condition.

The government continues to operate in a manner that would justifiably result in 

the  prompt  imprisonment  of  the  principals  of  any  private  firm  attempting  a  similar 

activity.  This Court should refuse to give the slightest consideration to the “needs” of the 

regime,  for  more  money  to  buy  political  support  with  which  to  retain  power.   The 

members of this Court have each taken an oath to uphold the Constitution and laws of the 
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United States, regardless of the consequences.

IF TERROR IS THE GOAL, WHY SHOULDN'T STILLEY BE THE PRIZE?

It is plain to any rational observer that Stilley is not guilty of the crimes charged. 

Whether he might be guilty of something else is not before the court.

If the regime's quest for money to give the grandmas and grandpas of this nation 

must  be  sustained  through  terror,  why  shouldn't  Oscar  Stilley  be  the  prize?   Why 

shouldn't the extreme and utterly lawless 15 year sentence be a cautionary tale to anyone 

with designs, however benign, on compelling the government to obey its own laws?

And  why  shouldn't  the  DOJ  continue  their  corrupt,  gratuitous,  altogether 

unnecessary abuse of Stilley's children?  Stilley has four children.  The two biological  

children are 7 year old SS and 9 year old GS.  They will both graduate high school 

without Daddy if the farce perpetrated by the DOJ in this case is allowed to stand.  The 

two children adopted from Russia have now lost Daddy for the second time in their lives. 

Many a strong man, who would gladly take his own licks and fight on, has been 

brought to his  beggar knees by the abuse of his  children.   If  terror is  the goal,  why 

shouldn't the Stilleys, and all of them, be the object lesson to anyone else who might 

deign to ask hard questions of the government?  The more irrational and arbitrary the 

punishment, the better the terrorizing effect.

Is it Stilley's job to explain to his adopted children that the hopes and dreams of  

the rule of law for everyone, under the government of the United States, was just well-

packaged lies?  Did they get an improvement in respect for the rule of law, or did they 
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simply trade hemispheres?

Jesus Christ said “He who is faithful in least is faithful also in much; and he who 

is unjust in what is least is unjust also in much.”  Luke 16:10.

The DOJ says that Stilley is a criminal because:

1)  Lindsey Springer failed to file a bootleg 1040 form;

2)  Which contains no provision for claiming that the funds received were a gift, 
despite an unambiguous ruling THAT THEY RECEIVED which plainly stated that 
Springer's receipts were mere gratuitous transfers, or gifts;

3)  To a District Director who admittedly does not exist;

4)  Of an Internal Revenue District that admittedly does not exist;

5)  Despite the fact that by express words Congress has given the IRS no authority 
outside Washington, DC, EXCEPT THROUGH THE AGENCY OF INTERNAL 
REVENUE DISTRICTS, PRESIDED OVER BY DISTRICT DIRECTORS!

6)  With no evidence that Springer was aware of the specific provision of law that 
he was charged with violating, as required by Bryan v. U.S., 524 US 184 (1998);

7)  With no evidence that Stilley was aware of the specific provision of law that he 
or Springer was charged with violating;

8)  With no evidence that  Stilley committed a single act  giving venue to the  
Northern District of Oklahoma;

9)  Despite the fact that Stilley was prohibited by civil law, criminal law, and  
attorney ethical rules, from pursuing the course claimed by the government as the 
course of action that he should have taken, in order to avoid criminal liability;

10) Despite the fact that the IRS is prohibited by law from disclosing Springer's 
tax information to Stilley.

11) Despite the fact that under the “defraud clause” of 18 USC 371, the failure to 
allege the violation of a specific statute precludes the government from claiming 
the alleged criminal act was required or prohibited by any federal statute.

Who should Stilley believe, Jesus Christ or the Department of Justice?

- 23 -



If  the  facts  above  aren't  good  enough  to  secure  the  liberty  of  Oscar  Stilley, 

immediately,  why should  Stilley  believe  that  any  argument  or  set  of  facts  would  be 

sufficient to secure his liberty?  If these arguments are trampled, disregarded, or put off 

for a later time, is there truly any rational basis for Stilley to scramble to try to litigate  

other arguments, without the bare essential Tools for the job?

The  DOJ  did  have  a  theory  about  how  Stilley  could  have  avoided  criminal 

punishment.   Here  is  what  Shern  said  at  Sentencing  Transcript  page  164-165,  when 

Stilley asked what he should have done differently:

24 Q.   Can you tell this Court what Oscar Stilley should have done differently so 
that he would not be charged with this substantial sum of money as being relevant 
conduct? 

2   A.   Not helped Mr. Springer hide Mr. Turner's $250,000 by going through your 
account.  Just walk away from the transaction.

On the  surface that  sounds easy,  but  let's  start  with what  he  really  said.   The 

message is that the regime has ostracized and slandered any “tax denier,” a term used 

loosely to include anyone that the DOJ and the IRS considers to be a dissident.  Any 

lawyer who hopes to retain his license, or his liberty, is well-advised to simply refuse to 

provide any assistance or representation to dissidents.  That's the not so hard to detect 

message between the lines.

The only basis for this theory is the incredible idea that Springer was actually 

stealing the money from Turner, but some of the most critical documents – the complete 

set of presentencing documents – simply aren't available to Stilley but prove the theory 
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false.  Springer himself perfected a security interest in favor of Turner, in property which 

cost more than twice the amount of the loan to construct.  Springer then surrendered the 

collateral when the IRS unlawfully put Springer out of possession of the home at which 

he slept at night.  No one with any intent to steal would do such things.

Now apply this to Patterson's case, which is count 3.  Stilley did not know that 

Patterson would get  an insurance settlement  less  than 2 weeks away from trial.   He 

further didn't know that Patterson would give $90,000 to Springer.

How far would Stilley get with Judge Eagan if he told her that he had to withdraw 

from the case less than 2 weeks before trial?  Consider for a moment what a hearing on 

Stilley's  motion  to  withdraw  might  have  sounded  like,  assuming  Stilley  obtained 

permission from Patterson to gratuitously run his  mouth about Patterson's  finances,  a 

highly unlikely assumption in and of itself:

Eagan:  Stilley, why do you want to withdraw from this case?  Its less than 2  
weeks from trial and your withdrawal will cause a major delay of the trial.

Stilley:  Patterson received an insurance settlement of sufficient amount to pay my 
fees and the fees for his wife's representation.  Patterson decided to convey part of 
his funds to someone else.  He calls it a donation, but 6 years from now, the  
government will call it “taxable income.”  If I DON'T promptly pay over money 
held in trust to the “person entitled” I could be disbarred, sued civilly and charged 
criminally.  If I DO follow Patterson's instructions, I will be charged criminally for 
doing it.  I'll be sentenced to 15 years in prison, my children will graduate high 
school without Daddy, and my life will be ruined financially, socially, legally and 
otherwise.  So, having unusual prescience, I am going to “just walk away from the 
transaction.”

Eagan:  Sounds like every lawyer's dream to me, rendering a client solvent and 
able to timely pay legal fees.  Is Patterson violating the law, in any way, by making 
the transfer?
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Stilley:  Not at all.  It's his money and his right to do with it as he pleases.

Eagan:  Any case law to the effect that this transfer is taxable income?

Stilley:  No, just the opposite, the government seized $1.2 million from Springer in 
the past based on their theory that a similar receipt of money was a mere gratuitous 
transfer, or a gift.

Eagan:  Do you have an irreconcilable conflict with your client?

Stilley:  I have no conflict at all with my client.  I just don't want to go to prison 
for doing what the Arkansas attorney ethical rules require me to do.

Eagan:  Your motion is denied.  You will represent Eddy Patterson at trial.

Nor is there any material difference in the Turner case.  Shern admitted that Stilley 

routinely paid taxes out of moneys held in trust. (TR 151)  Proving once again that no 

good deed goes unpunished, Shern admitted that these funds weren't excluded from “tax 

loss” calculations that he made.  Id.

There  is  no  evidence  whatsoever  that  the  initial  deposit  was  intended for  any 

purpose other than the usual purposes that motivated persons to place money in Stilley's 

IOLTA account.  The criminal investigation was terminated, a happy circumstance for 

which  Stilley  claims  no  credit.   Stilley  could  not  simply  “walk  away”  from  the 

transaction once the money was deposited.  After Turner loaned the money to Springer, a 

reconveyance of the funds to Turner would have constituted a conversion, a very serious 

criminal and civil offense, and a violation of legal ethics.

All these facts show that the government had no chance of prevailing if they were 

required to respond to the legal and factual allegations of Stilley and Springer.  Their case 

was altogether dependent upon a one-sided presentation at the trial court, and the current 
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sabotage of any efforts to present a case on appeal.

SS's DADDY IS NOT A LIAR; IF THE DOJ CLAIMS HE IS, HERE'S A SOLUTION

Stilley adopts certain arguments of Springer, to be considered in light of the facts 

applicable to Stilley.  In addition, Stilley asks for release pending the decision on appeal.

In prior orders, this Court did not reach the question of the merits of claims on 

appeal.  The Court said that Stilley & Springer didn't prove that they weren't flight risks. 

The weight of the arguments on appeal, which under the law are critical in the evaluation 

of flight risk, were not considered in Stilley's and Springer's case.

Stilley, at the bottom of this pleading, gives his word that he will self-surrender to 

prison if his conviction is affirmed on appeal.  It may be that the DOJ will oppose this 

statement.  Nevertheless, a statement on oath or affirmation stands unless contradicted.

The DOJ may oppose this statement, and say it is not a true and reliable promise, 

but the DOJ got its evidence for trial by lying to Stilley.  Brian Shern told Stilley that he 

was not under criminal investigation when Shern himself had not long before signed a 

form saying the information sought from Stilley was not requested directly from Stilley 

because he was under criminal investigation.

Once again, it takes an exquisite talent for irony to call Stilley a liar when the very 

foundation of the DOJ's case was obtained by lies.  Shern doubtless told his remorseless 

lies under assurances that Stilley would be locked up, away from his papers, computers, 

and  other  equipment,  whereby  Stilley  might  clearly  and  concisely  expose  Shern's 

corruption.  So far so good, Shern and the DOJ have what they planned.  Less than 2 
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months from the deadline for filing a brief pursuant to “final extension,” the DOJ has not 

acknowledged that  Stilley  has  made an administrative  request  for  the  wherewithal  to 

effectively brief this Court concerning the matters affecting Stilley.  Why should Stilley, 

the general public or this Court, doubt the ability of the DOJ-BOP to stonewall all the 

way through the deadline?

Stilley requests that he be allowed to stay at home half the time, and in prison the  

other half.  If the Court requires an ankle monitor, Stilley will cooperate.  A complete 

stay, involving liberty pending the decision in this case, is requested if the partial request  

is rejected.

The Court  would then be able  to  issue its  decision while  Stilley  is  physically 

detained.  It cannot reasonably be denied that Stilley believes that he will win this appeal,  

despite  the  mockery  the  DOJ  has  made  of  Stilley's  due  process  rights.   Stilley  has 

vigorously fought for his law license when the cost was a great burden economically and 

otherwise.  Stilley only stopped because the decisions of this Court and of the Northern 

District of Oklahoma made it abundantly clear that substantive relief, from either of these 

courts, was not within the realm of possibilities.

Why would Stilley invest so much from such meager resources in the defense of 

his license?  The only rational reason is a belief that he will ultimately prevail BOTH at 

the Arkansas Supreme Court and in this criminal appeal.

It would be utterly unreasonable and irrational for Stilley to flee while an appeal 

that he, by word and deed, deems unassailable is pending and awaiting decision.  Even 
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so, the offer to give the Court time in which Stilley is in prison allows the Court to issue 

the final decision while Stilley is in prison, just as he is while drafting this motion.

Many hateful epithets have been hurled at Oscar Stilley by his adversaries in this 

case, but “irrational” is not one of them.  Some may disagree with Stilley's beliefs, his 

tactics or his goals, but all must admit that Stilley's conduct, objectively considered, is not 

irrational.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The  double  jeopardy  clause  of  the  U.S.  Constitution  guarantees  to  a  criminal 

litigant that all matters which would preclude retrial be considered and decided by the 

appellate court before the consideration of points which would result in a retrial.  Burks v.  

United States, 437 US 1 (1978) (No “second bite at the apple,” where the government 

bore burden of proving sanity.)  United States v. Haddock, 961F.2d 933, 934 (10th Cir. 

1992) (collecting cases);  United States v. Wiles, 106 F.3d 1516 (10th Cir. 1997)  Often 

couched in terms of “sufficiency of evidence,” the logic compels the same result any time 

the government's proof, for reasons legal or factual or some combination thereof, would 

entitle the defendant to a judgment of acquittal at the close of the government's case. 

Otherwise, the protections of the double jeopardy clause could be rendered illusory, a 

result that could not be consistent with the intent of the framers.

Therefore, the PRA and District Director arguments should be first considered, and 

decided, both for the release request and on the merits of the appeal.  The Court should 

grant complete relief on these arguments alone.
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It should be remembered this pleading is precipitated by this Court's  sua sponte 

determination that Stilley had not proven that he was not a flight risk.  The SOLE basis 

for arguing that Stilley's clean criminal record, exemplary performance while on bond 

and his word aren't sufficient proof that he isn't a flight risk, is the 15 year sentence.

However, this sentence was imposed by Judge Friot, who clearly was ethically and 

legally barred from hearing the case.  He was hand-picked by Judge Claire V. Eagan. 

There appears to be no substantial contention that he was a de jure judicial officer with 

respect to this case.  Friot's sentence cannot stand because of, 1) bias and prejudice, both  

his own and that transferred from Eagan, and, 2) the apparently willful failure to comply 

with procedures that would be required in cases in which all judges in a district are forced 

by conflicts into recusal.

Friot's draconian 15 year sentence – the only arrow in the DOJ's quiver – amounts 

to an abuse of public office.  A motive is obvious.  Friot's lengthy sentence plainly serves 

to  shield  himself  from  exposure  for,  and  the  consequences  of,  his  own  judicial 

misconduct.  At a minimum, such gives the appearance that he concocted the drastic, and 

plainly illegal sentence, in order to fabricate a claim of flight risk.  He didn't even pretend 

that it was within the guidelines.

The authorities provide, logically enough, that the merits of claims on appeal bear 

upon the question of flight risk.  If all other things are equal, the likelihood of flight tends 

to decrease with the increase in the strength of argument on appeal.  In reality, such an 

equation is little more than an acknowledgment that most human beings are capable of 
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rational  decision making.   Thus,  the  length of  this  motion  and breadth of  arguments 

herein should be viewed in light of this Court's failure to consider the merits of the claims 

on appeal, with respect to previous motions for stay pending appeal.

Stilley,  relegated  to  phone  calls  spied  upon  by  his  very  adversaries  the  DOJ, 

despite  respectful  request  for  a  private  conversation,  has  not  had  a  single  oral 

conversation with Springer or his counsel since April 24, 2010.  This electronic Trulincs 

file, once sent, cannot be modified by Stilley in any way.  It cannot be re-sent.  Copy and 

paste is not a possibility, so the text cannot be effectively used to make the creation of a 

subsequent,  similar  document  less  burdensome.   Collaboration  in  the  normal  sense 

understood by an attorney on the street is not possible.  The DOJ conspired to cut Stilley 

off from the effective assistance of counsel with great success.  It should be understood 

that  this  document  is  the  work  of  Stilley,  isolated  from the  normal  avenues  for  the 

betterment  of  pleadings,  and without  so  much as  a  set  of  the  docket  items  and trial 

exhibits.   If  any  correction  is  suggested,  Stilley  respectfully  submits  that  he  should 

receive, 1) specific reasons as to specific parts and 2) accommodation so that he will be 

able to actually make corrections to a modifiable electronic file.

Stilley  should  be  immediately  granted  the  stay  requested,  and  his  conviction 

should be reversed and dismissed with prejudice as soon as possible after the DOJ has 

had reasonable opportunity to respond.

SPECIFIC REQUEST FOR RELIEF

Stilley respectfully requests the following, based upon the matters set forth herein:
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1) Release pending appeal for half the time, remainder to be served at the Forrest 
City Low Security Prison, according to a schedule mutually agreeable with Stilley 
and the administration of the prison;

2) Alternatively, a complete stay, whereby Stilley would be allowed to stay out  
pending the decision of the cause without any alternation between release and  
prison time.

3) Consideration of the PRA and District Director arguments of Lindsey Springer, 
in light of the facts and authorities set forth herein, both as a prong of the stay  
decision, and at the proper time, substantively with oral argument;

4) An opinion and order reversing and dismissing the judgment of conviction, at 
the proper time, with prejudice to refiling.

5) Stilley, reserving the right to plead further, incorporate further, or otherwise  
claim any right  secured by the constitution,  laws,  rules,  of the  United States,  
respectfully claims such other and further relief as may be appropriate whether or 
not specifically prayed.

AFFIDAVIT PROMISING SELF-SURRENDER IN THE EVENT OF AFFIRMANCE

I, Oscar Stilley, by my signature however made, pursuant to any and all applicable 

law and rules, hereby declare under penalty of perjury, that if I lose this appeal, I will  

surrender  to  Forrest  City  Low  Security  prison,  upon  the  day  appointed  for  the 

commencement of the service of the remainder of my sentence.

Respectfully submitted this 29th day of October, 2010

Oscar Amos Stilley (#10579-062)
FCC Forrest City
PO Box 9000
Forrest City, AR 72336
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

By  my  signature  above,  I  certify  that  on  October  29,  2010,  a  copy  of  this 

document was served on Frank P. Cihlar, Charles A. O'Reilly, Alexander P. Robbins and 

Lindsey Kent Springer by regular mail and Jerold W. Barringer by e-mail.
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